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Abstract

This research study investigates what constitutes design and social innovation
initiatives in the Asia-Pacific region. Field research conducted in in Hong Kong,
Bangkok and Kuala Lumpur led to the construction of sixteen case studies, which
revealed a broad diversity of design and social innovation practices. Activity Theory
was used as a framework for data collection, allowing stakeholders involved in these
initiatives to share their insights and experiences within their respective local contexts.
Their insights were subsequently analysed using thematic analysis, leading to the
identification of three key themes.

The first theme highlights the disparity between how design and social innovation
is framed in academic discourse and how it is perceived by various groups of
stakeholders and actors. The second discusses the tensions surrounding the
designer’s role in social innovation. The third out the challenges and inherent
paradoxes of sustaining design and points social innovation initiatives. These findings
form the basis for recommendations to reposition design in social innovation practice, a
reimagination of the role of the designer in the process and a set of pragmatic
objectives that can help sustain initiatives who are operating ‘in the wild’.

The contribution of knowledge of this research is that design and social
innovation as a field of study is in urgent need of reorientation. Instead of solely
focusing on the generation and implementation of design solutions, designers should
shift their efforts towards creating and nurturing meaningful social relations while
understanding their many dimensions and intricacies, as these relations will sustain
initiatives in the long run. However, outcomes that are eventually produced should be
tangible, to increase their usefulness for the stakeholders involved. Moreover, not only
do practitioners need to create enabling ecosystems for the communities they intend to
help, they should create these environments for themselves as well, by aligning
themselves with the interests of other actors. Appropriate communication plays in
important role in keeping the initiative’s social environment stable and healthy by
shaping the perceptions and expectations of stakeholders. A paradigm shift is
therefore required in order to move forward, with designers working in the space of
social innovation being sociable designers, who focus on being social rather than just

doing social.
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Chapter 1 / Introduction

On an ordinary Thursday morning in Hong Kong, a student grins sheepishly before
lying down in a coffin made out of cardboard. In a small library in Bangkok, a group of
around thirty youths shout enthusiastically while pretending to be farmers. A tray of
homemade coconut desserts is passed around during a gathering of people seated
around a large map of a village. What do these three seemingly unrelated experiences
have in common? In Hong Kong and Bangkok, and in many other places around the
world, a multitude of people, with different motivations, perspectives and objectives,
are involved in initiatives of varying compositions, sizes and orientations, that are all
seeking to change their environment for the better. Those who practice these
experiences, often do not have a name for it. In academia, the phenomenon is
described using a variety of names that signify nuances in interpretation (see also
p.23). In the context of this study, however, it will be referred to as design and social
innovation. The situations sketched at the beginning of the paragraph are all real-life
experiences of encounters with design and social innovation initiatives! during the field

research conducted for this thesis.

1.1 Background
There are many types of initiatives that could be characterised as design and social
innovation, ranging from small-scale grassroots community projects to large-scale
government urban renewal programmes, and anything in between. They address a
wide range of different topics and issues, such as housing (Jégou & Manzini, 2008),
work (Meroni, 2007), health care (Valentine et al., 2017), food production (Manzini,
2013), marginalised citizens (Hillgren, Seravalli, & Agger Eriksen, 2016), crime
prevention (Camacho Duarte, Lulham, & Kaldor, 2011), social enterprise (Selloni &
Corubolo, 2017a; 2017b), development (Kang, 2016; Yang & Sung, 2016) and ageing
(Lee, 2012).

However, most published accounts of design and social innovation, including

those listed above, are rooted in academic endeavours and unfortunately do not tell the

1 The initiatives are Fine Dying (see section 4.3), Deschooling Games (see section 5.2) and
Pom Mahakan (see section 5.4)
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entire story; relatively little is known about the large majority of initiatives that are
operating ‘in the wild’, aside from the information found on their websites or social
media, which tends to be descriptive in nature, rather than providing insight into their
daily operations, issues and challenges. In many cases, initiatives are transient, only
appearing for a limited time period and dissipating whenever the financial and/or social
resources of the stakeholders are depleted. Furthermore, many practitioners operate
under the radar, independent from academic, institutional and government frameworks.

An equally important issue within the academic discipline of design and social
innovation, but also to a certain extent in its practice, is that there appears to be a
focus on perspectives, approaches, methods and mind sets originating from the west
(Akama & Yee, 2016). This tendency becomes a concern when it is adopted in a
context in which these (implicit) predispositions do not apply or are inappropriate.
Designers can then find themselves in a situation where they are considered to be
outsiders, which in some cases can lead to a hierarchical relationship with their
co-designers from the local community (Janzer & Weinstein, 2014) or a lack of
understanding of the local context ( Wang, Bryan-Kinns & Ji, 2016; Erdzgelik &
Taldizen, 2017 ), undermining the intention and objectives of the initiative.

Approaches originating outside of the dominant perspective, often focusing on
local contexts, receive significantly less attention in academic discourse, which is
unfortunate, as they are often better suited to address local issues (Kang, 2016). The
fact that western models can fall short in non-western contexts is also evidenced in
some of the case studies described in this thesis. For example, one respondent
mentioned that the western framework used to evaluate their initiative did not include
one of the most essential indicators (see p. 247). Another respondent noted that her
western academic training was not beneficial in the context of her home country,
leading to unsuccessful replication of the initiative (see p.187).

Current approaches to design and social innovation can be characterised as
limited, largely reflecting the (academic) standpoints of the dominant west. It is
therefore imperative that the knowledge that is gained and challenges that are
encountered by practitioners that work in non-western contexts is documented and
shared with the wider design and social innovation community, as they can contribute
valuable information that can not only improve the ways we address social issues, but
also the ways we practise design. The focus on Asia-Pacific practices is purposeful,

mainly due to the growing adoption of design in the various countries in the region,
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making it a fertile ground for investigation. The diverse range of contexts, from a
cultural, historical and political point of view also enables the research to uncover rich

pluralistic approaches to design.

1.2 Aims and objectives

The aim of this research is to establish what constitutes design and social innovation in
the Asia-Pacific region by learning from practitioners, academics, entrepreneurs,
community members and other actors who initiate and participate in local initiatives.
Their insights are crucial to gain a broader and deeper understanding of a

phenomenon that is currently only partially and poorly understood.

The objectives of the study are to:

1. establish the inner workings of initiatives;

identify the challenges and limitations that practitioners face;
examine the power relations within initiatives;

investigate what role design plays in the social innovation process;

a > w DN

determine how value is perceived by the stakeholders involved.

1.3 Thesis outline

In Chapter 2, the emergence of design and social innovation as a field of study will be
viewed through the lens of two disciplines: social innovation studies and design
studies, respectively. Current themes in academic discourse are discussed next: the
framing of design and social innovation, the role of the designer and how initiatives are
sustained. Two major issues, the lack of non-western perspectives and the lack of
critical analysis, are discussed, followed by examples and research conducted centring

on the Asia-Pacific region.
Chapter 3 describes the theoretical and methodological framework of the study: its

basis in social constructionism, the usage of the case study method, Activity Theory as

a method of data collection and thematic analysis as a means to analyse the data.
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Chapters 4, 5 and 6 provide rich descriptions of the sixteen case studies in Hong Kong,
Bangkok and Kuala Lumpur, respectively, elaborating on their history and context,

structure, respondents, mode of operation, timeline/timespan and outcome.

Chapter 7 discusses context-specific themes, which were particular to the contexts of

either Hong Kong, Bangkok or Kuala Lumpur.

Chapter 8, the first of the key theme chapters, opens with a discussion of how design
and social innovation is perceived by the various groups of actors and stakeholders
and sets it against how it is framed in academic literature. It concludes with four

recommendations for the repositioning of design in social innovation practice.

In chapter 9, the typical role of the designer in social innovation as discussed in
chapter 2 is contrasted with insights from the field study, leading to the construction of
three characteristics for a new designer persona, who will be more in tune with the new

interpretation of design and social innovation as proposed in the previous chapter.

Chapter 10 builds on the insights gained from the respondents as well as the previous
chapters and proposes a set of pragmatic objectives that aim to improve the

sustainability of initiatives.
Chapter 11 is the conclusion of the thesis and will provide a summary of the insights,

the contribution to knowledge, discuss the study’s limitations and suggest areas for

further research.

22



Chapter 2 / Design and social innovation

H&,"#1'-14',05"-.""110 6-/"01",'-'2"&.4'02'K0/3",/$4="-14"7%-5/"5&'I3-I'-77&-%,'/0'K&'
#-"1"1#'COC&1/$C'/3%0$#30%/'/3&'E0%.48Bhe broad variety of names under which it is
known, such as integrated design (Papanek, 1971; 1985), social design (Margolin &
Margolin, 2002), transformation design (Burns et al., 2006), design for social innovation
(Jégou & Manzini, 2008; Manzini, 2015), design thinking for social innovation (Brown &
Wyatt, 2010) and socially responsible design (Melles, De Vere, & Misic, 2011), indicate'
6-%"-/"01,"1'4&2"1"/"01N'7&%,7&5/"6&'-14',507 &N'KO/ /3R 0%&/"5-.-14'7%-5/"5-."

