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About 
this thesis





0. 

ABOUT THIS THESIS

 

This chapter provides a quick guide on how to read this thesis, the used terminology and 
how the thesis came about. The contextual introduction can be found in chapter 1.

0.1 STRUCTURE OF THIS THESIS
This thesis consists of four parts: Contextual and Theoretical Foundations (I), Explorations 
of Participation in Local Governance (II), [X]Changing Perspectives (III) and Reflections & 
Impact (IV). Each chapter starts with a recap of the earlier chapters and a preview of the 
current chapter, in order to make the thesis accessible to read on a per-chapter basis.

Part I of the thesis describes the foundations for my work, which are theoretical and 
practical, both being equally important. The contextual foundations of the work (Chapter 
1) provided opportunities and limitations, as the research was exclusively conducted in the 
field with stakeholders concerned about real public issues in contemporary society. The 
theoretical foundations (Chapter 2) outline philosophical and theoretical concepts that 
inspired my work, from three perspectives: Participation in Public Good, in Sense-making 
and in Design.
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In part II (chapter 4) of the thesis, I take the philosophical perspective of embodied-being-
in-the-world as an invitation to design embodiment-inspired interventions that might 
open up ‘public sphere’ (Arendt, 1958) between Habermas’ (1984) System and Lifeworld 
spheres. I therefore focus specifically on the collaboration between municipalities and 
citizens and explore the first research question: 

Research Question 1: 
“How might embodiment-inspired design establish a ‘public sphere’ for stakeholders to 
collaborate on public good, specifically combatting the colonisation of the Lifeworld 
by the System?” 

In the first year of the research, I (with colleagues) designed four explorations to bridge 
System and Lifeworld by designing for public sphere in real-life cases (chapter 4). The 
explorations were driven by the demand of stakeholders and broad – not deep. I designed 
a cargo bike for spontaneous encounters between residents and neighbourhood 
professionals, a Caravan with probes that invited input for local decision-making, an on- 
and off-line platform for citizen initiatives and an interactive room for multi-stakeholder 
ideation (see figure 1). I treat these four explorations as four case studies and I used 
field observations, reflections with stakeholders and contextual data (e-mails, council 
documents, local media discourse) to gain insights into the first research question.

Figure 1: Impression of the four explorations (see chapter 4).

Part III (chapters 5, 6, 7 and 8) of the thesis, following the insights from part II, focuses 
on multi-stakeholder interactions during consultation sessions. In particular, it focuses 
on the role of embodiment-inspired design in stimulating Participatory Sense-Making 
processes (De Jaegher, 2007), wherein stakeholders create new, shared meaning together 
in interaction. While part II describes broad design explorations inspired by embodiment, 
part III describes the design and implementation of one instrument (also inspired by 
embodiment). I designed [X]Changing Perspectives ([X]CP): a product-service-system (PSS) 
around interactive discussion tables with tangible tokens and a real-time visualisation (see 
figure 2). [X]CP allows up to 120 stakeholders to discuss a public issue by means of (re-)
positioning tokens and creating and sharing collective landscapes of meaning around the 
issue at hand. In 8 real-life [X]CP sessions of which one intensive case study, I explored the 
second research question:
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Research Question 2: 
“What role might the designed elements of [X]CP play in Participatory Sense-Making 
processes between multi-stakeholders of public issues in consultation sessions?”

I developed [X]CP in three design iterations (chapter 5). Using a Field-style Constructive 
Design Research approach, I gained insight into the role of the designed characteristics 
of [X]CP in Participatory Sense-Making between multi-stakeholder participants. As I 
implemented [X]CP in consultation sessions about real-life public issues, I also collected 
ethnographic material, field observations and participant evaluations from the sessions 
that informed the next design iteration.

Figure 2: Impression of the [X]Changing Perspectives system (see chapter 6).Photography by Bart van 
Overbeeke (first and third picture) & Tom van Rooij (second picture). 

The real-life implementations of [X]CP (chapter 7) throughout the iterations brought about 
emerging insights into the second research question: how the stakeholders use the [X]
CP artefacts in their interactions and sense-making processes. In order to develop an 
in-depth understanding of what happens around the [X]CP tables and how these sense-
making processes unfold, I treated one real-life case as an intensive case study, wherein I 
collected video data of all interactions around all tables (chapter 8). By adapting qualitative 
methods, I used a reflexive approach to analyse the video footage and used theoretical 
inference and contextual data to interpret the observations. I created rich descriptions 
of the stakeholders’ interactions with and around the [X]CP instrument. For each table-
group, I constructed a narrative that illustrates the unfolding Participatory Sense-Making 
(De Jaegher, 2007) processes. Analysis across table-groups shed light on patterns and 
variations in the ways in which sense-making processes unfold, and the roles that the 
designed elements of the [X]CP system play in those processes. In response to the second 
research question, I describe six dimensions that characterise Participatory Sense-Making 
around [X]CP tables. 

In part IV, I reflect on how the findings of parts II and III may contribute to developing an 
understanding of the role of embodiment-inspired designs in evoking Participatory Sense-
Making processes and in establishing a public sphere wherein stakeholders of public good 
can exchange their viewpoints (chapter 9). Concluding on the overall driver of designing 
for public sphere, by discussing the roles of: designers, the designed and the (stakeholders 
in the) context in which the designs were implemented (chapter 9). 
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Lastly, in order to find out the impact of the product-service-system of [X]CP in the real-life 
cases that it was implemented in, semi-structured interviews were conducted with 12 
clients of 8 [X]CP sessions, about half a year or a year after they took place (chapter 10). 
These interviews shed light on the impact of the PSS in the real-life context, from the 
client’s perspective. Finally, I describe the latest and potential future developments of [X]
Changing Perspectives as product-service-system. 

0.2 CONTRIBUTIONS 
This work consists of three contributions: two insights specific to the research questions 
that are addressed in part II and part III of this thesis, and one overarching insight that is 
informed by all design interventions from this thesis. 

The first contribution (part II) of this work is in providing an elaborate account of how 
embodiment-inspired design can foster multi-stakeholder participation in public issues 
and specifically: how it can open up public sphere. This account includes, next to an 
analysis of the functions of the design interventions, considerations about the role and 
position of designers themselves, and the roles of stakeholders, when designing for public 
sphere. 

The second contribution (part III) concerns a comprehensive understanding of, through 
detailed descriptions, the roles of designed objects, specifically [X]Changing Perspectives, 
in Participatory Sense-Making processes between multi-stakeholders in large scale public 
deliberations. Analysing the interaction processes across [X]CP tables, I developed an 
understanding of a specific form of Participatory Sense-Making: a form that involves (a) 
artefacts and (b) stakes. In this way, my findings enrich Participatory Sense-Making (as 
described in the literature) with the use of artefacts in group interaction processes that 
involve stakes. 

Through video analysis I illustrate in which ways designed characteristics (tangibility, 
visual representations, commonality and freedom of interpretation) unfold six particular 
dimensions of Participatory Sense-Making processes (engagement, collective meaning, 
constructive critical interactions, multi-dimensional understanding, democratic group-
feeling, openness to otherness). 

The overall contribution of this work is in providing designers with considerations on 
designing with embodiment, developing services as consolidation and positioning 
themselves as design(-research)ers-consultants when designing for public sphere in multi-
stakeholder participation processes. 

0.3 CONTEXT OF THIS THESIS 
This work does not only concern contemporary societal issues: in its set-up, it also consists 
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of collaborations with interdisciplinary partners and stakeholders that reflect - and intend 
to conscientiously address - the complexity of the context. Similarly, the findings of this 
research serve a broader audience than the design-research community from which it 
originates. In this section I outline the researchers, partners, stakeholders and audiences of 
the work presented in this thesis. 

MULTI-DISCIPLINARITY 

This work commenced as a joint PhD-project by Evert Wolters and myself. In our 
collaboration, we brought together knowledge from different disciplines. Evert has a 
background in Political Theory and worked in the political-administrative consulting 
industry for over ten years (and continued this function while working on this research). 
I have a background in Industrial Design and have been working on intercultural and 
social design projects as freelance designer. Aiming to do justice to the complex field of 
designing for public good, we combined and complemented each other’s expertise of 
respectively local governance and of collaborative design. We combined our disciplinary 
perspectives, our different approaches and field experience to engage in research on the 
role of design in participation processes concerning public issues in local governance. 

Though Evert discontinued the work at about halfway, he contributed to this work in 
important ways. He has contributed to shaping the theoretical inspiration (section 2.1), was 
partner in the explorations (chapter 4) and in the design decisions (chapter 5). I continued 
the work individually and wrote this thesis (in “I-form”) from my own perspective as design-
researcher and from my values as a person. My personal drive and values regarding this 
work are included in the thesis and can be recognised in, for example, the underlying 
worldview and subjectivity statement presented in chapter 3. 

Due to our intensive collaboration, our individual contributions and roles are not easily 
separated, except from our disciplines as political-consultant and as designer. I attempted 
mixing the use of the “I”- and “We”-form in the thesis text, but this reduced readability. 
For this reason I will predominantly use the “I-form” in this thesis, except when Evert’s 
contribution is explicit, I use the “Evert and I” formulation. Please note that in chapter 2, 
chapter 4, and chapter 5 where the “I-form” is used, I do not mean to exclude influence 
from my collaboration with Evert, as it remains present in my thinking. The reflections 
on the work (including those in chapters 2, 4 and 5) are mine and took place after the 
collaboration had discontinued. 

PARTNERS 

Evert and I did not only represent two disciplines, we also represented two institutes, 
or sectors if you will. In an attempt to mirror the topic of the research, the work was 
conducted with partners in what is called a triple helix collaboration (Arnkil et al., 2010). 
This is a collaboration between research partners and partners from public and private 
sector. Evert worked at political-administrative consultancy Necker van Naem (later: 
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“Citisens | door Necker van Naem”) and Necker van Naem was an industry partner to 
this research. I worked at the faculty of Industrial Design of the Eindhoven University of 
technology, which was the research institute in this collaboration structure. Together, we 
set up a partnership with the municipality of Eindhoven, who became funders and public 
sector partner to this research. This cross-sector collaboration situated the research in real-
life societal challenges, allowed for reflections on disciplinary knowledge and approaches, 
and achieved a sensitisation of the design-research perspective towards the context of 
public governance.

As this work centres around participation, naturally Evert and I collaborated with citizens. 
Citizens are included as partners in the Quadruple Helix model (Arnkil et al., 2010), but 
I explicitly refer to the triple helix model to describe the partners of this thesis. I refer to 
citizens as stakeholders of this work, acknowledging that the character of our collaboration 
with citizens (mainly in the form of engagement in our projects) was incomparable to 
the character of the collaboration with our partners, who provided the settings for these 
projects. 

STAKEHOLDERS 

Parallel to the partners of this work and depending on the societal issues of the reallife 
case studies that they provided, Evert and I collaborated with the stakeholders of the 
public good. We collaborated with several municipalities, housing corporations, wellbeing 
organisations, consortia and, in each case, interested citizens. An overview of all cases can 
be found in chapter 7. 

AUDIENCE 

This thesis is positioned in design-research and contributes to insights for 
designresearchers working in Human Computer Interaction (HCI) and Participatory 
Design, particularly those working on public participation processes. However, due to the 
multi-disciplinary origin of the work and the inspiration from sense-making theories and 
the application field of governance, it also generated findings that might be of interest 
for further research in the fields of cognitive science or policymaking. Furthermore, as 
this work was conducted as Action Research (Field-style Constructive Design Research) in 
real-life case studies, it brought forward insights for practitioners (e.g., designers, planners, 
councilmembers, civil servants, policymakers, participation moderators and consultants, 
governors) and stakeholders concerned with public good. The work provides no guidelines 
for these practitioners or stakeholders but rather, respecting their unique disciplines and 
contexts, it is a humble invitation to take inspiration from this thesis for their own practice.
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0.4 TERMINOLOGY IN THIS THESIS
The following list clarifies the use of recurrent terms in this thesis in order to aid the reader.

Term Clarification

Participation In this thesis I use the term participation as an operational 
form of democracy, namely the opening up of 
decisionmaking processes to those stakeholders who will be 
affected by the decision. Specifically, this thesis focuses on 
participation about issues in public governance.

Embodiment-inspired 
Designs

Physical designs with aesthetics based on the principle 
of embodied-being-in-the-world. These designs invite 
physical interactions, bodily movement and hence social 
engagements.

Design interventions The deployment of designs (probes, prototypes, 
instruments) in naturalistic situations, usually with the aim to 
elicit and observe reactions and behaviours through which 
more understanding of the context can be obtained.

Implementation The act of bringing something (a design) in (deploying it) 
into a pre-existing setting.

Real-life Applies to a naturalistic setting of research and case studies 
that is comprised of contemporary issues, real stakes, where 
genuine concerns or passions (emotions) are involved.

Multi-stakeholder People from civil society, private and public sector who can 
be affected by - and are connected by - an issue and have 
different disciplinary backgrounds and power relations.

Product-service-system A system wherein a product (physical artefact) is supported 
or enhanced by a surrounding (consulting) service and that, 
in combination, presents functions and features to its users 
and stakeholders that neither service nor product could do 
separately.

Table 1: Clarification of terms.
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1. 

CONTEXTUAL INTRODUCTION: 
DESIGN AND MULTI-STAKEHOLDER 
COLLABORATIONS IN A CHANGING 
SOCIETY 

My research looks at, intervenes in and is in itself a multi-stakeholder collaboration 
in contemporary Dutch society. Therefore, this chapter introduces trends in societal 
transformation in the global West and relates them to movements and governance 
trends in the specific context of contemporary Dutch Society. This gives an impression of 
opportunities and limitations for the design space and research interest of this work. 

1.1 CONTEMPORARY DUTCH SOCIETY 
Through technological advances, the world is available at our fingertips – as McLuhan 
announced in 1962, the world has become a ‘global village’ (McLuhan, 1962). Information 
and Communication Technologies (e.g., the internet) provide us with insight in the way 
in which our local actions affect and shape not only our local surroundings but also our 
globalised, shared world. Climate change, migration, Arab Spring, fossil fuel dependency, 
terrorism and the banking crisis are complex issues that undeniably show us that in a 
globalised world, we are interconnected and such issues cannot be solved by separate 
state legislation, technological innovation, capital investments or grassroots movements 
in isolation. Instead, today’s societal issues demand different parties to work together, 
across the private- and public sector and across academic disciplines. These parties include 
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citizens (e.g., who volunteer at Lesvos to receive boats of refugees) or ‘end-users’ (e.g., who 
– no longer condemned to being consumers – become producers through 3D printing). 
By starting locally, such multi-stakeholder collaborations can tackle contemporary societal 
issues and give shape to the local future with global impact (Brand & Rocchi, 2011). 

In the aftermath of the global economic crisis of 2008, a trend of decentralisation arose 
in Western Europe: illustrating the impact of global matters on local life. A wellknown 
example of this can be found in the vision of a ‘Big Society’ posed by David Cameron, the 
prime minister in the United Kingdom in 2010. The Big Society represented a retracting 
government that shifted part of their responsibilities to local governments and to citizens, 
combining the aims of budget cuts and citizen empowerment (Kisby, 2010). Citizens 
and youngsters in particular, were expected to engage in volunteering. Big Society 
was criticised for asking citizens to take over the job of government with less financial 
resources. Only three years after launching the idea, Cameron refrained from expressions 
about the Big Society at all. 

In the Netherlands, a similar trend arose in the aftermath of the crisis. As unemployment 
increased and fiscal income declined, the Dutch government cut budgets (e.g., in 
the social domain) and decentralised budgeting and realisation responsibilities to 
municipalities, as they were regarded to be best able to accurately answer the growing 
demand of public services locally. Moreover, in the annual King’s speech of 2013 the Dutch 
Government addressed the responsibility of the citizens and their role in what they coined 
as the “participation society”: a society in which citizens are responsible, resilient and active 
contributors and look after one another – not relying by default on public services. 

While this decentralization movement was a top-down effort, at the same time citizens 
were taking measures into their own hands. Using Information and Communication 
Technologies (e.g., Social Media, Hackathons, Crowdfunding platforms, digital currencies) 
they group themselves in grassroots movements (e.g., Bits of Freedom, FabLab, Private 
initiatives as NGO’s, Urban AirQ, Energy cooperatives) that advocate tailored government 
legislation and demand contemporary and high quality public services. With the rise of 
bottom-up initiatives and the top-down decentralisation movement, local governance 
started to transform from a municipality-centred process into a participative process 
between multi-stakeholders, of which the municipality is one stakeholder (just as 
citizens, housing corporations, wellbeing organisations or property developers). Such 
fundamental multi-stakeholder participation requires a shift of roles in the local force field. 
Municipalities, local initiatives and private parties require a new, shared set of instruments 
for shaping multi-stakeholder collaboration and participatory decision-making in local 
governance (Bason, 2016). 

22
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1.2 SOCIETAL TRANSFORMATION AND 
THE ROLE OF DESIGN 
In our globalized world, the retraction of governments, the rise of grassroots movements 
and the increasing need for multi-stakeholder collaborations across sectors are 
internationally recognised trends. This is especially the case in Western Europe, with 
the Big Society in the UK as an illustration of it. In his book ‘If Mayors Ruled The World’, 
the American political scientist Benjamin Barber (2013) suggests that the challenge for 
modern-day democracy lies in connecting participation, which is local, to power, which 
plays on a national level. Barber observes that cities are increasingly gaining power and he 
argues that mayors could be key collaborators towards challenging global issues with local 
solutions, supported by citizens (ibid).

From an economic perspective, these trends are reflected in the shift from the Network 
Society (Castells, 1996) and Information Economy towards the Purpose Economy (Hurst, 
2016). Whereas value was created by information and experience in respectively the 
information- and experience economy, in the Purpose Economy value is constituted by 
meaningful work and consumption. People should no longer be perceived as consumers 
or employees, but rather as holistic persons. This shift can also be recognized in the way 
that consumers increasingly become producers: they give shape to the societies they live 
in. Through the use of new technologies such as smartphone application UBER, the self-
publishing platform BLURB, couch surfing platforms or AirBnB, Hackathons, or 3D-printing 
goods at home or less technical Urban Community Gardening; everyone can become a 
taxi driver, a publisher, a hotel owner, an entrepreneur, a manufacturer or a farmer. These 
examples relate to the ‘sharing economy’, that enables collaborative consumption along 
the edges of market regulation (Martin, 2016). Eberly observes a global phenomenon of 
the rise of bottom-up civil initiatives and calls the 21st century: “the era of participatory 
bottomup civil society and market-based private enterprise” (Eberly, 2008, p.8). The 
divide between consumers and producers fades as consumers are empowered through 
opportunities provided by design and technology. 

While there is a growing concern about the role and ethics of the enterprises behind these 
platforms and technologies, these examples show that design and technology play an 
enabling role in the unfolding of societal transformation. From a design perspective, it is 
recognised that designers are increasingly working on societal challenges that comprise 
‘complex systems of stakeholders and issues’ (Norman & Stappers, 2015). Design Thinking 
methods are rapidly adopted by practitioners and widely implemented to overcome 
challenges of multi-disciplinarity in multistakeholder collaborations in industry as well as 
government. 

DESIGN FOR MULTI-STAKEHOLDER COLLABORATIONS 

Today’s complex societal challenges, such as sustainability, ageing populations or the 
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refugee crisis have brought different stakeholders together to rise to these challenges in 
multi-disciplinary collaborations (Brown & Wyatt, 2007; Gardien et al., 2014; Den Ouden, 
2012). The stakeholders related to societal issues are not limited to one sector: they can 
be found across the boundaries of private, public and for-profit and non-profit sectors. 
Gardien et al. (2014) describe such multi-stakeholder collaborations as being characteristic 
of what Brand & Rocchi (2011) call the ‘Transformation Economy’, stating that today’s 
societal issues can only be sustainably tackled through a multi-stakeholder approach, 
addressing the issues as collective responsibility. Along the lines of Barber (2013), the 
Transformation Economy suggests that large global issues should be tackled locally, by 
stakeholders collaborating on local solutions for local issues that contribute to the bigger 
whole (Gardien et al., 2014).

With respect to the multi-stakeholder collaborations in societal issues, designresearchers 
have illustrated many ways in which design can mediate. Ten Bhömer looked at the role 
of design prototypes in multi-stakeholder collaborations in the design of product-service-
systems (Ten Bhömer, 2016). Through designing ‘Value Pursuit’, Rygh et al. (2015) show that 
a Design Thinking-inspired board game can bring out shared goals in multi-stakeholder 
collaborations and promote co-creation in policy-making. With the design of ‘Value Design 
Canvas’, Gultekin-Atasoy et al. (2014) show that a visual mapping tool can bring out shared 
understanding amongst stakeholders in value proposition workshops. Gultekin-Atasoy et 
al. (2014) argue that design tools should facilitate ‘constructive conflict’ (Cuppen, 2012) for 
‘healthy’ multistakeholder collaborations. 

DESIGN IN LOCAL GOVERNANCE 

No longer being regarded as mere problem-solving discipline, design (thinking) is 
increasingly becoming integrated as a way of working in the practice of governance. 
Norway and the UK each founded an institute called the Design Council, with the aim to 
catalyse the value of design thinking for innovation, economy and public services. These 
Design Councils advise the government on the implementation of design, for example 
resulting in the Open Policy Making Toolkit (GOV.UK, 2016) that the UK government 
published in 2016 as result of close collaboration with the Design Council. Furthermore, 
the European Commission initiated the Design for Europe programme, intended to 
stimulate the value of design in innovation and governance. Within this programme, 
world-renowned design studio IDEO and innovation charity Nesta collaborated on a toolkit 
concerned with and called: Designing For Public Services (Nesta, 2011). 

Home to the world-renowned Design Academy Eindhoven (DAE) and the yearly Dutch 
Design Week event, the municipality of Eindhoven in the Netherlands has a close 
connection to design. The municipality regularly collaborate with students and researchers 
from the DAE and the Industrial Design faculty of the city’s University of Technology – 
indeed, they also partner in this research. The municipality of Eindhoven demonstrate their 
recognition of the value of design for governance not only by external collaborations in 
projects, but moreover by integrating design and Design Thinking in their organizational 
structure. In 2014, the municipality installed the first Dutch ‘alderman of design’ (‘design, 
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culture and sustainability’) and in 2015 they were the first in the world to hire a strategic 
designer amongst their full-time municipal staff, with the task to roll out Design Thinking 
within their organisation. Recently, this strategic designer, Vera Winthagen, wrote a 
book published by the municipality, on ‘the value of design thinking for societal issues’ 
(Winthagen, 2017). This points to not only the recognition of the value of design for the 
public good, but also their efforts to disseminate knowledge about the implementation of 
design in local governance. Eindhoven may be the first, but it is not the only municipality 
to hire designers as full-time staff. In 2016 the municipality of Finland’s capital Helsinki hired 
a Creative Design Officer to support reforms of the governance system and the envisioning 
of the city’s future. 

1.3 CONCLUSIONS 
In the aftermath of the global economic crisis of 2008, the Dutch government announced 
the ‘participation society’. This policy includes budget cuts and decentralisation of 
responsibilities to local governments and to citizens: shaking up the force field of public 
governance. Hence, municipalities require new instruments and processes to incorporate 
multi-stakeholder consultation in local governance (Bason, 2016). This opens up a design 
space for shaping multi-stakeholder participation (instruments, products, systems, services) 
on public issues in local governance. 

As such, Evert and I saw an opportunity in that this created space for stakeholders to 
experiment, and hence to allow us to experiment. In contrast, municipal or institutional 
stakeholders saw risks, loss of control and uncertainty that triggered them to look for 
external, ready-made solutions. The budget cuts in the social domain paradoxally made 
funds available for the development of specific solutions to participation challenges. 
The simultaneous lack of and availability of resources and the newness (uncertainty) of 
the participation trend brought forward potential partners/clients who could pose their 
projects as real-life cases for this research. 

Designers are trained to envision potential futures and to give shape to what is not yet 
there. Hence, they feel comfortable in the uncertainty that the participation society 
brings. Moreover, design with its holistic approach is deemed fit to tackle the complexity 
of wicked problems (Rittel & Webber, 1973) – like public issues. Designed artefacts (and 
systems, services, infrastructures) and technology can redefine what society looks like. With 
its multi-disciplinary nature, design has shown to deliver mediating tools and processes 
to facilitate and manage (orchestrate) multistakeholder collaborations. Additionally, the 
value of design in public governance is increasingly being recognised in governmental 
organisations, which open up space for in-house designers or design experiments in 
projects. In other words: design has something to offer and the time is right. I see an 
opportunity for designing interventions in real-life cases, in order to seduce stakeholders to 
become part of an experimental journey towards developing a new way of understanding, 
discovering the potential value of and designing new formats for multi-stakeholder 
participation concerning the public good.
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2. 

THEORETICAL INTRODUCTION: 
PARTICIPATION IN DEMOCRACY, SENSE-
MAKING AND DESIGN

Fitting to the context and multi-disciplinary set-up of the work (see chapter 1), this chapter 
outlines theory from three fields that inspired the research: political theory, design-
research and cognitive science. These three theoretical perspectives form the underlying 
frame of this thesis and provide the threefold structure of this chapter. In three sections, 
they function as lenses through which ‘participation’ can be regarded: participation in 
public governance, in design and in sense-making. This chapter concludes with a concise 
paragraph that connects these theories together. 

2.1 PARTICIPATION IN PUBLIC GOOD 
The public good concerns all of us, but it is governed by public representatives and 
governors that we select through our democratic government system. Voting however, 
is merely one operational part (and arguably the least interesting part) of democracy: 
there are many ways to understand and give shape to citizen participation. In this section 
I consider the philosophical assumptions behind the contemporary Dutch democratic 
system and I explain my inspiration from different philosophical perspectives on the role of 
citizens in governance. 
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DELIBERATIVE DEMOCRACY 

In his Theory of Communicative Action, Habermas (1984) uses a distinction to describe the 
world: he speaks of System and Lifeworld. System refers to regulated environments such 
as institutional laws, steering media, municipalities with rigid procedures or subsidies. The 
Lifeworld encompasses everything that goes on ‘between the lines’ of such structures: the 
messy reality of everyday life, social (inter- )relations, the pluralism of people (beyond their 
demographic statistics) and the complexity of their interactions and behaviour. 

Habermas cautions that systemic mechanisms tend to colonise the Lifeworld, 
imposing structures onto public life and suppressing social integration. For Habermas, 
Communicative Action is about ‘reaching understanding in the sense of a cooperative 
process of interpretation’ (Baxter, 1987, p. 40). This requires stakeholders to engage in the 
public sphere: crossing the boundary between System and Lifeworld through rational-
critical deliberation. 

As one of the founders of Deliberative Democracy, Habermas regards deliberation as a 
rational exchange of reasonable arguments between parties concerned with a topic, with 
the aim to reach consensus and legitimate decisions. This exchange should be a dialogue 
free from social or economic pressure. Habermas emphasises rationality and therewith 
presumes that the actors in democracy are mainly driven by cognition or that they at least 
can, and are willing to, set aside their ethics, cultural values, their emotions and passion for 
the sake of a consensual solution that is reasonably acceptable for all different parties as a 
result of a rational public discussion. (Calhoun, 2017) 

Deliberative democracy is one of the main forms of participation democracy (Hendriks, 
2009). In deliberative democracy the main focus is on the democratic process of 
deliberating and seeking consensus within large groups of participants (De Jongh, 2013). 
Deliberative democracy can be defined as follows: 

“a collective conversation in a group of equal participants in which a shared vision is tried to be made 

on issues that are of public interest. The outcomes of deliberation are specified by good reasons, 

not by votes. Deliberative democracy is therefore not about aggregation of preferences, but about 

transformation of opinions” (Van Stokkom, 2006, p.13). 

In contemporary public governance in the Netherlands, the terms System and Lifeworld 
are often used to describe tension in participation processes between respectively the 
municipal organisation and the citizens’ lives. Additionally, the consensual discussion 
mechanism proposed by Deliberative Democracy is a popular way to shape public 
participation in societal issues in the Netherlands (Hendriks, 2010). Focussing on reasonably 
valid arguments, stripped off from emotion and personal history, deliberative methods 
invite people to discuss in order to reach consensus about a public issue. Examples are 
Deliberative Polling (Fishkin, 2005), Citizen Panels drawn by lot (Van Reybrouck, 2013) for 
example in the format of G1000 consultation conventions. 
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THE DUTCH POLDER MODEL 

The popularity of deliberation in the Netherlands can be explained by the Dutch 
tradition of the ‘Poldermodel’: the practice of debating and negotiating in order to (and 
until!) the parties reach consensus. The Poldermodel was rolled out by the national 
Christian Democractic party (CDA) in 1982 and its name refers to the collaborative water 
management between Dutch farmers: they debated about water management of their 
reclaimed land, polders, as they shared the risk of floods. Audenaerde traces back the 
ideas behind the Poldermodel to French philosopher Bonald’s idea of merging liberal 
and socialist interests as reaction to the French Revolution: he proposed that gilds (labour 
parties in the Dutch practice), employers and employees discuss harmoniously to find a 
balance between the interest of the individual and that of the state (Audenaerde, 2009). 
The poldermodel is often criticised for being time-costly and often resulting in mid-way 
solutions that compromise the standpoints of all the parties in the debate (‘nobody wins’). 
The ideas behind the poldermodel are more broadly known as Corporatism: the idea that 
major (often institutionalised) interest groups consensually deliberate about public issues 
(Audenaerde, 2009). This concept relies on representation of peoples’ stakes through formal 
interest groups. This presupposes a common interest and a predefined group to which 
one’s interest belongs. 

I regard Habermas’ distinction between System and Lifeworld as a helpful lens to 
understand democratic processes. However, to me Habermas’ exclusive focus on rationality 
in deliberation seems to be an extreme reduction of people’s capabilities and a limitation 
to the potential of democracy. 

Though I appreciate the idea of debating in order to reach a solution that all parties can 
consent to, the formal and rational structure that corporatism imposes on these debates 
seems to limit people’s ways of expression. Also the variety of people (pluralism) is limited 
to the variety of interest groups. Working in the Netherlands, the historical preference for 
deliberation and consensus is important to understand and to take into account. However, 
rather than striving for consensual agreement, I am more interested in appreciating 
pluralism: the diversity of perspectives in society. 

PLURALITY AND PUBLIC SPHERE 

Political theorist and (self-contested) philosopher Arendt (1958) emphasises that plurality 
(her specific form of pluralism) is central to human existence (it is ‘the human condition’). 
Arendt characterizes plurality by the simultaneous distinctness and equality of people: 
we are all the same in that we are distinct from each other. Because we are different, we 
require communication to express ourselves to each other. And because we are equal, we 
are able to understand each other’s expressions. 

In my description of Deliberative Democracy, I concluded that Habermas’ view on reaching 
understanding relies heavily on language and rationality. Arendt builds on political 
phenomenology and emphasises freedom of expression of plurality and action rather than 
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rationality and language. She describes action, ‘handeln’, as the sharing of viewpoints and 
opinions (as opposed to Habermas’ rational arguments) between people by ‘appearing’ to 
each other in dialogues. Arendt argues that our sense of self is constituted in ‘appearing’ 
to other people: the subject requires the object (the other person) to get to know itself. 
Hence, people can affect other people through action and can indeed shape or reshape 
their viewpoints and reach intersubjective agreement through discussions in the public 
sphere. This, to Arendt, is what politics is about: the freedom of expression of contesting 
(agonistic) views in the public sphere, exemplified by ancient Greek Agoras. Arendt uses a 
table as metaphor to explain the public sphere that she envisions: people can take place 
around the table, which simultaneously connects and separates them while they lay out 
their different opinions. 

I will contrast my understandings of Habermas’ and Arendt’s notions of public sphere. 
While Habermas (1984) also argues for a public sphere, he argues for a power-free, passion-
free and therefore objective space (Kapoor, 2002), seemingly with a shared language and 
pre-coordinated meanings of what are reasonable and valid arguments. Arendt (1957), on 
the other hand, argues for a public sphere that gives freedom to different subjectivities to 
appear to each other, to express themselves and thereby to find their and others’ identities 
in relation to each other- not in objectivity but rather in intersubjectivity. 

It is tempting for me to read Arendt’s plurality as a call for opening up the political 
spectrum to underrepresented voices and marginalised perspectives. Though a common 
misreading, Deveaux (1999) warns that this would indeed be just that: a misreading. 
Arendt’s plurality focuses on distinctive identities of individuals, not on differences 
between social groups. Moreover, she does not consider the different deliberation or 
participation styles that pluralistic citizens might prefer- and how that might effect their 
‘action’ (or engagement at all) in public sphere (Deveaux, 1999). That being said, I will 
clarify my perspective towards Arendt. I take her notion of plurality and public sphere as 
inspiration for my designs, but in the aims and implementation context of my designs, I do 
emphasise the inclusion of pluralism of social groups in democracy and take inspiration 
from Agonism. Agonistic Democracy describes that the differences in our society should 
be cultivated in our democratic systems, in order to bring forward all different, contesting 
viewpoints in society (Deveaux, 1999). 

AGONISTIC MODEL OF DEMOCRACY 

According to Mouffe (1999), Arendt’s emphasis on plurality does not withstand her 
inclination for reaching agreement. Contesting both Arendt and Habermas, Mouffe poses 
Agonistic Pluralism. Mouffe critiques Habermas’ limitation to rationality and his aim for 
consensus in Deliberative Democracy. She argues that it is conceptually impossible for 
people to participate purely rationally in debates. She highlights the pluralism and the 
passion (as opposed to Habermas’ rationality) in people’s participation in the public sphere 
(Mouffe 1999). 

According to Mouffe, contestation (like Arendts’ appearing) characterises the political and 
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pluralism defines modern democracy (Kapoor, 2002). In order to do justice to pluralism 
we need to incorporate respectful means for contestation in our democratic systems. In 
Agonistic Pluralism, differences are acknowledged. Those, whose views differ from our 
own, are seen as political contestants- not as enemies. In line with Arendt’s concept of 
appearing in plurality, Mouffe describes that by opposing each other as equivalent political 
contestants, as adversaries, we form and transform our (individual as well as collective) 
identities. 

While consensus may arise in democratic Agonistic Pluralism, Mouffe argues that it should 
be regarded as a momentary resolution as part of an ‘on-going confrontation’ (Mouffe, 
1999, p. 754). With this outlook, she claims to oppose Arendt, who according to Mouffe 
opted for intersubjective agreement rather than conflict. Mouffe’s Agonistic perspective 
takes the principle of contingency: there is no best solution (that Habermas would regard 
to be rational consensus) but there are always various possible outcomes, of which the 
most desirable option can be decided upon within the frame of a specific time and 
context. Mouffe describes that in pluralistic democracy there needs to be “(…) room for 
expressing conflicting interests and values” and that “its survival depends on collective 
identities forming around clearly differentiated positions, as well as the possibility of 
choosing between real alternatives.” (Mouffe, 1999, p. 756) 

To my understanding, Mouffe (1999) and Arendt (1957) share similar views on how people 
can express their (contesting) viewpoints in freedom (with passion) and can affect each 
other’s identities. In my view, Mouffe provides a more applied concept of pluralism that 
enriches the philosophical principles of Arendt’s plurality. I follow Mouffe’s notion of 
pluralistic and passionate participation (as opposed to Habermas’ rational deliberation) in 
the public sphere. Furthermore, I take inspiration from her view of political contestation as 
productive dissensus (not conflict). 

PUBLICS 

Building onto Arendt’s ideas, American pragmatist Dewey proposed operational (less 
theoretical or philosophical) theories that could be regarded as complementary to her 
work (2012). Dewey argues that a Public is constituted by those citizens who are affected 
by an issue. Dewey therefore notes that he rather not use the word ‘the’ before Public, 
as it seems to point at one known Public, whilst he in fact argues for Publics that are 
issue specific, and dynamic. Dewey argues that the interactions between people within 
Publics can be mediated by face-to-face conversations (as Habermas would prefer) but 
also by technologies. This opens the way for design to ‘create’ Publics and thus to play a 
role in shaping democracy. Verbeek (2006) builds on Ihde’s (1990) theory of Technological 
Mediation: our interrelations and perceptions of each other and the world are shaped 
by the technologies we use. Technologies are ‘multi-stable’: they gain their meaning and 
function through how they are used by people (Ihde, 1990). In this sense, technologies 
do not determine people’s behaviour but rather, as people interpret technologies in their 
own ways, they mediate behaviour. Verbeek argues that designing therefore becomes 
a moral activity that shapes not only technological artefacts but also social impact 
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(Verbeek in Floridi, 2015). Extending this to the domain of policymaking, Verbeek adds that 
policymakers should not be primarily concerned with allowing or preventing the use of 
new technologies, but to govern the already technologically mediated societies we live in. 
Whereas Verbeek focuses on our entanglement with technologies, Latour emphasises the 
agency of ‘things’ (objects) as separate actants connected to us (actors) in networks (Actor 
Network Theory). In line with Dewey’s (2012) Publics, Latour argues that society does not 
bind us together, but we form groups in an on-going process of relating. In Latour’s (2005) 
‘parliament of things’, he argues for the rights of objects. Latour’s emphasis on things and 
Dewey’s pragmatism inspired the approaches of Participatory Design (Binder et al., 2015) 
and Adversarial Design (DiSalvo, 2012). These approaches to design explicate the politics 
of designed objects and materials in democratic processes and are further described in 
section 2.3. 

While not going as far as Latour’s (2005) arguments for the agency and rights of ‘things’, I 
do follow Verbeek (2006) in his notion of Technological Mediation. In my understanding, 
this theory points to the potential role of designed objects in mediating Arendt’s (1958) 
appearing) and the respectful contestation that Mouffe (1999) advocates. 

CONCLUDING 

In this section I outlined a variety of philosophical perspectives on participation in 
governance through models of deliberation, corporatism, plurality, agonism and mediation 
by artefacts and technologies. 

I regard Habermas’ distinction between System and Lifeworld as a helpful lens to 
understand democratic processes. However, I consider the focus on rationality, consensus 
and formal structures in his deliberative democracy and in corporatism (poldermodel) 
to be a reduction of what people are and a dramatic limitation of people’s expressions. 
Rather, I follow Mouffe’s concept of Agonistic Pluralism that appreciates the expression 
of pluralistic and contesting viewpoints as driver for democracy and transformation of 
(individual and collective) identities. I am inspired by Arendt’s description of plurality as 
a human condition and our need to appear to one another in order to find our selves 
(develop our identities) in exchanging viewpoints with others. Such an exchange should 
take place in a public sphere that provides freedom to express contesting viewpoints. 

In my view, Mouffe’s (1999) notion of pluralistic and passionate participation (as opposed 
to Habermas’ rational deliberation) concretises Arendt’s (1958) concept of ‘appearing’ in the 
public sphere. Following Verbeek’s (2006) Technological Mediation, I see a role for design 
in the conception of such a public sphere: designed objects and meeting spaces can 
mediate Mouffe’s respectful contestation and therewith Arendt’s ‘appearing’ of plurality. 
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2.2 PARTICIPATION IN SENSE-MAKING 
I take inspiration from Arendt’s (1958) plea for a public sphere that provides a stage for 
plurality, where we constitute our sense of ‘self’ in interaction with (i.e., by appearing to) 
others. Arendt’s concept of ‘appearing’ to each other in a public sphere, seems to point to 
an interpersonal, embodied encounter between individuals. Mouffe (1999) (contrasting 
Habermas’s (1984) proposal for exclusive rationality) more concretely argues that such 
encounters are de facto pluralistic and passionate. I take the expression of viewpoints that 
both Arendt and Mouffe describe, as an extension of encounters of the mind (viewpoints) 
towards physical, embodied encounters where people’s lived experience plays a role in 
their interactions. In order to build on and concretise the philosophical concepts of Arendt 
and Mouffe with theoretical handles for design, I turn to embodied cognition theory 
in this section. I use theories about embodied, participatory sense-making to develop 
an understanding of how people can arrive at Arendt’s intersubjective agreement and 
develop and transform their identities (as both Arendt and Mouffe describe) through 
interactions in public sphere. 

PHENOMENOLOGY OF PERCEPTION 

Before moving to embodied cognition theories, I will first briefly refer to the philosophical 
principles that lie at their core. I take a phenomenological perspective on the generation of 
meaning in the world. Merleau-Ponty, in his Phenomenology of Perception (2012), explains 
that the body and the mind are interconnected and influence one another. He describes 
that by being-in-the-world, physically interacting with- and in the world, we can perceive 
and make sense of it. Perception is active and on-going: our bodies are equipped with 
sensorimotor functions to actively perceive and thus directly experience the world through 
interaction.

We actively explore the world through our skilful and perceptive bodies, including 
previous experience, skills and education, to get grip on it (skilful coping). Hence, different 
people – because they have different skills, bodies and experiences – may have a different 
perception and experience of the same reality. Our perceptive bodies bring forth our 
lifeworld, the world as we experience it, as our bodies catalyse perception into meaning. 
For example, bringing a thin glass of water to your lips comes with a degree of carefulness 
as you perceive the thickness (thinness) of the material and appreciate its fragility. Meaning 
is established only in interaction between the skilful body and the object in context. 
(Merleau-Ponty, 2012). 

If our lived experience is constituted from our interactions with artefacts in the world, 
Phenomenology points to a specific perspective of designing for experience and 
generating new meanings. By taking on this perspective, I see a role for design to give 
shape to a physical public sphere that invites people to interact (appear) and generate 
meaning (transform identities) with their perceptive bodies. 
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EMBODIED, DISTRIBUTED AND SITUATED COGNITION 

Ideas on the role of the body in perception and cognition are well known within in the 
field of Human Computer Interaction (HCI). My work builds on the work of Van Dijk (2013), 
who, from his background in cognitive science, makes theories of embodied, distributed 
and (socially) situated cognition available to designresearchers. Van Dijk (2013) identifies 
three categories of cognition: embodied, distributed and situated cognition. In order to 
understand the different variations, I present them in a brief overview. 

Looking at the cognitive processes behind the intertwining of the mind and the body, 
Embodied Cognition (EC) theory explains how the body-in-action includes the physical 
and the social environment in cognition (Clark, 1997). EC describes cognition as a 
continuous loop of perceiving and acting in the real world, without the need for mental 
representations of it. 

Distributed Cognition Theory suggests that our memory can be supported by external 
artefacts in our environment (Kirsh, 2010; Van Dijk, 2013). The physical reminders are 
not only placeholders of memory, they also indicate an opportunity for action in the 
environment as well as provide structure. In the field of Human Computer Interaction 
(HCI) design-researchers are known to make use of Distributed Cognition in their tangible 
designs (Arias et al., 2000; Ishii, 2008). However, Van Dijk (2013) argues that designers need 
to move beyond distributed representations in order to move towards the embodiment of 
objects.

Situated Cognition (Suchman, 2007) extends the scope of the active body towards the 
body in the environment, including the artefacts and people present in that environment. 
It takes into account cultural, political and social interrelations that affect the generation 
of meaning in a given situation. Props (artefacts) in the environment can inherit meaning 
when they are used in social interactions. Thus expanding Distributed Cognition, where 
the artefact supports our memory of what already existed, meaning can be attributed to 
them, and altered again, in a collective process of meaning generation. In this way, (props 
in) the environment can become scaffolds (Clark, 1997): they serve as binding anchors, 
for fusing individual sensemaking efforts into a collective, participatory generation of 
meaning. Suchman (2007) notes that the environment can elucidate opportunities for 
action, and people can make use of the environment to generate plans, and that our plans 
evolve depending on the situation: situated action. 

The notions of Embodied, Distributed and Situated cognition (Van Dijk, 2013) point to 
the role that the body, and designed artefacts and environments can play in generating 
meaning (sense-making). These notions may inform the design of a public sphere: a 
physical environment with artefacts and props that invite Arendt’s appearing. 

EMBODIED SENSE-MAKING 

Focusing on the role of the body, Embodied Sense-Making describes the way people 
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collaboratively create shared insight in a creative and improvisational manner. This is 
not an extraordinary activity: Embodied Sense-Making is the normal, mundane way in 
which people in everyday practices make sense of things. It is to be contrasted with 
rational, cognitivist models in which an understanding or idea originates and develops 
completely as an inner, mental process, prior to, and essentially detached from, any 
following expression of such an idea in an external medium. Instead, theories of embodied 
sense-making hold that in the majority of everyday practices people make sense of things 
through external expression (i.e., action as opposed to inner mental modelling) and 
through embodied interaction with other people (Dourish, 2001). Embodied Sense-Making 
is thus grounded in the way people use their embodied skills in appropriating, configuring 
and transforming objects and materials in their environment (including nonverbal 
expression and posture of their own body), a process by which they develop and express 
their thoughts (De Jeagher & Di Paolo, 2007). Such skilful, expressive evolution of creative 
insight is inherently social in nature, because it plays out not in a person’s private mind 
but in the public world (Suchman, 2007). Additionally, drawing on Gibson’s notion of 
affordance (Gibson, 1979), Gaver (1992) argued that collaboration is affected by the digital 
and physical media through / in which people collaborate (media spaces).

Inspired by De Jaegher’s Participatory Sense-Making (2007), Hummels and Van Dijk (2015) 
describe Embodied Sense-Making as human sense-making through on-going embodied 
and situated interactions. Their focus in shared sense-making is on the role of designed 
artefacts and environments; they propose seven principles to design for embodied 
sense-making and a framework for designing for embodied-being-in-theworld (Van Dijk & 
Hummels, 2017). 

Incorporated into the seven principles are scaffolds and traces, which I regard as hands-
on proposals to materialize triggers for Embodied Sense-Making. Hummels and Van Dijk 
(2015) describe scaffolds as inviting physical objects or spaces, props, that allow for creative 
thought and bind conversations or meaning and also gain meaning through interaction 
with them in a participatory process. Traces are the positions, selections or compositions of 
scaffolds that refer to the interactions in the meaning-making process; they form a tangible 
or visible history and they can become scaffolds themselves. 

Drawing a parallel with Arendt’s (1958) concept of appearing, these principles of scaffolds 
and traces seem to point towards the opportunity to design artefacts that foster embodied 
interactions and sense-making (appearing) in a physical, social and inviting environment 
(designed to establish public sphere). 

PARTICIPATORY SENSE-MAKING 

As said, Embodied Sense-Making (Hummels & Van Dijk, 2015) is inspired by Participatory 
Sense-Making (De Jaegher, 2007). Extending embodied cognition to the social 
environment, much like Suchman (2007), De Jaegher and Di Paolo (2007), based on Varela 
et al. (1991) propose Participatory Sense-Making (PSM) as an enactive approach to social 
cognition. The enactive approach was introduced as a phenomenology-inspired way to 
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look at and analyse the role of the body in cognition. It takes into account that cognition 
is a form of embodied action, a loop of perception and action, and that the body creates 
meaning rather than processes information. (Varela et al., 1991) De Jaegher and Di Paolo 
(2007) describe that people (agents) can engage in each other’s sense-making activities 
through interacting. They explain that the generation and transformation of meaning in 
social settings is ‘directly affected by coordination of movements in interaction’ (ibid, p. 
497). It is in the interaction processes, which can become autonomous, that meaning is 
established between different sense-makers. As an autonomous entity (one that generates 
and sustains itself under precarious conditions), the interaction process itself can affect 
sense-making as well. By interacting with each other in a social encounter, people can 
make sense together and change each other. By taking the ‘autonomy of the interaction 
process’ as a starting point, they focus on the encounter itself wherein interactions can 
influence one another and meaning is generated in the ‘in-between’ between people, not 
in their separate minds. 