,&1,& , 8'A3&'$,&'02'4&,"#1'C&/304,'/0'2-5"."/-1&'0%'K&1&2"/',05"-.""1106-/"01'7%-5/"5&N'
30E&B&%N'-77&-%,'/0'K&'-'50CC01'4&10C"1-/09B&'K&"11"1#'02'/3,'53-7/1&%'E". "
4"53%,,'/3&'3",/0%="02'4&,"#1'-14',05"-.""1106-/"01",/$4"&, '-14'7%06"4&"-'K%"&2'06&%6"&E'
02/3&4"22&%&15€8E&&1',05"-.""1106-/"01'-14",05"-.'&1/&%7%",&This will be followed
by an overview of the relevant academic discourse on design and social innovation,
identifying (re)current themes in literature and highlighting the issues that prompted the

research objectives of this thesis.

2.1 The role of design in the social innovation process !

In this section, the evolution of design and social innovation as a field of study is traced
through its evolution in two separate disciplines: social innovation on one hand and
design on the other, eventually converging into the academic discipline as it is known

today.

2.1.1 Social innovation and design !

The practice of what is now referred to as social innovation has arguably existed as

long as mankind (Simms, 2006); 5015&7/,',$53"-,'C01&= N'$1"6&%,-.",$22%-#&'-14'/3&'
C048&%1',/-/1&'3-6&'-..'K&&1',05"-.""1106-/"01,"-/'/3&'"C&'02'/3&" %" 16&1/"01Z<-L-"K-)
B-1/-1-N'(?GQ\8'P0%&'%&5&1/',05"-."'1106-/"01,"15.$4& ' f%e64&N'C"5%0.0-1,"- 14"
a"F'7&4"-'ZP$.#-1N'(??R8'H",/"1#$",3"1#',05"-.""1106-/"01'2%0C'e10%C-.d'K$,"1&,,"
"1106-/"01",'/3&'10/"01'/3-/'13&'20% C&K&#"1, 2%0C"-',05"-."7&%,7&5/"6 &N'K&1&2"/["1#'/3&'
50CC$1"/="-14',05"&/=""1'#& 1&%-.N'E3&%&-,'13&".-//&%",'K-,&4'$701'50CC&%5&'- 14"
50C7&/""01ZH-E,01'fH-1"&.N'( ?G?8"*'2$%/3&%'4",/"15/"01'5-1'K&'C-4&'2%B&"
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10/"01'02,05"-.'53-1#&'K="/3&"1/&1/"01-.'1-/$%&'02',05"-."'1106-/"01Z!%-1gN'
TO53#&%1&%N'TTOE-.4/N'(?Q&R\

"' B05"-."'1106-/"01'3- ,'K&50C&'7-%/"5%.-%.="-//%-5/"6&'/0'#06&%1C&1/,'-14'70.)5=
C-F&%,N',$53'-,'/3&'1$%07&-1'<0CC",,"01'-14'/3&'a0%.4'15010C"5'10%3$CN'K&5-$,&'
02'/3&'4"22"5%."&,'[%-4"/"01-.'"E&.2-%&'",=,/&C,'2-5&"' 1'C&&/"1#'3& #%O0E"1#'-14'4"6 &%, &'
1&&4,'02',05"&/=Z@0%g-#-'f' @04"1"N'(?RV$%/3&%C0%&N',05"-."'1106-/"01",'-K.&'/0'
53-..&1#&'1%-4""01-.'C04&.,'K='K.$%%"1#'/3&'5016&1/'0D--%"/"&,'02'7$K."5'6,8'7%"6-/&N'
#.0K-.'6,8'.05-.N'7%04$5&%'6,8'501,$C&%'-14'1&&4'6,8'E",38'D1/3",",&1,&N',05"-."
"1106-/"01'4",%%$7/,'/3&'E-='02'€10%C-..=d'40"1#'/3"1#,8'A3",'4",501/"1$"/="",N'30E&6&%N'
3&-6".='4&7&14&1/'01'501/&J/E3-/"",'1&E"1'01&'50 1/&J/N'5$./$%&'02".05-."/=N'C"#3/'10/'
K&"1'-10/3&%8"-4"5-."1106-/"01,'40'10/'01.='7%06"4&"-1,E&%,'/0'i$&,/"01,N'/3&="3-6&'
13&'-K"."/='/0'63-1#&'/3&'i$&,/"01,'/3&C,&.6&,N'4&."6&%"1#',0.$/"01,'/0'7%0K.&C,'20%'2-%'
.&,,'C01&="/3-1'C-"1,/%&-C',0.$/'01," ZP-1g"1"N'(?G\8

" A3&%&-%&'-.,0',&6&%-.' 1 20Y8%02"/'0%#-1",-/"01,"/3-/-5/"6&.=",$770%/'-14'
7%0C0/&',05"-.""1106-/"01"1"/"-/"6& ,N'-. K&"/'4"22&%" 1#"1'13&" %'%&, 7&5/"6&'- 77%0-53&,N'
-"C,'-14'&C73-,&,8'@-,&4"1'/3&'[UN"IBA*'-14'/3&'c0$1#'10$14-/"01"-%&'
"1,/"1$/&,'13-I'/"C$.-/1&',05"-."'1106-/"01'/3&0%="-14"7%-5/"5&'K="5014$5/"1#'%&,&-%53'
-14" $770%/"1#'7%0L&5/,N'07&%-/"1#'K0/3'01'1-/"01-."-14"1/&%1-/"01-.". &6&%0$#3"-'
1&/EQ0%F'02'7-%/1&%,8"IBA*'&C73-,",&,"1106-/"01"-,'/3&'4%"6&%'02',05"-.'53- 1#&N'
E3&%&-,'/3&c0$1#'10$14-/'01'205%,&,'01'50CK-/"1#"1&i$-."I= 'Z]l BA*N'(?G:h'A3&'
c0$1#'10$14-/"0IN'(?G:\ 8*,30F-",'-'#.0K-.'1&/E0%F'02',05"-.'&1/%&7%&1&%$%,'/3-/'
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2.1.2 Design and social innovation
From the perspective of design studies, the origin of design and social innovation as an
academic discipline is commonly attributed to the writings of Papanek (1971; 1985),
whose appeal emphasised the importance of designers’ social and moral responsibility
towards their audience, addressing people’s needs rather than their (artificially created)
wants. His proposed approach, integrated design, views man, tools, environment, and
ways of thinking and planning as a non-linear, simultaneous, integrated,
comprehensive whole. Furthermore, he argues that the problem is to be placed in its
social perspective, considering its history as well as the social groups, classes and
societies involved. Design should aim to be ecologically responsible and socially
responsive.

At the beginning of the 21st century, Margolin and Margolin (2002) ascertained

that although there are those who design for social need, social design still lacks the
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necessary structures, methods and objectives. In addition, the issues regarding how it
might be commissioned, supported, and implemented have not been sufficiently
addressed. Attributing these shortfalls to the lack of research of what design can do,
they pick up where Papanek left off by proposing a broad agenda that explores the role
and public perception of the socially responsible designer. Their work evaluates the
current situation as well as future possibilities, increases funders’ awareness regarding
social design and considers the products that fulfil people’s needs. Research methods
such as surveys, interviews, participant observation and content analysis could
examine these issues and the evaluation of design solutions in their actual
environment is needed to test their effectiveness (Ibid.).

The complexity ladder was launched in 2005 by NextD, an experimental
community sensemaking initiative founded by GK VanPatter and Elizabeth Pastor.

Consisting of Design 1.0, 2.0, 3.0 and 4.0, it distinguishes four design paradigms,

ranging from traditional design to social transformation design (see table 2.1).

"HE%&'()* 1+"(, ! | "H$%&!-)* 1+, | | "#$%&1)* 1+, | | "#$%&1/)* 1+, |

"#$01%23%4" | "#$%&Y'(#)*$+,%-( | ."$/0&1,+"2%0+* 3"-#(%, H&Yo'(#)* 6'0%#)* & H#(, 4" 5#&Y0'(*
$+,%-(* & H(, A SHEY' (*+,%-¢ | $+,%-(*

5367#849:#1% | 7+8* * * oH(: *

;140#$$ ! H'&YoH#)*;"0+,,* * > * > | <'b))+&+*"0+,, *

5069# 65#))*,0#)+* * * =H"4* Of)+*

<4=20#>%3P | ='8*0'5;)+>%&: * * * 2%-@*0'5;)+>%68&:

@ABBY%'#$$ | A+4%(+$0@#H))+(+, | * > | > | B($+4%(+$0@#))+(-+,

Table 2.1 The NextD complexity ladder. Adapted from VanPatter (2009).

The table shows that in the traditional design paradigm (Design 1.0), there are few
stakeholders, designers are only involved in part of the process, operating on a small
scale with low complexity and challenges that are clearly defined (often through a
design brief). On the opposite side of the table is the social transformation design
paradigm (Design 4.0), which has many groups of stakeholders with designers
involved in the entire process, operating on a large scale with high complexity and
where the challenges are uncertain and ill-defined. Although the terminology might
differ, this design paradigm describes conditions that are similar to those that are found

in many design and social innovation initiatives, including the cases in this study.
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Product/service design (Design 2.0) and organisational transformation design (Design
3.0) are located somewhere in the middle of the spectrum. VanPatter stresses that
although the four design paradigms did not originate at the same time, they do not
necessarily replace one another and can exist simultaneously (Jones & VanPatter,
2009).