De Jaegher and Di Paolo distinguish a ‘spectrum of participation’ in sense-making. 
Participatory Sense-Making is, as I also described for embodied cognition, not an 
extraordinary process: it happens all the time. The extent to which sense-making is joint 
can vary in a spectrum from ‘guiding’, that is to direct the other’s attention towards an 
understanding, to truly joint sense-making, whereby the established meaning cannot be 
credited to either person alone. (2007) 

In my research, I adhere to the term Participatory Sense-Making (De Jaegher & Di Paolo, 
2007) rather than Embodied Sense-Making (Hummels & Van Dijk, 2015). I do follow 
Hummels and Van Dijk (2015) in their emphasis on embodiment in design interventions 
and take their scaffolds and traces as principles for design that might invite Participatory 
Sense-Making. I adhere to PSM in order to primarily emphasise the role of multiple 
people (pluralism) in sense-making, and secondarily the role of designed artefacts and 
environments. Participatory Sense-Making describes that interaction processes can change 
people: much like Arendt (1958) describes the development of identity in appearing 
and Mouffe (1999) describes the transformation of identities by opposing each other as 
equivalent political contestants. Participatory Sense-Making provides an understanding 
of how people participate in each other’s sense-making. I regard it as an ultimate process 
of exchanging contesting viewpoints: neither with the aim to reach consensus nor 
with the aim of conflict. Instead, the process has the premise of leading to a new, joint, 
understanding: not necessarily a consensual solution but an experience of plurality 
(equality and distinctness) that could entice a reflection on and potential appreciation of 
pluralism (the diverse viewpoints lead to new insights). 

CONCLUDING 

In this section I built onto Arendt’s notion of plurality with cognitive theory, in order to 
find handles for designing for public participation in governance. By first taking on a 
phenomenological perspective, I can see a role for design to give shape to a physical 
public sphere that invites people to interact (appear) and generate meaning with 
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their perceptive bodies. In generating meaning, the notions of Embodied, Distributed 
and Situated cognition point to the role that the body, and designed artefacts and 
environments can play. Furthermore, these notions provide a lens through which I can 
reflect on the role of designed interventions in public participation. The principles of 
traces and scaffolds for Embodied Sense-Making (Hummels & Van Dijk, 2015), in particular, 
provide handles for the design of artefacts and environments to establish a public sphere 
that invites people to appear to each other. 

Though it describes a mundane process we engage in all the time, I propose that the 
concept of Participatory Sense-Making (De Jaegher, 2007) can provide a way of thinking 
about pluralistic interactions wherein people can exchange contesting viewpoints through 
embodied social interaction. The aim is not to reach consensus (as in Habermas’s (1984) 
Deliberative Democracy) or to remain in on-going contestation (Mouffe, 1999) but the 
aim is in the interaction process; in the encounter itself that affects the individual people 
partaking in the interaction. Through their interaction they generate new meaning 
together and, as I regard it, they experience plurality (equality and distinctness) as they 
appear to each other. If so, they may potentially gain an appreciation of pluralism when 
diverse viewpoints lead to new insights (new meaning is generated). 

Therefore, I aim to design a public sphere that provides social encounters and invites 
embodied interactions that constitute Participatory Sense-Making processes. The aim 
is that in these PSM processes, people appear to each other, experience plurality and 
appreciate pluralism in multi-stakeholder participation processes concerning the public 
good. Specifically, with this embodiment-inspired approach to democracy, I seek to 
contribute to an understanding of the role of design interventions in the construction of 
meaning between different, contesting, stakeholders. 

2.3 PARTICIPATION IN DESIGN 
Building on Verbeek’s (2006) Technological Mediation and Dewey’s (2012) notion of 
democracy being mediated by technologies, I see a role for design in shaping Arendt’s 
public sphere. Following my philosophical inspiration from plurality and appearing (Arendt, 
1958), pluralism and passionate contestation (Mouffe, 1999) and the generation of new 
meaning through Participatory Sense-Making (De Jaegher & Di Paolo, 2007) I propose 
a particularly embodiment-inspired approach to participation processes in democracy. 
In this section I introduce design theories and methods that promote the including of 
viewpoints of stakeholders (e.g., users, workers, citizens) in the design process by designing 
inviting physical artefacts that bring out different viewpoints in interpersonal encounters. I 
point out how these methods are not only applicable to the design process itself, but can 
be applied to governance processes as well.

PARTICIPATORY DESIGN 

Looking at democracy through the lens of design-research, research in the 1970’s and 
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1980’s has been directed at democratisation of the workplace, starting the Scandinavian 
tradition of Participatory Design (PD). Participatory Design aimed to democratise the 
workplace and led to a discourse of design practices aimed at including users in the 
design process, the business modelling process and more recently political processes. The 
roots of participatory design lie in connecting the conflicting intentions of managers and 
workers. Participatory design is about involving those who are affected by the outcome 
of the process, in the (design) process itself (Brereton & Buur, 2008). Brandt et al. (2008, 
p. 54) regard design as “(...) the envisioning of possible futures rather than the actual 
negotiation and manifestation of such visions”. They propose participatory design games, 
in which participants (designers, future users, stakeholders) collaboratively explore new 
configurations of the game materials and thereby explore potential futures together, while 
making use of the diverse skills, expertise and interests of the players (Brandt, 2006). 

Taking the perspective of Mouffe’s (1999) Agonistic Pluralism, most PD methods, while 
bringing out different viewpoints, do seem to reflect the consensus model. There are clear 
exceptions that intend to bring conflict to the fore. Examples are Provotypes (Mogensen, 
1994; Boer, 2012), exploratory design games (Brandt et al., 2008) and improvisational 
theatre (Macaulay et al., 2006). These methods are specifically developed to bring out 
differences between users and/or stakeholders in confronting them with fictitious (though 
strongly resembling real-life) dilemmas through mock-ups or scenarios. Designers use 
these confrontations to gain insight into the different perspectives to take into account in 
the design process. 

PARTICIPATORY DESIGN AS POLITICAL PROCESS 

Brereton and Buur (2008) note that PD has in its discourse evolved from a conflictdriven to 
a consensus driven process, wherein conflicts are avoided or suppressed. Buur and Larssen 
(2010, p. 2) add that power issues in PD have been “(...) downplayed in exchange for an 
all-encompassing involvement of any kind of user”. Bjerknes and Bratteteig (1995) and Beck 
(2002) argue that the PD field should return to its political roots. 

In their review of a decade (2002-2012) of ‘core’ PD literature, Halskov and Hansen 
(2015) identify politics as one of five fundamental aspects of PD. In this section, I use 
their overview to highlight how authors in the field discuss the role of politics in PD. 
Participatory Design has a democratic agenda in that ‘people are addressed as experts 
of their own lives’ (Campbell, 2004; Guest et al., 2011). Simonsen and Robertson (2012) 
emphasise that PD is a political process as it gives users a voice. Greenbaum and Kyng 
(1992) add that design processes, by nature, include conflicts. 

PD methods are used for both pragmatic ends as well as political aims, for example: in 
citizen engagement, patient empowerment in health care or stakeholder reconciliation 
(Greenbaum and Madsen, 1993). Schuler and Namioka (1993) stress the democratic notion 
of PD in that people who may be affected by the process should be given the opportunity 
to exercise influence on the process. Additionally, using Benson’s (1989) “argument that 
technologies reflect the power relations and values of a society”, Bergvall-Kåreborn and 
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Ståhlbrost (2008, p. 108.) point to the importance of influencing not only the outcomes but 
also the ‘mediating and governing technologies’ used in the participatory design process. 

Beck (2002) even suggests the following criterion for the recognition of PD work: it should 
have a political motivation and it should contribute to an understanding of hegemony, 
or defy it. Bergvall-Kåreborn and Ståhlbrost (2008) argue that the political dimension 
of PD should be strengthened by broadening its scope to innovation and democracy. 
They call for designers to realise “(…) that people are intelligent, creative, and productive 
contributors to communities, organizations, and society if they are equipped with the right 
tools.” (2008, pp. 107-108). 

The democratic principles behind Participatory Design inspire my design work. Rather than 
using PD techniques to include stakeholders in my design process, I apply PD principles 
in my embodiment-inspired designs in order to foster participation in the application 
context of governance process. In that sense, my work could be seen as a response to 
Bervall-Kåreborn and Ståhlbrost’s (2008) call: to equip stakeholders with the right tools to 
participate in public governance. 

To be clear, I do involve Stakeholders in the development of my design interventions, 
but through Field-style Constructive Design Research (as explained in chapter 3), by 
collaborating on the stakeholders’ challenge and by observing their interactions with early 
stage prototypes. The design of the intervention itself is not the goal of the collaboration: 
the goal is to gain an understanding of the challenge through intervening with prototypes. 
By reflecting on our experiences together, we develop a new understanding of the 
challenge. From their expertise, stakeholders may, thereupon, find new ways to act and 
I can, from my expertise, incorporate the findings in the next design iteration. Hence, I 
do not explicitly ask stakeholders to brainstorm about or to evaluate the designs but I do 
engage them as experts of their own experience (and interpret the consequences for my 
designs).

PARTICIPATION IN INNOVATION 

Buur and Larssen (2010) extend the value of conflict in Participatory Design to the field 
of innovation. They suggest that design should cultivate difference and conflict between 
stakeholders in order to foster Participatory Innovation (PI). Based on Stacey’s (et al., 2000) 
theory of complex responsive processes of relating, Buur and Larssen (2010) argue that 
innovation emerges from interactions between people with different stakes as their 
‘crossing intentions’ can create new insight and new ways of thinking and doing. 

In the context of Participatory Innovation, Buur and Larssen (2010) developed participatory 
business modelling methods (Buur et al., 2013) and toolkits (Heinemann et al., 2009) to 
enhance stakeholder collaborations. They call for designers to develop “new formats of 
collaboration for large, complex contingents of stakeholders” (Buur & Larssen, 2010, p.12) 
beyond common workshops and for design-facilitators to address the role of conflict and 
crossing intentions. 
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PD INSPIRED APPROACHES TO INNOVATION AND PUBLIC 
GOOD 

In the design-research field, several approaches have recently been developed that 
aim for social good, public debate or societal transformation. Some architects aim to 
design public spaces that elicit Arendt’s (1958) public sphere (Avermaete & Teerds, 2007). 
Through Speculative design (Dunne & Raby, 2013) designers can stir up public debate by 
materialising alternative futures. Social Design (Koskinen & Hush, 2016; Keshavarz, 2015; 
Tonkenwise, 2016) aims for ‘doing good’, commonly within the scale of communities. 
Transition Design (Irwin et al., 2015) is an approach for designing particularly sustainable 
futures with stakeholders. 

Focusing on participation amongst groups of stakeholders, the terms Participatory 
Design and Participatory Innovation are not widely known outside of the designresearch 
community. However, the terms Design Thinking (DT) and Co-Design or Co- Creation 
are widely used across sectors. These approaches seem to have succeeded to make 
working principles originating from the theoretical concepts of PD and PI available and 
applicable for design practitioners and management professionals in industry. More 
recently, DT is gaining popularity in government organisations. To take an example close 
to home: in organisations of the municipality of Eindhoven and the province of Noord-
Brabant, employees are encouraged to become ‘design thinkers’ through special training 
programmes. Design Thinking overrides the traditional boundaries between public, for-
profit and non-profit. “By working closely with the clients and consumers, Design Thinking 
allows high-impact solutions to bubble up from below rather than being imposed from 
the top.” (Brown & Wyatt, 2010, p. 32).

Co-Design is another popular operationalisaton of the principles of PD. Co-Design stands 
for people designing together. The concept of Co-Design is that when all people who 
have a stake in the project are given a role in the development of the project, the project 
will benefit from a feeling of collectiveness and a variety of ideas and opportunities that 
emerge when combining the viewpoints (Sanders, 2002). Specifically aimed at including 
users’ viewpoints in design processes aimed at societal transformation is the related 
method of Co-Reflection (Tomico, 2009). Examples of Co-Design methods can elicit 
expression of participants’ salient needs through for example: generative techniques, 
sensitizing probes or context mapping (Sanders et al., 2008). 

Though I do not adhere specifically to either of these applications (DT, Co-Design) of PD, 
they do provide a practical frame that may support bringing in the principles of DT into 
collaborations with stakeholders from the public and private sector. As mentioned in 
the contextual introduction: the municipality of Eindhoven, for example, are advocates 
of incorporating DT in their organisation. DT becoming a ‘household name’ in such 
organisations can help in my research to entice a stakeholder reflection on the underlying 
democratic principles of PD in designing for public participation processes. 
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DESIGNING FOR POLITICAL PARTICIPATION 

Shapiro (2005) argued that: “Participatory Design as a community of practitioners should 
seriously consider claiming an engagement in the development of large-scale systems, 
and more particularly an engagement with the procurement and development of systems 
in the public sector” (2005, p. 32). Arguably, this is specifically the context of my research. 
I am not alone: increasingly more PD research looks at the application of PD principles in 
designing for democracy, for political participation and multi-stakeholder consultation 
in public issues. Indeed, Iversen and Dindler (2014) observe that, from supporting trade 
unions in promoting democracy in the workplace in the seventies, today, PD has expanded 
to supporting governments and municipalities in promoting democracy in society. 

Reflecting on the existing body of PD work, Dalsgaard (2010) notes that these types of PD 
projects are of an unprecedented scale. Dalsgaard used the PD process and techniques 
in the development of a public multi-media library (Dalsgaard, 2010) and remarks the 
striking heterogeneity of citizens as opposed to ‘users’ in traditional PD processes. Hence, 
Dalsgaard concludes that PD projects in public issues present a new scale and new level of 
complexity to the PD process in terms of dependency of the political context, pluralism of 
societal stakeholders and heterogeneity within stakeholder groups.

In his book Adversarial Design, DiSalvo (2012) describes the role of design in the political. 
He discerns designing instruments to improve political mechanisms (design for politics) 
from designing objects as political expression (political design). DiSalvo emphasises the 
latter: political expressions in the shape of products, services, events or processes have the 
potential to invite public debate and political thinking. Adversarial Design does not seek 
consensus. On the contrary, it assumes pluralism and hegemony in society and aims to 
create space for ‘productive dissensus and contestation’ (DiSalvo, 2012, p. 125) in order to 
feed democracy, based on Agonism. Some of the founders of Participatory Design have 
recently used the concept of Agonistic Democracy (that is explained in the first section of 
this theoretical introduction) to examine living labs for social innovation as ‘agonistic public 
innovation spaces’ where participants express their contesting views through PD activities 
(Björgvinsson et al., 2010). 

DiSalvo’s (2012) aim for productive dissensus is inspiring as it seems comparable to 
Mouffe’s (1999) Agonistic Pluralism and my understanding of Arendt’s appearing of 
plurality. However, I do not follow the Adversarial Design proposal in that it seems to 
advocate a level of explicitness that I consider (perhaps my interpretation shows my biased 
technological background) to be more of an artistic statement or activist proposal than 
(functional) design. Instead, I follow Shapiro’s (2005) invitation to design for systems in the 
public sector. I recognise the complexity that public issues present to the PD approach 
as noted by Dalsgaard (2010), but I do not recognise DiSalvo’s (2012) distinction between 
political design and design for politics, as a case of either-or. Whereas design for politics 
may sound instrumental, I would argue that new mechanisms to open up governance 
processes are needed in contemporary democracy (Bason, 2016) and that the designing 
of those mechanisms is, in itself, a political act (or an act of political design, if you will) just 
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like Participatory design is political (Bjerknes and Bratteteig, 1995; Beck, 2002; Campbell, 
2004; Guest et al., 2011; Simonsen and Robertson, 2012). The political act in PD is in its 
endorsement of democratic principles and in my case it is in the advocacy of multi-
stakeholder participation in public governance. 

CONCLUDING 

In this section I discussed the evolution of the Scandinavian tradition of Participatory 
Design that promotes democratic processes with the aim to counter hegemony, towards 
DiSalvo’s Adversarial Design (2012) that embodies political expressions aiming for 
productive dissensus. It is evident that there is a body of work on the design of artefacts 
that invite participation in design processes. This knowledge can - and according to 
proponents of PD (Bergvall-Kåreborn and Ståhlbrost, 2008; Shapiro, 2005) should- be 
transferred to the public sector, for example in civic participation in public issues. In 
reviewing PD literature, I found various calls for participatory designers to reignite the 
political roots of PD (Bjerknes and Bratteteig, 1995; Beck, 2002). They advocate designers 
to work on large stakeholder contingencies (Buur & Larssen, 2010) and to engage with 
democracy by designing for systems in the public sector (Shapiro, 2005). 

The democratic principles behind Participatory Design inspire my design work. But, 
rather than using PD techniques to include stakeholders in my design process, I apply 
PD principles in my embodiment-inspired designs in order to foster participation in the 
application context of governance process. In that sense, my work could be seen as a 
response to Bervall-Kåreborn and Ståhlbrost’s (2008) call: to equip stakeholders with the 
right tools to participate in public governance. 

With Adversarial Design, DiSalvo (2012) aims for productive dissensus. This aim is inspiring 
as it seems comparable to Mouffe’s Agonistic Pluralism (1999) and, in my understanding, 
to Arendt’s (1958) appearing of plurality. However, I do not follow the principles/approach 
of adversarial design specifically. In the contextual introduction (chapter 1), I pointed out 
that in contemporary democracy there is a need for designed mechanisms to open up 
participation in governance processes (Bason, 2016). In DiSalvo’s terms, such work (my 
work) would be considered design for politics, rather than political design. Whereas design 
for politics may sound instrumental, I would argue that the designing of those mechanisms 
is, in itself, a political act just like Participatory Design is political (Bjerknes and Bratteteig, 
1995; Beck, 2002; Campbell, 2004; Guest et al., 2011; Simonsen and Robertson, 2012). 
The political act in my work specifically, is in the advocacy of pluralistic multi-stakeholder 
participation in public governance. 

In my research, I build on principles from PD (e.g., users are experts of their own 
experience) and apply them to the design of participation processes in local governance. 
These principles mainly concern opening up hegemony to democratisation, for example 
by addressing people as experts of their own experience and by giving all stakeholders 
who will be affected by the decision a means to influence (a voice in) the decision-
making process. Moreover, building on Dewey (2012) and Latour (2005) (see 2.1), the 
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tradition of Participatory Design demonstrates the premise of artefacts in inviting the 
expression of different viewpoints. Through various methods, Participatory Designers use 
designed artefacts (or: ‘things’, Björgvinsson et al., 2010) in order to elicit encounters where 
stakeholders’ thoughts are expressed and opinions are exchanged. Following Dewey 
(2012) and Verbeek’s (2006) Technological Mediation and PD theory, I therefore propose 
that designed technologies, physical meeting spaces and mediating artefacts can invite 
interactions between people with different viewpoints (political contestants, if you will). In 
that sense, they seem to address plurality and be able to invite Arendt’s (1958) appearing 
(through action people exchange viewpoints and develop their identities).

2.4 CONCLUSIONS 
In the theoretical introduction I outlined three theoretical perspectives on participation, 
from the fields of political theory, design-research and sense-making (cognitive science). 
I explained the inspiration that I take from each of these perspectives in shaping this 
research and in positioning my work. 

I build on the democratisation principles from Participatory Design by applying PD 
methods to the design of public participation mechanisms. Specifically, my work responds 
to the calls of Bergvall-Kåreborn and Ståhlbrost (2008) and Shapiro (2005) as it contributes 
to the understanding of the role of design in systems of public governance. 

Though I take inspiration from Habermas’s (1984) distinction between System and 
Lifeworld, I move away from his emphasis on rationality in Deliberative Democracy. 
Instead I take an Agonistic perspective that regards plurality (Arendt, 1958) and passionate 
contestation (Mouffe, 1999) as drivers for democracy. The tradition of Participatory 
Design demonstrates that designed artefacts can be used to elicit different viewpoints of 
stakeholders in the design process. 

Following the inspiration from Mouffe’s (ibid) Agonistic Pluralism, I thereby do not aim for 
consensus but for a public sphere (Arendt, 1958) that encourages appearing: expressions 
of plurality that can transform the people in the interaction (Arendt’s and Mouffe’s 
identities), through a process that De Jaegher and Di Paolo (2007) describe as Participatory 
Sense-Making. Inspired by Embodied Interaction (Dourish, 2001), and embodied-being-
in-the-world, I propose that embodiment-inspired design can give shape to mediating 
artefacts and physical environments that invite the exchange of viewpoints amongst 
(contesting) stakeholders. Scaffolds and Traces (Van Dijk, 2013) serve as concrete handles 
for designing such mediations. 

`My aim is to bring about a public sphere (Arendt, 1958) in multi-stakeholder participation 
processes concerning the public good. Specifically, by taking an embodiment-inspired 
approach to democracy, I seek to contribute to an understanding of the role of (physical) 
design interventions in the construction of meaning (i.e., Participatory Sense-Making, De 
Jaegher & Di Paolo, 2007) between different, contesting, stakeholders.
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3. 

APPROACH: REFLEXIVE ACTION 
RESEARCH

With the rise of bottom-up initiatives and the top-down decentralisation movement, local 
governance is transforming from a municipality-centred process into a multistakeholder 
participation process. Hence, municipalities and public institutes are looking for ways of 
consulting multi-stakeholders in local governance. This opens up a design space for new 
sets of instruments for shaping participation on public issues in local governance. 

From my theoretical outlook (introduced in chapter 2) of Mouffe’s (1999) pluralism, Arendt’s 
(1958) public sphere, De Jaegher’s (2007) Participatory Sense-Making and Verbeek’s (2006) 
technological mediation, I see a design space for embodimentinspired designs to mediate 
multi-stakeholder participation in public issues. The theoretical inspirations bring two 
main research questions forward. In this section I introduce these questions as well as my 
approach and the methods that I used in this enquiry. 

3.1 RESEARCH QUESTIONS 
I take the philosophical perspective of embodied-being-in-the-world as an invitation for 
designing physical interventions that might open up a public sphere between Habermas’ 
(1984) System and Lifeworld spheres. In Part II of the thesis (chapter 4) I therefore focus 
specifically on the collaboration between municipalities and citizens and explore the first 
research question: 
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Research Question 1:  
“How might embodiment-inspired design establish a ‘public sphere’ for stakeholders to 
collaborate on public good, specifically combatting the colonisation of the Lifeworld 
by the System?” 

Through four design explorations in real-life cases, I found that embodiment-inspired 
design interventions could contribute to overcoming pigeonholing, but at the same 
time the interventions found little resonance with System reality. In my effort to prevent 
colonisation from System, I had tipped the balance towards Lifeworld. Hence, the 
outcomes of the design interventions did not find their way into governance processes. 

In order to bring the potential value of embodied interactions into System, I decided 
to focus my design space on intervening in ‘more formal’ participation settings where 
System and Lifeworld meet, specifically: multi-stakeholder consultation sessions. In part 
III, I focused on opening up a public sphere (in Arendt’s (1958) sense) in such consultation 
sessions by designing for constructive interactions inspired by Participatory Sense-Making 
(De Jaegher, 2007) processes. This aim led to a new, more specific, research interest and 
design space. I designed [X]Changing Perspectives ([X]CP): an interactive product-service-
system that mediates large scale multistakeholder discussions. In eight real-life sessions 
with [X]CP, of which one intensive case study, I explored the second research question: 

Research Question 2:  
“What role might the designed elements of [X]CP play in Participatory Sense- Making 
Processes between multi-stakeholders of public issues in consultation sessions?” 

In part IV, I reflect on how the findings of parts II and III may contribute to developing an 
understanding of the role of designed artefacts in Participatory Sense-Making processes. 
Finally, I reflect on the overall driver of designing for public sphere by discussing the roles 
of: myself as designer, the designed and the (stakeholders in the) context in which the 
designs were implemented. 

3.2 TYPE OF RESEARCH AND 
UNDERLYING WORLDVIEWS 
The descriptive nature of the research questions asks for a qualitative approach. Also, the 
theoretical emphasis on ‘appearing’ of Plurality (Arendt, 1958) suggests looking for diversity 
and uniqueness before generalisation. Deflecting critiques on subjectivity in qualitative 
research, Charmaz and McMullen (2011) emphasised that all research is based on 
philosophical suppositions about existence, knowledge values, and ethics. Charmaz and 
McMullen (2011) and Creswell (2014) argue that it is the strength of qualitative research to 
explicate these assumptions as well as the researcher’s position towards the research topic. 
One way of including the assumptions behind the work is to explicate which worldviews 
(Creswell, 2014) underlie the work. 
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UNDERLYING WORLDVIEWS 

Creswell (2014) developed four main categories of worldviews that can underlie qualitative 
research: the Postpositivist, Constructivist, Transformative and Pragmatic worldview. 
Postpostivism entails empirical research that aims to verify a theory by testing hypotheses 
in small/simplified (reduced) settings. When it comes to studying human behaviour, 
Postpositivism moves away from absolute knowledge claims made in Positivism. 
Observations of the ‘objective world’ are measured by scoring predetermined scales/
variables. In contrast with the discrete questions in Postpositivism, Constructivism asks 
open-ended questions. It holds that knowledge is subjective: people develop meaning of 
the world in (social) interaction. It seeks to understand the variety in people’s subjective 
understandings of the world and follows inductive analysis with the aim to form theory 
(and not to determine causeeffect relations). In Constructivism, researchers acknowledge 
their own subjective relation to the research, as they recognise that it has a role in their 
interpretation of data. The Transformative Worldview goes further than Constructivism in 
that it includes a political agenda for social justice (in terms of power, marginalised groups, 
etc.). It entails collaboration with research participants (not seen as subjects but rather as 
agents of change) and aims to address and change contemporary issues of social injustice 
and marginalisation. In Pragmatism a ‘problem’ or application is central to research. This 
includes acknowledging its context (e.g., social, political, historical aspects). In order to 
understand (or solve) a problem at hand, Pragmatist researchers use a combination of 
philosophical lenses and a mixed-methods approach. (Creswell, 2014) 

Though I cannot place my work exactly in one of these worldviews, they help to explicate 
the character of this research. My work is mainly rooted in a Transformative Worldview (or: 
advocacy / participatory worldview (Creswell, 2003)). This worldview is recognisable in my 
work in both the topic of multi-stakeholder participation in public good, as well as the 
research approach. My approach of working with stakeholders on real-life cases, shows 
the collaborative nature and change-driven character of the Transformative Worldview. At 
the same time, this guiding role from the application context also reveals an underlying 
worldview of pragmatism: my research seeks for ‘what works’ in the cases. My work also 
shares philosophical similarities with Constructivism, in that I take joint meaning making 
(Participatory Sense-Making) as a starting point, and with the second research question 
I seek an (inductive) understanding of PSM processes wherein people make their own 
meaning. My work differs from Constructivism in that I do not research subjective 
experiences, but rather seek to understand unfolding (multi-stakeholder) interactions 
around designed interventions. This entails observations of human behaviour that are 
analysed in separation from people’s subjective accounts. 

OVERVIEW OF METHODS USED THROUGHOUT THIS WORK 

In different stages of the research, I applied and adapted a variety of research methods. 
An overview of the approach and methods that I use in this thesis is shown in table 2. This 
section introduces these methods, but the particular adaptation of each of the methods is 
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explained in the relevant chapters later in this thesis.

I approached my work as Design Research (more on which below). This research approach 
can be traced back to what is called Action Research in the social sciences. With a focus on 
intervening in, in parallel to observing, a context of study, Action Research can be seen as 
belonging to the Transformative and Pragmatic worldviews. 

Overall, I approached the work as Action Research (Greenwood & Levin, 1998) and 
specifically Field-style Constructive Design Research: the work was driven by practice 
and I found insights for stakeholders and my research questions, by implementing 
design interventions with stakeholders in the field. For the development of the final 
design, [X]Changing Perspectives, I used an iterative design process of building and 
trying out prototypes, (again in real-life cases in the field). Through this process, I found 
insights that fed design decisions as well as progressed my understanding of my research 
interest. Following the descriptive nature of the research questions, I collected various 
data sources (Eclecticism, Wilson, 1977) but mainly used rich observation-based data 
(field observations, video recordings) about the interactions with/around our design 
interventions. I interpreted my observations through reflexive analysis and through 
contextual data (participant surveys and semistructured interviews and reflection sessions 
with stakeholders) and theoretical inference (Morse & Pooler, 2002).

Chapters Approach Data collection methods 
used

Data analysis methods 
used

4

Field-style 
Constructive 
Design 
Research

Design interventions; Case 
Studies; Field Observations. 

Reflecting with stakeholders 
in order to interpret 
observations.

5,7 Iterative design process; 
Design interventions; Case 
Studies; Field Observations; 
Observations from video 
recordings; Client reflection 
sessions.

Analysis of field notes and 
video recordings; Reflecting 
with stakeholders in order to 
interpret observations.

8 Design interventions; 
Intensive Case Study; Field 
Observations; Ethnographic 
Data Collection; Eclecticism 
from participant 
questionnaire, Client 
interviews.

Reflecting with stakeholders; 
Reflexivity; Anthropological 
Analysis; Theoretical 
Inference and the use of 
Triangulation for Data 
Interpretation.

Table 2: Overview of methods used throughout the thesis.

In the following, I briefly introduce the approach and methods (shown in table 1) that I use 
throughout this thesis. 
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3.2.1 DESIGN-RESEARCH APPROACH 
As introduced, the main approach to answering the research questions was Action 
Research and specifically Constructive Design Research. In this section I explain my 
approach. 

ACTION RESEARCH 

Action Research (AR) is a way to research and reform current practice towards democratic 
social change (Greenwood & Levin, 1998). It reflects a pluralist, postmodern and 
participatory worldview and hence suits my Transformative worldview, research topic 
(participation in democracy, see chapter 1) and theoretical foundations (e.g. Plurality, 
see chapter 2). Action Research reacts to the modernist idea that mind and body can be 
separated in favour of producing objective knowledge about the world, by arguing that 
knowledge is co-constructed and cannot be objective, as researchers are always part of 
the world they are studying (Reason & Bradburry, 2001). Additionally, knowledge is not 
neutral, as its pursuit is based on an agenda that is usually of those who are privileged and 
in power (Hall et al., 1982 in Reason & Bradburry, 2001), reinforcing hegemony (Selener, 
1997 in Reason & Bradburry, 2001). 

Rejecting such hegemony, in Action Research the topic of interest is defined with the 
stakeholders of the research (Greenwood & Levin, 1998) as the results should be relevant 
for- and of useful inspiration to -their practice (Reason & Bradburry, 2001). The approach 
connects action and reflection and theory and practice as it reflects learning by doing. By 
intervening with research proposals in an existing situation and thereby changing it, Action 
Research brings about new ways of understanding the situation that are both theoretically 
interesting and practically relevant for all stakeholders concerned. The aims of Action 
Research are generally to pursue flourishing of communities, conquering hegemony or 
building emancipation. (Reason & Bradburry, 2001) 

The principles underlying Action Research suits my Transformative Worldview and my 
theoretical starting points of pluralism and embodied-being-in-the world. Furthermore, 
the participatory, practice-driven approach mirrors the research topic itself: that of 
participation in public governance. In each case study it was not merely my aim to 
gain insights into the research questions, but (following the Action Research approach) 
also to provide insights leading to an action-perspective for stakeholders to address 
‘their’ particular public issue. Vice versa, reflecting together with stakeholders deepened 
my understanding of my field observations and the impact of design interventions. 
Furthermore, by taking an AR approach it was my aim to understand and to critically 
reflect on, not only the role of the design, but also on my own role in the multi-stakeholder 
participation processes that I intervened in (with designs and with my presence). 
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CONSTRUCTIVE DESIGN RESEARCH 

Zimmerman and colleagues (2010) point to similarities between Action Research as 
performed in humanities and social sciences and Research through Design (RtD), as 
practised by design-researchers. Both focus on societal change and share a similar, 
intervening, approach. Koskinen et al., (2008) suggests that AR provided an underlying 
model for RtD. 

Koskinen et al. (2011) suggest that RtD focuses on knowledge that is captured in the 
design, or that can be used to construct the design as an end. From monitoring decades 
of Design Research projects, Koskinen et al. (2011) observed that the role of ‘designing’ in 
Design Research generates knowledge that goes beyond the design (or improvement 
of the prototype) itself. While building on the research practice of RtD, Koskinen et al. 
(2011) suggest to focus on the role of ‘constructing’ by proposing to use a different term: 
Constructive Design Research (CDR). CDR is research where constructing products, 
services, systems, is central to the generation of knowledge. It emphasises that the 
constructed design itself can generate knowledge about methods or theories ‘beyond’ the 
design itself (in RtD). 

Koskinen et al. (2011) describe three styles of Constructive Design Research: Lab 
(experiments with design artefacts in controlled environments), Field (confrontations with 
design artefacts in naturalistic settings) and Showroom (speculative design proposals). 

I describe the overall research work as Field style Constructive Design Research, as to 
emphasise the driving role of the context in this work. This means that I developed low-fi 
and hi-fi prototypes in iterative design processes and deployed them in real-life cases. In 
this way, I gathered insights into people’s interactions with the designed characteristics 
of those prototypes that allowed me to reiterate upon those characteristics, before 
setting them out into real-life contexts again. I gained insights through the constructing 
(prototyping) process itself, but moreover through observations from the implementation 
of constructed prototypes in the field.

3.2.2 QUALITATIVE DATA COLLECTION 
Besides semi-structured interviews and participant surveys, the main data collection of this 
work consisted of observations in real-life case studies (naturalistic settings). In this section 
I explain the methods that I used to collect data for answering the research questions. 

(DESIGN) ETHNOGRAPHY 

Ethnography originates from the field of Anthropology in the Social Sciences and 
Humanities (SSH). Ethnography is the detailed study of naturally occurring social 
phenomena that aims for a comprehensive understanding of social communities ((sub-)
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cultures) by writing detailed accounts (thick descriptions (Geertz, 1973)) of immersive 
field research. Data can be collected by methods such as: shadowing, semi-structured 
interviews, participant observation and video recordings. In order to interpret such 
collected data, ethnographers collect various metadata (Eclecticism (Wilson, 1977)) from 
the context in which the phenomenon of interest is situated, for example by collecting: 
newspaper articles, photo albums, personal mementos or socio-cultural, political, 
demographic or historic data. 

In the 1980’s Goodwin and Suchman introduced ethnography to the field of design-
research. In particular they used conversation analysis (ethnomethodology) to study the 
role of people and artefacts in work behaviour in order to design software that fitted users’ 
needs. Ethnographic approaches have since become popular ways for design-researchers 
and practitioners to collect data about (prospective) users. In design ethnography, 
observations are usually concerned with user-product interactions, routines with and 
meanings of products in people’s daily lives. (Wasson, 2000) The period of observation in 
design-research ranges from a few hours, to days, to a few months and is therewith much 
shorter than the years-long ethnographic field research of Anthropologists (Koskinen et al., 
2011). 

In my Field-style Constructive Design Research approach, I borrow data collection 
methods (video recordings, field observations, collecting metadata) and interpretation 
methods (inference in thick descriptions (Geertz, 1973), triangulation (Denzin, 1978)) from 
ethnographic research. These methods contribute to gaining an understanding of what 
happens in the implementation process (before and after the design interventions). In 
order to answer the second research question in the intensive case study, my observations 
focus on interactions between the artefacts and the people (infrastructure) around [X]CP 
tables. In terms of time, the moment of observation (a session) has a duration of (only) 1,5 
hours. The process of implementation covered four months.

NON-PARTICIPANT, FIELD OBSERVATION 

The most widely borrowed method of ethnography (sometimes even taken to be its 
synonym) in design-research is that of participant observation (Wasson, 2000). The aim 
of participant observation is to create a holistic and accurate understanding of social 
phenomena and therewith answer descriptive research questions, construct theories or 
ignite or evaluate hypotheses (DeWalt & DeWalt, 2011). Through participant observation, 
researchers become part of the community whose activities and behaviours they observe 
in order to understand human behaviour. However, they do not become ‘native’: they 
should keep a distance that allows them to analyse their observations from an outside 
perspective. A more distanced way to conduct field observation is non-participant 
observation. Non-participant observation does not require the researcher’s immersion 
in the field (to become one of the participants), and has the benefit of potential covert 
observation, especially through the use of cameras. 

Regarding the real-life cases that I intervened in as design-researcher, I was a participant 
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in the sense of being an external consultant in the overall case, but I was not a participant 
of the phenomena of study: for example, I was not a participant at one of the [X]CP tables. 
Therefore, I used non-participant observations to explore the research questions. 

There are several frameworks for conducting naturalistic observations. Spradley (1980) 
describes three subsequent phases in the participant observation process: descriptive 
observation, selective observation and focused observation. Spradley (1980) and several 
others have created (seemingly overlapping) frameworks that aim to help ethnographers 
to observe holistic phenomena in their completeness and to give structure to the 
documentation of ethnographic participant observations. The Nine Dimensions of 
Descriptive Observation (Spradley, 1980) consist of: space, actors, activities, objects, 
acts, events, time, goals and feelings. The latest two themes, goals and feelings, are 
unique to the framework of Spradley in comparison to others and cannot be simply 
observed without the researcher’s participation in the phenomena (including shadowing, 
interviewing). The other seven themes, however, can also function as guidelines in doing 
and documenting non-participant observations. An overlapping, simpler framework for 
observation is the A(x4) framework (Rothstein, 2000) consisting of: Atmosphere, Actors, 
Artefacts and Activities. Developed in industry (XEROX PARC E-Lab, Institute for Research 
on Learning, Social Solutions), yet other overlapping frameworks are: AEIOU (Activities, 
Environments, Interactions, Objects, Users) (Wasson, 2000) and POSTA (People, Objects, 
Situations, Time, Activity). 

I documented my observations per table in narratives, in which I focused on the way 
people used the [X]CP artefacts. I did not literally follow any of the frameworks to 
document my observations, but keeping them in mind helped to separate particular levels 
of observation (e.g., considering space or atmosphere versus artefacts and activities). Also, 
they helped to select the relevant observations (‘instances’ (Wasson, 2000)) for the second 
research question: namely those that concerned the role of artefacts. 

3.2.3 QUALITATIVE ANALYSIS 
Qualitative research is based on descriptions of observations of ‘what is happening’ in a 
certain situation of interest. Qualitative research methods used are guided by the nature 
of the data and the results are descriptions of situations and how they unfold with the 
people and artefacts in it. This makes qualitative research highly suitable for the descriptive 
second research question of my work: it looks for descriptions of the kinds of ways in which 
stakeholders use designed interventions (or specifically: [X]CP) in their sense-making 
processes. The focus on descriptions in qualitative research leads to strong explanatory 
results but not to findings of causality (Denzin, 1978; Goetz & LeCompte, 1984). 

LeCompte (1994) notes that the methods in the design of research, data collection and 
analysis are often implicit in qualitative research and she describes eight aspects, outlined 
in table 3, which can help make these methods explicit. The aspects defined by LeCompte 
(ibid) helped me to adapt and combine methods in a systematic and coherent way. In 
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the right column, I filled out the relevant information for the intensive case study of [X]CP 
(chapter 8).

Characteristics of Research 
Design (Le Compte,1994)

Characteristics of Intensive Case Study (Ch. 8)

Research site Field study

Number of units studied Case study (±55 participants)

Role of researchers in relation 
to study participants

Non-participant observation

Importance of participants’ 
constructs

Low (observation data is leading, contextual data 
includes an experience survey, 37% response rate)

Number of items studied, 
amenity to statistical analysis

Case study of ±55 participants in 9 groups (total 
session included ±60 participants in 10 groups). 
Qualitative study.

Forms of data collection Non-participant observations from video analysis with 
additional participant surveys and semi-structured 
client interviews and ethnographic contextual 
materials.

Researchers degree of 
control over those studied

Field-style Constructive Design Research (Action 
Research) in naturalistic setting

Role of theory in study and 
analysis and interpretation 
of data

Inductive Reasoning

Table 3: Characteristics of the research design of the case study in part III of this thesis, according to Le 

Compte’s eight characteristics (1994).

In the following, I explain the qualitative methods for analysis that I used to analyse and 
interpret the collected data from observations. 

ANTHROPOLOGICAL ANALYSIS 

Whereas the design-research community have adopted ethnographic methods of data 
collection, Wasson (2000) observes that the anthropological analysis of ethnographic data 
is often neglected in design-research. In analysis, anthropologists define ‘instances’ in the 
data (e.g., excerpts from field notes, segments of video recordings) that seem of interest 
to the enquiry. Then, they group these instances into ‘patterns’ and interpret them based 
on reflexivity and cultural context. Wasson (2000) warns that reflexivity, cultural sensitivity 
and finding patterns from instances are trained skills of Anthropologists that should not be 
overlooked by designers. 
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REFLEXIVITY 

While doing ethnography, researchers are closely involved with the people and in the 
context of study and therefore they hold reflexivity central to the work. More broadly, in 
the field of qualitative research, there is a wide recognition (Preissle, & DeMarrais, 2015; 
Finefter-Rosenbluh, 2017; Naples & Sachs, 2000) of the importance of reflexivity. Reflexivity 
is the acknowledgement and explication of the researcher’s position and relation to what is 
studied. There are various ways in which this can be done, before and during the research. 
Before commencing the research (or before the analysis), researchers can describe their 
relation to the research topic by means of bracketing in Phenomenological research, or 
through a subjectivity statement (Preissle & DeMarrais, 2015). 

Throughout the research (or analysis), reflexivity can be incorporated through the activity 
of ‘memo-ing’: writing down thoughts, hunches, initial interpretations and feelings that 
come up while analysing. In the documentation of the work, the researcher can include 
their subjectivity statement (Preissle & DeMarrais, 2015). This allows the audience of the 
work to trace back any influences of the frame of the researcher in the interpretations of 
their observations. 

Based on my Transformative Worldview, the political context and the descriptive, 
interpretative character of my research, I decided to embed Reflexivity into my analysis 
process. I realised that it was my responsibility as researcher to explicate, not only my 
philosophical and theoretical inspiration, but also my values, personal experiences and 
presumptions regarding the topic of interest. Therefore, I wrote a subjectivity statement 
(see section 3.3) and I used memo-ing in my analysis process. Working consciously with 
the subjective position of the researcher, allowed me to select (and appropriate) research 
methods that correspond with my worldview. Whereas the claim of reproducibility 
provides rigour in natural sciences, the transparency of methodological steps provides 
rigour in human sciences, from where I borrow methods in this design-research work. I 
used the subjectivity statement and my theoretical starting point as a frame for selecting 
instances from the video footage of the intensive case study. While analysing that data, I 
incorporated memoing to reflect on my hunches, ideas and early interpretations. 

TRIANGULATION 

In order to deepen their holistic understanding of ethnographic findings, anthropological 
researchers, and qualitative researchers more broadly, use triangulation (Denzin, 1978). This 
is the comparing and contrasting of various methods to create one holistic, rich account 
of the phenomenon of study. For example, triangulating data from field observations and 
participant interviews can illuminate the difference between what people say they do 
and what they actually do (Strong, 1977). Flick (2007) explains that Triangulation is not a 
means to validate qualitative findings but it is in fact an alternative to validation. Denzin 
(1978) describes three ways of triangulation: that of data (different sources, e.g., in time and 
space), of methods (combine different data collection methods), of investigators (different 
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researchers) and theory (different theoretical lenses to explain and interpret data). 

In my research, I used triangulation in order to develop a deep understanding of the 
phenomenon of Participatory Sense-Making, within the complex context of the case 
studies. After all, the ‘real-life’ context may have influenced the observed interactions and 
behaviours during the session. I used data triangulation (observations from earlier sessions) 
and method triangulation by collecting and analysing: video recordings, participant 
surveys, semi-structured client interviews and the discourse on local and social media. 
Additionally, Theoretical inference (Morse & Pooler, 2002) provided a framework for 
understanding and interpreting the observations. 

VIDEO ANALYSIS 

In the intensive case study, I used 360º cameras to record participants’ interactions and 
discussions around the [X]CP tables. The video recordings were used in a qualitative 
inductive meso-analysis of the participants’ interactions with the design intervention and 
each other as well as patterns of behaviour. 

One of the limitations of the Field-style CDR approach in the analysis was that participants 
of all case studies presented in this thesis, were actually in the first place participants of 
a real-life consultation session and secondarily participants in research. For the elaborate 
case study in part III of the thesis, I was able to request participants to fill out an experience 
questionnaire (through the clients’ attendance lists), but due to the large amount of 
participants (±60) and the low response (37% response rate) to the questionnaire, I 
refrained from requesting interviews with the participants afterwards. 

Morse & Pooler (2002) note that video analysis of participant behaviour in the absence of 
participant interviews can be problematic, as it may leave researchers on a very low level 
of inference (not finding new insights) or it may result in an interpretation that is non-
verifiable with the participants. In order to reach a valid interpretation without participant 
interviews, Morse & Pooler (2002) suggest the use of theoretical inference in order to 
interpret video data. Therefore, I focussed the analysis on describing the interactions with 
the [X]CP elements and used theoretical inference from mainly Participatory Sense-Making 
(De Jeagher, 2007) and Arendt’s (1958) Public sphere for interpretation. 

Moreover, Morse & Pooler (2002) emphasise the importance of following systematic, 
transparent steps of increasing inference in the description of observations from video 
footage. Morse & Pooler (ibid) and Heath et al. (2010) describe three steps in the analysis 
process of video data, which are similar to the steps in qualitative research methods such 
as ethnography or (constructive) grounded theory (LeCompte & Preissle, 1994; Charmaz, 
2006). Table 4 shows overlap in an overview of suggested phases of in the qualitative 
analysis of (video) data by qualitative researchers (Morse & Pooler, 2002; LeCompte & 
Preissle, 1994; Heath et al., 2010; Flanagan, 1954). 
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Phase Morse & 
Pooler, 2002.

Heath et al., 
2010.

LeCompte & 
Preissle,1994.

Flanagan, 1954. 
(Critical Incident 
Technique)

1 Detailed 
behavioural 
description. 
Minimal 
inference.

Preliminary 
review.

The Item Level of 
Analysis (reduce 
data into items, 
micro analysis, find 
categories of items).

Develop analytic 
categories. 
Descriptions of 
Critical Incidents.

2 Inference 
extending 
from shared 
meaning. 
Behavioural 
patterns.

Substantive 
review of the 
data corpus.

The Pattern Level of 
Analysis.

Structural 
organisation of 
subject mater, 
the naming of 
meanings.

3 Theoretical 
inference

Analytic review 
of the data 
corpus.

Interpretation 
and Integration 
of Results with 
Previous Research, 
theory generation.

Generalisation 
of results and 
interpretation of 
findings.

Table 4: Overview of the stages of qualitative analysis as described by several authors.

My approach is based on the general three steps as described by the authors in table 3. 
They suggest starting with a viewing round of the entire data body and then selecting 
segments of video to analyse. The authors describe different selection processes to 
reduce the data, for example by collecting extreme behaviour in Critical Incidents 
(Flanagan, 1954), or by collecting ‘instances’ of behaviours (Wasson, 2000) deemed 
relevant to the research interest in ethnography. In my analysis I will select instances by 
following my research interest composed of my subjectivity statement (chapter 3.2) and 
theoretical background (chapter 2). Then the selected segments are described with as 
little interpretation as possible: the descriptions are mechanistic and detailed, or ‘thick’ 
as characterised in ethnography (Geertz, 1973). The next step, step 2, is to find patterns 
amongst the selected segments. The third step is to interpret the segments, for example 
by making use of theoretical inference (Morse & Pooler, 2002) or triangulation (Denzin, 
1978). In this step the analysis uncovers new insights in the data body, from the analytical 
perspective that is chosen. 

For the video analysis of the intensive case study, I based my approach on these three 
general steps. I explain my specific systematic approach to video analysis in chapter 8. 
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3.2.4 KNOWLEDGE CLAIMS & 
GENERALISATION 
Fitting the theoretical background (chapter 2), I use case studies to carefully address the 
social context (Suchman, 2007) and pluralism of participants (Arendt, 1958; Mouffe, 1999). 
Hence I do not aim to generalise between the cases but rather I aim to articulate the 
knowledge gained in the particular situation (Nelson & Stolterman, 2003). However, in all 
interpretation there is some level of abstraction. Based on Middle Range Theories (Merton, 
1968), I do see opportunities to find ‘rules’ (not ‘laws’) of human behaviour in similar 
situations. Therefore, I treat the case studies as descriptive studies and analyse observations 
to find ‘rules’ (Winch, 1958): similarities in human behaviour that can have exceptions, 
unlike ‘laws’ in the natural sciences. 

Specifically looking at Design-Research, Höök and Löwgren (2012) propose aiming for 
Intermediate Level Knowledge: producing abstractions beyond descriptions of particular 
incidents yet not with the aim to generate new theory, as in (Constructive) Grounded 
Theory approach (Charmaz, 2006). Instead, Intermediate Level Knowledge resides between 
knowledge about instances and universal theories and can result in ‘strong concepts’, 
guidelines or patterns that have the aim to generate new applications in Interaction 
Design (Höök & Löwgren, 2012). 

Recognisable from Action Research, Design-researchers have the urge to produce 
knowledge that contributes to a better practice (products, services, organisations) (Nelson 
& Stolterman, 2003) and advice for the design profession (Höök & Löwgren, 2012). Beck 
and Stolterman (2016) conclude that this, in combination with the multidisciplinary 
character of design-research, results in knowledge claims of value and of policy. Beck and 
Stolterman (2016) raise the question whether design-research publications should indeed 
include implications for designers. Why should designresearchers not leave it to design 
practitioners to determine how best to apply published knowledge into their practice? 

Due to the emphasis on ethnographic observations and real-life design interventions in 
this work, I regard my work to suit the knowledge claim types of interpretation (how to 
understand the situation) and of policy (how to change the situation). The claims of policy 
concern stakeholders’ practice and are therefore mainly rooted within the Field-style CDR 
process itself. In other words, the policy claims in my work take the shape of consultancy 
and stakeholder reflections during the AR process and not the shape of answers to 
the research questions. With the context of my research being participation in public 
issues, the practice involves not only designers but also multi-disciplinary stakeholders 
(policymakers, civil servants, grassroots initiatives, process consultants, etc.). As these 
practitioners are experts in their own fields, I refrain from prescribing implications for them. 
Instead, I pose my work as an invitation for them to take inspiration from. As design-
research is the main background of this work, I do reflect on the potential role of design 
interventions (product-service-systems) in public participation. From my experiences 
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throughout the research and insights from the reflexive approach and my Transformative 
worldview, I do share ‘macro-scale’ insights about the potential roles that designers 
could play within the multi-stakeholder contingencies in the field of public participation. 
Furthermore, as I borrow theories from cognitive science, the more ‘meso-scale’ insights 
about the role of the [X]CP design in Participatory Sense-Making processes may serve 
as inspiration for cognitive scientists, who might elaborate on their models through my 
descriptions of practical accounts. For designers, these ‘meso’ insights might inspire a way 
of thinking about embodiment-inspired design (artefacts, services, systems) as mediation 
of sense-making.

3.3 SUBJECTIVITY STATEMENT
As part of my reflexive approach, it is important to explicate my relation to the research 
topic (see section 3.1). In order to do so, I wrote the following subjectivity statement 
(Preissle & DeMarrais, 2015). I included this statement in this thesis, to allow the reader 
to view my interpretations in light of my own subjectivity. In this section, I explain my 
personal views and professional experiences concerning the topic matter of multi-
stakeholder participation in public issues. My theoretical sources of inspiration can be 
found in chapter 2. 

______

During my studies and as freelancer, I have worked on several multi-stakeholder projects 
where stakeholders collaborated on the public good. Looking at the ‘participation society 
(see chapter2), the top-down ‘instalment’ makes me a little itchy. But more importantly, I 
decide to see it as an opportunity for people to influence their own locality: to exercise 
more agency over their own lives and in shaping society. 

Growing up, I suppose that I benefitted from ‘a lot of’ agency. Agency is “the power 
people have, to think for themselves and to act in ways that shape their experiences 
and life trajectories” (Cole, 2017). When taking classes in ‘Technology for Development’ 
at the University, I got to know the principle of agency, and realised that I had taken it 
for granted and, simultaneously, that I carried it as one of my most important values, 
alongside equality. It was central to my, quite ‘Dutch’, individualistic upbringing: I was 
free to make up my own mind and my own decisions without worries or social or family 
pressure. My parents trusted me, gave me confidence and treated me as their equal. I 
think that emancipation, equality, trust and diligence shaped my upbringing. Diligence in 
schoolwork was the prerequisite for growing up to be ‘whatever I wanted to be’ (maybe it is 
a ‘Millennials-thing’). 

My big fascinations are cultures, globalisation and (international) politics. I feel very small 
in relation to these themes, but through societal study projects, volunteering at a refugee 
centre, reading and watching documentaries I indulge in my fascination. When I visited the 
Berlin Wall in 2011, I found an artwork on it that said: “Many small people, who in 
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Figure 3: Artwork on Berlin Wall (2011).
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many small places, do many small things, can alter the face of the earth” (See figure 3). This 
quote has inspired my view on what I can do (e.g. try to live or ‘consume’ responsibly) and 
what I can do as designer: create means for people to act, in their own ways in their own 
locality, and ultimately bring change to these big themes together. At the same time, my 
fascinations tell me that there are formal structures in place that shape the world (besides 
or overruling our collective actions as citizens of the world). 

My fascinations brought me to Ghana for my MSc graduation project. While ‘codesigning’ 
informal learning experiences, I realised that my initial co-design methods were culture-
based and that my own values too (agency and equality) are quite individualistic values 
and are typical of my Western heritage. Even equality, which I thought could be the one 
Universal Human Right, if any universal right exists, I viewed from a Western perspective. 
I learned that, in group dynamics, hierarchy (and thus inequality of a sort) can have a 
binding function, and affirms social structures. Living in Ghanaian society on my own, 
being the ‘Other’, and ‘co-designing’ with local stakeholders was a humbling experience 
and has sensitised me to the role of prevalent social structures, perception, reasoning and 
values in relation to my designs. Indeed, I became aware that anything that I design (and 
inscribe values and intentions into), will always be subject to the context and the social 
structures, cultural values or politics that are at play. 

As of the ‘refugee crisis’ in 2015, populism and anti-immigrant sentiments are rife in Europe. 
The democratic system of government, with ‘elite’ politicians and mainstream media is 
mistrusted. With my intercultural experiences and these developments, as well as the 
declining welfare state and the ‘participation society’ as backdrop, I started this exploration 
into multi-stakeholder collaborations around the ‘public good’. In the context of ‘our’ 
heterogeneous, multicultural, Dutch society, I think that our differences, not or similarities, 
can inspire multi-stakeholder collaborations towards public good. 

For me, this PhD research provides the opportunity to deepen my understanding of and explore 
this idea of ‘power of the people’ in relation to the (formal) structures that shape society. 
Specifically, in this research I can explore ‘what design can do’ (and what I can do!) in multi-
stakeholder participation on the public good: in local governance and in society.

3.4 CONCLUSIONS 
This chapter describes my overall approach and adaption of qualitative research methods 
to my descriptive research questions. LeCompte & Pressle (1994) emphasise the strength 
of qualitative research to be the possibility of researchers to adapt their ‘research design’ 
or approach to human inquiry to the research questions, the phenomena at hand, or their 
own nature and resources. 

Hence, I applied and adapted various research methods in different stages of the research. 
The main three forms of the research consist of explorations (chapter 3), an iterative design 
process (chapters 4 and 6) and an intensive case study (chapter 8). Overall, I approach the 
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work as Field-style Constructive Design Research (Koskinen et al., 2011): the work is driven 
by practice and I found insights by implementing design interventions with stakeholders 
in the field. For the development of the final design specifically, I used design iterations of 
building and trying out prototypes, (again in real-life cases in the field) and I found insights 
that fed my design decisions as well as progressed my understanding of my research 
interest. Depending on the nature of the data and the descriptive research question at 
hand, I evaluated the design interventions through a combination of non-participant 
observations, video analysis, a participant questionnaire and semi-structured stakeholder 
interviews. This section introduced the methods that I use later in this thesis. The particular 
adaption of the methods is explained in the relevant chapters.
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4. 

EXPLORATIONS: DESIGNING FOR 
PUBLIC SPHERE IN FOUR CASES 

I started off with an exploration into the context of contemporary participation in public 
governance. Inspired by Habermas’ (1984) distinction between System and Lifeworld and 
guided by cases provided by partners, I specifically focused on the collaboration between 
municipalities and citizens. In this part (II) I explored the first research question: 

“How might embodiment-inspired design establish a ‘public sphere’ for stakeholders to 
collaborate on public good, specifically to combat the colonisation of the Lifeworld by 
the System?” 

In this chapter, I describe four real-life cases in which Evert Wolters and I, or in the fourth 
case colleagues in Sweden and I, designed PD-inspired processes and embodiment-
inspired interventions (based on theoretical inspiration, see chapter 2) to entice expression 
of viewpoints between multi-stakeholders, crossing formal/informal and private/public 
and hierarchical boundaries. Thereby: bridging System and Lifeworld (Habermas, 1984) and 
opening up a public sphere where people can appear (Arendt, 1958). 

Evert and I explored the design of public sphere through a wide range of projects varying 
in duration (from a few weeks to over 10 months), means and application (from public 
space interventions to co-design workshops and interactive environments). All design 
interventions were inspired by embodied-being-in-theworld, as explained in chapter 2. 

65



4

Inspired by the cases proposed by partners, I designed and implemented: 

•  an on- and offline platform for citizen initiatives;  
•  a caravan with probes to give input for local decision-making;  
•  a cargo bike for spontaneous encounters between residents and neighbourhood 
   professionals. 

For the case in Sweden I designed (with colleagues) an interactive ideation space with 
props to bring about cross-fertilisation between different stakeholders (or: innovation, Buur 
& Larssen, 2010). 

These projects were explorative but elaborate and included many acts of design 
intervention and design decisions that I could report on. However, with respect to 74 the 
(first) research question, the actual output in terms of the design interventions itself is not 
the most important outcome of these explorations: it is in the ways that the interventions 
brought about interactions between stakeholders and fostered ‘public spheres’ in the real-
life dynamics of the cases. 

In this chapter I therefore only briefly describe these designs and I instead focus on their 
implementation into and impact on real-life cases. Field observations and participant 
evaluations shed light on the roles of (1) the embodiment-inspired design interventions, 
(2) the stakeholders and (3) our own role as design-research team in bridging the gap 
between System and Lifeworld. Following the Field-style CDR approach, my insights are 
not only about the design interventions themselves but about the role they played and 
Evert and I played in the development of the case as a whole. I conclude this chapter by 
reflecting on these three roles and finally I explain the more focused research direction and 
second research question that followed from the insights from these explorations.
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Figure 4: Impression of the Co-Design workshops for the Community Platform.
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4.1 CASE 1: COMMUNITY PLATFORM 
The first case was in the context of a municipality of 23K inhabitant that is made up of 
three villages in the North-East of the Netherlands. Through Evert’s consultancy network, 
a project leader within this municipality approached us with this case. In light of the 
participation society and budget cuts in the social domain, the municipality were looking 
for a ‘digital platform’ to enable their inhabitants to selforganise informal care, and to 
connect with formal care. 

The municipality asked us to design such a platform in participation with its prospective 
users and stakeholders: inhabitants, civil servants and local care organisations. In response 
to their question Evert and I developed a free-of-charge co-design process in which I used 
PD-inspired techniques (focusing on embodiment) to bring out the conflicting values and 
needs of these stakeholders that ‘the platform’ should fulfil. 

This case ran from August 2014 until October 2015, with an emphasis on November 2014 
to March 2015.

Figure 5: Excerpt of the photo-realistic scenario presented to communicate the final concept. 

Photos edited from the following sources: 

Left: https://www.beaconsage.com/blog/google-and-android-pave-the-way-in-proximity-marketing 

Middle: https://www.paradigit.nl/tips/gebruik-uw-tablet-als-tweede-scherm-voor-uw-computer 

Right: http://sliceoflondonlife.com/life-on-the-road-london-marathon-2013

APPROACH TO CASE 

Before starting the case, Evert and I planned out the co-design process and presented it 
to several stakeholders (e.g., steering committees) within the municipality as to align our 
understanding of the challenge at hand and to communicate our explorative approach. 
Evert and I communicated that we were not going to invite stakeholders to design a 
website with us, but to start one step before that: with eliciting the actual need before 
jumping into the solutions spectrum. The Co-Design process consisted of 10 weeks in 
which we facilitated three workshops and a concept presentation to and evaluation with 
stakeholders. 
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The municipality invited stakeholders to participate in the co-design process, through a 
letter and phone calls. Though Evert and I had prepared a tight communication strategy, in 
this process of inviting, the word ‘website’ (that Evert and I had labelled as ‘forbidden word’) 
was still used to set expectations for potential participants of the co-design workshops. 
From the long-list of potential participants that subscribed, Evert and I selected diverse 
participants (i.e., with contesting stakes) through an intake process of semi-structured 
phone interviews. 

Before the workshops, the stakeholders received sensitising packages (Visser et al., 2005) 
that they used to craft a ‘greetings from’ card that expressed their perspective of the most 
valuable wellbeing and care activities in the community. Evert and I used these cards as an 
ice-breaker and personal introduction at the start of the first workshop (see figure 6, left). 

Figure 6: Inhabitants, showing a sensitising exercise (left) and acting out desired functions of the platform.

The first two workshops had the same format but we facilitated them separately for 
municipal stakeholders (civil servants, communication advisors, participation steering 
committee) and for societal stakeholders (civil initiatives, volunteers, wellbeing 
organisation). The third workshop brought all stakeholders together. The aim of this 
process was to first gain insight into the relevant perspectives and to finally confront 
those perspectives: to open up reflection amongst the stakeholders and to crystallise the 
essential characteristics for a community platform in the third workshop. 

Figure 7: Paper prototypes of ideas for a platform in the shape of a website, card-set and pass-on message 

system.

During the workshops Evert and I made use of several designed materials inspired by PD 
methods (e.g., sketched scenarios, paper prototypes) to trigger ideas and perspectives, 
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see figure 4, 6 & 7). Participants used scrap materials to tinker ideas (Eriksen, 2009; Jaasma 
et al., 2014) and we encouraged them to act out those ideas (later: functionalities of the 
platform) in order to ignite a reflection on roles and prejudices (Buur & Larsen, 2010; 
Tomico, 2009). 

A few weeks after the last workshop Evert and I gave a presentation to all stakeholders in 
which we presented a concept for a societal participation platform based on their input 
from the workshops. Additionally, we suggested pilot test plans for them to evaluate the 
functionalities of the platform concept in a low-threshold manner (using existing social 
media platforms).

DESIGN INTERVENTION 

The design intervention consisted of (1) the co-design process in itself and (2) the final 
concept that Evert and I presented based on the insights from the co-design process. In a 
presentation to stakeholders after the co-design process, we presented the final concept 
through storytelling and a photo-realistic scenario, see figure 7. The concept was an on- 
and offline platform combination of a volunteering community website with physical 
interactive boards at the locations of local initiatives. Community members could set up 
initiatives on the website, tag relevant locations and request an interactive voting board 
at the relevant location. On and offline votes were not about opinions, but about ways in 
which people wanted to get involved. Based on the input from the co-design sessions, 
the platform responded to their wishes of stimulating physical social encounters and 
providing low-threshold volunteering opportunities that contribute to the wellbeing of 
the community. 

REFLECTIONS 

The initial separation of stakeholders in the first two workshops allowed us to gain insight 
into the complex force field of stakes and assumptions surrounding the ‘common goal’ (a 
digital showcase of initiatives, or a ‘social map’ or a community platform) of the co-design 
process. Moreover, it allowed participants to feel heard, taken seriously and to develop 
trust in us as independent party (even though the municipality asked us to facilitate). 

The participants were positively surprised by our translation of their playful forms of 
input (e.g., tinkering, or acting out) into concrete specifications for the community 
platform. When we presented a list of requirements they seemed to perceive the 
codesign process in a different light: there was concrete valuable output from the playful 
activities. Interestingly, some comments pointed out that participants were impressed 
by ‘our analysis’ that resulted in this list. They indicated that they had not expected such 
concrete results (list of requirements) from such ambiguous activities (expressions through 
roleplaying and crafting). From this reflection with participants, I realised that, though we 
shared intermediate insights at the start of the third workshop, a form of ‘direct feedback’ 
after each workshop might have ‘reassured’ participants that their creative expressions 
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were contributing to concrete outcomes. That said, I realise that this is quite difficult, as 
it leaves no time for analysis or reflection; taking notes and comparing first observations 
may help. Another suggestion is that it might help to let participants share what they have 
experienced, what surprised them or what they learned from the workshop amongst each 
other after each workshops. 

After the presentation, Evert and I urged the participants to decide how they, altogether as 
stakeholders, would like to continue (e.g., pilot testing). Subsequently, the initial process of 
ten weeks extended into sporadic involvement over ten months. Initially, the municipality 
attempted to place ‘project management’ in our hands, but through several meetings in 
which we re-affirmed our role, we were able to gradually retract from the project and shift 
ownership into the stakeholders’ hands when they formed a core team to develop this 
platform. This sense of ownership was important to us as in this way, the insights from the 
participation process could be used by the stakeholders themselves: to collaborate locally 
towards results (as Brand and Rocchi’s (2011) Transformation Economy suggests), rather 
than to assign the project to us or another external design-team. 

As design-team, Evert and I had different views on our roles as designers, consultants 
and researchers in this phase. Evert saw the opportunity to develop the concept of the 
platform and sell it, from his consulting perspective. I on the other hand, had my doubts 
about the motivations of the stakeholders and the worth of developing a new platform in 
comparison to tuning existing platforms to their (now unveiled) demands. I felt that what 
we appreciated in the concept in terms of our research interest, was not the interest of the 
stakeholders: a simpler website would do. Additionally: we are not website developers, and 
there are loads of community platforms available. We decided to share both our views with 
the stakeholder core team so that they could decide for themselves. We showed them the 
first steps and costs for both options of custom platform development and the tuning of 
currently available platforms. Finally, participants formed a core group who took it upon 
themselves to realise the concept together, supported by a local web developer. 

REFLECTING ON PUBLIC SPHERE 

In terms of public sphere, the co-design workshops indeed seduced participants to 
express their viewpoints. The co-design exercises of crafting cards and acting out ideas 
propelled the exchange of differing views in a playful and implicit manner. Working 
with tangible materials seemed to trigger primary expressions and acting out revealed 
presuppositions and prejudices towards the situation or other stakeholder groups. This was 
especially prevalent from governmental stakeholders towards civil stakeholders and vice 
versa: between System and Lifeworld. The third (combined) workshop set the stage, as it 
were, for these stakeholders to explore their perceptions of each other through ‘innocent’ 
crafting and portraying each other’s stereotypes while acting out crafted ideas. For 
example, some citizens acted out motivated civil initiative groups, asking a bureaucratic, 
slow civil servant for practical advice. This led to humorous pinpointing of bottlenecks ‘at 
both sides’ (System and Lifeworld). Though acting out exercises were essentially imaginary 
role-plays, interestingly they did establish ‘appearing’ of stakeholders, by the implicit 
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assumptions and values that they incorporated in their imaginary scenarios. In these ways, 
the co-design workshops seemed to establish a public sphere, where different views were 
implicitly brought forward and reflected upon. 

IMPACT 

One year after the first workshop and five months after our closing presentation, Evert and 
I were asked to join one of the team’s meetings to share our advice. The team had formed 
in the month after the presentation and consisted of the most enthusiastic participants 
from the workshops from all stakeholder groups. The team indicated to have continued 
with our proposed concept, although I saw a new concept, inspired by our proposal, 
moulded by their own priorities and beliefs. For example, many of the interactive or 
location-based technologies were taken out of the concept. On the other hand, the team 
were still interested in the interactive location-boards and asked Evert and me whether we 
could implement that part of the concept. In this phase we had to (again) define the limits 
of our role: not production, but design-research. Hence instead, we facilitated an in-depth 
discussion on why they wanted the interactive boards. Eventually we found that visual 
markers on location, with a link or QR code were fitting to their concept and expectations. 
15 months after the start of this project, the team had launched a website (see figure 8): 
they developed their online community platform and generated the first content. They 
were proud of their accomplishment and regarded the platform as a result that grew out 
of the co-design process.

Figure 8: Impression of the concept platform (left) and developed platform (screenshot from municipality 

website) (right).
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Figure 9: Impression of the Caravan.



4.2 CASE 2: CARAVAN 
In parallel to case 1, the consultancy where Evert worked acquired a case that allowed us 
to work in consultancy project setting with a paying client, while simultaneously being an 
inquiry into our own research question. The context was a municipality, made up of three 
villages in the Mid-South of the Netherlands, who were looking for ways to involve their 
inhabitants’ perspectives in their upcoming municipal amalgamation. Already for a year, 
this had been a ‘hot topic’ amongst inhabitants and local politics. 

The municipality wanted to get to know the current and future needs of inhabitants 
of their villages, in order to take those into account in negotiating with partners for 
amalgamation. The municipality asked the consultancy and a communication agency to 
work out a strategy and deliver insights in the inhabitants’ perspectives. 

This case ran from December 2014 until May 2015, with an emphasis on December 2014 to 
February 2015.

Figure 10: Caravan in context, the probes in action (f.l.t.r.: body, agenda, stickers) 

APPROACH TO CASE 

The consultancy’s strategy was to approach the citizens actively, in their own environment. 
The communication agency developed a graphic style for the project and transformed an 
old caravan into a mobile living room that we drove through the villages. We sent out a 
schedule of our visits and a fill-out sticker sheet in the local weekly newspaper. I designed 
four conversation probes in the caravan and on the external of the caravan to facilitate 
deep and spontaneous conversations and allow inhabitants to express themselves.

For 10 days, the consultants and Evert and I drove the caravan through the three villages. 
In order to meet a representative group of inhabitants, we visited locations where diverse 
daily life activities took place: e.g., church on Sunday, soccer field on Saturday or the 
supermarket. At each location, one employee of the municipality was present and the 
mayor made five brief visits, to talk to inhabitants in person. 
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DESIGN INTERVENTION 

I designed four conversation starters, see figure 9 & 10, aimed to trigger participation at the 
caravan and tap into people’s experience. I hoped to attract different types of participants 
by offering different types of conversation starters, some based on writing, some based on 
talking and some based on movement. 

In short, the conversation starters looked as follows. Based on body mapping (Solomon, 
2002) I created five life-size body silhouettes in different postures. Participants were asked 
to relate the postures to their municipality, and use post-its to fill out what is for example, 
in ‘the heart’ of the municipality. Other conversation starters were an agenda for the 
municipality (what would you want to put on the agenda of governors?), a mailbox for 
ideas, a fill-out sticker sheet (sent to all inhabitants with the local newspaper) of which 
the stickers could be stuck onto a category map on the side of the caravan, of which the 
categories were based on the capability approach (Mink et al., 2015). 

REFLECTIONS 

The combination of embodied probes and daily-life interactions around the caravan 
provided rich insights in the lived experience and future outlook of inhabitants. However, 
during the ten days of driving the caravan, the project was harshly critiqued by some 
of the local media. The graphic style, energising tone and active approach towards 
inhabitants was, by some groups, experienced as a campaign to lure in inhabitants for 
any decision that the municipality would make. An important addition is that local media 
found out that the municipality had paid a substantial sum to realise the caravan project. 
The influence of the caravan on the amalgamation was not apparent to the critics. They 
regarded the ‘infantile’ forms of expressing perceptions, opinions and wishes as a smoke 
screen to ‘keep the inhabitants busy, make them feel engaged while the municipality are 
busy making their own plans’. 

On the other hand, there were many positive reactions from inhabitants who felt welcome 
and were happy that the municipality ‘had made an effort’ to reach out to them in an 
‘informal, humane way’; the caravan allowed them to express themselves personally and 
meet with ‘actual people of the municipality’.

REFLECTING ON PUBLIC SPHERE 

In this case, our design intervention was mobile and we brought it to different physical 
locations to establish a ‘pop-up’ public sphere in which various people could join. The 
diversity of conversation probes seemed to work well to engage different people: they 
chose their preferred manner of engaging with the topic, through pasting stickers, writing 
in the agenda or the body map. In this way, by designing for diverse ways (materials) to 
engage, designers may be able to do justice to the pluralism of stakeholders in society. 
The caravan provided a podium where stakeholders could express themselves through 
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activities invited by the conversation probes. Simultaneously, the caravan became a 
showcase for all different viewpoints, as it carried the physical contributions (stickers, 
agenda points) of people while driving around the villages, and brought them to the next 
spot. In this way, the public sphere that it established was, as it were, fluid in time and 
space. Stakeholders were curious to see earlier contributions of other people (from other 
villages) and shared their reactions on them, with us (the caravan team). As either the 
mayor, a municipal strategist or other municipal employees joined the caravan team every 
day it toured, the caravan was also a means to pull municipal stakeholders out of System 
reality. Simultaneously, it offered a moment for System and Lifeworld realities to meet in a 
non-threatening setting, with conversation probes to mediate discussions. Furthermore, by 
driving around the villages and meeting people in their everyday activities, we, (design-
researchers and consultants) got an impression of the local discourse and specifically of 
what was at stake for the different stakeholder groups (e.g., parents at school, young adults 
at the local bar, youngsters at the football field). 

IMPACT 

Together with one of the consultants, I analysed the qualitative data collected in the 
caravan (written stickers, ideas, agenda points and our notes of conversations and visitors’ 
quotes). The rich impression of the ‘experiential worlds’ of visitors provided input for the 
consultancy’s workshops. Finally, the impressions from the caravan were included (e.g., in 
quotes) in the final report for the municipality. The municipality published their proposal 
shortly after the report was published, making it implausible that the insights were 
carefully taken into consideration and affirming the expectations of the critical media. 
What was remarkable was that the municipality did ask the communication agency to 
stylise the publication of their proposal in the same graphic style as the caravan project, 
but did not use the content (e.g., lines of reasoning, motivations of inhabitants) of the 
project to motivate their proposal.

Six months after we drove the caravan through the villages, a critical columnist and 
member of the city council, published a new column in which he apologised for his 
column at the time. He took the effort to broadly elaborate on the whole process 
enclosing the caravan project, stating that the outcomes were ‘startling’ and that he was 
‘completely wrong’ before, saying: it ‘was well worth the money’ (reference omitted for 
anonymity of municipality). 

One and half year after this project started (December 2014), the amalgamation was 
delayed until after the municipal elections of March 2018.
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Figure 11: Impression of the BuurtBakfiets.



4.3 CASE 3: BUURTBAKFIETS
During case 2 Evert and I were setting up a research agreement with the municipality of 
Eindhoven. We organised try-out workshops for civil servants to get a feel for our approach 
to designing for participation. As a result, an area coordinator approached us with a 
case. The context was a neighbourhood of about 1000 households in Eindhoven (225K 
inhabitants) in the Mid-South of the Netherlands.

The neighbourhood received extra funds and attention from a core team of 
neighbourhood professionals (from housing corporations, wellbeing and care 
organisations and the municipality) to increase the liveability. Especially the level 
of ‘engagement and activities’ by local residents should be improved, according to 
the municipality’s statistical report. This interpretation seems to follow the trend of 
participation society: requiring citizens to take more responsibility of their own physical 
and social wellbeing. The area-coordinator of the municipality asked us to help her and the 
core team to stimulate inhabitants to become more active in the area.

This case ran from March 2015 until January 2016, with an emphasis on the period from 
July to September 2015.

Figure 12: BuurtBakfiets 

APPROACH TO CASE 

Similar to case 1, Evert and I designed a process approach visualisation for this project. 
We included three parallel lines to indicate the different interests, roles and activities 
of the municipality and neighbourhood professionals, inhabitants and ourselves as 
researchers. I used Engagement Catalysers (Trotto & Hummels, 2013) as means to explore 
the neighbourhood and its inhabitants from a first person perspective (Trotto et al., 2011).
Engagement Catalysers are physical probes that can be used as ‘icebreakers’ as they invite 
physical interaction, and social engagement, between two or more people. I created an 
Engagement Catalyser consisting of a physical pie chart, wisdom tiles and maps of the 
neighbourhood. I used it to approach people in the public space, to stir up a discussion 
about what the inhabitants, themselves, perceived as positive and negative elements 
in their neighbourhood. Moreover, we encouraged the professionals to go out with our 
probes, so that they could (1) acquire a first person perspective on the neighbourhood, 
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(2) confront their perceived problems with the issues that came up in spontaneous 
interaction with inhabitants and (3) explore their potential role in the issues that might 
pop up. As in case 2, we approached the inhabitants actively, in their own neighbourhood; 
however this time, without campaign-like outings. 

DESIGN INTERVENTION 

I designed an Engagement Catalyser (see figure 13) that was based on the perceived facts 
and figures of the neighbourhood. It was a pie-chart puzzle that inhabitants could engage 
with together: it could trigger exchanges of perceptions, anecdotes and stories of life in 
the neighbourhood.

Figure 13: Engagement Catalyser (left) and discussion tool (right, photography by Sophie Arends). 

In order to gain an understanding of the perceived problems, roles, stakes and agendas 
within the core team of professionals, we (with students Sophie Arends and Leroy 
Spiekerman van Weezelenburg) designed a discussion tool (Jaasma et al., 2017f ) and 
implemented it in one of their meetings. By mapping out arguments and requirements on 
physical discs around a shared aim, the professionals discussed the perceived problems 
in the area as well as their goals for and their roles in the area. Finally I designed the 
BuurtBakfiets (“Neighbourhood-Cargo bike”) as a probe in the public space, to invite 
spontaneous interactions between inhabitants or inhabitants and professionals, see figures 
11 & 12). It functioned as a pop-up café and was designed as an ‘open platform’ to allow 
for new ways of use initiated by the inhabitants or professionals. Housing corporation 
consultants and a manager, the municipal area coordinator, the social worker and 
wellbeing generalists rode the BuurtBakfiets on different days for a few hours. In most 
cases, I went along to take pictures and to meanwhile observe their interactions with 
residents.

Following from the Field-style CDR approach, Evert and I developed a report of insights 
from the activities and we encouraged the core team to hand in their reflections as well. 
We discussed our reflections and insights altogether during a shared evaluation session as 
closing of our involvement in the case.
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REFLECTIONS 

Interacting with the neighbourhood’s residents through (Engagement Catalysers-
inspired) probes opened up spontaneous encounters and gave as an impression of the 
neighbourhood that was far more positive than the image presented in the municipal 
statistical reports. I then realised that such interpersonal encounters, that I had, might be 
missing in the work of the core team, whose aims are predetermined and evaluated in 
statistical reality and whose interactions with residents mostly revolve around immediate 
complaints or issues that require their response. This tension of realities also came up 
during the use of the discussion tool. The core team indicated that in the years that 
they had been collaborating in this neighbourhood, they had not had such a frank 
conversation about their aims, doubts in their work. This positive experience with our 
design intervention seemed to motivate them to take part in our next intervention: the 
BuurtBakfiets.

While riding the BuurtBakfiets, the professionals received many enthusiastic responses 
from residents. The BuurtBakfiets attracted attention and the presence of professionals 
positively surprised people. The professionals themselves had to overcome a threshold 
before cycling, as they were unsure ‘how to act’. The BuurtBakfiets pulled them out of 
their System role, similar to case 2. Reflecting on their experiences, each professional, with 
the exception of a social worker (whose job it is to be familiar with the neighbourhood 
residents), indicated that they were surprised by the positive attitude of the inhabitants: 
through the BuurtBakfiets they got a different impression of the neighbourhood than from 
the data reports. 

The chairman of the local committee developed a certain ownership over the 
BuurtBakfiets. He offered safe parking in the yard of the neighbourhood-house, and 
proudly walked along when one of the professionals came to take out the BuurtBakfiets- 
also when his presence was not desired. When inhabitants asked whether the 
BuurtBakfiets belonged to the neighbourhood committee he would proudly answer “Yes!”, 
while they were not part of the initiation and that was not yet discussed. After a few times 
of cycling, local active residents started to borrow the BuurtBakfiets for activities e.g.: a 
street barbeque or to invite and gather volunteers for neighbourhood soup-diners. 

REFLECTING ON PUBLIC SPHERE

Similar to case 3, the BuurtBakfiets was a mobile design intervention that created a 
‘pop-up’ public sphere in the neighbourhood. The professional stakeholders played a 
bigger role than in case 2: it was up to them to drive the BuurtBakfiets and I only joined 
them to observe. One of the professionals from the housing corporation noticed that 
she experienced more open and pleasurable interactions with residents than normally. 
Normally, when she arrived in the neighbourhood in her branded car, she received 
complaints directed to her as the embodiment of the housing corporation. While riding 
the BuurtBakfiets, the professionals were not recognisable as their ‘organisations’ and the 
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interactions around the BuurtBakfiets were much more personal. Also, its look attracted 
residents (it looked ‘convivial’) and their curiosity. Sometimes residents came out of their 
houses to find out what it was all about, and joined to have a coffee. In this way, the 
BuurtBakfiets opened up a public sphere in the form of spontaneous and earnest sharing 
of views. Moreover, through these interactions, professionals’ and residents’ impressions 
of each other moved beyond stereotypes and became more positive. Professionals were 
able to meet the ‘man on the street’ (literally) and not the ‘usual suspects’ that participated 
as neighbourhood representation in formal events. By not requiring residents to voice 
their views or participate in the options that the System defines, the professionals were 
able to get in touch with the actual lived experiences of residents (Lifeworld) as opposed 
to representations of them (e.g. in the form of statistics or demographics) that can be 
digested by System. This however, also meant that the professionals’ experiences with and 
insights from the BuurtBakfiets were not easily transferrable to their daily work (in System 
reality).

IMPACT 

In the year after I designed it, the BuurtBakfiets was used in various yearly neighbourhood 
activities such as Sinterklaas (Dutch children’s festivity), cleaning the neighbourhood and 
replanting in the neighbourhood. In these cases the BuurtBakfiets was mainly used as a 
fun attraction and carrier for cargo (in the examples above: for gifts, rubbish or plants). 
However, the BuurtBakfiets was also used for more informative goals, such as the sharing 
of next year’s goals for the action-area. All inhabitants received an information flyer in their 
mailbox, but when the professionals rode around with the BuurtBakfiets they learned 
that the majority of inhabitants did not look at the flyer or did not understand what it 
was about. The BuurtBakfiets provided a way to unofficially inform on and gain feedback 
about goals. For this event, the professionals did ride the bike, but mainly parked it at busy 
locations so that it functioned as a notice board. It continued to provide a spontaneous 
and personal medium to stir conversation with local residents in the streets. 

A year after this project, the neighbourhood-house was closed, as it did not fulfil a 
meaningful role for the neighbourhood anymore. The BuurtBakfiets was moved to another 
nearby neighbourhood-house. Wellbeing organisations of nearing neighbourhoods have 
requested me to use the BuurtBakfiets to introduce themselves to the residents, to get to 
know them, and to recruit volunteers. I forwarded these requests to the professionals for 
them to decide.  

At the end of 2017, I received an e-mail from the municipal coordinator about the safety 
of the BuurtBakfiets. It needed costly service in order for it to remain safe to ride and her 
question was whether the core team (and I) had objections to donating the BuurtBakfiets 
for another purpose. An e-mail discussion arose, in which core team members argued for 
keeping the bike.
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Figure 14: Detail of the Blue Studio: touching the wall panel lights up a floor 
 panel. Photography by Dominique Fürst.
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4.4 CASE 4: BLUE STUDIO
The fourth case is unlike the other cases in that it was primarily driven by theory rather 
than client practice and was situated in an innovation hub in Sweden as opposed to 
public space in the Netherlands. In collaboration with RI.SE Interactive Umeå (and Dorothé 
Smit, Dominque Fürst, Willem Zwagers) I designed the Blue Studio: an interactive space 
for embodied multi-stakeholder ideation processes, inspired by Embodied Sense-Making 
(Hummels & Van Dijk, 2015; see chapter 2). The purpose of this exploration was not to 
directly find answers to the first research question, but rather to develop an understanding 
of how the theory of Embodied Sense-Making could be materialised, and how it could 
transfer to design interventions in the specific context (multi-stakeholder participation 
through designing for a public sphere) of this research.

This case ran from April 2015 until July 2016, with an emphasis on the period from April 
2015 to February 2016.

APPROACH TO CASE 

Following a CDR (Koskinen et al., 2011) process (of 10 months) I designed material, 
interactive and spatial interventions in the Blue Studio. These interventions were 
developed and evaluated in three design iterations based on the seven principles of 
Embodied Sense-Making as outlined in the framework of Hummels & Van Dijk (2015). 
In the following, I will briefly introduce these principles (using the descriptions from 
Jaasma et al. (2017a) and then continue to explain my approach to evaluating the design 
interventions.

Social Situatedness: Insight emerges as co-constituted in the interaction between people 
and against the background of a social setting in which people always already relate to 
one another (Suchman, 1987). 

Scaffolds: Physical objects and spaces serve as binding anchors, both for individual 
reflective conversations as well as for fusing individual sense-making efforts into a 
collective, participatory phenomenon (Van Dijk, 2013).

Traces: Evolving traces of creative expressions can themselves come to function as scaffolds 
(Van Dijk, 2013).

Interactive Imagery: The ambiguous, sensuous nature of our creative expressions, for 
example in sketches collages or mood boards, may empower our capacity for imagining 
new, unthought-of possibilities (Lucero et al., 2012).

Dialogical System: Expressions of thought are not “communication [... in the sense of ] 
the transmission of information but rather [function in] the co-ordination of behaviour 
between living organisms through mutual structural coupling” (Capra, 2002, p.46).
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1st person perspective: People do not contribute as detached ‘generators of information’ 
but engage in the meaning-making process while interacting with their whole, embodied 
selves (Merleau-Ponty, 2012). This calls for a design that acknowledges the importance of 
personal engagement, empathy and maybe even intimacy.

Catalysing Engagement: Bodily involvement e.g. by using body storms, tinkering sessions or 
enactment (Burns et al., 1994; Stienstra et al., 2012) elicit a direct engagement and a (pro)
active, empathic and responsible attitude propelled by personal experiences. Moreover, 
bodily encounters seem to lower the threshold to merge the perspectives from people 
with different backgrounds (Jaasma et al., 2014).  (Jaasma et al., 2017a)

In each iteration, the elements were designed based on these principles and were 
evaluated in participant tests with groups of 3-4 stakeholders, who were looking to ideate 
upon a shared challenge. 

Thereupon, Dorothé Smit and I analysed the use of the design interventions, now 
taking the seven principles (Hummels & Van Dijk, 2015) as an evaluation framework. This 
highlighted opportunities for refining our interactive space for embodied ideation. Based 
on the insights gained, the final design of the Blue Studio was realised. From this particular 
materialisation of the Embodied Sense-Making principles, I reflected on the potential 
takeaways for the purpose of bridging System-Lifeworld. 

DESIGN INTERVENTION 

The design was a re-design of a square meeting room without windows. Throughout the 
iterations design interventions consisted of (amongst others): the Embodied Ideation 
Toolkit (EIT) (Smit et al., 2016), passive and interactive LED light elements, triangular 
construction pieces and interactive wall- and floor panels. The EIT is a set of non-
descriptive objects with material qualities designed for creative embodied ideation, by 
triggering touch and physical interactions. 

In the final design of the Blue Studio, the walls were covered by triangular vaulted panels 
fitted with sensors and magnets that the EIT can connect to (see figure 14,). The floor is 
made up out of triangular wooden panels with interactive LED strips between them (see 
figure 15). By connecting extended EIT objects (Jaasma et al., 2017a) to the wall panels, 
users of the Blue Studio can activate different LED strips and create sound effects, while 
building structures. There is an on-going soundscape designed to indicate the timeframe 
for the ideation session. 

People in the Blue Studio used the artefacts to create physical structures that formed a 
narrative about their ideas, and added to the ideas while (re-)constructing the connections 
and discovering interactive effects. This led to unexpected creative turns, and freeform 
expressions of ideas. In the last iterations, we added an indicator panel that showed the 
time spent and the phase of the ideation process: exploration, ideation and selection. The 
participant tests showed a need for a bit of guidance in the otherwise ambiguous space. 
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These phases helped to structure their explorative activities: from exploring the space’s 
qualities, to ideating with the materials to capturing their idea in a video in the final phase.

Figure 15: Final design of the Blue Studio. Photography by Dominique Fürst.

REFLECTIONS 

The cavernous atmosphere, created by the (vaulted) triangular floor, wall and ceiling 
elements, and the ambient soundscape were designed to invoke a feeling of being 
removed from the ‘real world’, which allowed participants to relinquish existing social 
constructions and instead re-establish their role in a creative context (social situatedness, 
dialogical systems). The objects in the (extended) EIT turned out to be well suited as 
scaffolds for ideation during creative sessions. The large objects that were added in the 
final design support the connection of participants to each other and to the interactive 
possibilities of the room (interactive imagery). The EIT, in combination with the interactive 
lighting plan of the Blue Studio, can be used as traces that participants can refer back to 
throughout the session, and that can be recorded in the future narrative at the end of the 
session - which, in itself, also serves as a trace of the session. The relatively small space and 
the lack of familiar setting limits the possibility for participants to lean on others and ‘free 
ride’ (Diehl & Stroebe, 1987) during a session. Instead, participants seemed to be compelled 
to physically interact with the room (catalysing engagement) and take an embodied first 
person perspective throughout the session, as I had hoped for by grounding the design of 
the Blue Studio in the principles for Embodied Sense-Making. (Jaasma et al., 2017a)

REFLECTING ON PUBLIC SPHERE

The evaluations showed that, due to the unfamiliarity of the space and its materials, people 
who normally took the lead in meetings did not necessarily take the lead in the Blue 
Studio. Individuals who had never met before felt free to share their ideas with each other 
in the Blue Studio. Participants indicated that they felt that the ‘normal rules’ (System) did 
not apply in the Blue Studio, as the (darkness of the) space, the (non- descriptive) materials 
and the (unexpected, ambient) effects created an alien environment in which every person 
had to re-establish their role in the group in the space. 

In this way, it seemed that there was neither a pre-existing System rationale nor a 
Lifeworld sense imbued in the design of Blue Studio. It seems that by (also the surprise 
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effect of ) its alien design, it did not appeal to existing frames of reference and thus it 
seemed to establish a new sphere. The non-prescriptive, alien atmosphere seemed to 
open up a public sphere where stakeholders’ first activity was to (re-)orient themselves 
(to the possibilities) in the space and thus to re-orient to each other. It was a public 
sphere in the sense that it seemed to allow for exploration into new ways of interacting 
with the materials in the space and with each other, the people in the space. Participants 
experienced a breaking down of existing hierarchy of roles and hegemony of ideas 
and hence, one could say: System reality had no chance for imposing itself onto what 
happened in the ‘alien’ situation in the Blue Studio. 

That said, there seemed to be a limit to the extent to which the ‘freeform’ quality of the 
spaces was still productive. Besides the physical cues, stakeholders in the Blue Studio 
did require more guidance, in order to feel free with a purpose (and not: freeze from 
‘not knowing what to do’). In that sense, the strength of the ‘alien’ qualities of the Blue 
Studio could simultaneously become its weakness. In the end, we therefore included the 
instruction panel and included a briefing and debriefing moment in the script of using the 
Blue Studio. 

When looking at the setting of this explorative case, I must note that the purpose of 
‘ideation’ is quite different from the purpose of ‘participation’ in public issues. Without 
elaborating on what the differences might be, I can simply summarise that: the stakes are 
higher in the latter. For this research that means that the Blue Studio provided a setting in 
which I could explore with materialising theoretical (ESM) principles and inviting sense-
making, and embodied, personal interactions. This design exercise and the concrete 
insights will contribute to materialising design interventions for participation. However, 
realising that stakeholders required a bit of structure for ideation seems to point out that, 
when stakes are higher, it is important to consider the integration of guidance or a certain 
form of structure into my designs.

IMPACT 

One year after the final design was finished, the Blue Studio was occasionally used for 
ideation sessions by the Innovation Hub staff and RI.SE Interactive. Based on my service 
package, RI.SE Interactive developed a user manual with the client (Innovation hub). Due 
to safety regulations, the space had to be slightly adjusted, which took a few months 
of arranging and production. Then, RI.SE moved out of the Innovation Hub and due to 
discontinuity in the Hub’s management, no agreements could be made about the Blue 
Studio. Today it is working but left largely unused. 

4.5 REFLECTIONS
Reflecting on the case studies and our question of “How might embodiment-inspired 
design establish a ‘public sphere’ for stakeholders to collaborate on public good, specifically 
combatting the colonisation of the Lifeworld by the System?” I found that in our focus 
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on the designs themselves, I attempted to separate my embodiment-inspired design 
interventions from the design-research team (Evert and myself ) who created them 
and implemented them. I realised that our actions as design-research team, and the 
stakeholders in the implementation context, played a big role in establishing a public 
sphere and influenced the way in which the embodiment-inspired designs worked out 
in situ. In other words: from the case studies, three roles emerged that contribute to 
establishing a public sphere for multi-stakeholder participation around public issues: the 
roles of (1) embodiment-inspired designs, (2) stakeholders and (3) design-teams (Jaasma et 
al., 2017e). In this section I reflect on the possible fulfilment of each of these roles towards 
establishing a public sphere and prevent colonisation of interactions by System. More 
detailed reflections on the cases, through the lens of these three roles, can be found in 
appendix A. 

(1) THE ROLE OF EMBODIMENT-INSPIRED DESIGN INTERVENTIONS

In terms of embodiment-inspired design interventions, I found that the physical 
interactions and activities allowed stakeholders to exercise with new roles and 
responsibilities in public issues in a non-threatening way. However, they could also be 
interpreted as ‘infantile’ and ‘irrelevant to the issue’ – perceptions that changed as soon as 
Evert and I presented the outcomes and the insights we gained from them. 

Embodiment-inspired design interventions are often characterised by a playful appearance 
and playful interactions. In this way, they functioned to open up new ways of engaging 
between professionals and citizens in the cases. They invited spontaneous physical 
interactions that made the encounters personal and allowed for temporarily overcoming 
of pigeonholing. The playfulness of these interventions can however, go against the 
grain for people. Therefore, the aesthetics of the design intervention as well as the type 
of interactions it invites, should be carefully considered. The Blue Studio invited people 
to try out ‘strange’ things, but its high quality finish and aesthetically pleasing design 
artefacts (e.g., the EIT) indicated that is was ‘real’ and it showed that we (designers) made 
an effort: resulting in people taking it seriously too. On the other hand, the Caravan (case 2) 
demonstrated that in other situations, too slick appearances of design interventions might 
make them look like ‘campaigns’, which would imply that they are there to steer people 
into a certain direction. Simultaneously in the same case, the physical intervention was also 
perceived as infantile, presumably because of the activity-triggering conversation probes 
and the bright colours. Because of the variety of cases and the variety of interventions 
I cannot conclude on the ‘right’ qualities of embodiment-inspired interventions for my 
purpose. However, my observations illustrate that designers should consider the design’s: 
aesthetics, look-and-feel, the ‘branding’, the finishing and the types of activity (interactions) 
that they evoke.