More recently, Manzini (2015) notes a gradual shift from the 20t century
perspective of design, based on the industrial model in which design was considered
an expert activity, to a more refined view that involves new actors in the design
process, with a change in emphasis from products to services to organisations, and
from close-ended to open-ended processes. Subsequently, he states that design is an
inherent human capability that everyone can cultivate, but for some — the design
experts — is a professional activity, whose role is to trigger and support open-ended
co-design processes. Design for social innovation, as Manzini defines the activity,
therefore is the expert design contribution to a co-design process aimed at social
change. He argues that it is not a new kind of design, but it is one of the ways in which
design already functions, or ought to be. Moreover, design for social innovation
initiatives should exist in a favourable ecosystem supported by products, services and

communication activities and should have the ability to be scaled-up and/or replicated.

2.1.3 The difference between s ocial innovation and social enterprise

Both ‘social innovation’ and ‘social enterprise’ are used to designate initiatives that are
driven by social rather than economic motives. However, to what extent the two terms
differ from one another is not always clear. Leadbeater (2007) defines social innovation
as a ‘cumulative, collaborative activity in which ideas are shared, tested, refined,
developed and applied [...] to social issues’, whereas social enterprise is a business
activity driven by a social purpose. As he argues that social enterprise policy should be
included in a broader social innovation policy, it implies that a social enterprise is a
form in which social innovation can manifest itself. Similarly, Phillips et al. (2015)
suggest that social enterprises and social entrepreneurs are part of a social innovation
system: a community consisting of both institutions and practitioners who address

social issues together, thereby giving form to society and innovation in the process.
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Markussen (2017), however, distinguishes ‘social innovation’, ‘social

entrepreneurship’ and ‘social design’ by their aim, modus operandi, notion of social

value, locus of innovation and effects (see table 2.2).2
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Table 2.2 Summary of an analysis conducted by Markussen (2017) of research literature on
social innovation, social entrepreneurship and social design. Adapted from Markussen (2017).

The table shows that although social innovation and social entrepreneurship are similar
in terms of effect, their aim, modus operandi and locus of innovation are perceived to
be different from one another; social entrepreneurship adopts a market-based
approach, whereas social innovation is system-based. In addition, innovation in a
social enterprise occurs in relative solitude, while in a social innovation initiative it often
involves multitude of actors.

Sinclair et al. (2018) recognise that social entrepreneurship and social innovation
are often conflated and that there is a need to distinguish between the two, as not all

social enterprises are social innovations (and vice versa). However, they note that the

2 The social design component was included here as it was part of the original table. It will not
be discussed in this section as MarkussenOs view on social design is largely congruent with
other scholars (discussed in section 2.2).
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vagueness surrounding the concepts and therefore their flexibility is also the reason
why they are appealing in both political and international spheres.

Following Leadbeater (2007) and Phillips et al. (2015), this thesis views social
entrepreneurship as one of the manifestations of social innovation, rather than the
more discrete differentiation made by Markussen (2017). The case studies discussed
in chapters 4-6 show that in terms of the aim, modus operandi and locus of innovation,
the boundaries between social innovation and social entrepreneurship often remain
blurry or in some cases tend to overlap, making a strict distinction difficult. Therefore,
characterising all cases in this thesis as social innovation initiatives, with some being
social enterprises as well, would be more helpful. Furthermore, as the focus of the
thesis lies on the role of design in social innovation; whether or not an initiative has a

systemic or business approach is deemed to be less relevant.

2.2 Current themes in academic discourse

Some of the concepts envisioned by Papanek more than 45 years ago have come to
pass. Design and social innovation, which could be considered as the current iteration
of his notion of integrated design, is recognised as a valid field of practice and study,
although it is considered as still maturing (Irwin, 2015). Furthermore, design in the 21t
century has diversified to encompass both commercial and social design. Some of the
issues that Margolin & Margolin (2002) highlighted were addressed in the past decade
and are now part of the on-going discourse, which is mostly dominated by academics,
non-profits, governments, and to a lesser extent, practitioners with or without a design
background. The next sections provide an overview of the prevalent themes in the
study of design and social innovation: how it is framed, what the role of the designer is,

the various ways it could be sustained and the significance of social relations.

2.2.1 The framing of design and social innovation
The most common interpretation of the concept of design and social innovation is that
the application of design methods can advance or strengthen social innovation, thereby
providing creative solutions that reach beyond traditional structures and methods
(Brown & Wyatt, 2010; Mulgan, 2014).

Exploratory studies illustrating how a design approach could benefit social

innovation practice include the comprehensive publications by Emerging User
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Demands for Sustainable Solutions (EMUDE), a project funded by the European
Commission (EMUDE, 2019). Through its network, consisting of teams of researchers
and students from eight European design schools, the two EMUDE books edited by
Meroni (2007) and Jégou & Manzini (2008), identify a total of 80 promising cases to
which design could provide a positive contribution. Examples include Neighbourhood
Shares, where residents take over certain maintenance tasks from the local
government, Collective Rooms, where certain apartment spaces are designated as
collective spaces where residents can interact, and Washing Restaurant, which
combines the activities of eating out and doing the laundry into one.

Binding the case studies are the underlying creative communities, characterised
as groups of creative and entrepreneurial people who reorganise existing local
resources into new ways of social exchange. Connected to networks of similar
initiatives taking place elsewhere in the world, they exchange information, aligning
individual goals to broader social and environmental goals (Meroni, 2007).

In some cases, these creative communities can develop into collaborative
organisations, aimed at producing both specific results and social quality. In contrast to
the idea of a ‘traditional’ social enterprise, centred around one individual creating social
value by him or herself, in a diffused social enterprise, all stakeholders are directly and
actively involved in the social innovation process. Examples of collaborative
organisations are collaborative services and collaborative enterprises, in which users
and/or consumers are actively involved as co-designers and co-producers, and
participative institutions, where certain sections of institutions operate locally on
defined projects with the participation of local stakeholders (Jégou & Manzini, 2008;
Manzini, 2015).

Murray, Caulier-Grice & Mulgan (2010) go one step further by highlighting
specific design disciplines and methods that are deemed useful during various stages
of the social innovation process. Design disciplines considered helpful include service
design (personalised support services), product design (visualisation techniques), web
design (web-based solutions) and urban design (participatory planning). Design
methods and tools include visualisation by design (idea generation), co-design (user
engagement), design for extreme conditions (as inspiration for ‘normal’ users), design
thinking (fostering creativity), prototyping (testing products and services) and design

labs (as a strategic tool).
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Two characteristics of design are emphasised in particular in academic
discourse: design as a creative force, primarily through the design thinking approach,
and design as a democratisation tool, through the co-creation approach inspired by the

field of participatory design.

2.2.1.1 Design framed as a creative force

The creative and/or disruptive qualities of design are often put forward as valuable
assets in the social innovation process. Freire, Borba & Diebold (2011) view the main
benefit of design in social innovation as the use of design culture, a consolidated
process which organises individuals’ creativity with the aim of finding new solutions,
including the configuration of the problem itself. Manzini (2014) characterises the
design process, in which various actors patrticipate at different times and in different
ways, as dynamic and unpredictable. He suggests that by using design, with or without
the aid of designers, groups of citizens can experience new ways of being and doing
and come up with new solutions or new opportunities. Calvo & De Rosa (2017) state
that the act of designing can influence people’s perceptions and assumptions about
reality as well as affect their behaviour. IDEO.org employs human-centred design to
improve the livelihoods of poor and vulnerable communities, claiming that even
complex problems such as poverty, gender equality, and clean water can be solved
using this approach (IDEO.org, 2015).

The design approach that is frequently foregrounded by both academics and
practitioners in this context is design thinking, which makes use of capacities that are
neglected in traditional problem-solving approaches, but are present in everyone, such
as intuitiveness, pattern recognition, the generation of ideas with both emotional and
functional meaning and alternative ways of self-expression (Brown & Wyatt, 2010).
Although there are many variations in its application, design thinking typically entails a
phase in which a problem is identified and the users’ needs and experiences are
investigated, followed by an idea generation phase, often by a multidisciplinary group
of professionals or stakeholders. Next, the most viable ideas are selected for
prototyping after which the team will either return to one of the previous phases or
move on to implement the product or service, sometimes supplemented by a (visual)
communication strategy. The phases are not necessarily fixed in this order, can include

additional steps and can re-occur or be revisited during the process.
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Increasingly moving towards practical application, Meroni, Fassi & Simeone
(2013), discuss how design and social innovation can be practiced in action research
using the implementation of two projects from Polimi DESIS as examples. Coltivando,
a co-creation community garden project located at the Politecnico di Milano was
developed by postgraduate students and was co-designed by local residents. Nutrire
Milano (Feeding Milan) examines how design and social innovation can connect local
food producers with its consumers using a network of services. Both projects were
implemented using the Social Innovation Journey, an action research framework that
systematises recurring activities in research projects in order to understand the current
stage of social innovation as well as the potential of future stages. In eight steps, from
raising awareness, through the identification of experts and topics for action,
generating and co-creating ideas towards a solution, to prototyping and incubation, the
model guides designers in terms of what action should be taken at which stage.