Even more so, the perceptions of embodiment-inspired designs as ‘infantile’ and 
‘smokescreens’ suggest that the designs themselves should communicate their ‘usefulness’ 
or ‘purpose’ in relation to the issue at hand; they should in and of themselves be 
transparent about their raison d’être. That being said, the philosophical worldview behind 
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this work argues that perceptions will always vary amongst people and thus designers 
cannot prohibit projections onto their designs. Therefore, the responsibility of designers 
may not be to prevent particular perceptions, but to be sensitive to them and to address 
them as well as to communicate their intentions with the designed intervention.

However, there is a catch: in politically charged multi-stakeholder contexts, it is not up 
to designers alone to implement and communicate about such design interventions. 
There is an additional tension, because the stakeholders’ reasons for implementation 
of embodiment-inspired designs might not always be so transparent and might not 
always match the designs’ intention (see the case of the Caravan). The design of an 
implementation service that includes the (timely) sharing of insights gained from the 
design interventions might help to promote the rationale of embodiment-inspired designs 
into a truthful implementation. Yet again, the most important responsibility of designers 
is to transparently communicate their position and intentions (also particularly those 
embedded in the design) and to be sensitive toward, recognise and address intentions and 
perceptions as they appear, in order to open up a shared reflection on the rationale behind 
the participation process at large. All in all, achieving this transparency requires a design 
effort as well as a communication effort.

(2) THE ROLE OF STAKEHOLDERS OF PUBLIC ISSUES

Looking at the shifting roles of stakeholders (2) of public issues, we found that non-
professional stakeholders slid into new roles with optimism and ease, while professionals 
tended to feel initial unease, or asked for instructions on what to do or how to behave. 
Designed with emphasis on countering the ‘colonisation of Lifeworld by System’, our 
design interventions invited engaging interactions between stakeholders and so, pulled 
them out of their ‘compartments’. While non-professional stakeholders (who have stakes 
as persons not from a professional role) spontaneously engaged, for professionals 
participating required them to move out of their comfort zone. 

Aside from the moment of intervention, stakeholders struggled with their roles and 
responsibilities: oftentimes stakeholders would take a passive position when they thought 
the others were to step forward; or expected us to tell them what to do next. Evert and I 
noticed that, especially, the stakeholders who represented the municipalities often tried to 
retract from their roles and either function as client, attempting to steer (characteristic of 
System) the process into a desired direction, or as objective entities without any interests. 

Building on the role of design interventions, I realized that in order for their potential 
value to come out, they required a participation process propelled by the stakeholders 
themselves- and that fitted the realities of both System ánd Lifeworld spheres. Such 
participation process around the design interventions, can secure their outcomes into 
the longer term and everyday interactions between the stakeholders, going beyond that 
moment of intervention. In the case of the platform the shift of ownership from us to 
the local stakeholders took six months and repeated moments of redefining roles and 
managing expectations. It seems that these moments were needed to grow confidence 
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on the side of the stakeholders for them to continue on their own. In the end they 
succeeded to develop a platform that suits their wishes, crystallised from the process. 

(3) THE ROLE OF DESIGN(-RESEARCH)ERS

Reflecting on my own role as design-researchers (3), the cross-disciplinary collaboration 
with Evert enabled me to gain deep insights into the context based on which I could 
design fitting interventions that respected or played into the local dynamics.

I found that, working in public issues, my responsibility as designer went far beyond the 
design of interventions or participation processes. When the outcomes of our design 
interventions are not taken up by local governance, the design interventions themselves 
can become (perceived as) gimmicks or smokescreens – that I as designer am responsible 
for. In the case of the caravan, what happened was that local politics overruled the 
participation process (outside of our influence); jeopardising the integrity of local 
governors and of Evert and myself as design team and making the design interventions 
less trustworthy and relevant for all who participated.

I found that in order to decrease the chance of stakeholders falling back into old patterns 
(System) and thereby surpassing all intentions of the participatory process and my design 
interventions, Evert and I as design-team should provide actionable advice and tools for 
stakeholders to continue the process in their daily work-life (Lifeworld), building on the 
methods and insights from the designed participation process. For designers, this requires 
deep understanding of local politics, the stakeholder landscape and the topic at hand (e.g., 
rules and regulations).

4.6 CONCLUSIONS
In this chapter, I described design interventions that explored how embodiment-inspired 
design might establish a public sphere for stakeholders to collaborate on the public good. 
Evert and I designed a cargo bike for spontaneous encounters between residents and 
neighbourhood professionals, a Caravan with probes for local decision-making and a 
co-design process for an on- and offline platform for citizen initiatives. Additionally, I (with 
colleagues, see section 4.4) designed an interactive space for multi-stakeholder ideation, 
the Blue Studio, as to explore the materialisation of Embodied Sense-Making theory. 
Through field observations and participant evaluations I was able to reflect on the first 
research question: 

“How might embodiment-inspired design establish a ‘public sphere’ for stakeholders to 
collaborate on public good, specifically combatting the ‘colonisation’ of the Lifeworld 
by the System?” 

In the four diverse cases, I explored a variety of design interventions aiming to open 
up a public sphere in the different contexts. The emphasis on combatting colonisation 
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by System is addressed in the reflection (section 4.5). Reflecting on all cases points out 
several characteristics of embodiment-inspired design interventions that contributed to 
establishing public sphere. Table 5 summarises these characteristics and relates them to 
examples from the cases. This is not meant to be an exhaustive list, but it provides pointers 
to take into account (as found in the explorations) when designing for public sphere.

Characteristics: Embodiment-
inspired design interventions 
could foster the emergence of 
public sphere by: …

Examples in Cases from Explorations

…evoking physical activities 
(embodied interactions) that invite 
social, interpersonal interactions

Riding around with the BuurtBakfiets (case 3), using 
physical activities to stir up conversation (case 2), Crafting 
ideas (case 1).

…inviting spontaneous encounters 
(possible in unexpected locations)

Pop-up style encounters at the caravan or while riding the 
BuurtBakfiets (case 2 and 3).

…allowing for diverse ways of 
expression

In the caravan, people could contribute through 
conversation probes with different levels of embodiment, 
or social engagement (case 2).

…creating an unfamiliar space/
setting

The ‘alien’ environment of the Blue Studio broke 
expectations and frames of reference: creating room for 
new ways of looking at and engaging with each other and 
the optic at hand (case 4).

…integrating a form of guidance/
structure

Knowing that I would go along (only to take pictures) 
made professionals more comfortable to try out riding the 
BuurtBakfiets (case 3). When citizens saw the Caravan (case 
2), we could approach them with four activities that they 
could do, in order to start (structure) a conversation.

…carefully balancing out 
aesthetics, type of interactions, 
level of finish, and ‘branding’ to the 
context and purpose

The ‘branding’ of the caravan (case 2) seemed to be ‘too 
much’ but the low-fidelity crafting materials (case 1) or fun-
factor of the BuurtBakfiets (case 3) seemed to undermine 
the insights that these interventions evoked.

…communicating its purpose / the 
position of the designers (in order 
to win trust of people participating)

Only neighbourhood professionals drove the BuurtBakfiets 
and we did not, so as to stay in our ‘role as design-
researchers’ (case 3). For participants of the co-design 
process (case 1) the playfulness of role-play and crafting did 
not match the concrete outcomes. For the platform follow-
up we transparently presented our own (separate) stakes 
(case 1), while the ‘branding’ of the caravan was, by some, 
perceived as steering ‘campaign’ (case 2).

…presenting (visualising) different 
views (over time and space)

The caravan showed contributions of people from earlier 
days and locations (case 2).

Table 5: characteristics of embodiment-inspired design interventions that could foster the emergence of 

public sphere, with related examples from the explorations.
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INSIGHTS FOR FURTHER RESEARCH

Concluding from the reflections on the explorations, Evert and I created design 
interventions that invited playful, spontaneous, full-body engagements, in our effort 
to affiliate with Lifeworld. This was at the cost of their outcomes being taken seriously. 
The (means of the) design interventions themselves stayed too far away from impacting 
(local decision-making on, or the participation process of ) the public issue at hand. I 
found that Evert and I tipped the balance towards Lifeworld and our interventions found 
no resonance in System reality. Thus - though we did momentarily succeed in opening 
up public spheres with interactions between System and Lifeworld by addressing 
professionals as whole persons through embodied interactions - we failed to provide 
means for the values of these interactions to be brought back into the System. 

I realised that Evert and I were at risk of facilitating one-directional adaptation of 
professionals to ‘the people’. Thus far, our interventions left the System in tact, and 
merely altered the way in which it manifested itself. At the same time, we found that 
stakeholders were protective of - or felt powerless in - their own organisations and hence 
were not willing or able to provide space to experiment with opening up the System 
itself. Furthermore, I saw the risk that our design interventions would not do justice to the 
real, meaningful contributions that ‘the people’ (non-professionals) could make to formal 
decision-making. 

I realised that our design interventions should be focused on the balance between System 
and Lifeworld, (the public sphere itself ) and not tip over to either one. Furthermore, the 
design interventions should fit better with contemporary decision-making processes in 
local governance, in order to have an impact on them. 

Therefore, Evert and I decided to intervene in existing forms of local governance where 
System and Lifeworld meet. More concretely: focusing specifically on the context of multi-
stakeholder consultation sessions in participation processes. We converged our design 
space from eliciting engaging interactions (in the public space or workshop settings) 
toward eliciting constructive interactions (in multi-stakeholder consultations sessions). 
With constructive interactions, I refer to Participatory Sense-Making (De Jaegher, 2007) 
as a more precise description of the interaction processes through which people may 
appear in the public sphere. While Arendt (1958) refers appearing as expressing viewpoints 
and therewith shaping and reshaping one’s identity, she does not operationalise the 
philosophical concept. For me, Participatory Sense-Making, is a theoretical inspiration that 
enriches Arendt’s concepts: it describes how people reach new, shared meaning through 
social embodied interactions, that cannot be attributed to either interaction partner alone. 
New meaning truly emerges in-between the stakeholders (agents), who change each 
other through interacting and who are themselves changed by the interaction process 
itself (De Jaegher, 2007).

With the increased focus on public sphere, the characteristics of embodiment-inspired 
design interventions (see table 4) that emerged from the explorations, can feed our design 

92



interventions in consultation sessions with the renewed focus on establishing public 
sphere in that setting.
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INTRODUCTION TO PART III

The third part of the thesis builds on the insights from the explorations of part II. In the 
‘participation society’ public stakeholders, looking for political support, expertise or 
collaboration, regularly organize consultation or participation sessions. In these sessions, 
multiple stakeholders (for example: municipality, local businesses, wellbeing organisations 
and citizens) convene with the aim to influence or take part in local decision-making or 
activities on a public issue that concerns them. In such multi-stakeholder consultation 
sessions, the divide between System and Lifeworld is often visible and the tension 
between them palpable.

EVOLUTION OF RESEARCH INTEREST

As concluded in Chapter 4, I realised that our design interventions should be situated 
into existing contexts of local governance where System and Lifeworld meet, in order to 
design for ‘public spheres’ that invite constructive interactions in a balance between both 
spheres. As described in chapter 2, both Habermas (1984) and Arendt (1958) describe a 
public sphere, but their characterisation of it is quite different from each other’s. Habermas 
(1984) describes the public sphere, as a meeting place where discussions are held based 
on reasonable arguments: he seeks to decontextualize discussions in favour of rationality. 
His preference for rationality is in conflict with my departure from embodied-being-
in-the-world (Merleau-Ponty, 2012). Therewith his distinction between System and 
Lifeworld serves as inspiration to regard the context, but I do not follow his philosophy 
in designing for interactions between the two spheres. Instead, I take inspiration from 
Arendt (1958), who also describes public sphere as:  a place where plurality comes to the 
fore in interactions between individuals who are free to express themselves (i.e., to appear) 
in action and in speech as political equals. Arendt’s perspective on the public sphere 
emphasises plurality in interaction- that is, the going-together of equality and distinction in 
action and speech.

Inspired by Arendt’s concept of public sphere and following my insights from the 
explorations of chapter 4, I focused on eliciting constructive interactions between 
stakeholders of public issues in the concrete context of multi-stakeholder consultations 
sessions. My view on constructive interactions is inspired by Participatory Sense-Making 
(De Jaegher & Di Paolo, 2007).

Our aim was not for stakeholders to reach consensus, but to let embodiment-inspired 
design invite them to constructively exchange different viewpoints, with the aim to bring 
out plurality and to reach a new, broadened, understanding of the public issue at hand, 
that stakeholders can use as a base to collaborate on and move forward.

I designed [X]Changing Perspectives, inspired by Arendt’s condition of Plurality (‘’the 
twofold character of equality and distinction’’ (Arendt, 1958, p. 175)) and De Jaegher’s 
Participatory Sense-Making (through social interactions, actors generate new meaning 
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-together- that cannot be attributed to either agent alone). [X]Changing Perspectives is a 
product-service system (PSS) around interactive discussion tables to foster Participatory 
Sense-Making in multi-stakeholder consultation sessions.

Our objective was to allow equal opportunities of expression of the different stakes by all 
stakeholders and constructive exchanges of perspectives on the public good. This led to a 
second and more focused research question:

“What role might the designed elements of [X]Changing Perspectives play in 
Participatory Sense-Making Processes between multi-stakeholders of public issues in 
consultation sessions?” 

Part III of this thesis describes the design of [X]Changing Perspectives through a 
Constructive Design Research process as well as its implementations and one intensive 
case study. The early implementations of [X]Changing Perspectives generated preliminary 
insights and video analysis of the intensive case brought about detailed insight into the 
second research question. 
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5. 

DESIGNING  
[X]CHANGING PERSPECTIVES

As concluded in Chapter 4, I realised that our design interventions should be situated into 
existing contexts of local governance where System and Lifeworld meet. I decided to focus 
on multi-stakeholder consultation sessions. Inspired by a multi-institute student project, 
we (with students) designed a discussion tool for the neighbourhood professionals in case 
3 of the explorations (see section 4.2.3). Based on that experience, Evert and I decided 
to develop the discussion tool concept further, into a tool for large multi-stakeholder 
consultation sessions. 

In this chapter, I outline the Constructive Design Research process of [X]Changing 
Perspectives: an interactive discussion system that stimulates a constructive exchange of 
viewpoints in multi-stakeholder consultations with up to 120 participants. The design of 
[X]Changing Perspectives ([X]CP) was inspired by Arendt’s concept of appearing in public 
sphere (1958) and the social embodied take on Sense-Making in De Jaegher’s Participatory 
Sense-Making (2007). Whilst designing and implementing the prototypes of [X]CP I 
developed the second research question:

“What role might the designed elements of [X]Changing Perspectives play in Participatory 
Sense-Making Processes between multi-stakeholders of public issues in consultation 
sessions?”

[X]Changing Perspectives ([X]CP) was designed in four iterations and tested in real-life 
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cases in each iteration. This chapter describes  the insights from the design iterations, 
including the participant evaluations and field observations. This chapter concludes with 
initial findings for the second research question.

5.1 APPROACH
As explained in the methodological introduction (chapter 3), I took an iterative approach to 
developing [X]Changing Perspectives. This approach entailed that I designed prototypes of 
different fidelity, and used them as an exercise in materialising my theoretical inspiration. 
Moreover, Evert and I implemented these prototypes in real-life cases as to gain insight 
into their use by stakeholders in public issues. Reflecting on both of these functions of the 
making process led to the generation of insights that fed new iterations, and shed light 
onto the second research question.

5.2 INSPIRATION
The first inspiration for the concept of [X]CP arose from the 2014 edition of the Light 
through Culture School (Marti & Overbeeke, 2011). This was a cultural exchange of 
students and researchers from Industrial Design Eindhoven University of Technology, 
University of Sienna and RI.SE Interactive Umeå. The exchange was inspired by cultural 
differences and concerned political history and the contemporary public issues in the 
city of Sienna. A team of (PhD-)students (Anouk van Ranst, Matteo Sirrizotti and Jeroen 
Peeters) designed Aesthetics of Politics (Peeters, 2017). It was a tool that facilitates debate 
by writing down arguments on tokens and moving them around a central statement 
(see figure 16). Additionally, participants of the debate would be able record certain 
pieces of the discussion by placing coloured balls. The debate would be documented 
in a visual overview of the movements. The use of the design was edited into a concept 
demonstration video.

Figure 16: Inspiration: mock-up with writable tokens. Screenshot from: vimeo.com/194253827

DESIGN IMPLICATIONS FROM INSPIRATION

When the video was shared with Evert and me, it sparked our imagination. We showed 
the video to other consultants and municipal professionals, to start a discussion about the 
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potential of design in multi-stakeholder consultation settings. We found that the video was 
highly appealing to practitioners of local governance. They saw value in making debates 
more tangible and felt that the visual appeal and ‘hands-on’ interactions might open up 
public debates to new arguments and new, unusual, participants.

The concept was focused on deliberation through debate and writing down arguments: 
it resembled Habermas’ concept of Deliberative Democracy (1958). Inspired by the 
opportunities of embodied interaction to enrich this concept and triggered by the 
responses of practitioners, we decided to take the concept as inspiration for further 
iterations and to explore its potential Participatory Sense-Making in multi-stakeholder 
settings.

5.3 ITERATION 1
The first prototype (created by students Sophie Arends and Leroy Spiekerman van 
Weezelenburg) consisted of an acrylic board, flat writable circles and whiteboard markers 
(see figure 17). The concept remained similar, but this time the participants wrote their 
challenge in the centre, not a statement, and the circles were means to fulfil the challenge, 
or important milestones, or preconditions to fulfil it. The circles could be moved by 
dragging them with the markers, simultaneously leaving a trace of the movement. In this 
way the documentation of the discussion was made active (live) and analogue.

Figure 17: Iteration 1: analogue trails with markers (Photography by Sophie Arends)

IMPLEMENTATION & EVALUATION

The first prototype was quickly developed and then tested with the core stakeholder-
team of professionals from case 3 of the explorations (see chapter 4). Together, they were 
responsible for increasing the wellbeing of a neighbourhood in the city of Eindhoven. The 
stakeholders consisted of a wellbeing worker, two housing corporation consultants and 
one manager, a communication consultant and a municipal coordinator. For six months, 
the core team had been collaborating to ‘improve wellbeing’ in the neighbourhood and I 
had observed two of their meetings.

In their next meeting, Evert and I introduced and implemented the tool and we observed 
their interactions in a 30-minute discussion. They discussed the realisation of their ambition 
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for the neighbourhood, by writing the ambition in the centre of the board and prioritising 
discs with written required steps, values or preconditions on them, around the central 
ambition. 

Evert and I observed from the side-lines and student Sophie Arends filmed their discussion 
so that we could take a closer look at their interactions afterwards. Additionally, we asked 
the stakeholders to write a short reflection on their experience. Two weeks later, we 
presented our observations and a 3-minute video impression of the discussion to the 
core-team of stakeholders. We used this and their reflections as input to evaluate the tool 
together.

INSIGHTS

The team struggled to define their goal that was to be written on the central disc on 
the board. They had difficulties to differentiate their goal from the  ‘generally perceived’ 
problem by the municipality. While adding circles and moving them around, they found 
out that they had a different perception of the problems in the neighbourhood. 

They started by each writing on a circle and adding them, one by one, to the board 
without interfering with each other. As the conversation progressed they started relating 
the circles to one another and moved the circles accordingly. Without confrontation or 
irritation (but rather a sense of interest or curiosity) they found out about each other’s 
concerns and doubts in their work, and their diverse motivations and stakes came to the 
fore. In the evaluation afterwards, the participants expressed that they were “naturally 
able to talk about underlying issues, for the first time in the six months that we have 
collaborated”. I observed that they asked more clarifying questions to each other than in 
the other meetings and that they often directed those questions to the movements on 
the board, rather than to the participant themselves. For example, “why does that circle…” 
rather than: “why did you place that circle…”. The physical circles seemed to become 
placeholders of meaning during the conversation, like Van Dijk’s (2013) scaffolds. During 
their conversation, the participants used the traces of the pens to refer back to earlier 
moments in their conversation: using them literally as Van Dijk’s description of traces in 
Embodied Sense-Making (2013). 

In the evaluation session, stakeholders of one housing corporation and of the municipality 
indicated that they were interested to try ‘this new way of discussing’ in the consultation 
meetings that they had in participant projects in their work.

DESIGN IMPLICATIONS

After the discussion, the traces did not form a meaningful visual to the participants. This 
sparked my interest towards reconsidering the role of the visualisation of the movements 
not only as direct feedback during the conversation but as a potential documentation of 
patterns from the conversation afterwards that could elicit reflections on the conversation. 
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This idea suggests adding a digital layer to the board. 

The physical circles seemed to gain an important role in sense-making, as they invited 
participants to ask questions and to relate the different aspects (circles) to one another. 

However, participants were hesitant to come up with new things to write down, because 
it needed to be the ‘right’ thing as there was a limited amount of space and disks. From 
the moment that a circle was on the board, it triggered an exchange of views on its topic 
and its position. I regard this exchange to be an occurrence of Participatory Sense-Making. 
This for me implied that I wanted to minimize the time spent on individual thinking 
(about the right word to write) by designing a more intuitive, public way to associate with 
the discs. What I mean is that a disc should be redesigned to elicit an association from 
all participants who see it (so that it is public) so that they can suggest and explore their 
primary associations (intuitively) from the get-go, rather than spending time to find the 
‘right’ word first, before allowing others to join the sense-making process. In order to elicit 
a primary association the discs could be redesigned with colours, shapes, materials, images 
or symbols that invite interpretation. Furthermore, I learned that the relative size of the 
board and circles did not allow for enough differentiation in positions of the circles. 

5.4 ITERATION 2
Inspired by feedback from the professionals in iteration 2, we increased the scale of our 
design, from a tool to an interactive system that could be used in big multi-stakeholder 
consultation settings. The second prototype (see figure 18) consisted of high tables with 
acrylic surfaces, each with 6 tokens with coloured lights and symbols on top and QR codes 
underneath. The symbols were a bird, Euro-sign, a gift box, a wind-up puppet, puzzle 
pieces and a clock with arrow. These symbols were inspired by literature on hurdles in 
citizen participation (Denters, 2013), but did not stand for any particular meaning: they 
were freely interpretable by participants. Under each table, a tablet running a custom 
developed Computer Vision app tracked the movement of tokens with its camera 
through the acrylic surface. The movements were projected on the wall, in a real-time 
online visualisation that allowed filtering between symbols and tables. The function of the 
visualisation was, other than documentation in the previous iteration, to invite reflection 
on the conversations as it could show similarities and differences in token placements. 
As Evert and I had observed that participants established relations between the tokens, 
we decided to change the challenge into a question that was phrased to allow for 
prioritisation (“what would be most important when...” or “what is needed in order to…”). 
The question was not in the middle, but projected above the visualisation. Additionally, 
we added action points: “what is needed to realise what these symbols stand for?”): yellow 
notes that could be pinned onto the tokens by participants to establish a physical agenda.
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Figure 18: Iteration 2: overview of (VC) tracking, tokens, tables and visualisation.  

Photography by Tom van ‘t Westeinde.

IMPLEMENTATION & EVALUATION

The two interested stakeholders of the previous iteration indeed became partners for 
two sessions in this iteration. The third prototype was implemented in 1,5-hour sessions 
with 30, 50 and 110 participants in three real-life multi-stakeholder settings, following the 
moderation steps in figure 19. 

Evert and I documented each pilot user study in a cross-media report (with text, 
visualisation data and photos) and a video impression. We sent out these materials to all 
participants and we used them to evaluate the session with the partners.

INSIGHTS

The question invited an open discussion and although each table-group was able to 
use the table in any way they wanted, most used the centre for important tokens, the 
periphery for less important tokens or as conditions for the centre. The outer ring was used 
for tokens that ‘should not play a role’. 

Evert and I learned that the symbols on the tokens were easy for participants to relate 
to. After a few seconds of hesitation, the participants gave their primary association for 
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the symbols. This resulted in a spontaneous and playful exchange of associations that 
seemed to break the ice. Moreover, their first association often revealed something about 
their viewpoint, background and experiences and invited these differences to be openly 
addressed, a seemingly small occurrence that seemed to bring about Arendt’s (1958) 
appearing to each other through the pluralism of their associations.

Youngest participant places one 
icon that, to them, is most 
relevant to the central question

All participants co-create a 
landscape using the six icons

Intermezzo: collectively exploring 
patterns, simularities and 
differences between the tables

All participants co-create a 
landscape using the six icons, 
inspired by the intermezzo

The landscape is concretised by 
plugging action points into icons

Chosen or given action points 
are plugged into nametags and 
worn visibly during the drinks 

NAME

1

2

3

4

5

6
Figure 19: Moderation phases of the pilot user studies. 

Despite the real-time visualisation on the wall the participants were highly focused on 
the discussions at their tables: they seemed to forget about everything outside of their 
table, until the intermezzo. During the intermezzo the visualisation and its filters were 
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helpful to compare the discussions between different tables and to find patterns and 
relations between the stories that participants told. In the session with 110 participants 
the visualisation contributed to a feeling of togetherness: “we are all in this together, we 
can compliment one another” said a participant after the session. Participants paid close 
attention to the stories from other table-groups; they were eager to hear the different 
viewpoints and immediately started discussing them in their group. The questionnaire 
indicated that the visualisation gave participants a sense of scale and plurality of opinions.

After the session and in the evaluation session the partners indicated that they were 
relieved and surprised about the ‘friendly atmosphere’ and ‘openness’ of the session, as 
they were used to quite hostile dynamics in their usual multi-stakeholder consultations. 
They were positively surprised by the detailed content of the report and the breadth of 
viewpoints that it represented. 

DESIGN IMPLICATIONS

The expectation management before the session heavily impacted the participants’ 
experiences of the session. This was evident from the feedback that partners received 
from participants after the session. The expectations of participants before the session, 
afterwards led to disappointment for some and to confusion for others. Therefore, I 
decided that the system required a service around it in order to optimise the conditions 
for the session, such as managing the expectations of stakeholders (e.g., by designing the 
invitations). 

In the reflection with partners, our analysis of the session opened up new insights for 
them to continue their process. I realised that, in order for participants to make sense 
of the experience of the [X]CP session, the system should provide an opportunity to 
reflect on what is happening and why it is useful (or not). This points to the role of 
expectation management and to the importance of the introduction and wrap up 
of the session by the moderator. But I could also build reflection moments into the 
moderation format. Furthermore it points to a role for analysis of the results generated 
by the system (visualisation, but can it collect the content of the conversations as well?) 
itself. The reactions from stakeholders showed us that, within a few weeks after an [X]CP 
session, I should be able to present actionable insights to all stakeholders of the session. 
Stakeholders can then follow up on those insight in their own way. Especially for that 
last step, the service around [X]CP should encourage clients to articulate a (transparent) 
strategy for using the input from the participants, so that they can know their participation 
has been of value: they have contributed to something bigger.

 5.5 ITERATION 3
In this iteration, the main prototype was enriched with several different elements that were 
evaluated in two real-life sessions. To stimulate a ‘landing of’ and reflection on participants’ 
experience and their achievements of the session, I added a personal take-home booklet 
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(see figure 20)  wherein participants could sketch their table landscape and include their 
personal notes during the session. Also, the booklet included space to keep their name tag 
and action points. The booklet was scanned before the participants left the location of the 
session, so that the combination of stakeholder role and action points was documented 
for further analysis.

Another change was to let the participants vote on which symbols should be on the table 
before the session started. Each participant could chose six symbols from a set of 10.  Their 
vote included written motivations for each chosen symbol.

In an effort to manage expectations, Evert and I collaborated with partners on how 
to phrase the invitation for the sessions, and on their strategy for implementation of 
stakeholders’ input. The final alteration was not a design decision but a technological 
inconsistency: the tracking of tokens was affected by different light circumstances at 
locations and therefore some sessions were analogue.

Figure 20: Iteration 3: overview of system with reflection booklet.  
Photography by Fabienne van Leiden.

IMPLEMENTATION & EVALUATION

The changes of this iteration were implemented in four 1,5-hour multi-stakeholder 
sessions with 25 - 40 participants. As in the previous iteration, we shared the cross-media 
report (with text, visualisation data and survey results) and the video impression with 
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all participants. Whereas the evaluation session was only with partners in the previous 
iterations, in this iteration we asked the client to invite all participants to a collective 
evaluation session, to stimulate reflection and enforce the action points.

INSIGHTS

The questionnaire showed that the booklets were perceived as a hassle: they felt like an 
unnecessary interruption of the conversation.  It seems not to matter which symbols are 
placed on the table, in each session participants could easily associate with them and 
relate them to the central question. In the cases where participants could vote for symbols, 
we did not observe different interactions than in other cases. Voting did provide an extra 
step in collectively sharing associations with symbols, as participants were asking each 
other how they voted.

Analogue sessions worked the same as sessions with the visualisation, but participants 
related less to other tables in their stories and had less attention for stories of other tables. 
They got impatient when listening to other participants, possibly because they could not 
see what they were talking about. In the questionnaire, the participants indicated that they 
felt slightly overwhelmed by all the interactions and activities at the tables. The collective 
reflection sessions were valuable for participants as they provided the time and means to 
think about the value of the session. 

DESIGN IMPLICATIONS

From the comparison with analogue sessions, the visualisation appears to act as a catalyser 
to exchange stories on a bigger scale; between the tables. It triggers attention for other 
stories that was not achieved without. 

The booklets were perceived as a hassle: participants were bothered that it forced them 
out of the conversation. This implies that adding individual reflection activities during the 
session might not be appreciated by participants. Considering this insight, Evert and I 
realised that interactive, group-based reflection fitted much more with the rest of the [X]CP 
experience and our intentions of Participatory Sense-Making. We realised that we needed 
to design integrated ways to enhance collective reflection. The visualisation seemed to 
be a suitable medium for that, for example by representing different views of the table 
landscapes, such as: (relative) proximity between tokens, tokens’ travelled distance or 
the ‘average’ positions in a heat map. Through such digital layers over their perceived 
movements on their tables, the visualisation shows invisible data to participants and might 
therewith provide a new way of looking at- and reflecting on- what is on the table.

Voting on symbols remains an option to expand the session, but it does not enhance the 
session itself. 

108



5.6 PRELIMINARY CASE STUDIES IN 
ITERATIONS 2 & 3
The cases in which we implemented the iterations of the [X]Changing Perspectives system 
were defined by the opportunities provided by the projects of partners and stakeholders. 
In this way we could make sure that [X]Changing Perspectives was used in a real-life 
setting with real stakes and concerns about contemporary public issues. As situated 
and embodied cognition theory (see chapter 2) suggests, the situatedness of [X]CP, -the 
context case- influences the sense-making processes. In this section, I therefore describe 
these case studies and their context, with the aim to explore in what (different) ways [X]
CP can stimulate Participatory Sense-Making in different multi-stakeholder consultation 
contexts (see also: Jaasma et al., 2017c).

• shared Reflection
• experiences
• action perspective

PSS

[x]changing
perspectives

Organising Stakeholder’s participation trajectory

• observation
• video analysis
• video impression
• written report
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Figure 21: Schematic overview of implementation of [X]CP

IMPLEMENTATION

In iterations 2 and 3, we implemented the [X]Changing Perspectives prototypes in three 
real-life consulation sessions. These function as preliminary case studies for the second 
research question. There were 32, 51 and 110 multi-stakeholder participants in the sessions, 
who used the interactive system in groups of 6-10 participants around one table. The 
sessions took place in an elderly home, a community centre and a school hall. They lasted 
between 1 and 2 hours and followed the moderation format developed in iteration 2.

The process of implementation consisted of several steps, visualised in figure 21. Prior to 
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the sessions (2 in figure 21), we collaborated with the organising partners to influence the 
invitation process (1 in figure 21) and the scope of the participation session. The precise 
way of using the interactive system was not explained to any of the stakeholders in 
advance. 

DATA COLLECTION AND ANALYSIS

Upon arrival, participants were informed that the session was part of research, and 
were offered the possibility to participate ‘off the record’. With the exception of off the 
record tables, all sessions were recorded (3 in figure 21) in videos, photos, field notes and 
additional data of tracked token movement as captured by the system. I analysed these 
materials to provide topical outcomes for the clients and participants. Finally, I presented 
these outcomes in various media (3 in figure 21) and evaluated (4 in figure 21) the session 
with the clients or participants.

Evert and I documented (3 in figure 21) our observations and findings in a written report 
and in a video impression, which we shared with all participants through e-mail, and 
discussed in an evaluation session (4 in figure 21). In the first case, only the organising 
stakeholders were part of the evaluation but in the second and third case interested 
participants also took part in the evaluation. In these cases we used the participatory 
evaluations to gather insight into participants’ experiences of their interactions. 
Moreover, the participants’ reflections on our insights contextualised and deepened our 
understanding of the observed phenomena- and opened up further design opportunities.

To determine the occurrence of Participatory Sense-Making, I used multi-sited 
observations and qualitative analysis of (partial) video recordings. By analysing my 
observations, I found interactions that seemed to point to the theoretical principles of 
Participatory Sense-Making, such as dynamically giving meaning to symbols and token 
positions through physically moving and discussing them.

PROCEDURE OF [X]CP SESSION

Upon arrival at the event’s location, the participants received specifically designed tags, 
coloured to indicate their stakeholder role. The organising stakeholders introduced the 
goal(s) of the evening and the background of the public issue at hand. Afterwards, Evert 
and I introduced the background of the research, our role within today’s event and 
briefly walked through the components of the [X]Changing Perspectives system with the 
participants. The topic of the conversation was always formulated as a question, structured 
to allow prioritisation. To begin, the participants distributed themselves over the tables, 
using the coloured nametags to ensure a diversity of stakes at one table and to avoid 
grouping with familiar people. Then, Evert (as consultant) moderated the [X]CP session 
according to the phases in figure 19. After these phases, we briefly explained our next 
steps as design-researchers in terms of how the data would be analysed and how insights 
would be shared with participants. The organising stakeholders then closed the event and 
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invited the participants for drinks. 

LIMITATIONS

These case studies were bound to certain limitations that I wish to address. First off, for 
the case studies described, the selection (and inviting) of participants was made by the 
organising partners. Little attention was paid to ensuring representation or diversity of 
participants and I acknowledge that a consideration of these factors is important in light of 
plurality, deliberative democracy and Participatory Sense-Making. 

Secondly, the recording of the [X]CP sessions was done with two cameras and therefore 
I used fragments of footage for analysis instead of full-length recordings. Thirdly, the low 
lighting conditions at the locations affected the tracking functionality of the technical 
system, making the projected visualisation not fully accurate and in case 3 we had to 
replace it with pictures of token positions. Finally, implementing the design in real-life 
stakeholder projects meant that we had minimum influence on the conditions before the 
[X]CP session and the steps to be taken afterwards. We observed that e.g., expectation 
mismanagement, rusty relationships and past disappointments or gratifications had a 
direct impact on the participants’ perception of the design and the willingness to use it.

THREE CASE STUDIES

We implemented the third design iteration in one session and the fourth, with some small 
adjustments as described in the previous section, in two sessions. I describe these three 
cases (see figure 22) in detail, to highlight the observations and insights that led to the 
final design decisions. I describe the cases in terms of: partners (organising stakeholders), 
their aim, participants, central question, locations, setting, deployment of the system and 
evaluation. In the next section, I describe my observations and findings. Due to insights 
gained in the first two cases and unforeseen technological difficulties in the third case, the 
design implemented in the third case study differs from that of the first two cases.

ITERATION 2, CASE 1: CITIZEN INITIATIVES IN THE 
MUNICIPALITY

The partner for the case was a municipality (city of 225.000 inhabitants) and their aim was 
to recognise and stimulate citizen initiatives in the city. The total amount of participants 
was around 110 (101 registered, about 10 more people walked in during the event) 
of whom were: 71 citizens with initiatives, 20 members of the city council and 10 civil 
servants. The central question was “What do citizen initiatives need most?” 

The location was the atrium of a primary school (see figure 22) in an initiative-rich 
neighbourhood in the city. A lecture, interview and video documentary about the 
topic preceded the [X]CP session and created the setting for it. The deployment of [X]
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CP consisted of 15 tables of which three were reserved for ‘off the record’ participation 
(participating in the session without participating in the research). In the end these were 
unused, creating groups of 8-10 participants on the other 12 tables. The crowdedness led 
to shade that prohibited the system from accurate tracking. For evaluation of the session, 
we presented a video impression and report to the municipality to share our findings. The 
municipality forwarded the video as well as their edit of our report to all participants.

ITERATION 3, CASE 2: PLEASURABLE LIVING IN THE CITY 

The partners for the case were a housing corporation and a tenants association. Their 
aim was to initiate a participation trajectory to include renters in facilitating pleasurable 
living. The total amount of participants was 51, of whom 33 tenants, 8 consultants of 
the housing corporation and 10 representatives of the tenants association. The central 
question was “How can the corporation work, more together with tenants, on pleasurable 
living?” The location was the cafe-space of an elderly home (see figure 22) exploited by 
the corporation. A yearly meeting in which the corporation and the tenants association 
discussed current issues with tenants preceded the session and created the setting for it. 
The deployment of [X]CP consisted of 8 tables of which one was used for ‘off the record’ 
participation. The different participants were, as far as possible, equally distributed over 
all tables. For evaluation, we presented a video impression and report to the partners and 
interested participants to share our findings. The corporation forwarded the video and our 
report to all participants.

ITERATION 3, CASE 3: PLEASURABLE LIVING IN THE VILLAGE

The partners, their aim, the central question, the setting and the evaluation for this case 
were the same as in case 2, but the context was a village instead of a city. The total amount 
of participants was 32, of whom 20 tenants, 5 consultants of the housing corporation and 7 
representatives of the tenants association. The location was the café-space of a community 
centre (see figure 22) exploited by the corporation. A yearly meeting in which the 
corporation and the tenants association discussed current issues with tenants preceded 
the [X]CP session and created the setting for it. The deployment of [X]CP consisted of 5 
tables of which one was used for ‘off the record’ participation. The different participants 
were, as far as possible, equally distributed over all tables. Based on cases 1 and 2, the 
phases of the [X]CP session were extended with two ‘reflection moments’. A booklet was 
designed for the participants to sketch their landscapes and jot down their thoughts. 
Due to the ambient lighting in the café-space, the tracking did not function and pictures 
were used to create the visualisation on the spot. For evaluation, we presented a video 
impression and report to the partners and interested participants to share our findings. The 
corporation forwarded the video and our report to all participants.
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Figure 22: Part of the spatial arrangement in case 1 (top), case 2 (middle) and case 3 (bottom). Photography 

by Tom van ‘t Westeinde (top),   Tom van Rooij (middle) and Sam Janssen (bottom).
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5.7 OBSERVATIONS & PRELIMINARY 
FINDINGS
In this section I present my observations and findings from before-, during- and after 
the [X]CP sessions. I describe my findings from analysing my observations on the basis 
of Participatory Sense-Making theory. I identified three patterns of the usage of [X]CP 
that point to enrichment of deliberative discussions. I use examples from the three case 
studies to illustrate these patterns. I do not wish to compare the case studies amongst one 
another, but use them to elucidate the different effects of the implementation of [X]CP in 
different situations. I structure my observations in time: before-, during- an after the [X]CP 
session.

BEFORE THE [X]CP SESSIONS

In all cases there was little room to influence whom or how to invite for the [X]CP sessions. 
Moreover our partners did not have a clear strategy for implementing the input from the 
participants in their projects. Though they understood and acknowledged the value of a 
level playing field, the partners indicated their need for instructions so that they and their 
participating employees could prepare for the [X]CP session. 

The management of expectations of participants proved to be very important. In cases 
2 and 3 some participants, always tenants, left the session either immediately after the 
explanation of the [X]CP system or during the break. When asked why, they explained 
that they wanted to address their complaints and although a consultant of the housing 
corporation had advised them to participate to express their concerns in the [X]CP session, 
they felt that this was not the right podium for them.

DURING THE [X]CP SESSIONS

Crystallising my observation notes and video analysis, I distinguish three patterns in 
deliberation during the [X]CP sessions: (1) active attention, (2) triggers for Participatory 
Sense-Making and (3) the disposition of power (Jaasma et al., 2017c).

1) ACTIVE ATTENTION

In all cases, from the first move of the youngest participant, the groups around the 
tables were actively focused on the table and the participants around it. The round high 
table created an intimate setting where there was on-going eye contact between the 
participants, who closely stood around it: encircling and enclosing the landscape, and 
thus the conversation, with their bodies. Participants would lean in to move a token, hold 
one up, tap on it or point at it while addressing the content it represented. Through this 
intimacy and tangible focus points they seemed to pull each other into the conversation 
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and did not notice the projected visualisation, the (noise of ) other tables or the cameras.

Most apparently in cases 2 and 3, participants were engaged in the conversation to the 
extent that they did not want to stop talking to listen to the instructions for the new phase. 
They did, however, stop talking to listen to other participants when they were explaining 
their landscape through the microphone. 

Through verbal and nonverbal expressions it was clear that the booklets in case 3 were 
experienced as unwelcome interruptions to the conversations rather than embraced as a 
reflection moment. 

2) TRIGGERS FOR PARTICIPATORY SENSE-MAKING

At the start of the session, the youngest participants have 3 minutes to place the first token 
and explain their choice. They can always easily associate and attribute meaning to the 
symbols. Even though the same symbols were used for different topics in all cases, the 
symbols were never ‘inapplicable’: participants interpreted them in relation to the central 
question and their associations shed light on their viewpoint- to which other participants 
then reacted.

When moving a token, participants tended to explain not only where it should stand (their 
statement) but moreover why they were moving it (their motivations). In doing so, they 
coordinated each other’s understanding on new input. They also made use of each other’s 
explanations to move towards new collective understandings: when other participants 
wanted to react on a token placement, they first tended to summarise the previous input 
and then explain why they were repositioning the token- in relation to the previous 
explanations. 

Figure 23: Interactions with tokens while discussing. Still from videography by Tom van ‘t Westeinde.

In case 1 some participants were discussing the ‘gift’-token (figure 23): while participant 
A was pointing at it while explaining his view, participant B approaches to move 
it somewhere else based upon- and to check - his understanding of the story that 
participant A is sharing: “So it should be here, closer to ‘spare time’?” (while moving it closer 
to the ‘clock’-token). This is an illustration of how participants explore relations between 
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tokens, and create a multidimensional image of the topic at hand.

These observations illustrate that the physical presence of the token (scaffold) and its 
visible position (trace) of the contribution of other participants compels participants to 
relate their new contribution, to the earlier contributions: showing the autonomy of the 
interaction process. During the conversations, I observed these interactions as on-going 
jumping from left to right on the scale from individual to joint sense-making.

The tangibility of the conversation through tokens and the table often acted as a lightning 
conductor when differences of opinions turned harsh: “No, no, we have the peace-making 
bird for that”. At the same time, the tangibility provided a reason or even an excuse to say 
aloud what would normally be left unspoken. Through the tangible actions, critiquing 
became accessible and non-personal: participants dared to question each other’s 
input, e.g., ‘why are you moving it there’ rather than ‘what is your argumentation for that 
statement’. The reciprocal questions opened up the sharing of ways of thinking (underlying 
a statement) and increased empathy and accountability. An illustrative example (see 
figure 24) of this was when in case 3 participant A offered an action point to participant B, 
who refused to accept it. After 2 seconds of leaving participant A hanging, participant C 
reached for the action point, volunteering for the action point and helping out participant 
A (and B).

Figure 24: When participant A offers an Action Point to participant B and he refuses, participant C volunteers. 

Still from videography by Fabienne van Leiden.

The extent to which Participatory Sense-Making occurred was different between all tables 
in all three cases. I observed that in case 2 and 3 the interpersonal meaning-making often 
took the shape of participants pointing things out to each other, orienting their attention 
and understanding. De Jaegher and Froese (2009) describe this as ‘guiding’. In these cases 
the participants did not feel entitled to describe the entire landscape, but explained some 
tokens and referred to other table-members to explain the rest of the tokens: “you should 
ask him, he placed the token in the first place”. In case 1 however, it was notable that 
groups had created a meaningful landscape together in which they could explain bits of 
influences of table-participants (e.g., which participant brought up an impactful anecdote) 
but did not attribute certain tokens or meanings to individuals. This is the other end of the 
meaning-making spectrum where ‘truly joint sense-making’ occurs (De Jaegher & Froese, 
2009).
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3) DISPOSITION OF POWER 

The employees of participating partners felt uncomfortable with participating based 
on the same - and not more - information than the other participants. Sometimes they 
expressed discontent with the system, which seemed to be partly caused by the unease 
of using a new system that did not allow for exertion of power as they were used to in a 
‘normal’ conversation.

In case 3 I observed different interactions than in case 2 by the housing consultants, who 
had all also participated in case 2. In case 3 some took on the role of facilitator at the 
table: a role that they could only take on because they knew, from their experiences in 
case 2, what to expect. Some kept themselves out of the conversation by taking on the 
role of secretary, noting down all the comments of other participants and hence creating 
a complaints table session. Others demonstrated the ‘intended’ way of using the system: 
when a participant moved a token through the air, the participating housing consultant 
repeated his movement, but on the table, because she knew how the system tracked 
tokens (see figure 25).

Figure 25: A housing consultant reproduces the movement of another participant to demonstrate the 

‘intended’ usage of the tokens. Still from videography by Fabienne van Leiden.

AFTER THE [X] SESSIONS

During the evaluation session of case 2 and 3, the housing consultants were generally 
pleased with the video impression as it gave a ‘good impression of the ambience of the 
evening’. Both the housing consultants and representatives of the tenants association 
expressed that they were slightly sceptical about the outcomes at the beginning of the 
evaluation session, but positively surprised by the level of insights from the visual analysis 
presented to them by the authors. The visual analysis triggered reflections on their 
experience and the outcomes of the [X]CP session.

5.8 CONCLUSIONS
During the Research-through-Design iterations I used observations and client evaluations 
from the case studies to gain preliminary insights into second research question:
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“What role might the designed elements of [X]Changing Perspectives play in 
Participatory Sense-Making Processes between multi-stakeholders of public issues in 
consultation sessions?”

Moreover, these insights informed our design decisions for the final design of [X]CP as full 
product-service-system. 

In terms of their role/use in interaction processes, three designed elements stood out in 
the observations: the symbols, the tokens and the visualisation. In this section I reflect on 
the role of these particular three elements in Participatory Sense-Making processes around 
[X]CP tables.

SYMBOLS, TOKENS AND VISUALISATION

We found that the Participatory Sense-Making processes between participants benefitted 
from symbols on the tokens, as opposed to ‘empty’ tokens, as the symbols functioned 
as boundary objects (Star, 2010) that triggered primary associations of participants. With 
‘empty’ tokens, participants felt pressure to write the ‘right’ word on them, and when this 
word was eventually defined, it was not questioned anymore. The meaning attributed 
to the symbols on the other hand, proved to be dynamic and the meanings shifted 
throughout the interactions with the tokens. As the conversation progressed and new 
input was brought forward, the meanings of the symbols was generated by all sense-
makers through their interactions. Moreover: participants tended to generate relations 
between individual tokens while (re-)positioning them; thereby working on a collective 
landscape in which their initially individual contributions merged into a new whole, that 
represented their shared understanding, not the sum of their individual viewpoints.

I found that the value of the real-time visualisation (of token movements on all tables) was 
in connecting the table-groups to one another. It created a sense of collectiveness during 
the session, and participants were interested in each other’s landscape in comparison to 
theirs. 

Clients were excited about the visualisation as they saw potential direct analysis from 
which they would be able to draw direct conclusions about the entire consultation session. 
Evert and I made an effort to communicate that the visualisation was meant to stimulate 
reflection during the session and was, without the narratives of the participants, devoid of 
meaning and especially unable to summarise or conclude, as it shows the latest moment 
in time, not an average or final positions. We also explained why we regarded this as less 
valuable than the actual exchange of diverse perspectives that could allow stakeholders to 
deal with plurality in collaborating on solutions for the public issue at hand. Weighing the 
suggestion that the visualisation induces for clients before and after the session and the 
value that I observed during the session, I conclude that in the implementation process of 
the [X]CP system I need to clearly communicate what can be expected as outcomes of a 
[X]CP session and I need to systematically address the possibilities for documentation and 
analysis of the outcomes of the session (and the role of the visualisation therein).
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INSIGHTS FOR FINAL DESIGN OF [X]CHANGING 
PERSPECTIVES AND FURTHER RESEARCH

Regarding the implementation process, I concluded that [X]CP should expand from an 
instrument for participation into a product-service-system for participation processes. 
I found that the initial reactions of participants to the [X]CP system, and their survey 
responses after the session,  were highly correlated to their expectations of the session, 
and their prior experiences with the organising client. In concrete terms: participants who 
were disappointed in the client or sceptical of their intentions based on prior experiences, 
tended to bring hostility or scepticism to the [X]CP session and projected such distrust 
onto its outcomes. Additionally, I found during the evaluations that our efforts to provide 
feedback to all participants about the outcomes of the session, helped to let their 
experiences and reflections from the session ‘land’. I realised that it was our responsibility to 
honour their participation effort, their potential role in the follow-up and to give them the 
opportunity to react and reflect upon the outcomes of the analysis. Also, I found that this 
was an opportunity to explain our research intentions, and hence to be transparent about 
our positions, acknowledging that Evert and I were also stakeholders in the process (be it 
outside of the content of the public issue at hand). All these components together resulted 
in a ‘landing’ of the experience of participants and handles to potentially act upon the 
outcomes in a follow-up multi-stakeholder participation process. 

The service aspect of the PSS goes beyond just the evaluation of a session. Through the 
PSS I was able to address expectation management of participants before the session 
as well as the client’s follow-up strategy after the session. The service acted to create 
fruitful conditions for Participatory Sense-Making ánd for equal, genuine participation 
opportunities (driven by my personal values as described in my subjectivity statement). 
Presenting these steps in the structure of a product-service-system allowed us to make 
these steps discussable and generate commitment of clients towards the participation 
process, rather than the participation ‘moment’ of the consultation session itself. I learned 
to present [X]CP as a process, by means of the PSS structure, that required work from 
the clients. This reflection was reminiscent of the reflections on the explorations- and 
concretised what I then also felt: the tendency of clients to treat our interventions as a 
tender, that would lead to an external solution that they could buy in, in order to solve 
complex stakeholder conflicts in one session. The PSS structure helped us to systemically 
communicate the dynamic position that I took: at times being researchers, then 
moderators, then designers and then consultants advising about process and strategy. 
Each of these roles of ours had a time and a place in the process and by making our 
position explicit, we could also communicate what we expected of the clients and the 
open space that we left for them to take responsibility over and pick up the outcomes and 
take them forward in their own professional practice and organisation’s goals.

Assistants filmed short pieces of video of participants during the session that I edited into 
the feedback video. Viewing the videos showed me much more details in the way in which 
participants used the tokens on the tables and how they reacted to each other than what 
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I had been able to observe during the session. Therefore, video analysis in further research 
would allow for detailed observation of participants’ interactions around the [X]CP tables, 
and these observations could provide answers to the second research question on the 
roles of the [X]CP elements in the participants’ joint sense-making processes.
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Figure 26: Detail of the [X]Changing Perspectives. Photography by Tom van Rooij.



6. 

PRODUCT SERVICE SYSTEM:  
[X]CHANGING PERSPECTIVES 

This chapter describes the final design of [X]Changing Perspectives. Its design was 
informed by theories of enactment and Participatory Sense-Making (see the theoretical 
introduction in chapter 1) and the insights from the Research through Design iterations as 
described in chapter 5.

[X]Changing Perspectives ([X]CP) is a product-service-system designed to invite 
Participatory Sense-Making processes between multi-stakeholders in consultation 
sessions about public issues. In an [X]CP session, up to 120 stakeholders exchange their 
perspectives on a public issue by interpreting symbols on tokens and (re-)positioning 
them to form meaningful image (landscape of tokens) around a central question.

The aim of [X]CP was to allow equal opportunities of expression of the different stakes by 
all stakeholders and constructive exchanges of perspectives on the public good. This led to 
the second research question:

“What role might the designed elements of [X]Changing Perspectives play in 
Participatory Sense-Making Processes between multi-stakeholders of public issues in 
consultation sessions?” 

Chapter 5 outlined initial insights into this research question. The final design was 
implemented in 9 real-life cases, of which one case was selected to be the final elaborative 
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case study. This case will be described in chapter 8. First, this chapter outlines all elements 
that constitute the final PSS [X]Changing Perspectives. 

6.1 [X]CHANGING PERSPECTIVES: IN 
SHORT
The PSS [X]CP consists of an interactive instrument and data tracking system that triggers 
discussion in a consultation session (see figure 26 & 27), and an implementation service. 

The product of [X]CP consists of 15 tables that each track 6 tokens with symbols on 
them. The tracking system shows the token movements on all tables in one real-time 
visualisation. The service includes the preparation and moderation of a session with the 
product-system and the evaluation of the outcomes of the session. 

In what follows, I describe the aspects of the product, the service and the system of [X]CP 
in detail.

Figure 27: Overview of [X]Changing Perspectives system in use in Oosterhout. Photography by Bart van 

Overbeeke.

WHAT DOES AN [X]CHANGING PERSPECTIVES SESSION 
LOOK LIKE?

An [X]CP session follows the phases from the moderation format developed in iteration 2 
(see section 5.4). Figure 28 shows a photo scenario of the steps that participants undertake 
during a session. In the following I explain these steps.
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Starting from a central question, participants co-create a landscape of values (or resources, 
or themes, etc.) on the tables by positioning and repositioning tokens with symbols on 
them. Five to eight participants stand around the tables and discuss the central question, 
placed physically in the centre of the table. They do so by associating with the symbols 
on the tokens, and positioning the tokens in a meaningful place on the table, creating 
a shared landscape of meaning generated on the spot. Intentionally, neither symbols, 
nor tokens or table surface positions have pre-defined meanings or terms of use: the 
participants at each table generate their own meaningful use of the objects. The symbols 
can be used to associate content with tokens and the table surface can be used as a scale 
of importance, where the most important tokens are placed in the middle and others in 
the periphery, or where the periphery can be used to place preconditions for the tokens 
placed in the inner ring. 

While positioning and re-positioning, stakeholders exchange different associations and 
together generate and reshape meanings of the tokens. The tokens’ (marker) positions are 
tracked by the tables and represented in real-time on a big projected data visualisation. 
The visualisation shows a helicopter view of the movements of all tokens at all tables and 
allows filtering between them, to discover patterns in movements, relative distances, 
centrality on the table or amount of touches. By showing alternative views of- and relations 
between- all the table landscapes, the visualisation aims to support a collective reflection 
between participants of different tables. The visualisation itself does not represent the 
meaning generated at each table: the meaning forms in-between the participants and 
as such cannot be captured by the visualisation. Instead, the visualisation is intended to 
provide a mirror and trigger reflection between table-groups. 

After reflecting on the differences between landscapes on different tables, participants 
might adjust their landscape or redefine parts of it. The final addition to the landscape is 
the attribution of Action Points to the tokens. On special flags, participants write down 
actions that are needed to realise the landscape, and plug them into the relevant tokens. 
The landscape of tokens has now transformed into a concrete, physical agenda. As the 
stakeholders of the topic at hand are present around the tables, the last step is to take up 
or give out actions to the relevant stakeholders. This step entices a discussion about roles 
and shifting responsibilities in multi-stakeholder dynamics around the public issue at hand. 
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6.2 [X]CP SESSION: INSTRUMENT 
(PRODUCT-SYSTEM)
In this section I describe the aspects that the product and technological system of [X]
CP are comprised of: tokens, symbols, action points, name-tags, tracking tables, central 
question signs, 360º cameras and a visualisation.

TOKENS AND SYMBOLS

On each table there are six tokens, placed on the outer ring of the table at the start of the 
session. The tokens (see figure 29) are 3D printed of white and metallic plastic. They have 
wooden tops with symbol cut-outs and marker patterns printed on the bottom. 

Figure 29: The tokens. Photography by Jeroen Cox.

The symbols (see figure 30) are a bird, Euro-sign, a gift box, a wound-up puppet, puzzle 
pieces and a clock with arrow. They were inspired by literature on hurdles in citizen 
participation (Denters, 2013). However, they were not inscribed with specific meaning: on 
the contrary, they are there to elicit freely associations from participants to give their own 
meanings to the tokens. 

Figure 30: Symbols with their corresponding colours, as they are appear in the real-time visualisation. 

The shape of the tokens was designed to indicate that tokens can be picked up and 
pushed to slide. The materials are comfortable to hold and touch. Each of the 6 tokens 
has a different coloured light (Neopixel LEDs) that corresponds with the colour of the 
token in the visualisation. The light is not only functional, but also contributes to a friendly 
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ambience, as participants have indicated in the iterations. Tokens are equipped with a 
capacitive sensor and an ESP WiFi module and they send data of touch to the visualisation 
in real-time (see figure 31).

Figure 31: Token with open lid, showing Capacitive sensor (copper wire) and PCB with ESP module and 

Neopixel LEDs.

As I observed in the iterations, participants often point or circle their fingers above a token 
that they are discussing. To capture these interactions, I calibrated the capacitive sensor 
to not only sense touch, but also ‘pointing’: fingers hovering over the token. This data is 
included in one of the views of the real-time visualisation, but I noticed that the data is 
distorted by electrical interference by the ESP. Therefore I did not use this data visualisation 
layer. I did use the cap sense input to turn on the LEDs : they faded off in 2 minutes after 
not being touched. In this way the tokens can communicate to participants that they have 
not been interacted with for a while, and as an added benefit it saved battery power. 

Finally, the tokens have holes in them, on the ring around the symbol. Through these holes, 
the tokens can be fitted with ‘action points’ (little notes on pins) to create a physical agenda 
on the table (see figure 32, left). The notes fit into the participants’ nametags as well, and in 
this way participants can take home action points at the end of the session (see figure 32, 
right). The action points and nametags are explained later in this section.

Figure 32: Action Points on tokens and on nametag. Photography by Bastiaan van Hout.
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TABLE, CENTRAL QUESTION SIGN AND CAMERA

The table is the action space (Arias, 2000) around which five to eight participants stand. 
The tables (see figure 33) are high and round; affording not only an active (standing) 
position but also a social position in an inclusive group experience (Sommer, 1961). The 
maximum number of participants around each table is based on its size and the minimum 
number is based on theories for team sizes (Cummings, 1974). The actual number depends 
on the number of stakeholder groups and the total amount of participants.

The participants are distributed over the tables in such a way that participants don’t 
know their table-members and the largest diversity of available perspectives and stakes 
is assured at each table. Buur and Larsen (2010) argue that innovation emerges from 
interactions between people with different stakes as their ‘crossing intentions’ can create 
new insight and new ways of thinking and doing.

Each table surface is made of a transparent round acrylic sheet of 90cm in diameter, with 
a coloured outer ring on which the tokens start and can stand when they are ‘not active’. 
Integrated in the tables (see figure 34) are a Raspberry PI2 with Wi-Fi module, a powerbank, 
a fisheye IR camera and IR-LED’s. The Raspberry runs Visual Computing software and the 
fish-eye camera enables to capture movements on the whole table surface. The IR-LED’s 
can be turned on to overcome difficult lighting conditions. The Raspberry sends the token 
positions ‘that it sees’ to the local database in real-time.

 

Figure 33: [X]CP table with integrated tracking technology (centre ring) and tokens on top.
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Figure 34: Tracking technology integrated in the centre ring of the [X]CP table.

On the centre of the table surface, a 360º camera is mounted with a sign on top of it. The 
camera records all speech and movements of participants around the table and the sign 
contains the Central Question of the session (see figure 35). 

Figure 35: Central Question Sign mounted on top of 360º video camera,  placed in the entre of the table 
surface. Photography by Tom van Rooij.

The camera footage can be used for a detailed analysis of the session. It enables 
interpretation of the visualization: one could, for example, find a coupling between token 
movements plotted in the visualisation to spoken motivations recorded by the 360º 
camera. Moreover, the 360º camera captures all interactions around the table (see figure 
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36), between participants and objects, and therewith collects data to answer the second 
research question, as video recordings allow for in-depth analysis of observations.

Figure 36: Interactions around [X]CP Table 5 in Oosterhout, seen from the 360º camera (left) and from above 
(right, photography by Bart van Overbeeke).

The Central Question Sign is placed in the centre of the table as a prompt for the 
participants. When clients do not wish to use the 360º camera, alternative Central Question 
Signs can be mounted directly onto the centre of the table.

VISUALISATION

During an [X]CP session, a real-time visualisation of all token movements on all tables is 
projected on a big screen. Just beside the big screen is the ‘data desk’: a table with one 
or two laptops connected to the local network. Behind the data desk (see figure 37) 
stand one or two tech support staff, who analyse and operate the visualisation. Before 
the intermezzos, they inform the moderator about patterns or deviations that they found 
between the tables in the visualisation.

Figure 37: Datadesk with two tech-support staff. Photography by Jelske van de Ven.

The visualisation, consisting of four types of views, is the reflection space (Arias, 2000) 
where participants can see the outcomes of their actions. The purpose of the visualisation 
is to enable scaling up of the intimate discussions and to enable reflection. The 
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visualisation includes a time line to scroll back in time and filters to select only a specific 
symbol, or a specific (set of ) table(s) or a combination of the two. 

The first and basic view is a bird’s eye perspective of the tables, projecting all tokens 
and their trails of movement on one virtual table surface (see figure 38). In this way, the 
visualisation shows traces that can enhance sense-making (Hummels & Van Dijk, 2015): 
traces are hints in the environment that remind of previous situations, selections or 
activities in the process. The second view shows the relative distances between tokens and 
the third view shows the relative distances from the tokens to the centre of the table. The 
fourth view (see figure 39) shows the distance travelled by the tokens (relatively to each 
other). These additional views have the same filtering options as the basic view.

Figure 38: Screenshot from visualisation of [X]CP Table 5 during an [X]CP session in Oosterhout.

Figure 39: Travelled distances of the tokens on [X]CP tables during an [X]CP session in Oosterhout.
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At the data desk, the [X]CP support staff use these real-time views to find patterns and 
differences between the movements at the tables during a session. The interesting 
patterns or variations feed the intermezzos. During the intermezzo, the data desk shows 
the patterns on the big projection screen and the moderator uses it to ask comparative 
questions about conversations at the different tables; creating a sense of community and 
mass around the public issue at hand.

ACTION POINTS AND NAME TAGS

The action points (Hoe’tjes) are little notes designed in the shape of a hat, as they are a 
Dutch wordplay on the word ‘hoe’, which means ‘how’, and “hoedje”, which means ‘little 
hat’. Freely translated to English they are called “little how-to’s”. They are laser-cut out of 
thick white cardboard and are fitted with holes so that they can slide onto wooden picks 
(see figure 32). The shape allows participants to hand them over to other participants and 
the low-fi materials allow them to write on them and take them home. Participants write 
the actions that are needed to realise a token (e.g. a value) on the action point and plug it 
into the token with the wooden stick. In this way, participants create, as it were, a physical 
agenda on the table.

When participants arrive for a session, they receive special nametags in the colour that 
corresponds with their stakeholder role. The last phase of the moderation format entails 
that participants take action points for themselves, or give action points to others. 
The action points can then be plugged into the nametags and worn after the session, 
during the drinks. This leads to conversations about role-taking and sharing experiences 
of the session during the drinks. Finally, before leaving their nametags are scanned or 
photographed so that the combination of stakeholder role and types of action points 
taken is documented.

6.3 [X]CP SERVICE: IMPLEMENTATION IN 
PUBLIC ISSUES
Driven by transforming real-life participation situations (Field-style CDR), I designed [X]
CP with the aim that it could be of added value for stakeholders who implemented it 
in real-life multi-stakeholder deliberations. To this aim, the service of [X]CP includes the 
preparation of clients (e.g., defining the central question, developing invitation strategies) 
and moderators for an [X]CP session, but also the analysis of the session’s outcomes and 
the presentation of outcomes as part of a transparent follow-up strategy.

PREPARATION AND INVITATION

The [X]CP sessions can be organised by stakeholders of public issues, for example 
municipalities, housing corporations or citizen initiatives. When such organisations request 
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an [X]CP session, the service of [X]CP starts and they become the organising stakeholder, 
from now on called partner, of the process from preparation to evaluation of the [X]CP 
session.

Case studies showed that expectations of participants largely affected their experience 
of the (relevance or usefulness of the) session. In their definition of DesignX problems, 
Norman and Stappers (2016) describe implementation as the biggest challenge when 
designing for complex issues. They suggest taking a ‘muddling through’ approach: making 
small steps that suit within contemporary structures to establish incremental innovation. In 
the case studies, Evert and I experienced the challenge of implementing [X]CP sessions in 
real-life settings with real-life stakes and timeframes. In line with Norman et al., the final [X]
CP PSS includes service components that can create a fruitful base for the implementation 
of [X]CP and can help to let emerging insights land within the existing multi-stakeholder 
relations and within the organisations of the involved partners.

The service of [X]CP to organisers of an [X]CP session includes advice and guidelines for 
the development of the central question and the invitation process.

The central question should resonate to the daily lives of the invited stakeholders: it should 
not be too abstract and it should bring out different possible viewpoints. Additionally, 
the central question should address a subspace of the public issue that participating 
stakeholders can indeed exercise influence on. Finally, it should be formulated as an open 
question that allows for prioritisation: e.g. “what is needed when…” or “What is important 
for us in…”.

The guidelines for the invitation process are to invite as broadly as possible: who are or 
could be affected by this? Additionally, the advice is to use different forms, media and 
channels to reach different target groups. Finally, the central question should be included 
in the invitation as well as a brief outlook on the follow-up of the session. 

ORGANISATION AND MODERATION

Even though the final design of [X]CP is professionally constructed and relatively sturdy 
and stable, it remains a (one-off ) prototype that comes with some limitations and 
preconditions. To support the usage of [X]CP by external organisers, I developed a facilities 
guide that outlines the technical requirements and spatial facilities needed on the location 
of an [X]CP session.

For external moderators, I developed a Moderator Training  and handbook through which 
they become acquainted with [X]CP as instrument and learn how to use the visualisation 
to feed their moderating actions. 

For clients and moderators I developed a model script for an entire [X]CP session, that 
can be attuned to each specific implementation context (see appendix D). Parallel to the 
model script I developed the technical model script, for support staff (camera-assistants, 
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data desk) during a session.

Each [X]CP session follows a set of moderation phases. In iteration 2, I developed a general 
moderation format that consists of 6 phases (see section 5.4) but can be tweaked to fit the 
implementation context.

ANALYSIS AND EVALUATION

Each [X]CP session generates a wealth of information and insight amongst participants, 
that can be captured by a combination of the visualisation data and the recordings from 
the 360º videos. Additionally, participants can receive an online experience questionnaire 
after the session. The same data sources can be used for both a topical analysis (the clients’ 
interest) and an analysis of interactions (my research interest). In this section I refer to the 
analysis of the content (topic) of the session, which can provide an action perspective for 
the next steps of the stakeholders.

Though data collection is integrated in the [X]CP system, data analysis is a manual process 
(at the moment). Analysing of the data is therefore an included option in the [X]CP service. 
Over time, sessions have been analysed by myself, by consultants of Necker van Naem and 
by external clients themselves. 

The analysis of data can include: transcribing or selecting quotes from the 360º cameras, 
analysing patterns in the visualisation, and clustering action points according to 
stakeholder groups and themes. As part of the [X]CP service, I share the findings from the 
analysis with the clients and all participants in an evaluation session and in a cross-media 
report. 

The report includes a description of the context, details about the stakeholder groups, 
the floor plan (so that participants can find their table number in case they forgot), 
the narratives that participants created per table (per conversation round) fitted with 
visualisation snapshots and photos. Lastly, I add a video impression of the session. 
The report explains the way of analysis, the findings and results from the experience 
questionnaire. The report is written with the participants in mind as audience and heavily 
supported by visual material. When applicable, the consultants of Necker van Naem added 
a section with their interpretation of the outcomes (as political-administrative consultants).

The video impression can be used on social-media as a low-threshold medium to 
communicate what happened during the session to potential participants that did not 
attend. In the evaluation session, I use the video to refresh everyone’s memory and ‘get 
back in the moment’. 

The aim of the evaluation session is to share the outcomes of the [X]CP session with all 
(interested) participants and clients and to reflect on the outcomes together. Moreover, as 
part of the service and an effort to promote a transparent follow-up, I encourage clients to 
present their (initial) plans to take the outcomes into account in their continuation of their 
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work. This is important as the case studies showed that clients have a tendency to take 
the outcomes and use them internally in their organisation, while forgetting to keep the 
participants, who co-produced these insights, in the loop. This often leads to frustration or 
lack of engagement and the feeling of ‘not being heard’.

Furthermore, the questionnaire showed that participants tend to feel unease about the 
results of an [X]CP session afterwards. Understandably, they feel a large gap between 
‘playing the game’ and influencing policy-making decisions. This relates to my insight from 
the embodiment-inspired design interventions in the explorations. In client evaluations I 
learned that when I presented the outcomes (in a client evaluation session) this seemed to 
bring home their experience as participants. It helped them, as they indicated, to recognise 
the value of what they had been doing, and can transform a feeling of unease into a 
feeling of accomplishment. Therefore, the PSS of [X]CP includes an evaluation session for 
all participants of the [X]CP session. 

If practically possible, the evaluation session should follow the [X]CP session by a 
maximum of four weeks. The same participants are invited. During the evaluation session, 
I present the outcomes in such a way as to trigger reflections and gather more feedback 
on them and to let the participants interpret the outcomes (not me). In this way, it is a 
participatory session in which I trigger the stakeholders to reflect on the outcomes of the 
session and on the next steps of their shared collaboration process, based on the [X]CP 
session. This is my effort to bring process ownership back to the stakeholders of the issue 
(an important step, as seen in the explorations in chapter 4).

6.4 CONCLUSIONS
This chapter outlined all elements that constitute [X]CP in terms of the product, the 
service and the system. The product-system of [X]Changing Perspectives ([X]CP) consists 
of 15 discussion tables, each with 6 tokens, and one real-time visualisation, that allows a 
large group (up to 120 people) of multi-stakeholders to discuss a public issue by means 
of (re-)positioning tokens and creating and sharing collective landscapes of meaning 
around the issue at hand. The service developed over the iterations and includes the 
following modules, tailored to needs in each case: managing participant expectations (e.g., 
invitations, goal formulation in the Central Question), training moderators, analysing video- 
and visualisation data and reporting the outcomes in multi-media, steering towards a 
transparent follow-up and presenting the outcomes to all stakeholders for the to reflect on 
in an evaluation session. The final design of [X]Changing Perspectives was used in 12 real-
life multi-stakeholder sessions/workshops with 30 - 120 participants and the next section 
illustrates all of its implementations. One of the cases, the case of Oosterhout, was selected 
as elaborate case study for analysis of observations towards answering the second research 
question. This elaborate case study and the method used follow in chapter 8.
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7. 

[X]CHANGING PERSPECTIVES IN 
PRACTICE: OVERVIEW OF 22 SESSIONS  

As I carried out this research in real-life multi-stakeholder consultations, I worked on cases 
closely together with clients: as Field-style Constructive Design Research. With clients, I 
evaluated the design of [X]CP and its value for their challenge. In order to attract real-
life cases, I presented [X]Changing Perspectives at numerous congresses, events and 
symposia in the governance or design sector. These presentations were often in the 
form of workshops for congress participants, and were mini versions of [X]CP sessions. I 
made an effort to make these workshops ‘real’ in terms of finding a topic and participant 
composition that ensured that participants had actual stakes in the discussion and could 
indeed experience the value of [X]CP as an instrument in multi-stakeholder consultation 
sessions. Each implementation of [X]CP, either in workshops or full sessions, contributed 
to my understanding of the ways in which the elements of the system played a role in 
sense-making between participants. I kept a log of my observations and reflections for 
each implementation, and the different contexts allowed us to experiment with different 
moderation formats, documentation formats as well as figure out technical and practical 
requirements of the system and my role as design-(research-)er consultant and the 
potential viability for [X]CP in the market place. In other words: the implementations of 
[X]CP served a much broader purpose than to straightforwardly answer the research 
question. From putting in effort to acquire cases (very much like consultants would do), as 
time went by and I exhibited [X]CP at events such as the Dutch Design Week (2015, 2016, 
2017), I started to receive more requests for [X]CP sessions than I could process in terms of 
research data. Driven by the Field-style CDR approach and the potential value that  
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[X]CP could create in terms of real experiences for stakeholders of real-life public issues, I 
accepted nearly all requests, as long as the context was fitting to the [X]CP instrument. I 
selected one case, in Oosterhout, to become the most extensive case study and the main 
data collection for the research part, to allow for a detailed analysis of observations in 
parallel to the multitude of broad observations from the earlier sessions. After the session 
in Oosterhout, I could have declined following requests for sessions, but driven by the 
potential to make a difference in real public issues and the recognition of the potential 
value by clients and stakeholders, I continued the sessions as a service to clients more than 
as a vehicle for research and thus many more sessions followed. In chapter 8, I elaborate 
on the viability of [X]CP in the market place and the practical value that [X]CP generated 
according to clients, based on semi-structured interviews one year after ‘their’ sessions. 

This section provides an overview of all implementations of [X]CP during the time of 
the research (see table 6). Sessions are described in terms of their date, the clients and 
stakeholders, the number of participants, the public issue at hand and the feedback after 
the session. 

OVERVIEW OF [X]CP IMPLEMENTATIONS 

Throughout this research, the [X]CP system was implemented in 22 sessions, in different 
forms (prototypes, final design, analogue version). Of the total of 22 implementations, 
6 sessions were workshops at congresses and 2 were analogue sessions. The other 14 
were ‘regular’ interactive [X]CP sessions as described in chapter 6. The final design was 
implemented in 12 sessions of which 3 workshops. 
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Topic / Location Type of session  
(emphasis in order: research & client or 
client & research)

Date Amount 
of tables

Number 
of Partici-
pants

“Citizen Initiatives in the City” (Eindhoven) [X]CP session for research & client (Case 
studies chapter 5)

08-09-2015 12 ±110

“Asylum Seeker Centres” (Dutch Design Week 
Convention)

Workshop at congress
23-10-2015 3 12

Tenants Participation: “Doe Mee” (City) [X]CP session for research & client (Case 
studies chapter 5)

18-11-2015 8 51

Tenants Participation: “Doe Mee” (Village) [X]CP session for research & client (Case 
studies chapter 5)

29-02-2016 5 32

EUROCITIES Convention (Eindhoven) Workshop at congress 16-03-2016 3 17

Neighbourhood Visitation Tongelre (Eindhoven) [X]CP session for research & client 14-04-2016 3 17

Neighbourhood Visitation Stratum (Eindhoven) [X]CP session for research & client 21-04-2016 3 25

European Innovation Partnership (EIP) Smart 
Cities Congress (Eindhoven)

Workshop at congress
24-05-2016 3

NA
(walk-in)

“Data-driven municipalities” – Vereniging 
Nederlandse Gemeentes (VNG Congress)

Workshop at congress
07-06-2016 5 ±35

“Mind the story” (Dutch Design Week 
Convention)

3 Workshops at congress
23-10-2016 3

NA
(walk-in)

“Enriching societal challenges” (Laarbeek) [X]CP session by partner NvN for client 28-03-2017 14 ±75

“Local Broadcaster” (Oosterhout) [X]CP session for client & Intensive Case 
Study for research

05-04-2017 10 ±60

Smart Light Grids: “Jouw licht op 040” – 
Lighthouse (Woenselse Heide - Eindhoven)

[X]CP session for client & research
10-04-2017 9 27

“Mayor Profile: important characteristics” (West 
Maas en Waal)

[X]CP session by partner NvN for client 
16-05-2017 6 30

“Citizen Participation” (Groningen) [X]CP session by partner NvN for client 22-06-2017 5 29

“Future of Brabant” – Het PON (European 
Innovation Week, Tilburg)

[X]CP session for client & research
29-09-2017 14 82

“Future Engineers” -  Innovation Space (TU 
Eindhoven)

Workshop at congress
08-10-2017 3

NA
(walk-in)

Smart Light Grids: “Jouw licht op 040” – 
Lighthouse (De Ring – Eindhoven)

Analogue version of [X]CP
25-10-2017 3 11

Youth Care Innovation - Garage 2020 
(Amsterdam)

[X]CP session for client
21-11-2017 4 ±25

“Heart of the City Centre” (Veenendaal) [X]CP session for client 17-01-2018 6 36

“Loneliness” - Volunteer collective (Eindhoven) Analogue version of [X]CP 29-01-2018 7 ±50

“Regional Collaboration” - Metropoolregio 
Eindhoven (Waalre)

[X]CP session for client
31-01-2018 15 120

Table 6: Overview of all [X]CP implementations
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 “What do citizen initiatives need in order to flourish?”
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Photography by Tove Elfferich & Tom van ‘t Westeinde

Consultation Session 110 participants 12 tables 08-09-2015

Stakeholders Members of the city council, Alderman, Citizens, Initiators, Volunteers

Client Municipality of Eindhoven / Programme Inhabitants- and Governmental 
Participation / Political Party

Follow-up Report was sent to all participants
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“Refugees in your neighbourhood: What is important to you?”

Consultation Session 12 participants 3 tables 23-10-2015

Stakeholders Citizens, Initiators, Civil servants

Client Own Initiative

Follow-up Design proposal for consultation of residents in neighbourhoods was 
shared with the municipality of Eindhoven
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“How can the housing corporation work, more together with 
tenants, on pleasurable living?”
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Photography by Tom van Rooij.

Consultation Session 51 participants 8 tables 18-11-2015 

Stakeholders Tenants, Citizens, Tenant representatives, Housing consultants

Client Housing corporation & Tenants association

Follow-up Report and video-impression were sent to all participants, evaluation 
session with clients and presentation to participants
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“How can the housing corporation work, more together with 
tenants, on pleasurable living?”

Stills from videography by Fabienne van Leiden van Leiden.

Consultation Session 32 participants 5 tables 29-02-2016

Stakeholders Tenants, Citizens, Tenant representatives, Housing consultants

Client Housing corporation & Tenants association

Follow-up Report and video-impression were sent to all participants, evaluation 
session with clients and presentation to participants
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“What would it take for new technologies to become game changer 
in society?”
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Workshop at 
Congress

17 participants 3 tables 16-03-2016

Stakeholders Representatives of culture of European municipalities

Client Municipality of Eindhoven

Follow-up N.A.
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“What did resident organisations need most did year, in order to 
realise their goals?”

Consultation Session 17 participants 3 tables 14-04-2016

Stakeholders Citizens, Volunteers, Civil servants

Client Municipality of Eindhoven

Follow-up Report and questionnaire were sent to all participants, evaluation session 
with clients and participants
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“What did resident organisations need most did year, in order to 
realise their goals?”
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Consultation Session 25 participants 3 tables 21-04-2016

Stakeholders Citizens, Volunteers, Civil servants

Client Municipality of Eindhoven

Follow-up Report, video-impression and questionnaire were sent to all participants, 
evaluation session with clients and participants.
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European Innovation Partnership: Smart Cities

Photography (top) by Tom van Rooij.

Workshop at 
Congress

participants N.A. 3 tables 24-05-2016

Stakeholders European representatives and entrepreneurs in the field of Smart Cities

Client TU/e Innovation Lab

Follow-up N.A.
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“What is needed to become a data-driven municipality in a good 
way?”
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Photography by Bastiaan van Hout & Tom van Rooij.

Consultation Session ±35 participants 5 tables 07-06-2016

Stakeholders Alderman, Public governors

Client Verening Nederlandse Gemeenten (VNG) (Association of Dutch 
Municipalities)

Follow-up Report, video-impression and photos were shared with all participants and 
client
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“Mind the Story”: Discussions about the integration of technology in 
our daily lives

Photography by Teun Loeffen.

Consultation Session participants N.A. 3 tables 23-10-2016

Stakeholders Designers, their project partners, DDW visitors

Client Mind the Step Expo @ Dutch Design Week 

Follow-up N.A.
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“Enriching societal challenges”
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Photography by Bastiaan van Hout & Tom van Rooij.

Consultation Session ±75 participants 14 tables 28-03-2017

Stakeholders City council members and related stakeholders

Client Necker van Naem

Follow-up Client developed a report
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“What is important to us in a Local Broadcaster?”

Photography by Tom van Rooij.

Consultation Session ±60 participants 10 tables 05-04-2017

Stakeholders City council members, Citzens, Volunteers, Entrepreneurs, Local media, 
Associations, Civil servants

Client City council of Oosterhout

Follow-up Report, video-impression, questionnaire were sent to all participants. 
Evaluations with main stakeholders. Evaluation session for all interested 
stakeholders.
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Smart City Lighting: “What is needed to make a place [in the 
neighbourhood] pleasurable?”
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Photography by Emma van Disbergen & Jelske van de Ven.

Consultation Session 27 participants 9 tables 10-04-2017

Stakeholders Residents and consortium partners

Client Jouw Licht op 040 (Philips-Heijmans, Municipality of Eindhoven, TU/e 
Lighthouse)

Follow-up Client analysed 360º footage and developed a report
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“What are important characteristics for a new mayor?”

Photography by Citisens | door Necker van Naem.

Consultation Session 30 participants 6 tables 16-05-2017

Stakeholders City council members, Municipal employees, Citizen associations, 
Municipal board, Police

Client Necker van Naem

Follow-up Client developed a report
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“What is needed for a good interplay between municipality and 
community?” 
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Photography by Citisens | door Necker van Naem.

Consultation Session 29 participants 5 tables 22-06-2017

Stakeholders Citizens (volunteers, initiators) and members of the City Council

Client Necker van Naem

Follow-up Client developed a report
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“What is needed to shape a caring society together in Brabant?”

Photography by Bastiaan van Hout & Tom van Rooij.

Consultation Session 82 participants 14 tables 29-09-2017

Stakeholders Citizens, diverse stakeholders

Client Het PON

Follow-up Client analysed 360º footage and developed a report and video-impression
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“What is important for future engineers to learn in the Innovation 
Space?”
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Photography by Twycer (DDW 2017).

Workshop at Open 
Day

participants N.A. 3 tables 08-10-2017

Stakeholders (former) Employees of the University and their children and other relations 
of the University

Client TU/e Innovation Space

Follow-up N.A.
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Smart City Lighting: “What is needed to make a place [in the 
neighbourhood] pleasurable?”

Photography (top) by Jeroen Cox.

Consultation Session 11 participants 3 tables 25-10-2017

Stakeholders Citizens and stakeholders of the ring road

Client Jouw Licht op 040 (Philips-Heijmans, Municipality of Eindhoven, TU/e 
Lighthouse)

Follow-up N.A.
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Youth care innovation: connecting to daily lives of youth
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Photography by Evelyn Vischedijk.

Workshop at Open 
Day

±25 participants 4 tables 21-11-2017

Stakeholders Public and private sector stakeholders of youth care and digital innovation

Client Garage 2020

Follow-up Client published an article about the event on their website
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“What do we expect from the heart of the city of Veenendaal?”

Photography (top) by Jeroen Cox.

Consultation Session 36 participants 6 tables 17-01-2018

Stakeholders Citizens, Initiators, Project developers, Architects, Civil servants

Client Municipality of Veenendaal

Follow-up Mini-report was shared with the client as input for their city council 
meeting
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“What is needed to make loneliness discussable?”
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Photography by Sandra Dijkstra.

Workshop at Open 
Day

±25 participants 4 tables 21-11-2017

Stakeholders Public and private sector stakeholders of youth care and digital innovation

Client Garage 2020

Follow-up Client published an article about the event on their website
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“What is the purpose and function of our regional collaboration 
across 21 municipalities?”

Photography and sill from videography by Jeroen Cox.

Consultation Session 120 participants 15 tables 31-01-2018

Stakeholders Council members, Aldermen, Mayors

Client Metropoolregio Eindhoven (MRE) (Metro pole Region Eindhoven)

Follow-up Client published an article about the event on their website, developed a 
report that goes into the appendix of the ‘ambition document’ for which 
the session brought input.
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8. 

INTENSIVE CASE STUDY: LOCAL 
BROADCASTNG IN OOSTERHOUT 

In the previous chapters, I described the iterative development (chapter 5) and final 
design (chapter 6) of the product service system [X]Changing Perspectives and the 
various implementations (chapter 7) of the PSS in real-life cases of public issues. In each 
case, I observed and kept field notes of interactions between participants and between 
participants and the [X]CP elements. Observations and client evaluations from three early 
cases provided preliminary insight (see chapter 5) into the second research question:

“What role might the designed elements of [X]Changing Perspectives play in 
Participatory Sense-Making Processes between multi-stakeholders of public issues in 
consultation sessions?” 

I realised that, as there were multiple (up to 15) table-groups during each session, I could 
only observe a fraction of what was happening around all tables. The second research 
question asked for a descriptive account of all interactions around all tables, and required a 
different approach: made up of exhaustive observations and a detailed analysis.

Therefore, I decided to delve deeper into the emergent insights by treating one case, in 
Oosterhout, as intensive in-depth case study. This chapter describes the data collection, 
(video) analysis and interpretation of the observations based on the methods introduced 
in chapter 3. The case of Oosterhout was selected for three main reasons: firstly, the timing 
of the session was right (final prototype was ready and there would be time left for the 
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analysis), secondly the scale of the session was substantial (estimated 10-15 tables) and 
would result in a substantial data set for analysis and thirdly, the completeness of PSS 
implementation (there was time and willingness of the client to implement the full PSS in 
the context). 

In this chapter I describe the context of the case in Oosterhout (section 8.1), the ways in 
which I collected data (section 8.2) and the adaption of research methods (as introduced 
in chapter 3) into a systematic analysis approach (section 8.3). In section 8.4 I describe 
my observations. In order to interpret them, (aside from theoretical inference (Morse & 
Pooler, 2002), I collected contextual data (sections 8.5). Finally, in section 8.6, I describe the 
interpretation of data in order to answer the second research question. 

8.1 CONTEXT
Across the Netherlands, due to declining popularity, many local broadcasters are in the 
transition towards regional broadcasters, in order to professionalise and carry cost together. 
In Oosterhout, a municipality of 55K inhabitants in the Netherlands, the local broadcaster 
wanted to remain local but was financially not able to carry the weight. Therefore, they 
requested financial support (aside from national government subsidy) from the city 
council. 

PUBLIC ISSUE: LOCAL BROADCASTER

The local broadcaster produces radio and television content, facilitates the broadcasting 
of city council meetings and recently started broadcasting the vlog of a local volunteer. 
The stakeholders of the local broadcaster consist in principle of all citizens of Oosterhout 
and in particular of: local entrepreneurs, volunteers, students, vloggers, elderly, sports and 
culture associations and any of the channel’s viewers and listeners. The credibility of the 
local broadcaster is a highly debated issue in Oosterhout, and has been for years, as there 
were recurring rumours of malpractices within and discontinuation of the organization. 
Time and time again, they had been in need of extra financial support and each time 
this became a debate in the city council. In the spring of 2017, the local broadcaster had 
acquired a new board and they announced that they required more subsidies from the 
municipality in order to revitalise the broadcaster.

CLIENT: (CLERK OF THE) CITY COUNCIL 

Before deciding about financial support, the councilmembers of Oosterhout wanted to 
find out whether there was support from local stakeholders. They wondered: what is the 
value of having a local broadcaster to the community of Oosterhout? In order to answer 
this question, the clerk suggested to organise a consultation session: “like, what does the 
council expect from the [local broadcaster] and what do the people outside want- and let’s 
bring all those people together for once!” (quote from impact interview after the session, 
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see appendix B). In line with the ‘facilitating role of local government’ in the Participation 
Society, the clerk regarded the organisation such an ‘information and consultation session’ 
as a way to facilitate the board of the local broadcaster to generate input and ideas from 
the community. The board had accepted his initiative as support for their mission: keeping 
the local broadcaster alive. The board of the local broadcaster did not take a role in 
organising the session, other than spreading pre-made invitations. 

To give shape to this event, the clerk requested an [X]CP session. As he explained in the 
impact interview (held seven months after the session, see appendix B), the clerk chose 
[X]CP as instrument because it was: “a difficult subject (…) everyone in Oosterhout has an 
opinion about it. (…) it will be a difficult conversation. So that needs a little help.” The clerk 
expected to get “complete strangers to easily talk to each other about difficult subjects” as he 
regarded that [X]CP would provide a “fairly accessible way to talk to each other. Because of the 
use of tokens... And the freedom you have in using them. And the provided guidance.”  (quotes 
from impact interview after the session, see appendix B)

8.2 IMPLEMENTATION OF THE PSS [X]CP 
In the case of Oosterhout, there was time and willingness to implement the full product-
service-system of [X]CP. The preparations for the session started two months in advance 
and the clerk was open to go through the entire PSS process. In this section I describe the 
way in which the [X]CP system was implemented in the context of the case in Oosterhout, 
by following the activities before, during and after the session.

In order to implement the PSS smoothly, I created a planning schedule for all the actions 
that needed to be done, by either the clerk or myself. Based on my reflections from the 
community platform case in chapter 4, the schedule made the process transparent and the 
clerk kept the main, topical, responsibility in his hands. Table 7 shows an overview of the 
main service elements and collaborative activities for implementing [X]CP into the context.

My role was mainly consulting about process (expectation management, participation 
strategy) and the clerk was preparing with the relevant people in the context (including 
local politics). In consultation, we prepared the central question, invitations and the script 
for the evening (including speakers, facilities and necessary introductions) and we planned 
the follow-up (participation strategy, evaluation with clerk and board of local broadcaster, 
documentation in my report and a participatory evaluation session).
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Time Activity

February 2017 Presenting [X]CP PSS to local taskforce, kick-off 
of preparations for [X]CP session. 
Preparation (with Clerk) of: script, invitations, 
facilities at the location, follow-up strategy, etc.

March 2017 
(four weeks before the session)

Invitations sent out (and promoted through 
Social Media and local newspapers)

5th of April 2017 [X]CP session

6th of April 2017 Participants receive online experience 
questionnaire

The week after the [X]CP session Reflection on the [X]CP session with main 
stakeholders through Video-calls.

20th of April 2017 Sharing preliminary outcomes and preparing 
for evaluation session (roles, goals, follow-up 
strategies).

One week before the Evaluation 
session 

Holidays for primary schools: therefore we 
planned the Evaluation session one week later 
than the PSS prescribes.

One week before the Evaluation 
session

Open invitation for attending the evaluation 
session appeared in local newspaper.

One week before the Evaluation 
session 

I shared final report with main stakeholders so 
that they could prepare their presentations for 
the evaluation session.

10th of May 2017 Evaluation session (with all participants, and 
interested members of the community of 
Oosterhout were welcome too). All attendees 
received the report in paper.

11th of May 2017 All participants received the report via e-mail 
(via the Clerk). The report was also published on 
the public city council website.

24th of November Main stakeholders were invited for an impact 
interview. The chair of the Local Broadcaster 
did (also after a reminder) not respond to this 
request.

1st of December 2017 Impact interview with clerk.

Table 7: Overview of implementation process and service elements before and after the [X]CP session in 

Oosterhout.



169

BEFORE THE [X]CP SESSION

The [X]CP session was to take place in the city hall on April 5th of 2017, as the interactive 
part of an information and consultation evening for local stakeholders. Though not a 
neutral location, the clerk regarded this as not problematic based on previous experiences 
with consultations at this location. From February onwards, I started preparing with 
the clerk: this gave us the opportunity to go through all the implementation steps of 
the product-service-system of [X]Changing Perspectives. Together we composed the 
central question for the [X]CP session: “What is important to us in a local broadcaster?”. 
The question purposefully did not mention the name of the current broadcaster, in 
order to avoid an evaluation of the current board and to instead steer towards an open 
consideration of future possibilities.

The municipality sent out invitations (see figure 40) for the session (via letters, the clerk’s 
network, advertisement in the local newspaper and Facebook event and posts). In 
consulting about the invitations I mainly focused on: including the goal of the session, the 
question asked to participants, the active character of the session and information about 
the follow-up. The latter part was not included in the final invitations, as the clerk preferred 
to announce that information at the end of the [X]CP session rather than beforehand. The 
local broadcaster shared the invitation on social media, but referred to it as an ‘information 
session’ thereby neglecting the active character of the session and possibly mismanaging 
participants’ expectations. Reflecting on this, this demonstrates that, even when consulting 
about invitations, there is a limit to my ability to manage expectations: I am not the inviting 
party and I cannot control the way in which other stakeholder share the invitation.

Figure 40: Invitation that was placed as advertisement in the local newspaper. From: Weekblad Oosterhout, 

March 29th 2017. Retrieved from: www.uitgeverijemdejong.nl/uitgaven/weekblad-oosterhout
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IMPLEMENTATION OF [X]CP SESSION WITHIN 
INFORMATION AND CONSULTATION SESSION 

The entire information and consultation evening lasted from 19:30h until 22:30h. First, 
the topic of the session was introduced in three quite formal presentations. Three 
speakers explained the current developments in local and regional broadcasting, a case 
in another Dutch municipality and the situation of the local broadcaster in Oosterhout. In 
the questionnaire sent after the session (see section 8.5.1 and appendix C), participants 
indicated that they appreciated that they received this information. The vice-chair of 
the city council hosted the entire session (opening, bridges between different activities, 
wrap-up) and introduced the transition to the [X]CP system, as prescribed in the script 
that I prepared with the clerk (see appendix D). The moderation of the [X]CP session itself 
was in the hands of Evert Wolters, ensuring that the instructions for participants and the 
way of using the [X]CP system fitted the research intentions. As closure, Evert invited 
participants to join the Facebook group to continue the discussion and share their updates 
online. During the wrap-up, the host gave the floor to the chair of the board of the local 
broadcaster. He thanked the participants for their input and emphasized the board’s 
determination to use their input to shape a healthy broadcaster for the community. The 
host concluded by inviting the participants to join the evaluation session that followed on 
the 10th of May.

Figure 41: Overview of the [X]CP session in Oosterhout, showing six of the nine [X]CP tables that were used. 

The other three tables formed the last row (left outside picture). Photography by Bart van Overbeeke.

THE [X]CP SESSION ITSELF

The [X]CP session (see figure 41) took about 1,5 hours (including break) and followed the 
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moderation phases (chapter 6) and the timing of the script (see appendix D). Though the 
clerk expected 80 to 120 participants (10-15 tables), the total amount of participants was 
about 60. The session consisted of 10 [X]CP tables with 5-6 participants around them. One 
of the tables was not recorded (for people who wanted to participate without being part 
of the research). This means that 9 tables were recorded for the analysis.

More than 60 people arrived at the location, but some left after the informing 
presentations. Some others left halfway through the session, during the break. From the 
video footage and the feedback that the clerk received the motivations for leaving were 
to do with the length of the evening (3 hours, until 22:30h) and tiredness due to evening 
meetings earlier that week. Contrastingly, one person joined the tables ([X]CP Table 6) only 
after the break. Hence, a limitation is that the participant composition for some tables is 
not identical before the break, during the two conversation rounds and after the break 
(Action Points). 