Authors have also explored various fields in which a design thinking approach
could be applied. In their study of how design thinking could be implemented in the
context of social enterprises in Italy, Selloni & Corubolo (2017) found that such an
approach could have an essential role in supporting, accelerating and democratising
social innovation. Co-design activities with users and other actors (discussed in
2.2.1.2) were considered as a possible solution to some of the problems currently
present in the social enterprise and public sector, granting an opportunity for the
organisation to refocus on organisational change and reconnect with its users. For
social enterprises, this is of particular significance as it serves a reminder that their
attention should be directed towards individuals and bottom-up practices, rather than
public institutions and top-down rules.

Valentine et al. (2017) explored how a design thinking and social innovation
culture could be cultivated in a health and social care environment. In five design
sprints held in the city of Dundee in Scotland, large interdisciplinary groups, each
consisting of 75 participants, were encouraged to utilise design methods and
techniques that use a user-centred perspective. Each design sprint took place over a
period of five days, with each individual day dedicated to one of the phases of problem
identification and problem solving: understanding, diverging, converging, refining and
communicating. By undergoing the five phases in the design sprint, participants gained
experience into the theory and practice of design thinking, prototyping, agile

management, research techniques, critical thinking, and developed empathy and
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resilience. The authors found design thinking to be a suitable to consider alternative
models of teamwork in the context of health care and offered the opportunity for those
unfamiliar with design or design thinking to get acquainted with design as a strategy to
achieve change.

The added value of design in the process of social innovation is also described
as a certain mind-set, by proposing solutions either through design skills or “a
designerly way of knowing and doing” (Cipolla & Moura, 2012), possessing “designerly
thinking as an attitude” (Cairns, 2017) or introducing “a new culture” (Selloni &
Corubolo, 2017a). Kimbell (2011) classifies design thinking discourses by

distinguishing the concept to be interpreted as either a cognitive style, a general theory

of design or an organisational resource (see table 2.3).
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Table 2.3 Classification of design thinking discourses. Adapted from Kimbell (2011).

The design thinking approach is also popular with the initiatives studied in this
research; in all three cities visited during the field research there was at least one
initiative that utilised it. In some instances explicitly, such as in the Goodseed initiative,
where it is mentioned as one of the skills that is taught during the programme. Other
initiatives, such as Fine Dying (Sl.DLab), Co-create Charoenkrung (TCDC), CROSSs,
Pom Mahakan and Think City, do not specifically mention the term ‘design thinking’,
but use an approach which could be characterised as design thinking, or a variant
thereof.?

The definition posited by Manzini (2015) could perhaps be considered as the

most ambitious. Referring to it as design for social innovation, it entails the contribution

3 The case studies will be described in detail in chapters 4-6.
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of design experts to a co-design process that is aimed at creating social change, noting
that it is not a new kind of design, rather a way in which design already functions. In
addition, he makes a clear distinction between social design and design for social
innovation. The former is aimed at solving social problems, whereas the latter is
geared at creating meaningful social innovations, which are not necessarily aimed at a
disadvantaged group, such as the poor. Furthermore, the term ‘social design’ implies
that it is a ‘special’ sort of design, a charitable activity, and therefore a complementary
activity, existing next to ‘normal’ commercial design. Design for social innovation
however, has an alternate business model altogether and is (or should be) design itself

and not a separate form of design.

2.2.1.2 Design framed as a democratisation tool

Along with the focus on the creative aspects of design, the activity of co-creation or
co-designing with end users or stakeholders is emphasised as one of the beneficial
contributions of design in social innovation practice.

Transformation design was the British Design Council’s RED unit's approach to
address social and economic issues through design-led innovation and was
characterised by using participatory design to involve the stakeholders from the
beginning of the process. In addition, the designers should provide the actors with the
tools, skills and organizational capacity to continue and sustain the change initiated
(Burns et al., 2006). The Design Council has continued this approach, with social
innovation now constituting one of its five key areas of work, stating that design can
provide valuable and tangible contributions that could help solve various complex
social challenges (Design Council, 2019).

Sanders & Stappers (2008) distinguish between the concepts of co-creation and
co-design: whereas co-design (or participatory design) refers to the creativity of
designers and non-designers collaborating in the design process, co-creation is a
much broader term that can refer to any kind of collective act of creativity. Co-design
therefore is a specific type of co-creation. Furthermore, they suggest that co-creation
which is implemented at the beginning of the design process can achieve long-term
positive impact. The authors further argue that applying participatory design at key
decision moments throughout the entire design process when dealing with problems on

a large scale can change both design and the world itself.
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DiSalvo et al. (2011) consider design and social innovation to be more related to
co-design and patrticipatory design rather than ‘traditional’ design and innovation, which
retains the stance of the designer as the main agent or author. As neither design or
designers are given a special position in the design and social innovation process
compared to other forms of knowing or acting, they propose that the collective
articulation of issues as a service might be the value that design adds in the social
innovation process. Through providing this service, design can reveal factors, relations
and consequences of an issue, which can then be used as a foundation for social
innovation.

Bjogvinsson, Ehn & Hillgren (2012) note that the design thinking approach shares
many similarities with participatory design, which begins from the idea that the people
who are affected by design should be part of the design process, particularly
stakeholders that are weak in resources. Moreover, they perceive participatory design
as a modern version of Things, Nordic and Germanic assemblies, rituals and places
where ancient societies gathered to discuss a variety of issues. Moving from designing
things (objects) to designing Things (socio-material assemblies) is perceived by the
authors as a fundamental challenge for contemporary design and designers.

Similarly, Cairns (2017) proposed notion of designerly thinking?, which he defines
as the generation of meaningful possibilities, is not limited to professional designers
and requires the involvement of the affected stakeholders throughout the entire design
process. Even though stakeholders individually might have arguments that appear to
be emotional or irrational, these need to be appreciated in the design process as he
considers them the true owners of the issue that is being addressed. In order to
achieve this goal, he recommends that stakeholders must be involved in the design
process as equals from the beginning, through collaborative realization. In this
approach, stakeholders actively participate and are engaged and embedded in the
entire process, instead of just being invited at specific key moments (Cairns &
Matthews, 2015).

2.2.1.3 Challenging the dominant perspective  on the role of design
The promise that design can introduce creativity and democracy into the social

innovation process is an important part of the dominant narrative on design and social

4 Unrelated to the designerly ways of knowing proposed by Cross (1982).
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innovation. However, this perspective tends to be overly optimistic and relatively
uncritical, reiterating the strengths of design, with significantly less emphasis given to
its weaknesses.

Publications by the non-profit organisations NESTA and The Young Foundation
are frequently presented as support for the use of design in social innovation. For
example, the use of visualisation techniques, the user-centred approach, ideation,
prototyping and systems thinking are mentioned as some of the strengths of design
(Murray et al., 2010; Mulgan, 2014). However, Mulgan (2014) also notes a lack of
evidence and formal evaluation of design methods. Moreover, designers often have
insufficient implementation skills, do not have sufficient knowledge of organisational
issues and cultures and are unwilling to learn from others.

In their review of higher education institutions in the UK, Armstrong et al. (2014)
point out several issues in social design research. Some of their most important
findings include that design research lacks criticality, is not aimed at building
knowledge but mainly service-oriented, fragmented and dominated by problem solving
type of projects. The agenda for research is dominated by non-academic
organisations, which have their own interests. Moreover, the political motivations of
social design itself are often unclear. Design practitioners experience difficulties in
dealing with the challenges that are posed to them and their understanding of macro-
economic, social and policy drivers is minimal.

Kiem (2011) recognises that design should be considered in any kind of social
innovation approach, as designed artefacts are a prerequisite when dealing with the
social, but also points out that research on the role of power and politics in the process
is lacking. Moreover, he questions whether the popularity that social innovation has
been experiencing can be attributed due to its actual success or rather its usefulness to
the existing political structures. Therefore, social innovation’s strength of initiating
change will be severely limited if design and social innovation studies remain reluctant
to take the political dimension into account.

In their critical review, Janzer & Weinstein (2014) assert that social design mainly
employs two methods: design thinking and human-centred design. They problematise
this by asserting that its theory is still based on traditional human-centred priorities,
which tend to be object-centric, rather than shifting to situation-centred priorities, which
are social-centric. Akama, Hagen & Whaanga-Schollum (2019) observe that outside of

academia, desigh methods are often used as substitutes for design outcomes,

36



disregarding ethics or safety. Von Busch & Palmas (2016) find it curious that even
though traditional design has the tendency to judge on outcomes, design and social
innovation instead emphasises “the value of the design process for collective aims”,
therefore implying that social outcomes that are beneficial are somehow expected. The
authors warn that this practice might disguise the fact that these processes in some
cases fail to deliver.

In addition, several authors have also questioned design and social innovation’s
effectivity and underlined the ambiguity of the design thinking and co-creation
approaches, the two ‘pillars’ that support both its study and practice. In their review of
26 European design and social innovation studies, Komatsu et al. (2016) found that the
implementation of design in social innovation initiatives was not significant on either
strategic nor operational level (see also section 2.3.2). Kimbell (2011) notes that
neither the general public, nor those who claim to practice design thinking, appear to
have a good understanding of the concept. In her extensive review, in which she traces
the history of the concept through four decades, she identifies three main issues. First,
in accounts of design thinking a dualism often exists between thinking and action, and
between the designer and the context in which the design activity occurs. Second,
there is an assumption that design thinking is a quality shared by all designers, without
taking into account the differences of how the design professions and institutions have
evolved individually. Third, designers are emphasised as the main agents in design.

Johansson-Skdldberg, Woodilla & Cetinkaya (2013) distinguish between two
distinct design thinking discourses: designerly thinking® refers to the academic field of
design, which links theory and practice from a design perspective and design thinking,
a popularised management version of designerly thinking in which design practice and
competence are discussed beyond the context of design. Although the difference
between these two discourses is of less relevance in the context of this thesis, the two
dimensions that are deemed by the authors to have been ‘lost in translation’ from
designerly thinking into design thinking are interesting to note. First, the notion of
design thinking tends to be equated to creativity, whereas the latter is only one of the
many aspects of a professional designer’s practice. Second, design thinking is often
visualised as a toolbox. However, the specific design methods are often taken out of

context and presented as tools that anyone can use, disregarding the fact that some

5 Unrelated to Cairns' (2017) notion of designerly thinking
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tools need trained professionals (designers) who know how and when to use them.
Johansson-Skdéldberg, Woodilla & Cetinkaya (2013) note that design thinking
discourses are based on the assumption that designers’ ways of thinking and problem
solving somehow differ from (business) managers, of which there is little empirical
evidence.

Co-creation approaches, in particular their outcomes, have also been the subject
of criticism. Voorberg, Bekkers & Tummers (2015) conducted a systematic review of
122 articles and books spanning a six-year period (1987-2013), which discussed co-
creation or co-production with citizens in public innovation. They found that there were
few studies that addressed the actual outcomes of the co-creation/co-production
process. Moreover, whenever outcomes were reported, the emphasis tended to be on
whether the effectiveness of the public service was enhanced. This suggested that the
act of co-creation/co-production did not need to be legitimised by any external
objectives, but was in fact a virtue in itself. The authors therefore conclude that they
could not ascertain whether co-creation/co-production significantly contributed to the
outcome of the social innovation process or whether there was a relationship between

the degree of citizen involvement in the process and the outcome.

This section has demonstrated that the evidence of design’s ability to contribute to the
social innovation process in a significant and meaningful way is scarce. Therefore, the
premise that design can solve complex social problems is built on a foundation which
at best can be characterised as shaky. Several weaknesses of design and social
innovation that have been pointed out are its limited usefulness, lack of critical
evaluation and apolitical stance. From the observations by Mulgan (2014), it can be
concluded that designers are locked in their own bubble, resulting in them being
closed-minded and lacking knowledge in areas of implementation as well as
organisational culture.

Furthermore, the dominant image that is projected of design and social
innovation is one that is one-sided, focusing on the terms ‘design’ and ‘social’,
simplifying their respective meanings and associations. In this perspective, ‘design’ is
interpreted to be largely equal to ‘creative’, whereas ‘social’ implies ‘co-creation’, Yet,
the evidence that design thinking and co-creation contribute to the social innovation

process in a significant way is lacking.
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The notion of the mere act of co-creation being seen as a virtue in public
innovation, as noted by Voorberg, Bekkers & Tummers (2015), can be extended to
design and social innovation as well, with the presence of design somehow perceived
as a given in social innovation, even in accounts that are critical regarding its role.
The question ‘What can design do to support social innovation?’ appears to have

been superseded by the statement ‘How design can support social innovation’.

2.2.2 The role of the designer

There is an interesting duality present in the perception of the designer’s role in social
innovation. Through the lens of social innovation studies, the role of designers has
often been ill-defined, or in some cases barely recognised. Furthermore, their agency
is considered to be weak (Armstrong et al., 2014). In contrast, through the lens of
design and social innovation studies, there is an implicit assumption that the designer
is the one who is chiefly responsible for introducing change. Within the latter discourse,
which is often design-centric, the perception of designers as the catalyst in social
innovation appears to have been challenged relatively recently (Kimbell, 2011; 2012).

However, Markus (1972, cited in Lawson, 2005) already distinguished three
perspectives on the role of the designer in society several decades ago. In the first
role, which is the most conservative, designers are connected to neither clients or
makers and wait for commissions. The second role is the exact opposite, where
designers function as campaigners, associating directly with community. In this role,
however, designers would lose their professional role as well as independence, power
and influence, since their resources would be severely limited. The third role lies in
between the first two and assumes that designers remain professional experts, but
involve users in the design process, which appears to be the direction that designers
have eventually followed in design and social innovation.

Papanek (1971; 1985) also notes the changing role of designers, stating that they
should not be focused on merely attempting to be more creative than others, but
instead function as comprehensive synthesists. He argues that designers should not
only be ‘vertical’ subject specialists, but to a certain extent also ‘horizontal’, acting as a
bridge between different disciplines. Blaming the design education system for training
vertical specialists instead of horizontal generalists, or synthesists, Designers must
bring broad, non-specialised interactive insights to teams, combined with a sense of

social responsibility. Papanek envisions an ideal situation where designers and
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non-designers could meet to engage in design, learning, studying, teaching,
experimenting and discussing with one another.

Elaborating on Papanek, Brown & Wyatt (2010) call for the t-shaped designer,
whose depth of skill is complimented by an empathy for people and disciplines other
than design, stressing the importance of a designer being able to function within
multidisciplinary teams. Additional desirable characteristics include openness, curiosity,
optimism, learning through doing and experimentation.

The role of the designer should, however, not be confused with the role of
design, although both terms are at times used interchangeably (Cipolla & Moura, 2012;
Mulgan, 2014). The shift in the role of the designer in design and social innovation,
along with the fact that design methods can be employed by non-designers as well,
makes it questionable whether the emphasis should still be placed on those who
practice design on a professional basis. In this study, therefore, a distinction between
the two is made; issues surrounding the framing and perception of design are
discussed in sections 2.2.1 and chapter 8, whereas the role of the designer is

discussed in section 2.2.2 and chapter 9.

2.2.2.1 The democratisation of the non -designer

It was asserted in section 2.2.1 that the commonly held perception of design and social
innovation rests upon two fundaments: design thinking and co-design. Within these
respective approaches, the position of stakeholders has moved towards, or is
supposed to be, equal to the designers, promoting users, clients, citizens and other
actors, to be co-creators or co-designers. It may therefore not be surprising that this
democratisation of the design process is assumed to be an integral part of design and
social innovation as well, in turn implicating the status and role of the designer in the
process. This section will first examine the past and current role of the designer in
design thinking and participatory design, which will then serve as a background to the

discussion of the perspectives on the designer’s role in design and social innovation.

Along with the three approaches to design thinking as distinguished by Kimbell (2011),
she thereby also indicates different roles that designers fulfil (see table 2.1, p.33).

In the first two approaches, the role of the designer is usually defined as a maker of
things, with an on-going tension between the physical (objects) or abstract (services,

experiences) realm. Here, designers are perceived to have a unique perspective on
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problems and their solutions. The third approach, however, is underpinned by
empathy, as designers are perceived to be key interpreters of users’ needs,
understanding and incorporating end users’ needs into the solutions they conceive.

In their discussion of the evolution of participatory design, Sanders & Stappers
(2008) point out that the discipline is changing. When describing the respective roles of
the researcher, user and designer in the design process, they state that traditionally the
researcher’s role was to serve as a translator between the user and the designer, who
were both perceived to be largely passive. The designer’s role is to generate ideas and
concepts that are based on the input they receive, gained from the user via the
researcher. However, in a co-design process the user is considered the expert and is
also responsible for the idea and concept generation. The researcher (who can also be
a designer) functions as a facilitator and is responsible for providing the tools for
ideation and visualising or executing the user’s ideas. The authors conclude that
designers should therefore lead, guide, encourage and provide the framework for
people of all levels of creativity to express themselves.

In her typology of design participation based on its discourse, Lee (2008)
proposes a continuum with at one end the abstract space where experts and designers
work and at the other end the concrete space where people (‘ordinary’ citizens) live.

In between lies the realm of collaboration where designers and people meet. Based on

these realms, she distinguishes the four different roles that designers assume,

depending on the space of operation and the motivation for design participation (see
table 2.4).
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Table 2.4 Typology of design participation. Adapted from Lee (2008).
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Using the typology as a basis for conjecture, she proposes three new roles for
designers that would stimulate mutual understanding and collaboration between the
different actors. Design developers encourage the transformation of the participatory
process within the design community, design facilitators transfer design knowledge in
order to emancipate the people and design generators explore how design thinking can

be used by professionals.