AFTER THE [X]CP SESSION

All participants were invited for the evaluation session at the end of the [X]CP session, 
and they all received an email invitation afterwards. For other interested parties, the 
municipality published a small invitation on their municipality page in the weekly 
newspaper on the 3rd of May, one week prior to the evaluation session.

In preparing the follow-up after the session, I explicitly included the board of the local 
broadcaster. Respectively two and six days after the session, I evaluated the session 
separately with the clerk (client) and with the chair of the board (main stakeholder), see 
section 8.5.2 and appendix E-4. Timely before the evaluation session, I already shared the 
first outcomes of the session with them, so that they could prepare their follow-up plans. 

During the evaluation session on the 10th of May, I discussed the outcomes of the  
[X]CP session and the clerk and chair presented their plans (see section 8.5.3 and appendix 
E-5). We discussed this strategy together, but it became clear that the city council felt that 
they had, by organizing the session, fulfilled their facilitating role and had no further role 
to play. It was up to the board of the local broadcaster to take action upon the outcomes, 
and the chair of the board agreed with that view. As the local media supply is a public 
issue, I regarded this chosen separation of roles as a limitation in the context of the 
multi-stakeholder landscape around the issue. I did understand the politics underlying 
this separation: the city council has a facilitating and monitoring role in societal initiatives, 
and hence does not intervene. Though I did poke at this during our preparations for 
the evaluation session, I also felt it was not my role to intervene in this part; the further 
trajectory after the [X]CP session was going to be a new process on its own, that I was not 
consulting for and was outside of the scope of the case study for my research question. 
Instead of intervening, I decided to observe how the local dynamics developed after the 
[X]CP session (see section 8.5.4 and 8.7 and appendix E6 & E7).
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8.3 METHOD
In chapter 3 I introduced the methods that I adapt in the research. In this section I 
describe the adaption of these methods to the data collection and the data analysis for 
the intensive case study: the [X]CP session in Oosterhout. I adapted ethnographic data 
collection, qualitative analysis, video analysis, triangulation and reflexivity into a systematic 
approach to video analysis in order to explore the second research question.

8.3.1 DATA COLLECTION
Throughout the PSS implementation, I collected information about the context: contextual 
data that can be used to interpret (as in ethnography (Wilson, 1977; Wasson, 2000) the 
main data collected during the [X]CP session itself. There are three functions of the 
collected data: (1) main data to analyse for research question, or (2) contextual data to 
interpret main data or (3) topical data that answers the stakeholders’ questions. Looking 
at the third function, the importance of the Field (CDR) becomes visible: not all of the 
collected data functioned to interpret observations or answer the research question. In 
fact, some of the collected data functioned to provide topical insights for stakeholders to 
work further on their case, for example through the analysis of written action points. 

Before the session, I collected data from the invitation process, communications with 
stakeholders, the client’s aims and motivations for the session as well as their strategies 
for making it into a ‘success’. During the session I collected, parallel to video footage, 
separate photo and video material used for a promotional video impression of the event. 
I also collected token position data from the visualisation, to use in the report. The report 
also included the information from the written Action Points and their placement on 
tokens and coloured nametags: so that I could match actions to stakeholder groups in 
the report. After the session, I collected self-evaluations of participants’ experiences in an 
online questionnaire. I also monitored the local discourse and sentiments through local 
newspaper articles, a radio interview, a vlog, posts in the Facebook group and comments 
from the participatory evaluation session that took place five weeks after the [X]CP session.

The second research question primarily focuses on the [X]CP session itself. More 
specifically, the primary focus is on the interactions amongst the participants and [X]CP 
elements around the table. Therefore, the video recordings of the session were the 
main data source for the analysis of the intensive case study. The implementation 
process (service) of the [X]CP system provided ethnographic materials (i.e., participant 
questionnaire, stakeholder interviews, local media and social media discourse) that served 
to elucidate the role of the service and the context but mainly, they served to interpret my 
observations from the video recordings of the session. For reasons of clarity, this chapter 
focuses on the main data analysis and I only briefly touch upon the data collected from 
the context (in sections 8.5 and 8.7). I do, however, mention fragments of the contextual 
data throughout this chapter, when it contributes towards understanding the main data. 
For those who are interested, I aggregated the data that I collected from the context into a 
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dossier that can be found in appendix E. 

MAIN DATA: VIDEO FOOTAGE

As the second research question concerned the interactions between participants and  
[X]CP elements, I placed 360º cameras in the centre of each [X]CP table to record 
everything that happened around the table. The perspective of the 360º camera feels as 
if the viewer’s head is in the centre of the table, looking up at the participants around the 
table, as shown by figure 42. 

Figure 42: Screenshot from the 360º video footage of one of the tables (T9) during the [X]CP session in 

Oosterhout.

Figure 43: Overview of screenshots from the analysis of all nine [X]CP tables (f.l.t.r.: top row: T5, T6, T7, middle 

row: T9, T10, T11 and bottom row: T12, T13, T14).

This unique perspective allowed me to observe the actions and facial expression of all 
participants simultaneously and see and hear how they reacted to each other. As the 360º 
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cameras have a tendency to overheat after 30 minutes of constant filming, I preventively 
turned them off (to cool down) during phases 3 and 5. Due to this technological limitation 
the intermezzos (phases 3 and 5) were not captured by the 360 cameras and are therefore 
left out of the narrative descriptions. The intermezzos were recorded by one video-camera 
that filmed the entire venue from the back of the room. In total, the main collected video 
data of the intensive case study consisted of nine times 45 minutes of 360º footage. Figure 
43 shows an overview of the screenshots of the 360º footage of the nine tables. 

CONTEXTUAL DATA

In the effort of doing justice to the complexity of the social relations and the stakes at play 
in the public issue of local broadcasting, the data collection also comprises contextual 
data.  As explained in chapter 3, Triangulation (Denzin, 1978) with contextual data from 
different data sources (also: Eclecticism, Wilson, 1977) serves to enrich and interpret 
ethnographic observations, in this case from the 360º cameras. 

As my research interest is in the interactions between different stakeholders during 
the session, I needed to know to which stakeholder group the participants ‘belonged’. 
Each participant’s nametag was visible in the 360º camera footage and I could convert 
the colour of their nametag to their stakeholder roles by using the colour-codes that I 
predefined in the script. In order to further interpret my observations from the behaviour 
of participants during the session, I collected information about participants’ stakeholder 
roles during the session and their experiences of the [X]CP session afterwards. The 
participants received an online questionnaire the day after the session. A description of the 
outcomes of this questionnaire can be found in section 8.5.1 and in appendix E-3.

I complemented the participants’ responses of their experiences with the impression of the 
client and main stakeholder (local broadcaster) of the session. I asked them to reflect on 
their experiences in a video-call between the session and the preparation of the follow-up 
(see section 8.5.2 and appendix E-4. 

The evaluation session was also a moment where I collected responses from the 
participants. Their responses and shared thoughts illustrated the sentiments in the local 
context (see section 8.5.3 and appendix E-5).

Finally, I monitored the discourse about the [X]CP session and the topic of local 
broadcasting. By following expressions on social media and articles in local media outlets 
(see section 8.5.4 and appendix E-6), I could place observations in perspective.

8.3.2 VIDEO DATA ANALYSIS 
The various data sources and the amount of data, ask for a tailored systematic approach 
for analysis. In chapter 3 I introduced existing qualitative methods that suit the theoretical 
foundations (plurality, embodied cognition, Participatory Sense-Making) behind this 
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research and that suit the descriptive character of the research question. In this section, 
I explain the specific adaption of the research methods in a final systematic approach to 
the data analysis of the intensive case study of Oosterhout, in order to answer the second 
research question: 

“What roles might the designed elements of [X]Changing Perspectives play in 
Participatory Sense-Making (PSM) Processes between multi-stakeholders of public 
issues in consultation sessions?” 

To be able to answer this question, I needed to develop a way to recognise and describe 
unfolding Participatory Sense-Making processes. I explored different ways of evaluating, 
observing and describing PSM processes in natural situations with design interventions. 
In order to deepen my understanding of the PSM theory and reflect on the development 
of my analysis approach of PSM, I consulted with Hanne De Jaegher, who developed the 
concept of PSM in her doctoral research (De Jaegher, 2007). The adaption of methods 
towards a final systematic approach for the video analysis was an iterative process in itself. 
Before finalising the approach, I tried out the appropriateness of methodological steps in 
a pilot analysis with [X]CP table 5. A reflective summary of the iterative development of 
the final systematic video analysis and the pilot analysis with [X]CP table 5 can be found in 
appendix F. 

The aim of the video analysis is to articulate how participants ‘make sense together’ 
during an [X]CP session and what kind of roles the designed elements of [X]CP play in 
Participatory Sense-Making processes. This should contribute to an understanding of the 
role of embodiment-inspired design in Participatory Sense-Making. In order to achieve this 
aim, I needed to distil from the 360º video footage what exactly was happening around 
the tables, between the participants and with the objects (designed elements) during the 
[X]CP session in Oosterhout. I do this in six steps that make up a systematic approach to 
the video analysis of the intensive case study. 

FINAL SYSTEMIC APPROACH TO VIDEO ANALYSIS 

Based on the qualitative methods outlined in chapter 3, the pilot analysis of [X]CP table 5 
and the aim of the analysis I decided on the following approach. I take an open attitude 
to the data analysis (similar to Constructive Grounded Theory (Charmaz, 2006)) and focus 
on describing what is happening around the [X]CP tables, in response to the descriptive 
nature of the research question. Adapting qualitative research and video analysis methods, 
as well as taking into account the practical experience from the pilot (analysing Table 
5), I developed a structured approach to analysing the video footage. My approach is 
comprised of six steps, as shown in table 7. Examples of all the steps for [X]CP table 8 can 
be found in appendix G.

In the following I describe the six steps of the final approach to the video analysis of nine 
tables from the [X]CP session in Oosterhout.
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Steps Video Analysis Reflexivity 
(Creswell, 2014; Charmaz, 
2006)

Related methods (see 
chapter 3)

Step 1 View full video footage 
per table, and segment 
‘interesting interactions’ for 
detailed analysis. 

Keep overall memos of 
thoughts, hunches and 
interpretations in a diary. 
Add segment number when 
reflecting on something 
specific. 

Selecting ‘instances’ as in 
ethnography (Wasson, 2000); 
selecting Critical Incidents 
(Flanagan, 1954); Item level of 
analysis (LeCompte & Preissle, 
1994).

Step 2 View full video footage per 
table (rewinding, playing at 
half-speed, etc.) and describe 
the segments in detail or, 
for repeating ones, label 
them with descriptive code. 
 

Keep memos of thoughts, 
hunches, interpretations per 
segment in ELAN software, 
and ideas about developing 
codes in a diary.

Thick descriptions as in 
ethnography (Geertz, 1973); 
Analysing footage by re-playing 
/ slowing down (Morse & Pooler, 
2002); 
Inductive analysis; Item Level of 
Analysis (LeCompte & Preissle, 
1994); Emergent coding in 
Grounded Theory (Charmaz, 2006)

Step 3 Use the codes to categorise 
segments, and select two 
codes for finding patterns 
and variations in the thick 
descriptions of the situations 
indicated by those codes. 
View the segments of those 
codes again.

In finding patterns and 
variations, indicate potential 
meaning that can be 
attributed to the descriptions 
through either contextual or 
theoretical inference. 

Pattern Level of Analysis 
(LeCompte & Preissle, 1994); 
Structural organisation of 
subject matter (Flanagan, 1954); 
Categorising in Grounded Theory 
(Charmaz, 2006)

Step 4  Reflecting on codes, 
clustering and level of 
detail, possible insights 
and generalizability with 
critical perspectives from 
supervising team. 

Bracketing interview (Tufford & 
Newman, 2010)

Step 5 Create narratives of the 
unfolding PSM processes per 
table, consisting of the thick 
descriptions of the ‘instances’. 
Use the chronological 
structure of the moderation 
phases. 

Keep memos of thoughts, 
reflections, and doubts 
while describing segments. 
Enrich the (mechanical) 
descriptions with a thin layer 
of interpretation to make 
them more readable. 

Structural organisation of subject 
matter (Flanagan, 1954); Shared 
inference (Morse & Pooler, 2002)

Step 6 For each narrative, indicate 
in which ways it shows 
similar interactions as on 
other tables (patterns) and in 
which ways it shows deviant 
interactions (variations). Then 
use contextual en theoretical 
inference to provide possible 
interpretations of what is 
happening.

The possible interpretation 
includes a reflexive outlook: 
inference from context, 
theories and my subjectivity 
statement.

Collecting various data: Eclecticism 
(Wilson, 1977);  Triangulation 
(Denzin, 1978); Pattern Level of 
Analysis (LeCompte & Preissle, 
1994); Theoretical inference (Morse 
& Pooler, 2002); Interpretation and 
integration of results with previous 
research (LeCompte & Preissle, 
1994); Generalisation of results 
and interpretation of findings 
(Flanagan, 1954)

Table 8: Final video analysis method in six steps
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STEP 1: SEGMENTING ‘INTERESTING INTERACTIONS’ (SAMPLING)

I started the analysis by viewing all video footage from all tables, in ascending order of their 
table numbers. While viewing, I segmented ‘instances’ (Wasson, 2000): situations in which 
PSM processes seemed to unfold or wherein the [X]CP elements were used in Participatory 
Sense-Making. I selected these situations (intuitively) based on my frame of reference 
consisting of my subjectivity statement (Preissle & DeMarrais, 2015) and theoretical 
inspiration. I selected them by using short keys in ELAN software, which allowed me to 
replay, slow down and segment videos while remaining in the flow of the video. As Morse 
& Pooler (2002) suggest, through the process of replaying and slowing down segments I 
gained a deeper understanding of what was happening in the footage. The ELAN software 
is built to separate the activities of segmenting and describing video footage, and Heath 
et al. (2010) also recommend separating these steps. Therefore I only kept initial reflexivity 
memos in a separate diary (handwriting in my notebook).

STEP 2: CREATING DESCRIPTIONS OR LABELS

With all video footage segmented, I viewed the segments again and used the ELAN 
software to create thick descriptions of what was happening in the video segments. In a 
separate column, I kept memos of my thoughts, impressions and interpretations as they 
arose while viewing and describing the segments. In order to create detailed descriptions, 
I replayed and rewound them again and again and I slowed down the videos to half-speed. 

From the pilot analysis of [X]CP table 5, I gained a detailed understanding of the kinds of 
interactions that could be observed from the video footage. I used this understanding to 
‘code’ segments (Pattern Level of Analysis (LeCompte & Preissle, 1994)) of the other [X]CP 
tables when they showed similar situations or similar ways of interacting with the same 
[X]CP elements. This allowed me to develop an overall understanding of the interactions 
before delving into detailed descriptions of each chronological segment. In short: I delayed 
the thick descriptions of ‘repeating’ (similar) segments in step 2 and instead labelled such 
segments with a descriptive code for later reference. In my notebook I kept memos on 
developing concepts about codes.

STEP 3: CLUSTERING AND FINDING PATTERNS

When all segments were described or coded, I coded the early ones (that had a detailed 
description but no code yet) so that I could cluster them all. I had 124 codes in total that I 
regrouped into 57 codes. Of those 57 codes I prioritised five codes that illustrated unseen 
observations compared to observations from the earlier case studies (chapter 5), or that 
showed interactions that seemed to point to joint sense-making. The two categories that 
I started out with were: ‘creating own rules and ways of going about the game’ and ‘back 
on topic’. After writing up detailed descriptions for each of the segments within these two 
code labels, I reflected on the observations and the insights that could be derived from 
patterns and variations amongst them. 
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STEP 4: CRITICAL REFLECTION

By reflecting with my supervising team, I found that the outcomes of step 3 were difficult 
to read and follow for people who had not seen the videos. The clustering of segments 
into different behaviours decontextualized the segments. I started exploring different 
ways of reporting the thick descriptions (my observations) and the patterns and variations. 
I found that a chronological narrative per table-group served best to document the 
interactions in context (keep their meaning), whilst remaining friendly (not too detailed) for 
readers to follow. 

STEP 5: CREATING NARRATIVES PER TABLE

Consequently, I rewrote the segments into a descriptive narrative of interactions per 
table, in chronological order structured per moderation phase. The delay for writing thick 
descriptions for all segments in step 2, was dissolved in this step: now all segments were 
described to write the narratives. In the narratives, the interactions are not described purely 
mechanically but there is a thin layer of interpretation (e.g., “P2 looks surprised” vs. “P2 raises 
his eyebrows”) and some details are removed in order to make them readable.

STEP 6: INTERPRETATION IN PATTERNS AND VARIATIONS BETWEEN TABLES

In order to move from observations to insights, I first compared the interactions between 
the tables per moderation phase. I described patterns (commonly observed interactions) 
and variations (deviant interactions) by comparing between all tables, per moderation 
phase. Then, I used contextual en theoretical inference to provide possible interpretations 
of the ways in which PSM processes unfolded and the roles that [X]CP elements played in 
that.

8.4 FINDINGS FROM VIDEO ANALYSIS
In this section, I use one [X]CP table as an example to show the outcomes of steps 5 
(creating narratives per table) and the first half of step 6 (finding patterns and variations 
between tables) from the systematic video analysis.

In step 5 of the systematic video analysis, I wrote narratives for each [X]CP table, consisting 
of the instances. An example of the result, the narrative of table 7, can be found in section 
8.4.1. The narratives for the remaining eight tables can be found in appendix H. In the first 
half of step 6, I compared the narratives and found patterns and variations between the 
interactions at each of the tables. In section 8.4.2 I use [X]CP table 7 as an example to show 
the patterns and variations in the use of [X]CP elements in Participatory Sense-Making 
around Table 7. 

For this section, I selected [X]CP Table 7 as the example table because it is illustrative for 
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the interactions that I observed around the [X]CP tables. There were two tables (table 11 
and 14) that showed overall deviant dynamics. The participants at table 11 got caught up 
in a brainstorm about very concrete ideas rather than discussing their views on the central 
question. Moreover, from the intermezzo they concluded that they should move a lot 
with the tokens that they considered important. The result was that they used the tokens 
almost exclusively to indicate importance (by making fast movements back and forth with 
the token while speaking) and not as a way to construct a meaningful landscape together. 
Table 14 would not be a good example because one participant does not speak for the 
first 20 minutes and when he is asked for his view, the conversation transforms into more 
of an interview about his added point of attention. 

8.4.1 OBSERVATIONS: INTERACTIONS 
AROUND [X]CP TABLE 7 
This section shows the result of step 5 from the systemic approach to video analysis, by 
taking [X]CP table 7 as an example. The narratives for the remaining eight tables can be 
found in appendix H. The narratives consisted of between 27 and 45 instances with a 
duration between about 2 seconds and about 12 minutes. The total segments consisted 
of about 223 minutes. Following the phases of the moderation format of an [X]CP session, 
this section describes the various ways in which the designed elements of the [X]CP 
system played a role in Participatory Sense-Making processes between the participants at 
Table 7.

To emphasise: the narratives do not summarise all interactions around the [X]CP tables, 
but are constructed from the descriptions of segmented video footage. Therefore, they 
describe mainly interactions that illustrate the use of [X]CP elements in sense-making 
processes. They do not describe the contents of the conversations and only contain quotes 
to elucidate the interactions between participants (not the content of their discussion). 
Furthermore they include a light interpretation in favour of readability but are otherwise 
mechanistic descriptions of interactions, as I postponed interpretations to the second part 
of step 6.

NARRATIVE BASED ON MODERATION PHASES

Each [X]CP session consists of the moderation phases that are explained in chapter 6. The 
moderation phases structure the [X]CP session and are announced and explained by the 
moderator. The phases are therefore consistent (in terms of instructions, goals and time) 
over all tables, but include variations in how the participants decided to go about each 
phase. The narrative is described in chronological order, according to the phases of the 
moderation format:

•  Before the session starts… 
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•  Phase 1: Youngest participant places token 
•  Phase 2: Participants create landscape together 
•  Phase 3: Visualisation intermezzo 
•  Phase 4: Participants create landscape together 
•  Phase 5: Visualisation intermezzo 
•  Phase 6: Attribute Action Points to landscape 
•  Phase 7: Take / Receive Action Points  
•  Phase 8: Moderator’s round of Action Points (& Closing)

As explained in section 8.3.1, phases 3 and 5 were not captured by the 360 cameras and 
are therefore left out of the narrative descriptions. 

PARTICIPANTS

There are six participants around [X]CP table 7. Looking at the 360º video view with two 
lenses next to each other (as shown in the screenshots in the figures that follow) I refer to 
them, from left to right, as P1 (Participant 1) to P6. The background of the participants in 
terms of stakeholder groups can be found in table 9.

P Stakeholder group Colour of nametag

P1 Citizen Yellow

P2 Council member Light Blue

P3 Local Broadcaster (Volunteer) Blue

P4 Local Broadcaster (Board) Blue

P5 Council member Light Blue

P6 External expert (keynote speaker) No tag

Table 9: Final video analysis method in six steps

The participants of T7 are familiar with each other to a smaller or larger degree. The 
council members know each other (obviously from their positions in the council) and the 
people from the Local Broadcaster know each other from their involvement with it, and 
act congenial. P3 mentions his role as vlogging volunteer during the session and he also 
made a vlog about the [X]CP session for the local broadcaster. When I monitored the local 
media discourse after the session (section 8.5.4) I saw P4 in a picture and then I got to 
know that P4 is a board member of the local broadcaster. P1, P2, P3 and P4 seem to also 
be familiar with each other (they call each other by name sometimes) and less with P5. 
P6 is one of the presenters of the informative introductions prior to the session and has 
no prior connections to the other participants, nor to the local context of Oosterhout. The 
participants speak in Dutch and in this narrative I translated their quotes into English.
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BEFORE THE SESSION STARTS…

P1 suggests that P3 should probably remove his paper sheets from the table surface. The 
participants look around with seemingly high anticipation. P1 addresses the mystery of the 
setting by joking: “It’s like Spirit in a Glass’ isn’t it?” while wiggling with her fingers, enacting 
mysterious forces. The others all laugh and P2 and P6 imitate (join in in) P1’s wiggling 
movement, see figure 44.

Figure 44: Participants imitate each other, enacting mysteriousness here.

While the moderator is introducing that they will start soon but not yet, and P1 slides the 
token in front of her around on the table surface. When P5 points out to P1 that she should 
probably not touch the tokens yet, P1 places her hands behind her back to show that she 
will not touch the tokens anymore. One by one, the other participants take on the same 
posture, as to indicate that they will also not touch the tokens. P3 teasingly adds: “Ria, leave 
it!” and P2 adds: “On the white border!”. P4, who also has her hands behind her back, leans a 
little bit towards P1 and nods: “hands behind the back, right Ria” and laughs. P6 retracts her 
hands to place them behind her back and P1 nods: “hands behind the back” and P4 laughs 
while nodding. P3 laughs “Yes!”

Then, P2 wonders out loud what is inside of the table and the others start inspecting it 
and suggesting where the camera’s are integrated. Then the camera beeps sound and the 
participants are quiet.

PHASE 1: YOUNGEST PARTICIPANT PLACES TOKEN

When the moderator mentions ‘the youngest participant’ P4 immediately turns around 
to face the others and P5 gestures towards P3, P2 takes a step back and then pats P3 on 
the shoulder and laughs. P3 laughs and then tells his age and P5 again gestures to give 
the floor to him and P6 laughs and waves her hand and expresses that she is really not 



182

88

younger than that. P3 and P6 laugh and then join the others who are concentrating on the 
moderator’s explanation. 

Immediately after the moderator’s explanation, P3 puts his hand over the Euro-token to his 
right, stating: “I say money” and then gazes at the others and places the Euro-token in the 
centre with an arch. Afterwards he immediately turns around to see if his token pops up on 
the screen, and P2 joins him. P4 meanwhile asks for his clarification on the extent to which 
he positioned the token in the centre of the table surface. While P3 explains, P1 notices 
that the light of the token in front of P4 has gone off, and P4 suggests why that happened. 
She also already points at another token that she would place, but together with P5 and P1 
she quickly confirms that it is only up to the youngest now. Then they all look at the screen, 
discover that they are table 7, and look for their tokens on the visualisation. As it is missing, 
P4 starts tapping the Euro-token on the table surface and P6 slides it back and forth. P5 is 
getting worried “where is 7 then?!” but is seemingly appeased by the moderator who then 
addresses that, even though it’s not always shown in the visualisation yet, that all tables 
have one token placed and that it’s time for the next step.

PHASE 2: PARTICIPANTS CREATE LANDSCAPE TOGETHER

While the moderator is explaining phase 2, P5 wonders whether their table is turned on 
at all, and P1 wonders what the Bird-token means: “What does that mean then, or can you 
imagine it yourself?”. P2 and P6 confirm and P3 suggests what he sees in it: “freedom”.

P4 had turned around to face the moderator but as soon as she hears that they can add 
more tokens, she turns back to face the table and taps the Puppet-token: “I find” she lifts it 
up “I find volunteers very important” she gazes around the table at the other participants. 
Then P5 takes the token out of her hand and inspects the symbol and P4 then points to 
the centre, to hint where she had intended to position it. P6 holds the token in front of 
her and starts: “I find eh” and P5 shakes the Puppet-token (that he took from P4) in the air 
“Well, what I also find important: a good idea, a good plan!”. P1 taps on the token in front 
of P6 and asks what that is, upon which P6 shows it to the others. P5 continues talking and 
P1 again asks about the universal meaning of the symbols, and P2 and P6 again confirm 
that they can decide on the meanings themselves. Meanwhile the moderator has finished 
explaining, but as they had already started they don’t seem to notice. It is quieter now 
and then they all listen to P5. P1 connects his comment to the first-placed Euro-token and 
P6 slides in the Puzzle-token to represent his comment “So, value for your money” and P4 
nods: “a plan, a business case!” and P5 confirms: “Then I can go along with that, with the 
Euros”.

At that point the design-researcher pops in under the table to fix the technology and the 
participants stop their conversation to look at it. A moment later it works and they cheer 
when they see their table on the screen. P6 retracts the Puzzle-token while doubting out 
loud if she was allowed to place it yet.

Then P4 empathises with P5 and P5 suggests the placement of the Puzzle-token in relation 
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to the Euro-token and P6 meanwhile nods and positions it in his suggested way.

The conversation is continued by P1, who suggest a new aspect (“surprise”), and P4, who 
reacts upon P1’s suggestion by connecting it to and further explaining the argument of 
P5, who nods in confirmation. P4 reacts to it with his personal contribution “with my vlogs” 
and everybody agrees. P1 summarises that the Giftbox-token (representing “surprise-
effect”) can be part of the plan (Puzzle-token) and slides it towards that token. Everybody 
nods and agrees and they continue their discussion on the relations between the tokens 
and eventually decide to stack the tokens on top of each other. P5 takes a picture of the 
landscape of tokens.

As the discussion continues, it becomes more precise and participants’ sentiments seem 
to rise: they start talking at the same time. When P4 asks the group to have a central 
discussion (see figure 45), P5 takes the floor. P4 nods and expresses her understanding 
for his viewpoint. Then the moderator announces the intermezzo and they focus their 
attention on him.

Figure 45: Participants are talking at the same time, as seen by P2 and P5’s gestures. P4 is gesturing to both of 

them to ask for a central discussion.

PHASE 3: VISUALISATION INTERMEZZO

Due to technological limitations, this phase was not or sparsely captured by the 360º 
cameras and is therefore excluded from the narrative.

PHASE 4: PARTICIPANTS CREATE LANDSCAPE TOGETHER

After the intermezzo, the stacked tokens have become a tower of three tokens: the 
participants added the Bird-token on top of it. When P2 removes the Euro-token from 
the table landscape, P1 points out to him that he should leave it there, and P2 places it 
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back. When the moderator says “Go ahead!”, P4 immediately breathes in and starts talking 
about the metaphor of the tower that they are building and warns about the danger of it 
crumbling down when the elements are not properly connected. P1 then uses the tower 
metaphor to summarise the relations between the stacked tokens. Then P6 explains some 
aspects that the elements of the tower should include, for example: the plan should be for 
several years and it should include innovation. P2 suggests to include the Euro-token in 
the tower by changing the landscape: “or should we do it like this?”. P5 reacts that he thinks 
that they are not allowed to stack tokens and the others assure him that they are allowed. 
P1 brings the tokens back in their original positions. P4 connects to P2’s suggestion and 
places the Bird-token on top of the Euro-token and P6 and P1 immediately recognise her 
idea for it: “Money and people!” (P1). Meanwhile P2 is laughing and protesting about his 
change being immediately reset. He lifts up the tokens again and starts reconfiguring 
them while P4 is showing the Clock-token to the others: “I find this to be: time” (see figure 
46). P2 then starts tapping on the Puzzle-token and then gets the attention: “And what 
about the foundation?” while holding the Euro-token in his other hand. 

Figure 46: P4 shows the Clock-token to the others while explaining what it means for her, while P2 is tapping 

the Puzzle-token to ask for attention to it.

P1 immediately moves the Puzzle-token as central as possible and responds that she finds 
“foundation” very important. Then P2 suggests that the Euro-token is needed to realise the 
“foundation” and places it near the Puzzle-token on the table. Meanwhile P4 hovers her 
hand above his and starts building a new landscape, with a foundation that is made up out 
of three tokens, including the Euro-token (see figure 47). 

P3 immediately seems to agree and P6 suggests another position for the highest stacked 
token. P2 brings the discussion back to the foundation by moving the other tokens away 
and embracing the triangle of tokens with his hands “So we need those three elements to 
achieve something?” (see figure 48). P4 responds: “Yes! As a basis.” 
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Figure 47: Three simultaneous token interactions

Figure 48: P2 checks with the others that ‘these three elements’ are needed.

She then notes that they had given a more important role to the Giftbox-token earlier, 
and P1 suggests that it is like a “Vitamin pill” that is necessary and P3 (“Yes that is really 
the case”) and P4 (“I think that is a very beautiful one”) agree. P1 places it back where it 
was, on the Puzzle-token, and uses the Euro- and the Bird-token as foundation for the 
Puppet-token. Then P6 announces that she is going to reposition it, and as she puts it in 
its original position she explains why it should be there. Then P4 introduces the Clock-
token again for “time” and P2 asks what she means by “time” and she explains from which 
outlook she wants to use it: “from the current situation”. Then the group starts discussing in 
which way they want to use “time” by moving it in- and outwards. While moving it inwards, 
P2 suggests: “That it’s five to midnight” and P6 agrees: “yes I would say the same”. While 
moving it outward, P1 motivates: “we don’t have any [time] left actually!” While discussing 
the clock-token, P2 taps on it: “So then we need to start with this!” P3 explains the current 
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situation by metaphorically destabilising the tower (see figure 49).

Figure 49: P3 explains the situation by metaphorically destabilising the tower of tokens.

P5 then shares his point of view on ‘the current situation’ “as outsider” and P1 reacts by 
referring to the Central Question Sign “It is about like, what is important to us, and not like, 
what is wrong” and sliding the tower around the centre to align with where P5 is standing. 
Answering this question, P6 and P5 respond that time is also of importance and while P5 
is pointing and talking, P6 and P1 are already positioning the clock-token in between the 
towers and agree with each other on that. Then P1 starts explaining to the others: “This is 
connected to each other, look like this: money is important, (…)”. P2 agrees “Yes, because 
when you want to take out one of those three, then it is over!” and P1 responds “That is not 
possible!”. They start addressing the necessity of each token in the foundation and all nod 
and confirm.

PHASE 5: VISUALISATION INTERMEZZO & BREAK

Due to technological limitations, this phase was not or sparsely captured by the 360º 
cameras and is therefore excluded from the narrative. After the intermezzo, there was a 
15-minute break.

PHASE 6: ATTRIBUTE ACTION POINTS TO LANDSCAPE

NB: Due to the stacked tokens, P2 is partially invisible and P6 is largely invisible from the 
360º camera footage. Their voices can be discerned, but their gestures might be invisible.

When the participants gather around the tables after the break, a participant from 
T11 comes over to T7 and switches the Central Question Sign around. P1 notices and 
disapproves, but lets him do it: “Joking!” he says. P5 then also notices and shrugs in doubt.
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The participants carefully listen to the moderator’s instructions and confirm to what he 
is saying, showing that they are following him and are on top of the activities. When the 
moderator says “As I said, we will not reposition after the break”, P2 replies “Oh yes, we said 
that. We thought it was good like this.” And P4 gestures at their landscape and nods, and P5 
nods.

When the moderator mentions the Action Points, the participants cheer, like they were 
waiting for this to happen: “Hey!”, “Yes” and “Finally!”. The participants chuckle about the 
moderator’s word joke about the Action Points and immediately start taking them or 
assembling them. They act out the instructions of the moderator live, e.g., checking the 
holes in the rim of the tokens and showing them to each other (see figure 50).

Figure 50: Participants discover the holes together.

P5 then lifts up the Bird-token on top of a stack and points at the holes in the token 
underneath it and chuckles: “Yes then we have a problem!” P4 immediately thinks of a 
solution. When the moderator finishes his instructions, they are all already prepared to start 
writing.

After the break, the professional photographer has requested the participants to leave 
a little space on one side of their table for the overview picture that he will take. P3 
remembers and now encourages his neighbours P2 and P4 to strike a pose. They are joking 
around for a few seconds and P5 playfully warns them that the 360º camera is recording 
everything and -highlighting a passage from the consent form- warns that the recordings 
may be used: “Also for public gatherings!”. They chuckle.

P1 holds up her Action Point in the air and announces: “Yes, I’ve got: familiarity and 
accessibility!” The participants react in praise (“Yes”, “Beautiful!”) and P4 asks where she 
would like to place it. P4 then demonstrates how to place the Action Point within the stack 
of tokens (solving the foreseen problem by P5) and P1 reacts in praise (“Oh look!”) and P4 
gestures with triumph. Meanwhile, P2 attempts to build a tower construction with the 
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Action Point sticks and the others are busy writing on their Action Points.

Some metaphors come up when participants describe their current activities according 
the meaning of their landscape. P6 notes their ingenuity for placing Action Points in the 
stacked tokens: “well, at least we have enough gifts” (‘surprise’ was their meaning for the 
Giftbox symbol). 

P4 is trying to build a tower that includes action point sticks (see figure 51). P4 asks P1 
whether he feels that his attempted construction seems like a “good foundation” to him 
and P3 chuckles “a bit shaky!” and P1 moves the token out of his hands and refers him 
to how she and P4 solved it in the other stack. She playfully tells him that they don’t 
have time to invest in his construction (referring to the Euro- and Clock-token). She then 
addresses their roles when she mentions the potential difference between time for: “us, as 
citizens and volunteers” and “you, as municipality”.

Figure 51: P2 is exploring how to plug the action points into their tower, but P1 stops him by removing the 

token and using a metaphor.
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P1 then continues to open a discussion about time: “What shall we write for that?” Several 
participants share their view on time and they then agree on an Action Point that P1 
writes down. Then parallel activities take place of writing, discussing and (helping each 
other with) placing Action Points. P3 places “conviviality” and later explains it. When P5 
has trouble plugging in his Action Point. He makes a word joke about ‘pushing through’- 
with intended pun regarding his role as council member (pushing through an opinion or 
proposal). P5 does not read out his Action Point but before P1 and P2 place their following 
Action Points they do announce them (P2: “I am writing down: it is the eleventh hour” and 
P1: “I have written down: three months”). The other participants react to these action points 
in confirmation or by asking clarifying questions. 

P2 places an Action Point about news and they start a discussion about that topic. P1 is 
inspired and writes another Action Point for news and reads it out, but only P6 is listening 
as the others are still discussing. The attention seems to loosen as both P3 and P5 started 
looking at their phones. 

Figure 52: P1 asks for attention for the Action Point that she wrote, by holding it up.

P1 then asks for attention in the discussion by holding up the Action Point and showing it 
around to the participants and then gets the turn to speak and explains her contribution to 
the discussion (see figure 52). The participants react to her contribution and through their 
discussion they discover that certain conditions need to be taken into account. P1 then 
takes back the Action Point and proposes to add a condition to the Action Point- reading 
out loud what she proposes to write down (“with an editor’s check” and even: “with a 
wink?”) and they collectively agree.

P4 then announces that the Giftbox-token does not have any Action Points yet, and the 
other participants start recapitulating what it meant and which actions are relevant for it. 
P6 immediately takes an empty Action Point to write on. Parallel conversations emerge. 
Then P4 notices that the Euro-token has few Action Points and she gestures towards it 
while she asks: “and why don’t we do anything with money?” P1 remarks that they have run 
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out of Action Points upon which P4 sets off to collect more Action Points at table 6. When 
she returns she scatters them around the table and calls them “action points for money”. 
Meanwhile the discussion returned to “conviviality”- one of the first placed Action Points.

PHASE 7: TAKE / RECEIVE ACTION POINTS 

Whilst the moderator is explaining, the participants follow his instructions live: they 
look at their name-badge, at each other, and at the Action Points in the landscape. They 
start smiling when they realise that they are asked to take up or divide Action Points. A 
participant from another table approaches and says something to P4 and pats her on the 
back and they laugh. 

When the moderator finishes, P1 immediately suggests an Action Point for P2: “I find 
this one, a nice one for you” and explains why by referring to their earlier conversation. 
P4 cheers P1 on: “Good job, Ria!” P2 accepts it (“Put it in there!”) and P1 plugs it into his 
nametag. P3 is plugging an Action Point into his own nametag when a participant from 
another table comes to give him another Action Point.

The participants continue to give Action Points to each other, by motivating why ‘this is 
something for them’ (e.g., P3 “I think this is something for you” and “You can do this, you 
are good at enthusing people”) and by plugging them into each other’s nametags. P1 
jokes about this intimate interaction: “Watch out, or my silicones will deflate!” and everyone 
laughs and P5 warns about the camera recording again.

P5 has picked up an Action Point for himself (and that he wrote himself ) and starts telling 
the others why he deems it suitable for his role. P1 takes it out if his hand to read it. They 
talk about it and P6 has a suggestion for a related Action Point and P1 asks if she can write 
an addition (“from a positive angle”): “can I add that to it then?” and P5 agrees, while already 
receiving the other Action Point from P6 into his nametag.

When P4 reads an Action Point she reacts in excitement: “Oooh! Oooh!” and P5 and P6 (the 
other participants are walking around the room, giving out Action Points) look at her: “No 
more fuss!” P4 reads out in anticipation and she looks around the room before setting off to 
hand it out to someone. P5 calls after her: “Yes, I wrote that one!” and starts a conversation 
(motivating that Action Point) about that topic with P6 next to him.

Though P6 does engage, she is the only one who does not take or receive any Action 
Points. There is a logical explanation: she does not have a local stake as she was one of the 
keynote speakers for the event and decided to join the session as an external participant. 

PHASE 8: MODERATOR’S ROUND OF ACTION POINTS (& 
CLOSING)

The participants listen to the moderator who reads out Action Points and their clarification 
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by the participants who are wearing them on their name-tag. 

P2 and P4 clap for the words of one of the participants (Chairman of the Local Broadcaster) 
and they react to some Action Points that are read out.

When the moderator announces the Facebook group, some participants start looking it up 
on their phones immediately. When the moderator announces that there will be pictures 
taken of the nametags the group starts laughing hard.

P2 and P5 start praising the evening and the [X]CP instrument together.

P4 embraces the landscape of tokens with both arms (see figure 53) and expresses her 
pride of their landscape: “I find our [Local Broadcaster] house, you know…” she gestures 
thumbs up with both hands. P2 and P1 nod, while the others are further away from the 
table, looking at the speaker of the closing words.

Figure 53: P4 embraces the landscape of tokens and expresses that she is content with it.

During the closing words, P1 decides to switch back the Central Question Sign so that they 
end with the correct one and later she also tidies up the table (joined by P4): they align the 
Action Point’s in a stack and turn off the tokens. 

At the mention of the Evaluation Session by the organisers, P4 turns to face the researcher 
and waits for their gazes to cross to ask whether she will do the evaluation. Upon 
confirmation she nods contently and gives a thumbs up.

8.4.2 PATTERNS & VARIATIONS 
From the observations of nine [X]CP tables I created nine narratives. Section 8.4.1 showed 
the narrative of [X]CP table 7 as an example, the others can be found in appendix H. In 
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order to generate a deeper understanding of the roles of [X]CP elements in (the unfolding 
of ) PSM processes, I postponed interpretation and first looked for patterns and variations in 
the narratives between all [X]CP tables. This is the first part of step 6 of the systematic video 
analysis.

Describing the observed interactions in patterns and variations fits the stage of Pattern 
Level Analysis (LeCompte & Preissle, 1994) and aims to find ‘rules’ and exceptions (Winch, 
1958) in the observations, that can be interpreted towards insights on the roles of [X]CP 
elements in Participatory Sense-Making processes between multi-stakeholders. 
Documenting the variations in observed interactions between [X]CP tables emphasises 
looking for differences (not only commonalities). This acknowledges that different 
participants use the [X]CP system in different ways, as I had seen in the early iterations 
(section 5.7). Through the RtD process in chapter 5, I found preliminary insights in three 
patterns: active attention, triggers for PSM and disposition of power. The analysis of the 
intensive Case study was inductive and hence these patterns did not guide the analysis. 
I kept the following question in mind: how do participants use [X]CP design elements in 
their interaction processes?

Again using [X]CP table 7 as example, this section describes the patterns and variations 
found in the interactions of participants around that table. The patterns and variations 
for the other tables can be found in Appendix I. As this step is intended to postpone 
interpretation, these descriptions are quite mechanistic. For those who are interested, I 
invite you to read this section while using your own imagination to add colour to it. Those 
who are less interested in reading the mechanistic descriptions may prefer to skip this 
section and directly move to my interpretations in section 8.6. 

[X]CP TABLE 7 | BEFORE THE SESSION STARTS…

OBSERVED PATTERNS: 

The following phenomena (interaction processes) observed at [X]CP table 7 are recurring 
in observations of other tables in the same [X]CP session: 

>   Establishing rules together through words and actions is a pattern across tables, but 
the level of collectiveness seems extra high at this table. Even though the suggested 
rule was directed specifically from one participant (P5) to another participant (P1), 
it became a collectively established rule through (A) words and (B) actions. It was 
established by P3 and P2 in words when they added their funny comments, making 
it a collective, but light message (not a rebuke to P1 by the council member P5). It 
was established in actions when all participants acknowledged the rule by taking on 
the position with hands behind the back. Additionally, P4 even verbally described the 
position that P1 (and P2 and P6 and P4 herself ) took on, making it explicit with a joke: 
acknowledging the rebuke without making it awkward.
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OBSERVED VARIATIONS: 

The following phenomena (interaction processes) observed at [X]CP table 7 deviate from 
observations of other tables in the same [X]CP session: 

>   In comparison to other [X]CP tables, at Table 7 there seems to be more excitement to 
participate and more willingness to follow the instructions. 

PRELIMINARY INSIGHTS:

My early interpretation of the interactions around the [X]CP table in this phase is that:

>   Table seven shows an example of how participants establish rules collectively in 
embodied action. It is as if they make a bodily agreement then and there, that this 
new self-imposed rule is applicable to everyone in the group (like an embodied 
‘social contract’). In terms of PSM, they display coordination between each other, by 
mirroring each other’s posture. This even results in an identical posture of four out of 
six participants (see figure 54).

Figure 54: P1, P2, P4 and P6 took on the same posture, to establish the rule of ‘not touching the tokens’.

[X]CP TABLE 7 | PHASE 1: YOUNGEST PARTICIPANT PLACES 
TOKEN

OBSERVED PATTERNS: 

>  Participants laugh when selecting the youngest participant at their table. 
>  Participants gaze at the other participants before/while/after placing a token,   
     seemingly to seek confirmation for their suggested contribution. 
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>  Participants seem to stall their judgement. They do not directly (dis-)agree. 
>  Participants correct each other not to suggest other tokens yet.

OBSERVED VARIATIONS: 

>  After placing, P3 immediately looks at the screen to see if his placed token appears 
     there. The only other tables where this happens are [X]CP tables 12 and 13. 
>  The participants are searching for their table in the visualisation, this happens only on 
     T7 and T12. 
>  P4 asks P3 about his placement to verify how important he intended it to be. 
     Discussion about priorities usually happens in Phase 2, when more tokens are added to 
     the table surface.

[X]CP TABLE 7 | PHASE 2: PARTICIPANTS CREATE 
LANDSCAPE TOGETHER

OBSERVED PATTERNS: 

>  Participants start even before the moderator finishes his explanation. 
>  Participants confirm the rules to one another (allowed to interpret the symbols 
     yourself ).  
>  Participants start defining tokens together. 
>  Participants relate their input to what others have said, or to the other tokens on the 
     table. When several tokens are placed, they discuss the relations between tokens. 
>  Participants actively seek for conformation and actively confirm each other’s input and 
     suggestions: thereby seemingly establishing a collective landscape.

OBSERVED VARIATIONS: 

>  P5 literally takes the turn when he takes the Puppet-token out of P4’s hand, interrupting 
     her and redefining her suggestion even before she could place it. This is unseen at 
     other tables. This seems very rude, but in the way in which it happens it seems 
     innocent (presumably: that P5 only wants to take a closer look at the symbol) and the 
     conversation just ‘flows on’. 
>  The participants at table 7 created a 3D landscape: they stacked their tokens on top 
     of each other, creating towers. Building this tower was not a direct suggestion by any 
     of the participants but instead emerged from their actions and the tower later became 
     a metaphor (for foundations etc.) in relation to the meaning of the symbols. 
>  P6 positions a token to represent P4’s suggestion (and he confirms). Though I observed 
     more instances where participants position tokens for other participants, it is quite 
     uncommon, as participants usually position a token for their own suggestion, not for 
     that of others.
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PRELIMINARY INSIGHTS:

>  Participants can take turns without speaking up but by embodied actions. For example 
     by: literally taking up/over tokens, but also by holding them up in the air, by tapping 
     them, by pointing at them, etc.  
>  In the rare occasion that participants do position a token for another participant’s 
     suggestion, they thereby seem to indicate that they have been listening and have 
     understood the suggestion. At the same time, they bring back the contribution of that 
     participant to the bigger picture that is forming on the table surface (and hence 
     possibly prevent a monologue). 
>  As the participants on T7 are familiar with each other, I suspect that P4 gives a bit of 
     special attention to P5 because he is a member of the city council. P5 gets the floor 
     several times via P4. And while P4 herself is also quite prone to speak, she lets P5 
     interrupt her. P5 does not exaggeratingly attempt to take the turn in the sense that he 
     is very calm. It seems organic that he gets the chance to speak, but it seems as if P4 
     functions as his wingman. P4 knows that he represents another (important) view, and 
     seems to purposely take on the attitude of: ‘let’s hear him out’. P4 at times empathises 
     with his viewpoint and looks to collaborate further on the basis of his newly brought in 
     perspective. 

[X]CP TABLE 7 | PHASE 3: VISUALISATION INTERMEZZO

Due to technological limitations, this phase was not or sparsely captured by the 360º 
cameras and is therefore extracted from the narrative.