Similar views are held regarding the roles of the designer and the user, or in the
context of design and social innovation: the citizen, community member, stakeholder or
actor. Jégou & Manzini (2008) attribute the changing role of the designer to a shift in
context to one in which designers have to work alongside other stakeholders who
might be ‘amateur’ designers or not designers at all, while acknowledging that
designers can no longer monopolise creativity in design and social innovation.
However, the authors describe the designer’s new role as asserting themselves as
experts when collaborating with other stakeholders, but at the same time interacting
with them in a peer-to-peer manner. Describing society as an interwoven web of
designing networks, they view the designers’ responsibility to be feeding these
networks with their specific design skills, capabilities and sensitivities.

In addition, Jégou and Manzini distinguish two modalities in which designers can
operate. When designing in creative communities, designers co-design with other
actors. In order to facilitate the sharing of ideas and solutions, new design skills are
needed, such as promoting collaboration between various stakeholders, helping to
construct shared visions and scenarios and combining existing products and services
to support the creative communities. When designing for creative communities,
designers intervene in collaborative organisations (see also p.30) to increase their
accessibility and effectiveness. Skills required here are conceiving and developing
advanced solutions and/or enabling initiatives, such as platforms and events, for the
collaborative organisation in question.

Manzini (2015) further specifies the designer’s role by refining the different
modalities for design experts (professional designers). As facilitators, experts facilitate
by helping others to take on and maintain a design approach. In the role of activists,
experts initiate collaborations by highlighting certain conditions, thereby provoking
action. When operating as strategists, design experts use their strategic design abilities

to generate visions and proposals, which promote collaboration between actors and
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connect local initiatives with wider ones. As cultural promoters, designers use their
design culture to create a positive circle of action and reflection: being critical of the
existing state of things, but at the same time being able to propose new ideas and
values to improve them.

The expert role of design professionals is also highlighted by Sanders & Stappers
(2008) when discussing their role in the co-design process, as designers possess
knowledge that other stakeholders lack. Moreover, designers are perceived to be the
creators of new tools and methods to be used by non-designers to express themselves
in a creative manner.

Elaborating on the roles of designers and non-designers, Manzini (2015)
distinguishes between expert design (conducted by designers) and diffuse design
(conducted by non-designers). He goes on describing the effect of social innovation in
design itself as the fact that the design process has become separated from the design
initiative (activities that trigger and/or support a design process). In the past, both the
design process and design initiative were the responsibility of designers, whereas now
the design process can involve several (non-designer) actors and it is only the design
initiative that lies with the designer(s).

Although in these perspectives non-designers are recognised as also being
capable of demonstrating designerly skills, this recognition is only partial, as they are
not considered completely equal to the design expert, who still appears to occupy a

position that is situated above the other actors and stakeholders.

Other authors see a more intermediary role for designers. Freire, Borba, & Diebold
(2011), for example, describe designers as interpreters of the needs of their subjects,
who are perceived as the actual experts on the matter, and find solutions for them
accordingly. The people’s role in the process is to collaborate with the designer to
co-create solutions, whereas the role of the designer is facilitating the involvement of
people in the creation process. Similarly, Selloni & Corubolo (2017b) propose the
notion of designers as cultural operators, who would be able to support, accelerate and
democratise the innovation process by translating between diffuse and expert design.
By co-designing both internally and externally, and experimenting with different forms
of collaborations, such as co-design, co-production and co-management, this could
ultimately lead to more collaborative models of governance. Designers can then

function as advocates, connecting grassroots causes to governments.
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Catoir-Brisson et al. (2016) view the role of the designer in social innovation to be a
coordinator of co-design projects, akin to a film director, contrasting it to the traditional
role to of the designer as a “maestro”.

In the collaborative realization approach put forward by Cairns (2017), which
entails the participation of end users in the entire design and social innovation process,
the solution will be owned by the end users themselves. However, this solution will still
be informed by the professional designer’s expertise, who can point out possibilities
outside of users’ experience and challenge “myopic” views. The most important
contribution of the expert designer, he notes, is their skills and capability to determine
what is (subconsciously) valued intrinsically by the end user.

Designers can also assume an activist role in social innovation as described by
Meroni, Fassi & Simeone (2013). In this context, a designer’s tasks could consist of
activities such as identifying a topic for action, involving pro-active people/experts,
generating and selecting ideas, defining timing, roles and exit strategy, co-designing
with the community, developing the solution, producing an event-like prototype or
taking the idea to an incubator.

An investigation by Tan (2012) of seven design projects of the Dott 07 (Designs
of the Time 2007) initiative, in which designers collaborated with public and social
organisations as well as communities, revealed seven roles that designers could
assume within the process. Echoing several of the roles proposed by other authors,
designers could function as co-creators, researchers, capacity builders, facilitators,
social entrepreneurs, provocateurs and strategists. The author notes that aside from
the role of co-creator, all other roles also exist in other disciplines. Therefore, she
recommends that designers should articulate their roles from the beginning, stressing
that they should not aim to replace other professionals’ positions, but instead
collaborate with other disciplines in order to tackle complex issues together.

Chick (2012), however, observes that design has already moved further than the
democratisation of the design process. The designer’s role is to design outside of the
boundaries of a given project, redesigning the solution towards future stakeholders.

In a similar fashion, Bjorgvinsson, Ehn & Hillgren (2010) believe that a designer’s
responsibilities should extend beyond the traditional participatory design approach.
Instead of only focusing on prototyping (‘use before actual use’), designers should also

consider the fact that future stakeholders can be designers (‘design after design’).
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Likewise, Manzini (2015) suggests that designers should now focus on creating

enabling ecosystems, which help to expand people’s capabilities. Within these

ecosystems, expert design could contribute to its activation through skills such as

visualisation (participatory mapping and highlighting promising cases), storytelling

(providing the skills, techniques and proposing cultural contexts) and scenario building

(design-oriented visions or reality). The designer’s role herein is to expand diffuse

designers’ capabilities to use expert design skills in a co-design process. For example,

by using toolkits. The authors note that designers should not attempt to control the

design process, but initiate and support it.

Table 2.5 summarises the different suggested roles that designers can assume in

design thinking, participatory design and design and social innovation.
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Table 2.5 Different interpretations of the role of the designer in social innovation.

Some alternatives have been offered that fall outside of the mainstream view of

designers. One such approach comes from Thorpe & Gamman (2011), who warn that

designers in the position of outsiders should not adopt a paternalistic approach, in
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which they assume responsibility for solving problem(s). This approach, the authors
argue, originates from a model based on needs, rather than assets and is unlikely to be
sustainable in the long run. Instead, either a maternalistic or fraternalistic approach
should be utilised. In a maternalistic approach, facilitation to other actors in the design
process is offered in ‘dosages’, in the sense that the designer does not attempt to do
everything or assume that they can. The designer should aim to enable the actors to
develop their own capacities, using their own assets. In the fraternalistic approach, the
designer does not lead the (co)design process and contributes according to their own
context and abilities, assuming a role in which they have presumed to have similar
agency and responsibility as the other actors involved.

In their case studies of design in the voluntary community sector involving three
charity organisations, Warwick & Young (2016) demonstrate that the trust in the
designer as a person outweighs the trust in the design approach. In order to create
new perspectives for the charities, the designer needs both to challenge and
encourage the participants in the process, where they characterise the designer’s role
as akin to the concept of the critical friend. In this approach by Costa & Kallick (1993),
which originates from educational studies, the critical friend is a trusted person who
provides a perspective through another lens, asks provocative questions and offers
criticism on someone’s work in the role of a friend. In addition, the critical friend makes
an effort to understand the context in which the work is done and aims to work towards
the outcomes that the person is intending. Essential in the critical friendship is the
building of trust, which the critical friend can earn by listening well, not passing value
judgments unless asked, responding to the work with integrity and acting as an
advocate for the success of the work. Moreover, Warwick & Young (2016) point out
that discussion regarding the befriending of stakeholders in order to earn their trust,
which then enables to assume the role of a critic, is currently lacking.

The designer as a community builder, one of the seven roles proposed by Yee,
Jefferies & Michlewski (2017), envisions designers creating an open (physical and
mental) environment in which the community is encouraged to interact and share
ideas. Aside from providing the tools and techniques, designers are responsible for
maintaining an empathic atmosphere, allowing for intimate connections with the
stakeholders involved.

Akama, Hagen & Whaanga-Schollum (2019) indicate that the dominant view of

(design) practitioners in design and social innovation is that they are “culturally neutral,
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objective, interchangeable, and a-geographical”. The authors argue that this is not the
case, as the designers’ backgrounds influence what they have become and how they
practice design. Designers might therefore bring their own biases into the social
innovation process. A reflexive attitude in terms of their position within the existing
framework that they step into, taking into account the dynamic power relations, is

crucial due to the social nature of the work they engage in.

2.2.2.2 The role of design education

The role of design education in relation to the designer’s role in social innovation or
when addressing societal issues has been highlighted by several authors. In the
beginning of the century, Margolin & Margolin (2002) stressed the importance of social
design students learning more about social needs and how they are currently being
addressed. In addition, they need to be more multidisciplinary, particularly brushing up
on sociology, psychology and public policy.