[X]CP TABLE 7 | PHASE 4: PARTICIPANTS CREATE 
LANDSCAPE TOGETHER

OBSERVED PATTERNS: 

>  Participants immediately start after the moderator finishes his explanation. 
>  Participants reconsider and reconfirm the rules for this (second) round. 
>  Participants can make meaningful suggestions by altering token positions and likewise, 
     can refuse suggestions by resetting token positions. This seems to make a difference 
     of opinion visible and thereby safe to discuss. P2 gets back to his suggestion by altering 
     the tokens a second time, and now relating his suggestion to the earlier discussion by 
     tapping on a token. This ‘bridge’ between his new suggestion (that P1 originally disliked 
     because she wanted to build onwards and not destruct and go back) and what they 
     had collectively built opened the door for specification and reconsideration of their 
     landscape. 
>  Participants summarise each other by gesturing at the landscape (P2 embraces the 
     triangle base of tokens). 
>  Participants (P1 in this case) point to (or read out) the Central Question Sign to get back
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     on topic. 
>  As the discussion gets more concrete, the participants now indicate their perspectives 
     from their roles (P4 from the Local Broadcaster and P5 from the City Council) and 
     then another participant (P1) summarises what she has heard and proposes a token 
     meaning and position to which they can all agree. This is a sequence of interactions 
     that is recognisable at other tables.

OBSERVED VARIATIONS: 

>  Participants use a metaphor (tower with a foundation) to discuss the relations and 
     priorities amongst tokens and hence they create a narrative. Other table groups do 
     use metaphors sometimes but this metaphor is the strongest one in the entire session: 
     it encompasses all tokens and it lasts for the entire duration of the session. 
>  While explicit confirmation and agreement occurs at all tables to higher or lesser 
    degree, the participants at T7 strikingly often explicitly and positively confirm and affirm 
    each other. As such, they seem to encourage each other to continue (and) to 
    contribute. They also seem to demonstrate that they are all thinking along and 
    constructing one landscape together.

PRELIMINARY INSIGHTS:

> In creating one collective landscape it seems that participants who stand outside 
    of the momentary discussion (‘argument-exchange’) are key. They have a ‘3rd person 
    point of view’ and can collect the input (listening), summarise it (confirming that they 
    have listened) and suggest a constructive way in which the input can contribute to their 
    landscape (placing/repositioning/redefining a token). 

[X]CP TABLE 7 | PHASE 5: VISUALISATION INTERMEZZO

Due to technological limitations, this phase was not or sparsely captured by the 360º 
cameras and is therefore extracted from the narrative.

[X]CP TABLE 7 | PHASE 6: ATTRIBUTE ACTION POINTS TO 
LANDSCAPE

OBSERVED PATTERNS: 

>  Participants actively respond to and act along (‘live’) with the moderator’s explanations. 
     They already start preparing the Action Points. 
>  Participants help each other to assemble and plug in Action Points. 
>  Participants announce what they write. 
>  Participants seek confirmation before placing Action Points. This is the way it happens 
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     at almost all tables, but at some tables, participants write and place Action Points 
     individually, before discussing them.  
>  Participants check whether all tokens have Action Points and if not, they feel the urge 
     to create Action Points for them to make sure that no tokens are left empty.

OBSERVED VARIATIONS: 

>  The participant from T11 who switches the CQS around as a joke is unique. 
>  Though overall there is an interest in using the Action Points, the participants of T7 
     seem to indicate that they have been waiting to use the Action Points. 
>  P5 on T7 is the only participant in the session who warns, during the interactions, about 
     the camera recordings. Possibly, his role in the city council (being a public figure) made 
     him conscious of the presence of the camera. 
>  Participants write some Action Points for ‘others’: while they are speaking another 
     participant already writes the corresponding Action Point for them and proposes it to 
     them. I have only observed one other instance where a participant writes an action 
     point for another participant’s idea, at table 10. Commonly, participants only write their 
     own ideas on action points. 
>  Though the observations show that Action Points are sometimes edited. At T7 it 
     happens twice (and therefore relatively often) that participants make adjustments to 
     the written content of Action Points based on the discussion that arose after 
     announcing them.  
>  P1 makes a stark divide when she mentions “us” and “you” but as she was using the 
     metaphor of time playfully, it does not strike P1 or others as hostile. I have not heard 
     the division of “us/you” or we/them at other tables. 
>  The metaphor of the token construction (‘strong foundation’) and token meanings 
     (‘no time left’) is used as an ‘excuse’ to ask P2 to refrain from doing what he is doing. This 
     happens only at a few other occasions.

PRELIMINARY INSIGHTS:

>  It seems that the physical effort of assembling and finding the holes has a function in 
     making the Action Points a group-process, rather than an individual activity. Actually, 
     the holes for the Action Points should have been bigger to better fit the sticks (and I 
     indeed altered their size afterwards) but this design mistake did urge many participants 
     to ask each other for help. Surely, this a small and seemingly trivial question, but 
     it seems to contribute to / promote an environment where asking questions and 
     acknowledging the limits to ones ‘knowing’ is OK. 
>  Due to the urge to attribute Action Points to each token, the participants request each 
     other to think along on all topics that they previously addressed and challenge each 
     other to think about all aspects. 
>  The level of collectiveness seems one of the highest of all tables. It raises the question: 
     is it to do with their prior familiarity, or what could contribute to this? Operationally, I 
     observe that the participants of T7 are continuously sharing, summarising, adding and 
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     revising their comments and their landscape: they do this explicitly and clearly refer to 
     each other and affirm each other. What might help is trust amongst each other that 
     may stem from their prior familiarity. Also they are positive towards the topic: they are, 
     as a group, committee to finding ways to improve the situation. While for example at T6 
     and T13 there are strong negative views and overall scepticism towards the topic.

[X]CP TABLE 7 | PHASE 7: TAKE / RECEIVE ACTION POINTS

OBSERVED PATTERNS: 

>  The focus of participants is on handing out Action Points primarily, and secondarily to 
     take Action Points for themselves. 
>  Participants motivate why they give Action Points to others (or why they take them for 
     themselves), by referring back to their discussion and their personal traits or 
     stakeholder roles.  
>  P4 cheers on P1 when she hands out an AP. Also at other [X]CP tables participants tend 
     to demonstrate their approval of such handing out Action Points (by saying ‘yes’ or by 
     pointing or laughing).

OBSERVED VARIATIONS: 

>  When P5 suggests an action point, that he wrote himself, to take up himself, P1 (with 
     his permission) first writes an addition on the Action Point before he plugs it into his 
     nametag. This is unique. 
>  When participants give Action Points to others, at table 7 they always plug them into 
     each other’s nametags. Though plugging them into other people’s nametags happens 
     across all tables, they are also just handed over- but this does not happen at all at [X]CP 
     table 7.

PRELIMINARY INSIGHTS:

>  The cheering on by P4 seems to be because P1 gives an Action Point to a council 
     member (for him to work for the ‘good cause’, which in this case is to support P4). 
>  When participants motivate their handing out of an Action Point it often also sounds 
     like a compliment on the traits of the receiver, who is often pleased to hear that and 
     (maybe also partly due to that) willing to take on that action point. 
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[X]CP TABLE 7 | PHASE 8: MODERATOR’S ROUND OF ACTION 
POINTS (& CLOSING)

OBSERVED PATTERNS: 

>  Participants laugh about the picture of the nametags. 
>  Participants immediately (presumably) subscribe to the Facebook group on their 
     phones. 
>  Participants tidy up the table.

OBSERVED VARIATIONS: 

>  The participants of T7 in addition to tidying up, even turn off the tokens on their own 
     initiative- while they were on when they started. 

PRELIMINARY INSIGHTS:

>  The tidying up (P1 and P4) and the thumbs up (P4) seems to go to show that they are 
     supportive of the organisation and appreciative of the [X]CP method.
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8.5 CONTEXTUAL DATA: 
STAKEHOLDERS’ EXPERIENCES & LOCAL 
DISCOURSE
As I explained in section 8.1, I collected various contextual data (Eclecticism (Wilson, 
1977)) for Triangulation (Denzin, 1978). I used these methods in order to deepen my 
understanding of observations from the video analysis (main data) and interpret it, while 
taking the broader context of the case in Oosterhout into consideration. In this section 
I briefly describe the experiences of participants and client and main stakeholder, the 
responses during the evaluation session and the discourse on social media and local 
media. Those who are interested can read the elaborate descriptions of these contextual 
data in appendix E. The findings described in this section elucidate the role of service 
elements (e.g., invitations, presenting outcomes) in the experience of (PSM process during) 
the [X]CP session. Mainly, the contextual understanding functioned to interpret the video 
observations. 

8.5.1 PARTICIPANTS’ EXPERIENCES
The day after the [X]CP session, all participating stakeholders received an email invitation 
to fill out an online survey (in Dutch, via Google Forms) about their experiences of the 
interactive format of the session. The set-up of the questionnaire and an elaborate 
description of the responses can be found in appendix C & E-3. 

Out of the 22 responses (37% response rate), the large majority of participants was positive 
or moderately positive about [X]CP but a few participants (2 stakeholders from other local 
media and 2 citizens) were extremely negative. The minority of participants who left with 
a sceptical outlook (feeling), also tended to indicate that their goal for the session was not 
achieved at all and were likely to respond extremely negatively (using the far ends of the 
Likert Scale) to all subsequent questions asked. Similarly, people who left with enthusiasm 
also indicated that their goals were achieved and they responded extremely positively to 
the other questions, by using the opposite far ends of the Likert scale. 

The same characteristics of the [X]CP session were perceived as negative or positive by 
different participants. The responses seem to mirror the diversity of participants, and 
their preoccupations regarding the topic and integrity of stakeholders. Some responses 
seem to indicate a preference for the hegemony of current System (Habermas, 1984) by 
suggesting that the [X]CP session was “inefficient” (P10) and should have provided a “more 
orderly” (P7) manner. Seemingly related suggested improvements that seem to relate 
to these experiences were to compose smaller and like-minded groups (P3), to use a 
moderator instead of the [X]CP instrument because “[a] moderator has more and steering 
influences” (P4) or to “let 1 or 2 people do a SWOT analysis” (P10). On the other hand, a 
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council member indicated: “It was a good format to get into conversation in a structured 
way” (P22). Participants mentioned that they appreciated the tokens, round tables and 
innovativeness of the [X]CP method in that it: “ensured a different approach to the issue” 
and led to “Openness to each other” and “Good conversations with results that can be used 
for further development”.

A fairly critical member of the city council (P14) indicated that: “By exchanging ideas with 
several people, my own opinion of that moment was confirmed and yet also enriched.” A 
citizen (P16) wrote that: “Casually and positively, everyone expressed their opinion.” 

8.5.2 MAIN STAKEHOLDERS’ 
EXPERIENCES
In order to add to the interpretation of the video observations, as well as to prepare for 
the evaluation session and get a feel for the role of the session and the service in the local 
discourse, I organised video-calls for an intermediate interview about the experiences 
of the main stakeholders of the session, namely the clerk as client and the chair of the 
broadcaster. A description of their impressions can be found in appendix E-4.

Summarising their impressions, the client and the main stakeholder had a positive 
experience of the [X]CP session. They were enthusiastic about the “energy” that was 
generated during the [X]CP session and the variety of aspects that came to the fore in the 
“animated” discussions. The chair of the local broadcaster indicated that he was happily 
surprised to see participants’ dedication to action points. Both client and main stakeholder 
expressed that the [X]CP session had already been effective for them, and that they looked 
forward to receiving the report with the outcomes of the session.

In order to collect the stakeholders experiences of the entire product-service-system 
and to find out what the role of the [X]CP PSS had been in the development of the case, 
I invited the main stakeholders for an impact interview, seven months after the [X]CP 
session, see section 8.7.

8.5.3 PARTICIPATORY EVALUATION 
SESSION
The evaluation session (see figure 55) provided four opportunities for closing the loop of 
the [X]CP product-service-system. It allowed me to: (1) elicit a group discussion, providing 
a platform for shedding light on different experiences; (2) transparently explain my 
research interest, (3) address unanswered questions of participants and (4) kick-start the 
follow-up process by encouraging (shared reflection and) the stakeholders to present their 
plans for and their envisioned roles in the follow-up. A description of the evaluation session 
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and the received response can be found in appendix E-5. 

The participants indicated that they recognised the outcomes that I presented and found 
them plausible. The divide between participants who were appreciative or unappreciative 
of (the openness of ) the [X]CP instrument (as seen in the questionnaire) was also clear in 
the evaluation session.

From a philosophical perspective, the evaluation session can be regarded as my attempt 
to create a second public sphere (Arendt, 1958) (after the [X]CP session as public sphere) 
wherein all stakeholders (including myself ) discuss the outcomes and the instrument of 
the session. The main difference is that the main stakeholders and I have an explicit role in 
the evaluation session and through our presentations and participation in the discussion 
appear (Arendt, 1958) to the participants. In practice, this ‘appearing’ was minimal, as both 
the client and chair of the local broadcaster held politically-correct speeches and the 
setting (in the council hall) was formal.

The clerk described the evaluation session as follows: “council members and interested 
participants were given the opportunity to respond to the presented results.” He indicates 
that the evaluation session helped people to: “regard something like this more positively, 
because otherwise you have an enjoyable evening, but then what? Right?” He describes 
my presentation as “clear, also because everything that happened was explained, and 
where the conclusions came from”. The clerk did not hear any further discussions in the 
council afterwards: “while normally, there is more discussion like: ‘where is this coming 
from’ and so on”. From that observation, he concludes that the evaluation session provided 
a “foundation” for the follow-up process. (Quotes from the impact interview, seven months 
after the [X]CP session, see section 8.7 and appendix B).

Figure 55: Pictures of and compliments for the Evaluation session, posted by a stakeholder from the Local 

Broadcaster on social media. Retrieved from Facebook group (www.facebook.com).
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8.5.4 DISCOURSE IN LOCAL MEDIA AND 
ON SOCIAL MEDIA
The [X]CP session took place on 05-04-2017 and the evaluation session took place on 10-
05-2017. In April and May, I monitored the expressions on social media and publications 
in the local media about the [X]CP session and about the local broadcaster (see appendix 
E-6). I used this contextual information to gain an understanding of the local discourse 
around the [X]CP session and the topic of local broadcasting in Oosterhout. This 
understanding may help to interpret observed behaviours of participants during the [X]CP 
session.

In the created Facebook group, participants shared their positive experiences of the [X]
CP session and also shared updates that related to the action points that they had taken 
home from the session. Local newspapers reported about the [X]CP session and the topic 
of the local broadcaster with a sceptical tone. The scepticism was directed at the financial 
troubles and the instability within the board of the local broadcaster. The city council was 
also accused of not being critical enough towards the provision of financial support over 
the years. Overall, the monitoring of local media indicated the high sentiments and the big 
role of the local broadcaster’s history in the local discourse.
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8.6 INTERPRETATION: SIX DIMENSIONS 
OF PARTICIPATORY SENSE-MAKING AT 
[X]CP TABLES
In section 8.4 I used [X]CP table 7 as an example to describe the results of step 5 and the 
first half of step 6 of the systematic approach to the video analysis of the [X]CP session in 
Oosterhout. In this section I describe the second half of step 6: the interpretation of the 
observations from the total of nine [X]CP tables. 

The aim of the video analysis was to explore the following research question:

“What roles might the designed elements of [X]Changing Perspectives play in 
Participatory Sense-Making Processes between multi-stakeholders of public issues in 
consultation sessions?” 

In order to answer the second research question, I used the patterns and variations (see 
section 8.4) to interpret in which ways PSM processes unfolded, and what kind of roles the 
[X]CP elements played in that, during the [X]CP session in Oosterhout. 

For the interpretation of the (patterns and variations in the) observations, I used a variety 
of means. I used triangulation (Denzin, 1978) with contextual data (see section 8.5) and 
theoretical inference (Morse & Pooler, 2002) from my theoretical foundations (chapter 2). I 
also used my own frame of reference, consisting of my subjectivity statement (section 3.4) 
and my experiences and preliminary insights (section 5.7) from earlier [X]CP cases.

By comparing the clustered observations (step 3) and patterns and variations (step 5) 
between tables, I found specific ways in which Participatory Sense-Making processes 
unfolded by means of specific designed characteristics of the [X]CP system. The analysis 
resulted in four designed characteristics of the [X]CP system that played a role in six 
dimensions of the particular form of PSM around the [X]CP tables.

A PARTICULAR FORM OF PARTICIPATORY SENSE-MAKING

Analysing the patterns and variations of interaction processes across [X]CP tables, I 
developed an understanding of a specific form of PSM: a form that involves (a) artefacts 
and (b) stakes. In this way, my findings enrich PSM (as described in the literature) with the 
use of artefacts in group interaction processes that involve stakes. 

I found six dimensions (incl. nuances within them) that characterise these specific 
Participatory Sense-Making processes around the [X]CP tables:
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(1)   Engagement;  
(2)   Collective meaning;  
(3)   Constructive critical interactions;  
(4)   Multi-dimensional understanding;  
(5)   Democratic group-feeling; and:  
(6)   Openness to otherness. 

These six dimensions show intermediate level knowledge, in that they are generalised into 
‘rules’, beyond individual instances, and apply to the specific setting of an [X]CP session. 
The preliminary insights from the RtD process (section 5.7) were recognisable in the 
analysis of the intensive case study as well. The preliminary pattern of ‘active attention’ is 
more elaborated in the dimension of Engagement, and ‘triggers for PSM’ and ‘disposition of 
power’ are more elaborated in Constructive Critical Interactions. 

CHARACTERISTICS OF EMBODIMENT-INSPIRED DESIGN

Specifically looking at the role of designed elements, I found that the [X]CP elements 
contributed to the six dimensions by introducing four design characteristics into the 
interaction processes: 

•  Tangibility; 
•  Visual representation;  
•  Commonality; and: 
•  Freedom of interpretation (/ambiguity).

THE ROLE OF DESIGNED ([X]CP) ELEMENTS IN SIX 
DIMENSIONS OF PARTICIPATORY SENSE-MAKING 
PROCESSES

In this section, I reflect on the ways in which the characteristics of the designed [X]CP 
elements played a role in each of the six dimensions of PSM. 

1) ENGAGEMENT

During the session, participants seem highly engaged with each other and what is going 
on at their table. It seems that the relatively small table (ø 90cm) functions as a shared 
action space (Arias, 2000): it pulls the participants into a committed, shared activity. 
As the landscape (table surface) forms their collective outcome, they hold each other 
accountable for their actions (e.g., the (re-)positioning tokens). They do so by explaining 
their movements of tokens while, before or just after moving them. Shared accountability 
over the landscape is also established by participants asking (non-verbally) each other for 
confirmation and by querying each other. The latter is further explained in dimension 3: 
constructive critical interactions. 
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Waves of tension & focus 
Regularly (especially popular at some tables over others), participants make use of the 
representational characteristics (visual representations) of design elements (e.g., token light 
goes off, symbol) as metaphors. These metaphors are used to make jokes that bring up a 
contested point of view, or oppositely, to deflate the tension in a discussion. 

As the table surface fills up with tokens over time, each token position in relation to other 
tokens (their interrelations) requires more motivation than the initial positionings, when 
the table was still empty. It seems that this ‘competition’ for a limited space (commonality) 
that relates all tokens to each other, brings the discussion to a more concrete level and 
brings about a rising tension between participants. Over time and as the landscape fills 
up, the tension rises until someone makes a joke (often about representational aspects of 
[X]CP) that deflates the tension and then this loop starts again. Goffman (1967) describes 
‘alienation’ in interactions, when participants drift away from the interaction process by 
external preoccupations, awareness of themselves within the interaction or awareness of 
the interaction itself. Without participant interviews it is unclear what type of alienation 
may be going on, but it seems that within the ‘wave/swell’ of focus, some participants 
make jokes as a result of them becoming aware of (and feeling awkward by) the tension 
in the interaction. The jokes at such moments seem to make all participants aware of- and 
as a result alienated from- the interaction (Goffman, 1967). This moment can be seen as a 
‘breakdown in coordination’ between participants (De Jaegher & Froese, 2009): opening 
up space to start a new coordination. The breakdown in this case seems to function as a 
reset button for the rising tension level and hence it allows for a new way to approach their 
discussion.

As said, it seems that the tension increases when the table surface starts filling up with 
tokens. Positions then need to be motivated more concretely than in the beginning 
(prioritisation, defending position or arguing for a re-position) and relations between 
the token positions become a point of interest (how does it relate to earlier input). As 
the table provides a shared action surface for all participants, they are all gatekeepers 
for establishing agreeable relations between the tokens. In my interpretation they are 
therefore engaged and focused on the discussion: they are all interested in what other 
participants are ‘bringing to the table’ and why it deserves to stand in a particular position, 
because it is also ‘their landscape’ and they all have their own ideas about it too. Hence, 
participants seem highly engaged in the interactions around the [X]CP table and seem 
genuinely interested in what ‘others’ have to say.

Engagement scales up: from within table-groups to between table-groups 
Interestingly, the same principle of a physical shared space (commonality) that makes 
participants interested in each other’s contributions to it, seems to be at work in the 
visualisation as digital shared space (visual representation & commonality). This is an insight 
from the field observations during the intermezzo that was supported by some footage 
from some 360º cameras that filmed a part of the intermezzo before they were turned off. 
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The visualisation can be understood as a shared reflection space (Arias, 2000) for all 
participants from all tables. At the same time, it differs from Arias’ reflection space by 
presenting representations that are yet to be given meaning (visual representation & 
freedom of interpretation/ambiguity), as opposed to presenting facts to take into account 
(in Arias’ case). The inscription of meaning to the visualisation is a collective activity 
(commonality), as the moderator goes around the [X]CP tables to ask for explanations of 
the patterns of movements that are shown by the visualisation. It seems that this initial 
ambiguity (that is not present in Arias’ description of reflection spaces) sparks the attention 
of the participants. 

Figure 56: Main overview of movements of all tokens on all tables at the end of the [X]CP session in 

Oosterhout. 

Figure 57: Visualisation view of tokens’ distance to centre.

Moreover, the visualisation includes various views that represent the token movements 
on the table surface (or: ‘action space’ in Arias’ (2000) terms) in different ways. Participants 
often refer to the main overview as: ‘spaghetti’ or ‘abstract art’ or more specifically ‘Picasso 
painting’. A screenshot from the main view of the visualisation after two conversation 
rounds is shown in figure 56. 

Whereas the main overview of the movements of all tokens on all tables seems to be 
perceived as abstract (hence the names for it), it also triggers participants’ interest in 
‘our’ (the data desk’s) ability to discern anything meaningful at all from the visualisation 
(freedom of interpretation/ambiguity). The use of the filters and different views, for example 
token distance to centre (figure 57) and travelled distance, helped participants to recognise 
different patterns and relate the representation to the movements at their own table 
(visual representation & freedom of interpretation). 

Participants seem enthusiastic and satisfied when they recognize their own tokens in 
the visualization, and they point them out to each other. And when the moderator 
elucidates patterns of tokens movements across tables, participants carefully pay attention, 
presumably to see if it is also the case on their table, and when it is, they seem to be 
pleased, or even a bit of proud. Participants seem to get satisfaction from this recognition 
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as it tells them that their input is recorded (visual representation as feedback) and being 
taken (seriously) into account. Some expressions in the questionnaire confirm this 
interpretation. 

The engagement and focus amongst participants within table-groups seems to scale 
to engagement between table-groups, when participants of other tables explain their 
landscapes during the intermezzo. Presumably, the fact that all table-groups have been 
doing the same activities (going through the same moderation phases) that result in 
the intermezzo, makes them curious about how other table-groups ‘did it’ and how 
they came to a particular composition of tokens. It is striking that the participants are 
most quiet when another participant explains their landscape in the microphone. When 
the moderator asks attention to explain the next step, participants tend to finish their 
conversations before they turn to listen to him. And, as soon as they understand the next 
step they start without waiting for the moderator to finish his explanation.

In other words: during the moderator’s instructions, participants are already busy with their 
next step, but when other participants speak, they pay attention. There could be many 
interpretations of this observation (see also dimension 5: democratic group-feeling). One 
possible interpretation could be that the moderator is providing instructions, while the 
participants already started taking freedom to create their own rules and ways of going 
about the game. They do so as sense-makers; and the moderator might be perceived as 
an outsider (who provides mechanistic instructions) and not as a mutual sense-maker in 
his moderating role. I could go even further in interpreting that in his moderating role, the 
moderator imposes a structure (moderation phases), as in Habermas’ (1984) System, on the 
discussions arising around the tables- that could be understood as Lifeworld constituted 
between the participants. If so, participants seem engaged with their own constructed 
Lifeworld but much less with the instructions: the structure imposed by System.

2) COLLECTIVE MEANING

The observations show that the symbols (visual representation) triggered participant’s 
primary associations (freedom of interpretation/ambiguity). Participants illustrate a variety 
of ways to propose a meaning for a token, from careful proposals to confident statements. 
Careful proposals tend to be phrased as a question and participants can be seen slowly 
sliding the token forward with the tip of one finger and gazing at the other participants, 
seeking confirmation. Confident statements can be phrased as an announcement or a 
fact while a participant taps the symbol for emphasis or embraces the token with a full 
hand while lifting it up before placing it firmly on the table. As such, the physical character 
(tangibility) of [X]CP (that invites embodied interactions) allows participants to express their 
contributions not only in words but in the way in which they bring it to the table (see the 
example in following text box).
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P1 slowly hovers the Euro-token inwards and P4 confirms: “without, without” but P1 then moves it a bit 
outward: “No, butttt, it should not be the main thing, should it”, he releases the token, “right?” P4 tilts his head: 
“Okay”. P2 attempts to suggest the Bird-token a second time: this time he uses only the tip of his index finger 
on the grey band of the token to push it inward while saying: “This also stands for new media”.  
                  (From: T6, Phase 4 in Narrative)

The observations show that when participants (re-)position tokens they tend to explain 
their movement (e.g., with personal anecdotes, arguments, motivations). When a 
participant suggests a meaning (and position) for a token, the other participants tend 
to share their own (differing or similar) associations, or express their agreement. Some 
table-groups take a brief inventory of all symbols and ideate upon possible interpretations 
of them before deciding the next token to be positioned (visual representation). Through 
these processes, participants dynamically give meaning to the tokens, using them as 
scaffolds (Van Dijk, 2013). Participants often point towards or tap on tokens to refer to a 
certain aspect of the discussion (see the example in following text box).

P4 keeps tapping and repeats “”But how heavily does this weigh then?” P1 says: “Yehes” and P5 says: “Well, 
in the end” P4 gestures with her hand in different directions above the table “as part of, or (…)” P1 embraces 
the Euro-token and answers: “Well, look, if this one stands here” she pulls the Giftbox-token a tiny bit outward 
“then this one might have to be like this” and folds her hands on the outer ring of the table. P4 has her hands 
on her sides and nods: “Yes”. P6 points at the Puzzle-token in the centre and says: “Yes, or it is just in that one, 
isn’t it?” and P3 says “Yes, I think so too”. P1 lifts up the Giftbox-token, while P6 gestures next to it and says 
something to P1. Then P1 says something and places the Giftbox-token on top of the Puzzle-token. P3 laughs 
and he and P2 turn around to look at the screen.                      (From: T7, instance (min 8:54), Phase 2)

Whereas the freedom of interpretation makes some participants hesitant to associate 
with the symbols in the beginning (not in moderation phase 1 but in phase 2), later on it 
seems that the openness permits the participants to use the tokens as they wish, flexibly 
adjusted to the latest turn in the conversation. In this way, I interpret the meanings of 
symbols and token positions as the result of an on-going Participatory Sense-Making 
process between the participants: the meaning emerges in social, embodied interaction. 
And as it evolves with the dynamics of the conversation, the meaning cannot be attributed 
to either of the participants individually: it is established in the in-between’ between 
participants. Interpreting the table (commonality) from the PSM perspective, I regard the 
table surface (with on top of it: the meaningful landscape of tokens) as a materialisation of 
the ‘in-between’. Furthermore, I recognise this function of the [X]CP table in Arendt’s (1958) 
metaphor of a table for the public sphere: it gathers people around the same issue, whilst 
simultaneously connecting them (through the shared surface) and separating them (by 
individual token movements). 

The tokens-with-symbols carry different meanings throughout the [X]CP session, as 
they often change when e.g., another token is positioned in their proximity, or when a 
new aspect is brought forward in the discussion. In the questionnaire, a clear majority 
of participants indicate that the final landscape of tokens was a collective result. The 
participants who were positive about the [X]CP session (see 8.5.3 and the appendix) 
indicated that there was room for the expression of different viewpoints and that their 
understanding of the situation was broadened. 
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Not only the symbols or tokens themselves, but also the tokens’ positions on the table 
surface carry a collectively generated meaning. The (previous) positions on the table 
become traces (Van Dijk, 2013) that are invisibly left by the tokens (scaffolds), but are 
digitally visible in the visualisation (visual representation). Participants can be seen asking 
the others in the group for advice on where the token that they were discussing should 
go. The only predefined meaning of the table surface is the radial prioritisation: close to 
the Central Question Sign is important, further away is less important for the question at 
hand. As soon as multiple tokens are positioned, the participants start discussing their 
relative positions and start exploring the relations between them. In my interpretation, 
the radial, undefined table surface in this way stimulates participants to create a multi-
dimensional image (see dimension 4) of the situation: that is more than the sum of its 
parts (aspects represented by the tokens). While repositioning the tokens, participants can 
explore the complexity (the interrelations between all dimensions) of the issue at hand: the 
interrelations between all dimensions. This does not become too abstract as the concrete 
aspects (in the tangible form of tokens) are always in sight. 

Physical actions make individual sense-making public; and thus open to 
interactions 
When writing the Action Points, some participants engage in a collective brainstorm-like 
activity to come up with actions to write. Others announce what they are going to write, 
are writing or have written when placing the action point into the token. Selecting the 
right token for the Action Point is also a challenge that participants share with each other. 
Exceptions are some participants who write and place Action Points without saying a 
word. What I observed is that sooner or later, one of the other participants will ask those 
participants what they wrote, pulling them back into the group activity. 

I interpret that the Action Points provide the opportunity for participants to engage in 
individual or joint sense-making and thus to bring in something that they might have felt 
no room to bring in before. Of course, the physical action of placing an Action Point is 
big, visible and unavoidable. Thus this public display of placing an Action Point begs the 
question: what is that action point? In this way, the tangibility and spaciousness of placing 
might function as a trigger for a harmless way for asking participants about their reasons 
or the content of what they wrote on the action point. Because the actions are visible and 
physical (visual representation & tangibility), they are made public and serve as an invitation 
for other participants to ‘join in on the sense-making’.

Moreover, by inviting physical interactions (such as token movements or placing of action 
points), the [X]CP system makes contributing to the discussion an embodied and visible 
act, that allows stakeholders to be critical towards each other’s actions without needing to 
focus on the ‘person’ and therewith in a less offensive way.

3) CONSTRUCTIVE CRITICAL INTERACTIONS

When participants suggest new input, they tend to connect it to one of the tangible  
[X]CP elements by, for example, addressing a token in the landscape (e.g., tapping on 
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it, pointing at it), by pointing at the Central Question Sign or by placing a token. Once a 
contribution is linked to a token, it is physically represented on the (shared) table. Hence, 
it cannot be ignored by the other participants (tangibility & commonality). Now part of the 
meaningful landscape, the others cannot simply ‘work around’ the token and can therewith 
not disregard the contribution (new meaning added to the landscape). This principle also 
works the other way around: when a participant places a token, they are expected to relate 
it to the other tokens on the table surface. According to two of the clients of an earlier  
[X]CP session this prevents people from being able to ride their hobby horses: “The method 
does make sure that, (…) [while] you always have people who always ride their hobbyhorses a 
bit (who come back to them over and over again): you do avoid that in this way.” (Quote by P8 
from impact interviews, see section 10.1)

The tokens can, however, be altered in meaning or be repositioned by the others- and 
participants do this regularly. When a next participant proposes a new meaning, or 
repositions a token, they naturally (almost without exception) motivate why they propose 
to change it. And importantly, in their motivation they tend to repeat the earlier meaning 
and then they build onto it (literally like scaffolding, Van Dijk, 2013). When a participant 
does not motivate a token placement/repositioning, then other participants tend to ask for 
an explanation (see the example in following text box).

While the moderator is explaining phase 2, P4 has a sceptical and confused facial expression but soon after, 
even before the moderator finishes his explanation, P4 leans over the table to slide the Euro-token inwards 
and then leans back and nods to the others. P1, who stood behind the Euro-token, places his hand over the 
Euro-token and he and P4 briefly discuss if tokens are owned by the people who stand behind them or not. 
They quickly conclude that they are free to use any of the tokens. Then P1 wants to know from P4: “No, but 
what kind of story belongs to that?” P4 explains, and in his explanation he casually adds another token: “and 
‘drive’, you could use this one for that (…)”.               (From: T6, Phase 2 in narrative)

Zooming out, this seems to illustrate that rather than ignoring or waving away minority 
viewpoints, participants instead make an effort to connect their new contribution to the 
earlier contribution before they alter the landscape (to make their own point perhaps). 
In my interpretation this way of sense-making illustrates how associations from different 
participants become intertwined through the use of shared objects (tangibility & 
commonality). Also, it might point to a felt priority of the coherence of the landscape over 
the conveying of a personal point. If so, this might be related to a felt accountability of all 
participants toward their shared table (and thus to their meaningful landscape). Of course, 
the tokens can only be placed in one position at a time; so the participants do need to 
find temporal consensus on its position. As Mouffe (1999) describes, contestation involves 
moments of consensus in a continuous process of contestation. In my interpretation, the 
dynamic meaning making relates to this continuous process of contestation, and the 
places where the tokens ‘rest’ represent the moments of consensus. Sometimes these 
moments are not even a second long, while other times tokens remain in the same 
place for an entire discussion round. The visualisation’s heat-map shows these moments 
of consensus (on the token’s position- this does not mean overall consensus) through 
growing dots on the places where tokens stand for a longer time. It seems that the [X]CP 
system makes participants’ contributions visible (they change the landscape of tokens with 
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their contribution) and embodied (the way the move a tangible token). This reminds of the 
notion of accountability: it seems that participants prefer to hold each other accountable 
for their actions rather than their words. And as dimension 2 illustrated, token movements 
correspond with meaning. Hence, when participants actively question each other 
about their actions, they are actually critically addressing each other’s viewpoints. In the 
questionnaire a participant (P18) described how the [X]CP session 
differed from other consultations as: “Using the tool of the interactive discussion tables 
resulted in a different approach, focused on querying each other and exploring shared views.” 
This happens in a specific way, as critical questions are almost always directed to the 
material or action level of the interactions and not to the topical statement. During the 
interim evaluation conversation (see section 8.5.2 and appendix E-4) the chair of the local 
broadcaster described an example of this: “[the tokens are] also something to play with, right? 
And you saw people doing that too, and then you see other people thinking: ‘hey, why would 
that person do just that? And then that is what will be asked! ‘Hey, why do you put it in the 
middle now?’ Well, and then a story will come up on that and so the various aspects do come to 
the fore a bit broader than I usually experience at [discussion] tables.”

As such, the representational function of artefacts (e.g., tokens, symbols, Central Question 
sign, Action Points) provides ‘interpretive flexibility’ (as in Boundary Objects, Star, 2010): 
they elicit different associations for different stakeholders but also function and trigger 
discussion before consensus; in a non-offensive way. Participants are critical in the name of 
the collective landscape and address their questions to ‘tokens’ or to ‘movements’ instead 
of ‘persons’. Participant can also use metaphors to be critical of each other’s behaviour, for 
example asking participants to calm down (T11, see the example in following text box) or 
stop their activity (T7).

P2 says: “She doesn’t understand that they, from the ice rink, she thinks (…)” and P3 shakes her head and 
takes the Euro-token in her hand. P2 slams the table surface with his hands twice while speaking and the 
second time he does so, the Central Question Sign falls off the camera, and he says “Oh”.  P3 is responding: 
“No I don’t think that- oh ho ho” and P4 also says: “hoo” and P1 adds: “calm, calm, calm!” and P3 says: “Yes, 
place that sign down because it is so fierce over here!”           (From: T11 , Phase 4 in narrative)

In my interpretation, participants appear to each other, in Arendt’s sense (1958), through 
the representative layer provided by the tokens. The tokens bring out Plurality (Arendt, 
1958) and contesting viewpoints (Mouffe, 1999) because participants query each other, by 
asking questions about the tokens. As a participant (P17) appreciated in the questionnaire: 
“It was possible to put forward standpoints in a playful, non-threatening way and discuss them.” 
By addressing the material-level (e.g., tokens, tangibility), the participants challenge each 
other’s views (visual representation, tangibility & freedom of interpretation).

Focusing on the artefacts (the tokens, the symbols, the (relative) positions on the table; 
tangibility and visual representation) they can be critical towards each other (freedom of 
interpretation, commonality). The artefacts seem to function as ‘lightning rods’ (triggers, 
excuses) to bring critique and sharpness into the discussion in a ‘safe’ (non-offensive) way. 
When a participant drifts off into a monologue on one topic, another participant may 
point to the Central Question Sign to bring the discussion back on topic. And when one 
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token (thus, one aspect) keeps returning in the discussion, a participant might propose to 
place it on the outer edge of the table, putting it ‘out of the game’ for a while (tangibility, 
commonality). These are two examples of observed behaviours that show how participants 
used the [X]CP elements to steer the discussion and to address each other’s behaviour in a 
non-offensive, safe manner. 

4) MULTI-DIMENSIONAL UNDERSTANDING

One of the clients (P7) of an earlier [X]CP session inspired the name of this dimension when 
he referred to these narratives as “multi-dimensional image”. During the impact interview 
he explained: “People always ride their hobby horses (…) while this method requires people to 
think more broadly, (...) with those tokens that are important, and then you start working with 
them. So you can’t stay stuck at one (...) point: you can put it at the centre, but then you also have 
to start thinking along about other matters that are relevant (which you yourself co-proposed 
as being relevant) how they relate! (...) There, an image emerges that can be valuable for the 
subsequent planning.” (Quote by P8 from impact interviews, see section 10.1)

From the video footage, it seems that the shared table-surface (commonality), that 
indicates radial prioritisation but is otherwise undefined, stimulates the creation of 
relations between different tokens- and hence: between different contributions. Thereby, 
it seems to invite participants to think outside of their own perspective. This brings 
participants to a multi-dimensional understanding of the situation, enriched with other 
perspectives, and broadened horizons.

Participants organically create relations between tokens placed on the table-surface (in 
the landscape). With the collectively generated meanings of the symbols and the relative 
token positions they form a narrative that describes the answer to the Central Question. 
The Central Question asked ‘what is important to us in a local broadcaster?’. The landscapes 
created on the tables of each group answer this question in a narrative of the priorities 
and interconnectedness of all (kinds of ) aspects that should be taken into account (see 
the example in following text box). The narrative connects the tokens and therewith 
the different contributions of the participants. However, it is not a linear story, built from 
chronological contributions of the individual participants. Instead, throughout the [X]CP 
session, participants are constructing, deconstructing and reconstructing this narrative, for 
example through reinterpreting symbols (visible representation) or altering token positions 
(tangibility).

From the responses to the questionnaire, it is clear that most participants feel that during 
the [X]CP session they broadened their understanding of the situation and learned 
something new. The chair of the local broadcaster reflected: “And I also found it an 
advantage that you are also forced to think about the different aspects and exchange thoughts 
with each other, while I have the impression that if you stand around a table with six people, it 
often happens that the first one starts about something and half an hour later you’re still talking 
about the same thing!” (Quote from intermediate evaluation conversation, see section 8.5.2 
and appendix E-4)
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P2 proposes a new aspect: “But there is also a bit of freedom involved.” he moves the Bird-token slowly 
forward. P1 confirms: “yes”. P2 continues: “which in my opinion is also a great good.” P1 adds to that, and 
they all start discussing about the new aspect. P6: “I think that you also need that to ensure the continuity”. 
P1 confirms: “Yes!” P3 suggests: “Then is” she taps on the Euro-token “then says, at that moment, for me this 
Euro is a bit like this”, she moves it outward, “because when a case institute comes and also wants airtime 
right, to bring their story, then they will bring the Euros along.” She holds her finger on the Euro-token, nods 
and looks around at the other participants. P5: “But that is” and P2 reaches his index finger towards the Euro-
token and touches it at the same time as P3 and says: “But than it is all the more like that isn’t it?” and slides it 
forward with his finger while P3 still holds her finger on it (see figure 58). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Figure 58: P2 slides the Euro-token inward while P3 still holds her finger on it. 
 
P3 says: “No, no, no” and slides it outward again with her finger, and P2 retracts his finger as she leaves her 
finger on it, “but it is not about that you…”, she now lifts her finger up and starts gesturing in the air and 
explains her suggestion. P6 supports her suggestion: “Well, I agree with you: at the moment that you create 
added value (...) than this is”, she moves the Euro-token outward just inside of the outer ring: “then that is 
merely a basic precondition” P3 confirms: “Yes!” P2 raises his index finger and moves the Euro-token inward 
again: “but before that moment, it is indeed really here.” P6 shrugs: “yeeeah”. P3 moves her hand towards it: 
“No, no, no, no, that is not possible, that is not possible” P1 nods and points at it:”You can’t do without” P3 
agrees: “No that is true” she rests her finger tips on the token (see Figure 3). P2: “That’s a utopia (…)”. 
(From T12, Phase 3 in narrative)

A few participants indicated that they already had a good understanding of the situation 
and that they did not learn anything new. Arguably, this self-report also indicates a value 
judgement of what participants deem to be ‘relevant’ contributions to their understanding 
or ‘relevant’ things to learn. As observed in the video footage, one of the participants (P2 at 
[X]CP table 10) already during the session, expressed that he was learning something new. 
After the first discussion round, this participant pointed to the table surface in a circular 
movement while saying: “Well, it is already becoming much more clear to me now”.

Theoretically speaking, from a PSM perspective, all participants have learned new things, 
enriched their prior meaning of the local broadcasting situation and have even changed 
(themselves and each other) through the participatory sense-making process around the 
[X]CP tables. In interpreting the observations and the reported participant experiences, I 
suppose that acknowledging that others brought something new to one’s understanding 
requires a quite high level of abstraction. It asks for openness, contemplation and 
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introspection and without any guidance or instruments for that, this seems quite a lot to 
ask. The fact that most people did in fact report that they had learned something new 
and had broadened their view may therefore mean that, perhaps in comparison to other 
consultation sessions, they were actively surprised by the level of new insights or the 
new unfamiliar viewpoints that they came into contact with – making them conscious of 
the newness or uniqueness of this occurrence to the extent that they reported it in the 
questionnaire.

5) DEMOCRATIC GROUP-FEELING

The visualisation acknowledges everyone’s contributions (see dimension 1) and, by 
visualising them in relation to the contributions of others, it seems to stimulate reflection 
on one’s own landscape. The openness of the [X]CP system (the ‘lack of’ prescriptions that 
allows for everyone to interpret and go about it differently) leads to a bit of a struggle/
challenge at each of the tables (freedom of interpretation / ambiguity). Seeing, in the 
visualisation, that the other table-groups have been working with the same challenge, 
might constitute a feeling of: ‘we are all in this together’ and seems to trigger curiosity 
towards how other participants used the table and interpreted the symbols. This feeling 
seems to create an open-mindedness towards the possibility of differing viewpoints 
and hence an interest and openness towards hearing interpretations from ‘the others’. 
A democratic group-feeling seems to arise, wherein everyone’s contribution counts. By 
showing all tables in the same way, the visualisation connects all participants and shows 
them that they are part of a bigger pluralistic whole. As one participant (P13) mentioned in 
the questionnaire: “The direct report that was shown made you aware of what was going on 
(‘living’) in the group.” (see section 8.5.1 and appendix E-3)

The participants continue to give Action Points to each other, by motivating why ‘this is something for them’ 
(e.g., P3 “I think this is something for you” and “You can do this, you are good at enthusing people”) and 
by plugging them into each other’s nametags. P1 jokes about this intimate interaction: “Watch out, or my 
silicones will deflate!” and everyone laughs and P5 warns about the camera recording again. 
P5 has picked up an Action Point for himself (and that he wrote himself ) and starts telling the others why he 
deems it suitable for his role. P1 takes it out if his hand to read it. They talk about it and P6 has a suggestion 
for a related Action Points and P1 asks if she can write an addition (“from a positive angle”): “can I add that to 
it then?” and P5 agrees, while already receiving the other Action Point from P6 into his nametag. 
                   (From T7, Phase 7 in narrative) 
 
Then another participant approaches P5 with an Action Point: “Yes, this one is for Peter-Jan!” P5 says: “Which 
one?” New participant: “You receive from me: ‘positively insist on (…)”. While plugging the Action Point into 
his nametag, she nods: “You can do that!” P5: “Do you confide that to me?” P2 laughs. The new participant 
nods: “You will succeed. Well then, here you go.” P5: “I very much appreciate that!” New participant, “Well 
then!” and pats him on the shoulder. P5 nods: “I find it very sweet” And the new participant walks back to her 
table. P5 chuckles and continues the personal conversation.            (From T11, Phase 7 in narrative)

The action of taking or handing out tangible action points (moderation phase 7) seems 
to extend the feeling of ‘we are all in this together’ towards ‘we can do this, together’. The 
democratic group-feeling in this phase, is concrete and action-oriented. It is striking that 
participants express encouragement or give a compliment when they hand out an action 
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point: the participants do not simply delegate a task, but express their trust in each other’s 
abilities to take it on (see the examples in the foregoing text box). Also when taking an 
action point for oneself, participants announce which action they take and show it to the 
others, seemingly with pride (visual representation).

Within the democratic group-feeling around the [X]CP tables, there is still room for 
manipulation or exercising power. There are no conversation rules that forbid that: the 
only instruction that relates to this is that the youngest person may start. The exchange of 
perspectives around the [X]CP tables is not free of power (as Habermas (1984) suggests 
in his conceptualisation of public sphere). The [X]CP instrument does however, break 
conventional forms of establishing power: participants now ‘need to’ use the shared 
tokens and table surface to express their views (commonality) and in that way need to 
relate themselves to the others and their contributions. When a participant attempts to 
manipulate the discussion this become visible (e.g., through repeated token movements). 
Participants appear to the others in their interactions with tangible artefacts, or as Arendt 
(1958) describes it: appearing through action and speech.

As the meanings are generated on the fly, there is the tendency (usually for one participant 
at each table, who is often a council member) to give regular summaries of the current 
landscape of tokens. In some table-groups, such summaries at times appear to be used 
slightly manipulatively (steering): for example, by adding one’s own emphasis within the 
collectively shaped meanings. Giving summaries is a kind of conversation facilitation and 
that might explain why the council members do it most often: they appear from their 
‘facilitating role’ in participation society.

Making own rules and ways of going about the ‘game’ 
Though the moderator gives participants some instructions before each moderation 
phase, the video observations illuminate that participants tend to create their own rules 
around the [X]CP tables. They also tend to begin the next phase before the moderator 
finishes his explanation. There are plenty of examples of how participants develop their 
own ways of going about ‘the game’ (as some participants have called it). For example, 
some participants decide that some tokens cannot be used, or that participants can 
only use the tokens that stand in front of them on the table or that they should start the 
second discussion round (moderation phase 4) with an empty table surface. Also some 
participants create their own rules for taking turns (at table 5 P5 suggests, still during the 
moderator’s explanation: “Shall we just do it in a circle?”. While interacting around the table, 
some participants decide that no tokens can be left on the outer border (they should all 
be positioned), or that all tokens should receive action points. At table 11 the participants 
conclude from the intermezzo (presumably, the view of tokens’ travelled distances) that 
they should move most with the tokens they find most important. These self-imposed 
rules can sometimes create limitations (at table 6 one participant is ‘not allowed’ to place 
the token of his choice) but they also lead to new meaning-making processes at the table 
(the same participant then comes up with a new interpretation of the token that he placed 
earlier). 
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In these situations, there seems to be, what is described in Participatory Sense-Making 
theory as, a ‘breakdown in coordination’ between the participants. Coordination in PSM 
is how participants tune their movements (e.g., mirroring, imitation), verbal expressions 
and even physiological processes to each other in the interaction (De Jaegher, 2007). PSM 
however also needs breakdowns in the coordination; as these movements create space 
for participants to bring up something new, go into a new direction or shift activities. 
Therewith, breakdowns open up new opportunities for Participatory Sense-Making. The 
rules that participants create together on-the-go (or sometimes more individually impose 
on others) have two effects: they either limit an action or stimulate an action. In this way, 
new paths for meaning making are opened. 