Discussing the introduction of co-creation to design practice, Sanders & Stappers
(2008) envisioned that future design practices would have a significant impact on
design education. Although initially disruptive, design practice and design research
would eventually merge together, creating new tools, methods and opportunities for
both designers and researchers. Several years later, however, Fry (2015) observes
that design education still tends to direct its gaze inward rather than outward, thereby
extending the status quo instead of addressing the issues that it (too) helped to create.
Furthermore, one of the key issues of current design education is that it is disengaged
from the outside world, as its agenda is bound by various pedagogic, professional,
political and market-driven processes and practices. The result is a fundamental gap
between what designers are taught and what designers actually need to know in order
to create a world that is more sustainable.

Penin, Staszowski & Brown (2015) acknowledge the difficulties that designers
face when engaging in public sector innovation projects, stating that designers are new
and inexperienced in this field. Educators therefore must reconsider how complex
social and political issues should be approached and framed in an educational context,
as the understanding required for effective participation is currently still lacking. The
authors argue that instead of relying on interventions based on design methods,

design education should move towards more informed interventions based on a
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transdisciplinary approach that expands beyond design, including disciplines such as
public policy, management studies and anthropology.

Likewise, Vodeb (2015) signals “a neoliberal commodification of higher education
and design degrees”, noting that the critical discourses around social design have little
influence on design education and warns that unless designers are taught to be aware
of the agency of design in the outside world and the need to collaborate with other
disciplines, they are effectively “designing blind”.

In her discussion of two case studies which address social issues in Singaporean
public housing estates, Chon (2018) calls for design and social innovation practice and
education to recognise that human interactions, such as creative place making, are
essential in the implementation of social design. In her social innovation model for
design education she suggests maintaining a manageable project scope and
appropriate objectives, along with realistic design interventions and clear evaluations in
order to increase the effectiveness of solutions. In addition, she emphasises the
necessity of initiatives’ ability to produce solutions that are self-sustainable by the

community.

Design education has not managed to keep up with design and social innovation’s
development in practice. Calls for changes in design education were made nearly two
decades ago (Young, Blair & Cooper, 2001), but this still not sufficiently reflected in
design schools’ curricula. The lack of awareness of social and political issues and
multidisciplinary collaboration are known weaknesses of the design approach in social
innovation (see section 2.2.1.3), but appear to have already been present in design

education.

2.2.3 The sustain ing of initiatives

The short-term nature of designers’ involvement with an initiative and, once involved,
their responsibility to ensure its survival in the long-term has been recognised for some
time (Burns et al., 2006; Brown & Wyatt, 2010; Iversen & Dindler, 2014), even though
this task is seemingly paradoxical. Therefore, the community or end users should
ideally be responsible for the continuation of design and social innovation initiatives
(Janzer & Weinstein, 2014; Wang, Bryan-Kinns, & Ji, 2016; Cairns, 2017). However,
the question of how exactly is less well understood, as most research focuses on its
definition (DiSalvo et al., 2011; Manzini, 2015; Catoir-Brisson et al., 2016),

48



implementation (Camacho Duarte et al., 2011; Cipolla & Moura, 2012; Olivastri, 2017)
and the role that design(ers) play in the process (Thorpe & Gamman, 2011; Tan, 2012;
Meroni et al., 2013).

Academic studies that explore possibilities to sustain design and social
innovation fall into three major categories, which at times overlap. The first assumes
that the creation of favourable environments and/or (social) infrastructures could
support both existing and future initiatives. The second depends on scaling-up and/or
replicating the initiatives themselves, whereas the third primarily aims to preserve the

knowledge of the underlying concepts and ideas.

2.2.3.1 Sustaining through creating favourable environments

A favourable environment for design could take the shape of a design milieu,
suggested by Bello (2007), which could act as an environment in which creative
thinking lies at the base of how ideas, products and knowledge for social good are
developed and arranged, both locally and globally. Within this complex network
containing a variety of actors, designers function as a bridge between the global and
the local. Moreover, how the different layers of local and/or global actors, such as
governments, educational institutes and professionals, interact with one another, can
determine whether an initiative is successful or not. Participatory processes are
suggested as beneficial in the process.

Similarly, collaborative organisations (see also p.30) are characterised by
Manzini (2015) as living organisms requiring a favourable environment to start, last and
evolve into mature solutions to spread and need an ecosystem of cultural and social
structures: an enabling ecosystem. Several projects on different levels are required to
create such a complex structure. Once established, however, enabling ecosystems can
generate conditions that are favourable to design and social innovation projects.

Furthermore, the author argues that collaborative organisations have gradually
evolved from providing products and services that are already present towards product
and service systems which are specifically designed for a certain purpose. Manzini
refers to these systems as enabling solutions: “product-service systems providing
cognitive, technical and organisational instruments that increase people's capacities to
achieve a result they value”. Digital platforms, flexible spaces, logistical services,
citizens' agencies, information services, co-design tools and methodologies are

considered to be components of enabling solutions, with the ultimate aim of making
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collaborative organisations more attractive and effective, by decreasing the intensity of

personal investment and increasing the benefit generated.

Addressing the criticism regarding the weaknesses of design in social innovation, such
as the fact that the project-based nature of design hinders long-term commitment
(Mulgan, 2009) and the inability to move on from scenarios and isolated cases to large-
scale interventions that produce long-term change (Schulman, 2010), Hillgren,
Seravalli & Emilson (2011) propose the notion of infrastructuring (Bjogvinsson et al.,
2012) as a possible solution. Originating from Scandinavian participatory design,
infrastructuring emphasises long-term commitment, but at the same time utilises an
open-ended design structure without any predefined goals or fixed timelines.

Infrastructuring is characterised by a continuous process of building relations with
diverse stakeholders while maintaining flexibility regarding the allocation of time and
resources. Central to this approach is the perception of participatory design projects as
socio-material assemblies of Things (see also p.35), in which both designers and other
actors are participating, in some instances separated in time and space. Within this
process, Bjogvinsson, Ehn & Hillgren (2012) distinguish several instances of design
activities: design during a project, design in use and design after design. In particular,
when participating in design Things within a project, the designer has to take into
account that design Things might continue after their involvement and in the future can
consist of different actors and stakeholders.

The authors add that infrastructuring, in this sense, refers to the alignment of
socio-material public Things by weaving an infrastructure of relations throughout
different places and timeframes. Activities occurring during the project (selection,
design, development) are related and entangled with activities when in use (mediation,
interpretation, articulation) and activities after the project has ended (adaptation,
redesign, maintenance). Adapting an infrastructuring approach during a project can
lead to future design Things that can then be absorbed into the existing ecology.

lllustrating the principle, Hillgren, Seravelli & Emilson (2011) discuss a case study
where the researchers were looking for a kitchen that could be used by HKF, a
Swedish NGO of immigrant women, and coincidentally connected the women to a
media company, which opened potential new opportunities for the exchange of
services between the NGO and the media company. The authors emphasise the

advantages of infrastructuring as being able to provide the base for building the
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relational qualities deemed necessary by Jégou & Manzini (2008) for collaborative
organisations and support their concept of designing networks, a system of inter-
related design processes, involving individuals, (non-profit) organisations, local and
global institutions who use creativity to achieve concrete sustainable solutions.

Hillgren, Seravalli & Emilson (2011) proceed by describing the infrastructuring
process in their case study as a conscious strategy characterised by a constant search
for opportunities to connect smaller initiatives with larger institutions and businesses.
Trust was found to be a crucial element as several of the actors relied on the
investigators’ credibility as university researchers. In this instance, infrastructuring
brought the stakeholders together in a long-term cooperation, while at the same time
cultivating an atmosphere of mutual trust. However, the authors also note certain
disadvantages; the flexibility of the approach required frequent rescheduling of
activities and resulted in the emergence of opportunities occurring simultaneously or at
a time when resources were insufficient.

Manzini (2015) proposes several design initiatives that could contribute to the
process of infrastructuring. For example, enabling infrastructures that use digital
platforms, physical spaces and supporting services, empowering design capabilities,
teaching non-professional designers how to co-design in a more expert fashion,
networked governance, referring to the shifting relationship between subjects and state
shifts from vertical to horizontal in Europe and places for social experiments,
characterised by tolerance and openness towards new things, and fostering learning
capacity.

An example of a project which has explored infrastructuring in relation to design
is Open4Citizens, which aims to increase citizens’ awareness of open data as a
resource. In their study of the project, Morelli et al. (2017) state that designers played a
crucial role in setting up a facilitating infrastructure for co-production. This included:

1) setting up technological infrastructures, such as data, visualisation tools and links to
relevant design tools, 2) building an ecosystem of stakeholders who could contribute to
the co-design process, and 3) organisational tools, such as toolkits, information and
communication tools that would support both the technological and social
infrastructure. In addition, the design team involved in the project also envisioned the
OpenDatalab, a permanent physical or virtual infrastructure containing knowledge and

providing services to facilitate working with design and open data.
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2.2.3.2 Sustaining through upscaling and replicating initiative s

The upscaling of design and social innovation initiatives is perceived by Jégou &
Manzini (2008) to be desirable as this would enable sustainable lifestyles for a large
number of people with the potential of redirecting current social and economic changes
towards sustainability. Upscaling in this sense does not refer to an increase in volume
by means of industrialisation, but instead using creativity, design, entrepreneurship and
technological knowledge to increase the accessibility and effectiveness of initiatives,
enabling larger scale implementation.

Jégou and Manzini warn of a paradox appearing when scaling-up collaborative
organisations, as the social qualities of the respective initiatives are related to its
original small scale. An inherent danger exists for these small-scale initiatives to evolve
into large corporations. An example would be the cooperative movement in the
previous century, which in various European countries has resulted in a variety of
cooperative organisations, such as banks and supermarkets. Similarly, when
attempting to replicate design and social innovation initiatives, the authors state that it
is not the highly localised cases and creative communities that are replicated, since
this is not possible. Instead, the focus must be on creating conditions that are
favourable to the replication of service ideas that can be adapted to new contexts.
Scaling up and replication occurs by connecting initiatives into a network, increasing
their number, and not their size.

Murray et al. (2010) view scalability and replicability in a similar fashion, but refer
to it as generative diffusion. ‘Generative’ in the sense that the adoption of an initiative is
not necessarily a replication and ‘diffusion’ because it spreads along multiple paths.
However, they perceive the success of this diffusion in different terms, attributing it to
effective supply, the growing evidence that an innovation actually works, and effective
demand, the willingness to pay for the innovation. Although both are deemed
necessary, priorities can shift between supply and demand. Persuading stakeholders
to go either way is perceived to be difficult, as innovation tends to be resisted and will
only be adopted if strong pressures, incentives or emotional motivations are present.

A recent review by Mulgan (2017) on social innovation in the past decade lists
ten possible priorities for the next decade, of which six refer to some aspect of
scalability or replicability. The need to tackle larger problems, using different units of
analysis and action, vehicles and methods. In addition, the increase in the scale of the

problems must also be matched by the amount of funding, resulting in a need to
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explore new ways of financing. Scale also is important in linking individual social
innovations to broader programmes, including those in countries that are unfavourable
to social initiatives. Digital social innovation and civic technology can be taken to a
higher level by connecting them to the more traditional civil organisations and charities,
who often experience difficulties when trying to upscale. Knowledge on how to practice
social innovation, including the generation, development and scaling of ideas needs to
be more widely spread and supported. Mulgan concludes by stating that smart
adaption should be prioritised over originality, noting that the necessary skills to adapt

social innovations to new contexts must not be neglected.

2.2.3.3 Sustaining through preserv  ation of concepts , ideas and examples

Aside from reaching different and potentially larger audiences, the upscaling and
replicating of projects are considered to be ways that concepts and ideas underpinning
the initiatives can be preserved.

Jégou & Manzini (2008) note that in order to scale-up collaborative organisations,
systems will need to be developed that possess a high degree of relational qualities.®
The intention is not to replicate the most promising cases, but instead create an
environment in which the replication of the ideas becomes more likely, while keeping
each initiative’s small-scale and relational qualities. Rather than enlarging the
initiatives, the authors propose a replication strategy in which the initiatives are
connected to one another, creating a large network.

Elaborating on the idea of a network of initiatives, Manzini (2015) proposes a
sustainable networked society: the Small, Local, Open and Connected (SLOC)
scenario. The impact of small initiatives can be increased and grown without losing the
initiatives’ collaborative nature using two main strategies. The first approach focuses
on replicating, which entails adapting an initiative to new circumstances and contexts
requiring both diffuse and expert designers. This can be accomplished through
horizontal scaling (scaling out) and vertical scaling (increasing in size). The second
approach uses connecting, in which smaller initiatives are synergised into larger
programs. This strategy can also be employed horizontally (similar organisations) and

vertically (other types of organisations).

8 Infrastructuring was also proposed as such as system by Hillgren et al. (2011)
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In addition to upscaling and replicating, networks can serve to preserve knowledge and
contacts of the field of design and social innovation itself, rather than the individual
initiatives. Perhaps the most well-known example of such as network is DESIS, a
global network of design labs located in higher education institutions. Its main functions
are “to use design to trigger, enable and scale-up social innovation” and “to
demonstrate the potential of design and social innovation, both inside and outside of
the design industry (DESIS, 2019).

An example how the strength of networks can be leveraged is proposed by
Manzini, Baek & Zhong (2010), who explore how design and social innovation could be
implemented in China. One of the ‘leapfrog’ strategies they suggest in this context is
using design institutes as agents for change, in particular the DESIS China network.

Similarly, Cipolla, Serpa & Afonso (2017) see a role for Social Innovation Support
Units (SISU), which promote social innovation processes between the university and
outside actors. SISU proactively involves design experts (see also p.27) as they liaise
between the university, the community and other stakeholders. The unit will act as a
gathering place or hub in which knowledge and creativity from both inside and outside
of the university can interact with one another and promote mutual learning.

A network that originated in, but is not specifically focused on, academia is the
Design and Social Innovation in Asia-Pacific (DESIAP), which functions as a platform,
network and community, bringing together practitioners, communities and
professionals in the Asia-Pacific region. Its main aim is to share inspiration and insights
through practical examples and stories (DESIAP, 2019). Other global networks include
the Social Innovation eXchange (SIX), a cross-sector platform that facilitates
meaningful connections between actors in the social innovation field, encourages
capacity building and conducts research to advance knowledge (Social Innovation
Exchange, 2018). Impact Hub is a global community consisting of physical hubs that
offer support for entrepreneurs who are looking to create positive change in society
through events, programs and providing a social and physical infrastructure (Impact
Hub, 2019). Acting in a more proactive manner, Ashoka identifies promising social
entrepreneurs and invites them to join their fellowship programme, which provides

initial financial support and access to its network of peers and partners (Ashoka, 2019).

Other popular and convenient ways to replicate design and social innovation ideas,

particularly its methods, are guides, toolkits and courses that are constructed and
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published by a variety of organisations and scholars. IDEO’s Field Guide to Human-
Centered Design (IDEO.org, 2015), takes aspiring social innovators through the steps
of design thinking: inspiration, ideation and implementation, proposing the methods
that could be associated with each of the phases. Online courses offered by IDEO are
Introduction to Human-Centered Design and Human-Centered Design 201. +Acumen
uses the same departure point, but provide the opportunity to collaborate on a design
project with like-minded people from around the world.

Frogdesign’s Collective Action Toolkit (2012) distinguishes six activity areas that
teams can go through in a non-linear fashion when pursuing a shared goal. Within
these areas, clarify your goal, build your group, seek new understanding, imagine more
ideas, make something real and plan for action, several activities (methods) are
suggested that can be used to develop solutions in order to achieve change.

The Social Design Methods Menu by Kimbell & Julier (2012) incorporates ideas
from management and social sciences along with design, recognising that designers
do not necessarily know what is best in social innovation. The methods are categorised
along four key modes, exploring, making sense, proposing and iterating, which are
occupied when developing a venture or service. In addition, the modes and the
methods associated with them, can be combined into recipes that can serve particular
purposes, such as improvement or innovation.

Other examples of social innovation toolkits that feature design methods, but are
not specifically design-centric include The Open Book of Social Innovation by NESTA
and The Young Foundation (Murray et al., 2010) and the DIY: Development Impact &
You toolkit by NESTA (2014).

2.2.3.4 Challeng ing the domin ant perspective on sustaining initiatives

Despite the fact that there are many suggested approaches to sustain design and
social innovation initiatives, accounts of actual utilisation or evaluation are extremely
rare. A reflection by Hillgren, Seravalli & Agger Eriksen (2016) on the work conducted
over a period of seven years by Malmé Living Labs would perhaps come the closest to
a practice-based study of long-term infrastructuring. Agonism and commoning, two
principles believed to be beneficial for this purpose, were explored in different projects.
The principle of agonism aims for the creation of agonistic spaces where those with
opposing views can meet one another, while at the same time respecting their

adversaries. The initial objective was to create an agonistic space by connecting
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marginalised actors with more powerful ones. However, the authors note that this
process was extremely difficult, both in the recruitment of the marginalised actors as
well as convincing the powerful actors to participate in the process. The principle of
commoning is based on participants sharing resources, developing, running and co-
owning initiatives, leading to more horizontal decision-making processes.
Paradoxically, while the open nature of communing allows a more inclusive and
collective atmosphere, the implicit shared understanding limits the amount of diversity
that can be present within the initiative for it to keep functioning properly.

The often temporary nature of designer’s involvement in social innovation
initiatives poses serious problems for continuity. This might not be surprising, when
considering that design, in essence, has remained a project-grounded discipline that is
based on a particular creative culture (Catoir-Brisson et al., 2016). One such indicator
indicating a limit to design involvement, is the emphasis put on the need for an exit-
strategy (Meroni et al., 2013; Olivastri, 2017), which the designer can use to leave the
project in an agreeable manner.

Other inherent problems have been highlighted by Iversen & Dindler (2014), who
stress that sustainability is not something that is built in participatory design meth