At table 5, P5 later experiences the downside of his self-suggested rule, when his preferred 
token has already been placed, and the rest of the participants now reinforce the rule on 
him. The result is that together, they start brainstorming on different interpretations for the 
tokens that are left for him to use (see the example in the following text box). 

P5 takes his left hand out of his pocket, points and looks at the Giftbox-token on his left and then orients 
himself towards at P4 (who placed the token that P5 had wanted to place), while still keeping his finger 
pointed at the Giftbox-token: “But then surely we have to- then do I have to position this one?” P4 chuckles: 
“Yes!” and points at the Gfitbox-token. P1 points at the Giftbox-token and says “What is that? That’s a gift” 
and P2 confirms: “That’s a gift”. Meanwhile P3 points and rubs with her right index finger over the symbol on 
top of the clock-token in front of her, while embracing it from the left side with her left hand: “We also still 
have a clock over here!” The other participants together keep up the rules(that P5 initiated) and they look for 
possibilities to continue together. They do not make it the problem of P5, that he now has limited options to 
choose from (two tokens), but instead they start brainstorming about potential meanings for each of the left 
over tokens.                   (From T5, Phase 2 in narrative)

That participants generate rules while interacting around the table may contribute to 
the observed tendency that participants hold each other accountable for their actions 
and contributions to the landscape (commonality). It seems that participants do not only 
generate meaning about the topic of their interactions but they also generate meaning for 
how to interact together. In their own ways, they generate meaning in a setting that they 
shaped themselves. In terms of multi-stakeholder interactions, this seems highly valuable. 
In terms of designing for public sphere, it seems fruitful to provide associative materials 
(tokens, open table surface) and open guidelines (not prescriptions) for people to generate 
their own ways of interacting and relating with each other and the materials. As observed, 
this can also lead to participants who limit actions or prohibit each other’s actions, but 
from a PSM perspective; such (initial) restraints (coordination breakdowns) in fact propel 
the joint sense-making process. 

6) OPENNESS TO OTHERNESS

In the participant questionnaire, a large majority of participants indicated that openness 
characterised their discussion around the [X]CP tables and that there was room to express 
different perspectives, see table 10.
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To what extent do these words describe your experience of the discussions around the  
[X]CP table?

From ‘Open’ (1) to ‘Closed’ (5)

2

10 (43,5%)

1

7 (30,4%)

2 (8,7%)

3

4 (17,4%)

54

From ‘There was room for different viewpoints to come to the fore’ (1) to  
‘There was no room for different viewpoints to come to the fore’’ (5)

2

10 (43,5%)

1

5 (21,7%)

3

3 (13%)

4

4 (17,4%)

5

1 (4,3%)

Table 10: Responses to questions about openness and room for different viewpoints.

Later in the questionnaire, one participant (P19) noted that “People reacted more open and 
spontaneous” than in other consultations sessions (without the [X]CP instrument) and two 
other participants mentioned that the “openness to one another” and “open-minded[ness]” 
appealed to them most during the [X]CP session.

Arendt describes the public sphere as a place not to perpetuate what is of value to you, 
but what would be of value for society as a whole. This requires an awareness of plurality 
and a curiosity towards understanding (as opposed to empathising with) ‘the other’. In 
order not to generalise ‘the other’, Arendt argues that people should take the viewpoints of 
those who are absent into account, to form an enlarged mentality: a holistic understanding 
of what society, made up of a plurality of unique individuals, needs (Benhabib, 1992). 

In my interpretation, the curiosity of participants towards other participants at other tables 
(as triggered by the visualisation, as described in dimension 5) illustrates the beginning of 
this enlarged mentality. This interpretation is strengthened by the observations from the 
second round of discussion, after the intermezzo (moderation phase 4). Then, at several 
tables, participants borrow meanings from other table-groups or include argumentations 
or anecdotes that they heard from other table-groups into their discussion. In this 
way, they are taking into account viewpoints of those who are ‘absent’ from their table. 
The discussions are no longer necessarily between the five or six participants who 
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coincidentally stand around the same table, but they can be extended to include 
viewpoints expressed by other participants at other tables (concrete others – Benhabib, 
1992) during the intermezzo. In this way, the discussions remain intimate but can at the 
same time scale up to ±60 people in the case of Oosterhout, and perhaps up to a 120 
people with the full occupation of the [X]CP system. 

In the questionnaire, participants could indicate whether opinions changed (or not) and 
whether standpoints were held onto (or abandoned) during the session, see table 11. 

Strikingly, most responses lie in the middle and lean towards not changing opinions and 
not letting go of standpoints. Few participants chose to explain their choice for these 
questions, meaning that I cannot explain these charts, but one participant (P14) indicates 
that: “Soon there was quite a lot of consensus, so no exciting discussions, rather different 
opinions about nuances of the tokens’ places.”

To what extent do these words describe your experience of the discussions around the  
[X]CP table?

From ‘Everyone’s own standpoints were held onto’ (1) to ‘Everyone’s own standpoints 
were let go off’ (5)

3

3 (13%)
2 (8,7%)

2

7 (30,4%)

10 (43,5%)

1

1 (4,3%)

54

From ‘Opinions changed’ (1) to ‘Opinions did not change’ (5)

3

3 (13%)

4

6 (26,1%)

5

1 (4,3%)
2 (8,7%)

11 (47,8%)

3 (13%)

21

Table 11: Responses to questions about openness and room for different viewpoints.

From my theoretical point of reference (in PSM, Phenomenology and Embodied 
Cognition), people’s viewpoints are dynamic: they can be altered, nuanced or enriched 
through social embodied interactions. And, also from the perspective of Agonistic 
Pluralism (Mouffe, 1999) and Plurality, these (potentially contesting) viewpoints should not 
be brushed over. From this perspective, the composition of the bar charts in table 10 could 
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be interpreted as displaying that participants maintained a balance of openness to change, 
without forsaking oneself. And that practical balance can be interpreted as a direct match 
with the theoretical intentions behind the design of [X]CP.

Theoretically speaking, both ends of the scale are part of the spectrum of Participatory 
Sense-Making. In PSM processes, people jump from individual to joint sense-making all 
the time. Generating new meaning in interaction, is neither a case of doing away with 
standpoint or opinions in favour of a new one, it is a process of shifting, changing and 
transforming, that might not be as explicit as either ends of the scale and hence, might be 
more in the middle. My aim with [X]CP is to bring about public sphere where stakeholders 
can exchange their perspectives and generate new meaning of the situation at hand. It 
is indeed about creating space ‘in the middle’ (in-between people and in the middle of 
the bar chart), where people can make up their mind, together and from their different 
viewpoints. 



221

8.7 IMPACT OF [X]CP PSS ON CASE
With the Field-style CDR approach to this case study, I was not only interested in finding 
direct answers to my research question, but also in generating value for the stakeholders 
through my design intervention (the [X]CP product-service-system). I consider the impact 
of the product-service-system of [X]CP through the means of monitoring local media and 
a semi-structured interview with the client (clerk). 

With a time span of six months after the evaluation session (June 2017 – January 2018), I 
monitored the local discourse concerning the local broadcaster in Oosterhout. My goal 
with this was not to pinpoint effects of the [X]CP session, as it was ‘just’ one event in the 
long history of the topic in Oosterhout. Rather, the goal of this monitoring was to see how 
the case developed over time, to see if I can find traces to the (outcomes of the) [X]CP 
session and finally to generate a deeper understanding of the complexity of the case in 
itself. I used local media sources, publicly available council documents and a reflective 
impact interview with the clerk as sources to establish an idea of what happened after the 
[X]CP session. From these sources, I created a timeline of how the case developed. The 
timeline and summary of the impact interview can be found respectively in appendix E-7 
& B. The chair of the local broadcaster did not respond to my request (and reminder) for an 
interview.

Monitoring the local media in Oosterhout, it is evident that the survival of the local 
broadcaster, at least until January 2018, was a hot topic in the community. The articles 
written and activities undertaken after the session show a tumultuous time for the local 
broadcaster. If anything, this monitoring illustrated the complexity of the topic and its 
interwovenness in the social, historical and political context of Oosterhout. The discourse 
once again demonstrates that the [X]CP session is merely one of the factors in the entire 
narrative of the local broadcaster and the city council who have been debating over its 
continuation for years. 

In the impact interview with the clerk, seven months after the [X]CP session (December 
2017), the clerk emphasises the value of the presentation of the outcomes. In his view, the 
evaluation session has created a “foundation” of understanding of the situation shared by 
the city council. He points out that (contrary to his experience) the council members never 
questioned the outcomes afterwards. His explanation for this is that the outcomes and 
where they came from were clearly explained in my presentation during the evaluation 
session. In terms of impact of the [X]CP system, the clerk mentions that he thinks the 
results of the [X]CP session would not have been achieved without the implementation of 
the [X]CP system.

On June 28th, about three months after the [X]CP session, the local broadcaster indeed 
presented their vision and plan for the period of 2018 until 2022. It included substantive 
amounts of funding requested from the municipality. Though during the evaluation 
session the chair presented clear links between their plans and written action points from 
the [X]CP session, this document did not explicitly refer to, nor shows links to, the [X]CP 
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session or its outcomes.

Four months after the [X]CP session, the city council agreed on a request by the board 
of mayor and aldermen to grant immediate funding to support the local broadcaster for 
the short term. In the view of the clerk, this positive decision is thanks to the [X]CP session 
and the evaluation presentation of its outcomes. If so, that would be a highly concrete 
outcome of the [X]CP session. At the time of writing, the longitudinal subsidiary support 
for the broadcaster has not been on the agenda of the city council yet. 
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9. 

REFLECTIONS 
 

In chapter 3 I introduced the research questions that followed from the contextual 
and theoretical inspiration (respectively, chapters 1 and 2) for this work. This section 
encompasses my overall reflections on the research questions and how my findings from 
practice relate to theoretical foundations. I start out with a reflection on the research 
questions by summarising the findings from this thesis. Finally, I reflect on the overall driver 
of this work: designing for public sphere. Two research questions were central to this thesis. 

The first question concerned designing for Arendt’s public sphere (1958) to combat 
Habermas’ colonisation of Lifeworld, by System (1984). Explorations with design 
interventions in four diverse cases, brought forward insights on the characteristics of the 
embodiment-inspired design that may open up a public sphere. However, I realised that 
such design (and its outcomes) is subject to its implementation in context: the historical 
perspectives, existing perceptions, political interests and (dis)trusting relations between 
stakeholders in the local context. I realised that the position of the designer(s) as well as 
the stakeholders should be carefully considered while designing for public sphere.

The second question specified my research interest towards what kind of interactions 
constitute a public sphere. From Arendt’s description of ‘appearing’ (with the condition of 
plurality) in the public sphere, I used Participatory Sense-Making theory (De Jaegher & Di 
Paolo, 2007), to conceptualise a role for design that invites embodied, social interactions 
through which stakeholders can generate new meaning together. Through the iterative 
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design and (observations from) implementations of [X]Changing Perspectives I found a 
variety of ways in which the design elements can play a role in a specific form of PSM that 
characterises itself in six dimensions. Furthermore, through participant questionnaires 
and client interviews after half a year to a year, I found that the service aspect of [X]CP 
contributed to expectation management and setting the stage for the experience of (PSM 
during) the session and an action-perspective for stakeholders after the session.

9.1 REFLECTION ON RESEARCH 
QUESTION 1

 
“How might embodiment-inspired design establish a ‘public sphere’ for stakeholders to 
collaborate on public good, specifically combatting the colonisation of the Lifeworld 
by the System?” 

In the spirit of Field-style Constructive Design Research, I explored this question by 
designing various interventions in real-life cases (see chapter 4). The designs themselves 
were based on the particular needs and opportunities in the (clients’) context and inspired 
by embodiment (see chapter 2). I designed a cargo bike for spontaneous encounters 
between residents and neighbourhood professionals, a caravan with probes for local 
decision-making and a co-design process for an on- and offline platform for citizen 
initiatives. Additionally, I designed an interactive space for multi-stakeholder ideation, the 
Blue Studio, as to explore the materialisation of Embodied Sense-making theory (Hummels 
& Van Dijk, 2015). Using field observations and participant evaluations, I reflected on the 
first research question. 

Emerging from the explorations, I found three themes that contribute to bridging the 
gap between System and Lifeworld. Namely: the roles of (1) embodiment-inspired 
design interventions, of (2) multi-stakeholder context and of (3) designers in participation 
processes on public issues.

(1) EMBODIMENT-INSPIRED DESIGN: INVITING NON-
THREATENING PERSPECTIVE EXCHANGES

In an effort to affiliate with Lifeworld, I created design interventions inspired by 
Engagement Catalysers (Trotto & Hummels, 2013) that invited playful, spontaneous, 
full-body engagements. In this way, they functioned to open up new ways of engaging 
between professionals and citizens from a first person perspective. The embodiment-
inspired designs invited spontaneous physical interactions that made the stakeholders act 
as persons, not as their ‘roles’ (Trotto & Hummels, 2013 & Jaasma et al., 2014). For example, 
in the third case of the explorations in chapter 4, the municipal area coordinator could 
not ride the BuurtBakfiets from her role- she could only ride it as herself. I found that, 
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in this way, the physical interactions and activities allowed stakeholders to overcome 
pigeonholing and to exercise with new roles and responsibilities in public issues in a non-
threatening and even enjoyable way. 

Unfortunately, the (playfully inviting, physically activating) character of the embodiment-
inspired design interventions was at the cost of their outcomes being taken seriously. The 
playfulness of these interventions in relation to the seriousness of the public issue at hand, 
could ‘go against the grain’ for some people. The interventions were sometimes interpreted 
as ‘infantile’ and ‘irrelevant to the issue’. Remarkably, such perceptions changed as soon 
as Evert and I presented the outcomes and the insights that we gained from them (e.g. 
local media discourse in case 2 in chapter 3 and in evaluation sessions in chapter 5). This 
perception suggests that the means of the design interventions themselves stayed too far 
away from the means of local decision-making on the public issue at hand. This led to a 
disconnect, that meant that the outcomes of the design interventions did not impact local 
decision-making processes.

Therefore, the aesthetics of the design intervention, and the type (or intensity) of 
embodied interactions (Dourish, 2001) it invites should be carefully considered. After the 
explorations (chapter 4) I focused on designing [X]Changing Perspectives as a system that 
feels ‘real’ (despite being a prototype), that can be brought into contemporary consultation 
settings (known means of round table sessions) and that enriches common deliberation 
with embodied, social interactions (invited by embodiment-inspired design). In this way, 
I ‘toned down’ the role of embodiment to suit the contemporary context (and ‘plausible’ 
means) of multi-stakeholder consultation. 

(2) MULTI-STAKEHOLDER CONTEXT: CONNECTING TO 
SYSTEM-REALITY

Furthermore, I saw the risk that our design interventions would not do justice to the 
real, meaningful contributions that ‘the people’ (non-professionals) could make to 
formal decision-making. In our effort to combat the colonisation of Lifeworld by System 
(Habermas, 19YY), I realised that we tipped the balance towards Lifeworld and our 
interventions found no resonance in System reality. Thus - though we did momentarily 
succeed in opening up interactions between System and Lifeworld (by addressing 
professionals as whole persons through embodied interactions) - we missed the next 
step: to provide means to bring back the values of these interactions into the System. 
Our design interventions did not provide handles to make the insights from the design 
interventions actionable within System reality and thus the insights did not find their way 
to transforming or opening up System (i.e., a certain process within governance).

In order to bridge System and Lifeworld, design interventions should establish a setting 
that gives room for open exchanges of viewpoints (from both paradigms), for people 
to appear to each other: a public sphere (Habermas, 1984; Arendt, 1958). I do not follow 
Habermas (1984) in his qualification that exchanges in this public sphere should be free 
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from power and hence led by reasonable arguments. Instead, my interpretation of the 
observations of the explorations follows Arendt’s (1958) view of the public sphere: a space 
that allows people to appear to each other by exchanging viewpoints. While doing so, they 
can discover that they are equal in that they are different (plurality), and in their exchange 
of viewpoints they can get to know themselves and/through the other.

I suggest designers can contribute to bridging the gap between System and Lifeworld, 
by designing products, services or systems that bring out pluralism (the different views 
in society) and that invite embodied social interactions through which stakeholders 
appear to each other: thereby establishing public sphere (Arendt, 1958). The exploration 
of the Blue studio, illustrated an attempt to design for this kind of public sphere. The ‘alien’, 
physical environment invites people to relate to and make sense of it through their bodies 
and therewith it allows for the forming of new ways of interacting and thinking- and pulls 
people out of their current frames of reference, hierarchy and pigeonholes (Jaasma et al., 
2017a). However, being so ‘alien’ caused it to stand far away from System and hence from 
impacting it.

I realised that our design interventions should be focused on the balance between 
System and Lifeworld, -and not tip over to either one paradigm- and should fit better with 
contemporary formal decision-making trajectories, to have an impact on them. 

Evert and I decided to intervene in existing forms of local governance where System and 
Lifeworld meet: and focus specifically on the context of multi-stakeholder consultation 
sessions in participation processes. I converged the design space from eliciting engaging 
interactions in the public space or workshop settings to eliciting constructive interactions 
towards Participatory Sense-Making in multi-stakeholder consultations sessions. That 
is: to reach new, shared meaning through social embodied interactions, that cannot 
be attributed to either interaction partner alone, but truly emerged in-between the 
stakeholders (agents), who change each other through interacting and who are 
themselves changed by the interaction process itself (De Jaegher, 2007).

(3) THE DESIGNERS’ POSITION IN PUBLIC GOOD: 
TRANSPARENCY

When intervening in the context of public good, where the private, public and political 
interests meet, it is important to reflect on the position and interest of the designer. The 
perceptions of embodiment-inspired design interventions as ‘infantile’ and ‘smokescreens’ 
(see e.g., section 4.2) suggest that it might be desirable for designs to communicate their 
‘usefulness’ or ‘purpose’ in relation to the issue at hand. If such interventions could in and 
of themselves be transparent about their raison d’être and their role in the ‘bigger picture’ 
of the local issue at hand (the participation process), they might become understood in 
relation to and as a part of the formal process. This is important, because it points to the 
possibility of preventing the disconnect (see paragraph (1)) with System reality. As such, it 
points to the possibility of maintaining the added value of embodied interactions, while 
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impacting formal processes of decision-making. 

It seems that the (playful) looks or activities from embodiment-inspired design 
interventions can provoke opposition to the designs themselves but also to the process. 
At the same time, distrust in the process seemed to arouse suspicion toward the design 
interventions.

The explorations (chapter 4) were focused on inviting people to participate in the 
embodiment-inspired interventions, thereby seducing them to experience the emerging 
value of the social embodied interactions. However, in this value-laden context, my 
reflection is that designers should not underestimate the relevance of their own intentions, 
values and politics when intervening into this context with a design. When designing for 
public sphere, thus seducing people to appear to each other, I think that designers should 
consider how they, and their designs, appear to the participating people.

That being said, the philosophical foundations (e.g., phenomenology) behind this work 
argue that perceptions will always vary amongst people and thus designers cannot 
prohibit various perceptions of and projections onto their designs. Therefore, designing 
for public good implies new responsibilities for designers: to be sensitive to diverse 
perceptions, to address those and to communicate their intentions with the designed 
intervention.

However, there is a catch: in politically charged multi-stakeholder contexts, it is not up 
to designers alone to implement and communicate about such design interventions. 
There is an additional tension, because the stakeholders’ reasons for implementation of 
embodiment-inspired designs might not always be so transparent and might not always 
match the designs’ intention (e.g., in the case of the Caravan, see section 4.2). The design 
of an implementation service that includes the timely sharing of insights gained from 
the design interventions, might help to promote the rationale of embodiment-inspired 
designs further: to apply the rationale and insights, in a fitting follow-up process, with 
integrity. Yet again, the most important responsibility of designers is to transparently 
communicate their position and intentions (also those embedded in the design) and to 
be sensitive toward, recognise and address intentions and perceptions as they appear, in 
order to open up a shared reflection on the rationale behind the participation process at 
large. When designers make an effort to transparently communicate their position, this also 
functions to ‘set an example’ for the stakeholders that they collaborate with. For example, 
when I invited all clients of [X]CP sessions for a ‘give-back’ presentation (see section 10.3) 
in which I shared my research findings and acknowledged how they had contributed to 
my work with their cases, one of the clients responded to my invitation with a note of 
recognition and appreciation that: “you practice what you preach”.
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9.2 REFLECTION ON RESEARCH 
QUESTION 2

 
“What roles might the designed elements of [X]CP play in Participatory Sense-Making 
processes between multi-stakeholders of public issues in consultation sessions?” 

In various real life cases, I gained preliminary insights into the dynamics of participants 
around the [X]CP tables. I treated one [X]CP session, with ±60 participants (of which 
±55 partook in the research) on the topic of local broadcasting in Oosterhout, as the 
main intensive case study through which to explore this question. Adapting qualitative 
methods, I used a reflexive approach to analyse observations and contextual data from 
the case study. I analysed video footage from the [X]CP session to create thick descriptions 
of the stakeholders’ interactions with and around the [X]CP tables. For each table-group, I 
constructed a narrative that illustrates the unfolding Participatory Sense-Making processes. 
Analysing across table-groups shed light on patterns and variations in the ways in which 
sense-making processes unfolded, and the roles that the elements of the [X]CP system 
played in those processes.

A PARTICULAR FORM OF PARTICIPATORY SENSE-MAKING

Through the analysis I found that the use of artefacts and the presence of stakes in the 
interactions between multi-stakeholders, unfolded a particular form of PSM. I described 
this form in six dimensions that characterise the ways in which stakeholders made 
sense together, using four characteristics of the [X]CP design. In section 8.6, I elaborately 
explain in which ways these four design characteristics play a role in unfolding these six 
dimensions of Participatory Sense-Making. 

In this section I summarise how the [X]CP system combines these four characteristics 
(underlined) that unfold the six dimensions (bold) of Participatory Sense-Making when 
artefacts and stakes are involved. 

The first dimension is Engagement. I found that the stakeholders participating in the 
session pulled each other into a focused discussion by using the tangibility of the [X]
CP instrument. The tangibility of the tokens was used by stakeholders to communicate 
beyond their words (e.g., taking the turn, indicating importance or preciousness of a topic). 
By standing around a relatively small, shared table surface (commonality), the stakeholders 
formed, as it were, a wall around their table with their bodies. This setting seemed to 
contribute to the engagement between stakeholders and what was happening at their 
table: they were not bothered by noises or the moderator’s attempts to get attention. 

The second dimension is Collective Meaning. By associating with the symbols as freely 
interpretable representations, stakeholders shared different suggestions for meanings. 
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Moreover, when they placed or repositioned tokens, they motivated their movements. 
The discussions therefore were not about defining or stating but rather about explaining. 
As the tokens were common, tangible objects stakeholders interchangeably used them 
and while repositioning tokens, they added nuances to or suggested new meanings for 
them: dynamically giving meaning to them together. Interestingly, the tokens functioned 
as scaffolds for this meaning making (Van Dijk, 2013): stakeholders built upon earlier 
contributions for a certain token, when they proposed to change its position. This relates 
to the third dimension: Constructive Critical Interactions. Stakeholders tended to relate 
their new contributions, to what was said about a certain token earlier: constructively 
exchanging differing views and relating those views to one another. Differing viewpoints 
came out and, stakeholders tended to refer the tangibility of tokens, or a position on the 
table, to query each other on their motivations behind their view or initial statement. 
Some used the Central Question Sign to bring others back to the original topic when 
they wandered off. Stakeholders critically queried and corrected each other through the 
tangible layer that [X]CP provided, instead of pointing to the person. In other words: it 
seems that the tangibility functions as a lightening rod for critical interactions in a non-
threatening way. 

As tokens were placed on a common table surface, stakeholders organically related 
the meaning of a positioned token, to the other tokens on the table, creating a Multi-
Dimensional Understanding (dimension 4) of the situation at hand. As clients indicate: 
stakeholders cannot stick to their hobbyhorses, but need to relate their standpoints to 
the other factors (tokens) that play a role (that are positioned on the table). As the table 
surface is (and also tokens are) a commonality, stakeholders held each other accountable 
for (re-)positioning tokens on it, as these movements signified proposed alterations to their 
collective meaningful landscape. The tokens leave invisible traces of their movements on 
the table: stakeholders sometimes pointed to certain areas of the table surface to refer 
back to an earlier point in their discussion. The traces were digitalised in the real-time 
overview that represented token movements. Though this visualisation is a representation, 
it did not include any of the attributed meanings of the stakeholders. It was therefore freely 
interpretable and stakeholders seemed genuinely interested in hearing the explanations 
of token positions at other table-groups: Openness to Otherness (dimension 6). Some 
table-groups even borrowed meanings from other table-groups in the next discussion 
round. The visual representation of the overview connected all stakeholders through their 
shared activity (moving the tokens, thereby creating a meaningful landscape). As such, it 
seemed to contribute to a Democratic Group Feeling (dimension 5) of: ‘we are all in this 
together’. This was strengthened by the handing out of tangible Action Points and the 
representation of wearing them on one’s chest: everyone could show their, and see each 
other’s, intended efforts. 

People make use of [X]CP in their interactions in all kinds of ways. In the detailed analysis 
of the intensive case study, I found patterns that point to the use of particular design 
characteristics and therewith establish particular forms (dimensions) of PSM. Earlier cases 
showed that the context of the public issue at hand and prior expectations had a large 
influence on the way people used [X]CP (see section 5.7) and how they experienced an  
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[X]CP session. What happens around the [X]CP tables is not only that stakeholders establish 
new, collective meaning, but they also establish ‘own ways of going about ‘the game’’ (see 
section 8.6). In other words: in their interactions, people develop their own precise ways 
of using [X]CP (e.g., to temporarily exclude a topic, to take turns, to make sure all separate 
aspects are discussed). Nonetheless, the six overarching dimensions of PSM that I found in 
the intensive case study, and the four design characteristics that contribute to them, are 
recognisable in the preliminary insights from earlier [X]CP sessions (see section 5.7 and 
chapter 7) and in the way clients describe the dynamics during other sessions (see section 
10.1).

EMBODIMENT-INSPIRED DESIGN CAN MEDIATE 
PARTICIPATORY SENSE-MAKING BY PROVIDING 
STRUCTURE & OPENNESS THROUGH REPRESENTATION

In chapter 2 I explained the promise of embodiment-inspired design in shaping social 
interactions by means of Technological Mediation (Verbeek, 2006). From the analysis of 
stakeholders’ interactions, it was indeed clear that stakeholders used the [X]CP artefacts in 
various ways in their interactions, in their efforts to make sense together (see the example 
narrative of T7 in 8.4.1). 

The [X]CP system mediated multi-stakeholder interactions through the four design 
characteristics that overall seem to provide at the same time structure and openness for 
stakeholders’ interactions. In reflecting on the inspiration of embodiment, especially the 
roles of the design characteristics of representations and freedom of interpretation in the 
design of [X]CP is interesting.

While internal representation seems at odds with the idea of embodiment (Van Dijk, 
2018), the observations bring forward that external representations have an important 
role to play in Participatory Sense-Making. However, in the interactions with symbols, 
tokens and the visualisation, it seems that representing information is not their primary 
function. Rather, representational characteristics seem to function as an added ‘scaffolding’ 
structure for sense-making (Jaasma et al., 2017f ). Thereto, it balances ‘structuring yet 
freely interpretable’ representational elements. For example, the symbols triggered 
primary reactions (structuring the interactions and ‘breaking the ice’) from stakeholders. 
These primary reactions, or spontaneous associations, were often telling of stakeholders’ 
backgrounds. As such, freely associating with symbols seemed to take people out of their 
stakeholder-role and engage them as whole person, with experiences, emotions and 
creativity aside from expertise. 

The same balance of structure and openness applies to the table surface. It provides 
structure in the sense that it frames a circular area where tokens can be placed, and it 
defines the proximity of stakeholders standing around it. While it leaves open how to 
position tokens, at the same time, it does imply some structure (radial prioritisation) due to 
the central question placement.
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Reflecting on those examples, I regard the value of representations for participatory sense-
making processes to be in the balance of providing representational elements as structure, 
while at the same time leaving open what they stand for and how they could be used.

9.3 OVERALL REFLECTIONS: DESIGNING 
FOR PUBLIC SPHERE
Zooming out from the research questions, I can reflect on the ways in which my design 
efforts have contributed to establishing public sphere and opening up local governance 
processes to multi-stakeholder participation. In this section I reflect on embodiment-
inspired designs as mediation for multi-stakeholder deliberation, on the need for 
consultancy and service delivery when designing for public good and on the impact of 
and on the societal context.

EMBODIMENT-INSPIRED DESIGN CAN ADDRESS & 
EMPOWER STAKEHOLDERS AS SENSE-MAKERS

Though there are very few rules for an [X]CP session, it was an important condition that 
every person, who stands around an [X]CP table, participates as sense-maker with the 
same prior information as other participants. In line with stakeholder contingency in 
governance and cross-sector collaborations in the transformation economy (Brand & 
Rocchi, 2011), this means that I encouraged clients to participate, as indeed, ‘any other’ 
stakeholder. In the second case with the housing corporation (in the village, iteration 3, 
see chapter 4), it became clear that indeed, when one stakeholder group had more prior 
information (in this case: the housing consultants had done the same session before, in 
a different location), they retracted themselves from the direct interactions. Instead of 
interacting as sense-makers, they now demonstrated more facilitating behaviours such as 
interviewing the other stakeholders, or taking notes, or explaining how the [X]CP 
instrument should be used. These behaviours introduce System-reality into the [X]CP 
session: ‘colonising’ the interactions amongst stakeholders at the tables. Therefore, I was 
adamant in all other sessions that clients (or any stakeholder group for that matter) did 
not receive more prior information than others, and assured them that they would be 
participants (not facilitators or onlookers). 

When I prepared [X]CP sessions with clients, they oftentimes expected that a moderator 
per table, or dialogue rules would be needed to ‘stimulate’ conversations. This common 
expectation was surprising to me, as I had observed how people around the [X]CP tables 
found their own ways of going about it. Perhaps it is a matter of being used to such 
dialogue structures (System) that they are regarded necessary. Of course, with the design 
of [X]CP, I make the point that people can make sense together, themselves: mediated 
by tangibles, by direct visible feedback from the interactive visualisation, by freedom of 
interpretation in representations, by  spatial proximity and a common physical surface 
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that binds them into a collective activity. Therefore I interpret the finding that stakeholders 
create their own rules and ways of going about the ‘game’ as an illustration of people’s own 
agency to use, or better, to appropriate these qualities of embodiment-inspired design 
artefacts in their social interactions and discussions (or: in their Participatory Sense-Making 
processes). The embodiment-inspired design artefacts in this way became mediators in 
tense multi-stakeholder interactions, through the stakeholders’ appropriation of them.

DESIGNING FOR PUBLIC GOOD REQUIRES CONSULTANCY 
AND SERVICE DELIVERY

In this Field-style Constructive Design Research, I implemented design interventions in 
real-life cases. However, it is important to note and to reflect on the intervention that I, 
myself, in fact was in these cases. Throughout this research, I have intervened in cases 
by designing and by researching and consulting. I not only brought in embodiment-
inspired design interventions, but also strategies for implementation of the design and 
proposals for participation processes around the design intervention. In the beginning, 
my then-colleague Evert Wolters could easily slide into the consulting role, from his daily 
job as consultant. My role became a combination of designer, researcher and consultant: 
a design(-research)er-consultant. Though this multifaceted role did not feel unnatural to 
me, I did notice some tensions that I will reflect on here, to explicate an understanding 
of the role of designers in the context of public good. As the combined role of design-
researcher has been central to the rest of this thesis, I now focus on the designer in the role 
of consultant: providing advice and service around the implementation of designs.

CONSULTANCY 

In the case in Oldebroek, there was a shift from first being process-guides towards 
potentially ‘selling’ the platform that Evert and I had conceptualised from the co-design 
process. This is an example where I balanced the three facets of my role. I did not regard 
the design work as innovative or of specific interest (i.e., online platform i.r.t. embodiment) 
to the research question. From the research perspective it seemed interesting to monitor 
the local stakeholders’ process (the System-Lifeworld tension) in realising their needs 
and ideas that came out of our co-design process. From a consultancy perspective the 
stakeholders requested direction from Evert and me, and there was an opportunity to steer 
them by ‘selling’ our (conceptualised) platform. In this case, I weighed the interests of each 
role and preferred the research-role as it best suited my values (i.e.: keep agency in the 
hands of stakeholders) and the research questions of this work. Still, Evert and I did a tiny 
bit of consulting: but actually to let the stakeholders experience that they did not need us 
to commission a web development project. This sort of empowerment, or agency-building 
as a drive is recognisable from my subjectivity statement (see section 3.4).

Later, without Evert as explicit consultant, the three roles of designing, researching and 
consulting still always remained part of my work. I did make an effort to separate these 
roles for clarity and for ethical responsibility. The consultancy that I did was always process-
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related and never advice on the content or next topical steps for stakeholders. Design(-
research)ers, from the background in Participatory Design, could be regarded as credible in 
advising on participation processes, but it would be ethically wrong to extend such advice 
to political or governance processes. This does not mean that the design interventions 
do not produce such insights: it means that designers, when working on public issues, 
may increase the impact of their design interventions when they work as part of an 
interdisciplinary team. 

According to Chen et al. (2016), designing for societal transformation implies that designers 
need to navigate ambiguity, complexity, wicked problems, unmanageable outcomes and 
hidden stakeholder agendas. Chen et al. observe that designers are not yet equipped for 
these challenges (2016). Koskinen and Hush (2016) suggest that design requires more 
sociological grounding to tackle large-scale societal issues. Keshavarz and Mazé (2013) 
urge design-researchers and practitioners to take a reflexive approach and consider their 
position in the complexity. 

The challenges sketched by Chen et al. (2016) are also apparent in my work. In my 
efforts to navigate the complexity of the societal context I collaborated with a political-
administrative consultant (Evert Wolters), developed a theoretical understanding of 
what constitutes public sphere and I collaborated with stakeholders (i.e., experts from 
the field) on their cases. Additionally, as Keshavarz and Mazé (2013) (and qualitative 
research methods in general) suggest, I have used a reflective approach throughout this 
work, to reflect on my role and position as designer intervening in the field of societal 
transformation. Concretely, I gave shape to this by keeping reflections in a notebook, 
by collaborating with professional moderators to host sessions or with Evert, as external 
consultant, to add separate political-administrative advice to my reports for clients. 

SERVICE DELIVERY

The activity of consulting on the participation process itself developed into a service for 
the implementation of [X]CP. This service was shaped through the experiences in case 
studies (see chapter 5). I found that the aims of consultation meetings and the follow up 
strategies are often undecided, that the invitation process mismanages expectations of 
participating stakeholders and that feedback to participants after a consultation session 
is often missing. Hence, stakeholders sometimes made an effort to contribute, but arrived 
expecting to receive information or to judge proposals (instead of actively generating new 
meaning together). Or stakeholders made an effort to participate, but were not sure in 
what (what are the frames within which their input can be taken into account) or were left 
in the dark as to what would happen with their input. The decision-making or agenda-
setting processes that stakeholders participated in through an [X]CP session, were often 
‘black boxes’ to them. It appeared to be a bit of a vicious circle, as earlier disappointments 
can lead to skeptical attitudes towards the next consultation session or participation 
project. From my theoretical perspective, viewpoints and meanings are dynamic: they are 
in constant state of transformation through our interactions with each other in the world 
(See phenomenology (Merleau-Ponty), Participatory Sense-Making (De Jaegher & Di Paolo, 
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2007), appearing (Arendt, 1958) and shifting identities (Mouffe, 1999) in chapter 2). This 
implies that one consultation meeting cannot suffice: recognizing the dynamics of sense-
making in public discourse means acting upon the idea that participation is a process, 
and requires continuous exchanges between stakeholders. This has deep implications for 
stakeholders’ organisations and way of working. In fact, this points to the systemic change 
required to fit our (ever-)changing society.

By presenting [X]CP as a product-service-system, I could encourage clients to regard 
the participation process  beyond the consultation session itself. Within the service 
‘package’, I could consult on expectation management in invitations and on giving 
participating stakeholders feedback after the [X]CP sessions. These consultation efforts 
were simultaneously functional for clients and for my research. For clients the service 
contributed to a pleasurable consultation and gaining trust from participating stakeholders 
by acknowledging their contributions in a transparent process. For my research, providing 
the service allowed me to find out about (and where possible take into account) 
contextual factors that influenced the attitudes amongst participating stakeholders, 
that obviously also influence the PSM processes that I observed. This is important, as the 
explorations (chapter 4) and [X]CP cases (chapter 5) demonstrated that mismanaged 
expectations, mistrust and earlier disappointments can lead to negative attitudes towards 
the design interventions themselves. Again, as local discourse is ‘unmanageable’, there is a 
limitation to what the service can achieve. For example, in Oosterhout the carefully crafted 
invitations were quickly shared as ‘information session’ by other stakeholders, and when a 
housing corporation wanted youngsters to join the [X]CP session, cost-effectiveness was 
the determining factor for choosing an elderly care-home as location.

The client of the Oosterhout case, the clerk, pointed to the importance of the service 
in the development of their case: “council members and interested participants were 
given the opportunity to respond” to the presented results. He thinks that the service 
of the evaluation session helped people to: “regard something like this more positively, 
because otherwise you have an enjoyable evening, but then what? Right?” He says that the 
feedback presentation was “clear, also because everything that happened was explained, 
and where the conclusions came from”. The clerk did not hear any further discussions 
afterwards: “while normally, there is more discussion like: ‘where is this coming from’ 
and so on”. From that observation, he concludes that the evaluation session provided a 
“foundation” for the follow-up process.

Therefore, I interpret that the context influences the design and the design influences the 
context. In this same way, Arendt (1958) notes that action in the public sphere can change 
society, but society in turn can change the action in the public sphere. But this is not an 
equal reciprocal influence. The design intervention is exactly that: an intervention into a 
dynamic situation that was already forming before the design was brought in and that 
keeps on transforming (with and without the design). Therefore, a design intervention is 
subject to the context that it is implemented in. And in order to implement it in a relevant 
way, that suits the context and builds on what is already there and to provide action-
perspective for the stakeholders in context, a design intervention requires a service: an 
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implementation process. Concluding: the service functions to prepare the design for the 
context, and the context (stakeholders) for the design. With the aim of transformation, of 
course the design intervention aims to transform governance processes: but it also implies 
a transformation of the way of proposing design interventions, namely by sensitizing to 
the context and taking a transparent position (see above: position of designers in public 
good).

DESIGNING TEMPORARY PUBLIC SPHERES CAN 
TRANSFORM DEMOCRATIC SOCIETY

In the stakeholder evaluations I learned that ‘professional’ stakeholders (who had a stake 
from their professional involvement, not as citizen) often had difficulty to incorporate 
the value they found in the interactions (elicited by the interventions) within the System 
reality that structured their work. I found that stakeholders tended to be protective of-, 
or felt powerless in-, their own organisations. Hence they were often resistant or unable 
to provide space to experiment with opening up the current hegemony (System) itself. 
Politics of power are at play here (‘those in power, stay in power’), as well as a tension 
between representative democracy (elected representatives decide on behalf of 
society) and direct democracy ((societal) stakeholders directly participate in decision-
making). These notions illustrate the paradigmatic shift that is at the core of this work: 
decentralisations moving to a transformation economy (Gardien et al., 2014).

DESIGN INTERVENTIONS

During this research this meant that when my design interventions opened up new 
ways of deliberating, interacting and exchanging contesting viewpoints (appearing, 
Arendt, 1958), this presumably did not last longer than the intervention itself lasted. In 
order to truly elicit multi-stakeholder participation in (local) public governance, design 
interventions are not ‘enough’. For that matter, the rise of grassroots movements, or the 
declaration of ‘participation society’ in the King’s speech are not enough. A systemic 
transformation is needed to embrace multi-stakeholder participation in public good.

This begs the question: what can the role of (embodiment-inspired) design interventions 
be in this systemic transformation, then? 

In my research, I found that design interventions can open up temporary public spheres, 
where contesting stakeholders can express their viewpoints (appear, Arendt 1958). And 
through this, as the participant questionnaire (see appendix) indicated, they can learn 
something new and broaden their image of a situation (i.e., generate new meaning and 
change each other (De Jaegher & Di Paolo, 2007; Arendt, 1958). Then, the outcomes of 
design interventions e.g., an [X]CP session) are in the (transformative) experience that 
participating stakeholders had and the topical results that are shared with all stakeholders. 
What happens afterwards, is indeed dependent on the local stakeholder dynamics: what 
do they do with the experience and the new meaning? 
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Also (or even) with my effort of service delivery to implement design interventions 
appropriately and secure their insights in a longer participation process; design 
interventions remain ‘flea bites’ where systemic change is needed. Though this may sound 
pessimistic with regard to the added value of design in the public good, it is not. For me, 
it is a matter of realism and acknowledging the multidisciplinary efforts and time that 
foster transformation. And, returning to the role of design, I think design does have a 
valuable role to play in fostering System transformation. Based on this research, I propose 
that design can invite stakeholders to step out of their ‘roles’, to ‘try something new’ (as 
the clients of [X]CP sessions proudly reported in the impact interviews, see section 10.1) 
. Design can activate stakeholders to- experience alternatives: to feel the uncertainty, 
complexity, pluralism, and contestation or wish to agree in a non-threatening setting. 
Design can set the stage for such experiences, provide the instruments to mediate 
interactions and the systems to analyse the outcomes and the synthesis to provide insights 
with an action-perspective and the process and tools to implement them.

TEMPORARY PUBLIC SPHERES

Arendt’s appearing (1958) is constituted in action and speech. For appearing we need 
a public sphere, that is: a physical and ‘felt’ space where we can meet and that acts as a 
podium (instruments, facilitative form) to express ourselves, and our differing viewpoints. 
This can happen in mundane everyday life encounters, but the promise of design (and 
architecture) is that designers (and architects) can steer towards opening up occurrences 
of public sphere by designing public spaces or artefacts that foster encounters. 

In my research, I found that design interventions can open up temporary public spheres, 
where stakeholders can express their contesting viewpoints (appear, Arendt 1958). And 
through this, as questionnaires (see appendix) indicated, they can learn something new 
and broaden their image of a situation. Or, theoretically described, they can generate 
new meaning and transform each other’s identities (De Jaegher, & Di Paolo, 2007; Arendt, 
1958). Then, the outcomes of design interventions (e.g., an [X]CP session) are not only in 
the topical results that are shared with all stakeholders, but moreover in the transformative 
experience that participants had.

Throughout this research, I have designed various ‘stages for’ public sphere (see chapters 
4, 5 and 6). Figure 59, shows a mapping of my design interventions in relation to System, 
Lifeworld and public sphere. While the explorations leaned more towards Lifeworld, 
the [X]CP system leans more towards the System sphere. It is important to note that I 
designed the [X]CP PSS to fit with contemporary deliberation in government, in order to 
open up governance processes to multi-stakeholder participation (rather than designing 
interventions on a ‘side track’ to regular governance processes, as in chapter 4).
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Figure 59:  My design interventions plotted on a mapping of System, Lifeworld and public sphere. 

I regard [X]CP sessions then, as only one of the occurrences of public sphere that 
contribute to the shaping of the societal discourse. An [X]CP session is a special 
occurrence of public sphere, in that it provides stakeholders the opportunity to exercise 
with expressing viewpoints in an embodied manner. This experience might transfer to 
their actions in everyday life encounters and multi-stakeholder exchanges in Lifeworld. 
In parallel, stakeholders in local governance (System) experienced an exchange of 
expressions in which they themselves needed to act and appear: showing their stakes 
and perhaps their vulnerability and limitations. They could not, not as usual that is, steer 
the outcomes of the exchange and manipulation became very visible through the tokens 
(see section 8.6). As such, the design instrument prevented Systemic tendencies from 
colonising the interactions around the [X]CP tables. This excludes the System rationality 
through which some participating stakeholders perceived the [X]CP instrument (e.g., that 
it was not “efficient”, see section 8.5.1). By having experienced constructive contestation, 
valuable plural contributions and perhaps trusting social interactions with diverse 
stakeholders, they might impact System by transferring this experience to their daily 
interactions with stakeholders, or by having found confidence to ‘try something new’ when 
it comes to participation, as the clients indicated after [X]CP sessions (see section 10.1). 

Concluding, embodiment-inspired design interventions may open up a public sphere 
through inviting social embodied interactions and exchanges of viewpoints. Design 
can thus bring about a new experience of public sphere that may impact everyday life 
(Lifeworld) in how we interact with each other and deal with our differences. And in the 
long run, this may impact how we give shape (also through e.g., legislation, investments 
and social welfare system (System)) to our democratic society. 
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10. 

IMPACT: ADDED VALUE IN THE HERE 
AND NOW 

Fuelled by a transformative worldview (Creswell, 2014) and the Field-style CDR approach, 
working with real-life cases and stakeholders has been central to this research. My 
design interventions were implemented in  real-life cases. The value of the [X]CP PSS for 
stakeholders in practice was a leading driver for my work, but it is not up to me to decide 
what is valuable. In this section, I describe the perceived impact of [X]CP by clients through 
semi-structured interviews and a give-back presentation. I also describe how [X]CP had 
impact outside of the research and how the [X]CP PSS might develop in the near future.
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10.1 IMPACT INTERVIEWS WITH CLIENTS 
OF [X]CP SESSIONS
Also, as the real-life context introduces uncontrollable variables and complexity, it is hardly 
possible to factually determine the exact impact of the [X]CP implementation on the 
course of cases. Therefore instead, I asked the clients of all session about their experiences 
of the implementation of the [X]CP system, the session itself and their perception of its 
impact on the follow-up process in the cases, or on their work in general. 

APPROACH

Through semi-structured interviews, clients were asked about how [X]CP impacted their 
work and their case and what they regarded to be the added value of [X]CP. The interview 
questions can be found in appendix B. The time between the [X]CP session and the 
interviews varied from about half a year to about a year. These durations were a trade-off 
between three aspects: (1) giving the case time to develop, (2) collecting input before the 
intensive case study, in order to improve the PSS based on the feedback and (3) allowing 
time for analysis to include the interviews in this thesis.

As the [X]CP sessions took place over several years, the interviews were conducted in two 
rounds (see table 11). The first round was conducted approximately one to 1,5 years after 
each [X]CP session from 2015 and 2016 and included nine interviews. In order to avoid 
socially desired answers, two Bachelor graduate students (Hannah Bosland & Jelske van 
de Ven) conducted the interviews. In the second interview round, at the end of 2017 and 
beginning of 2018, my student-assistant (Daniëlle Ramp) interviewed three clients from 
three more recent sessions, three to six months after they took place. Amongst these three 
interviews was the interview with the clerk from Oosterhout that is described in section 8.7 
and appendix B. An overview of all sessions and the interviewees (P1-P12) per session can 
be found in table 12.

The interview set-up was semi-structured and the questions concerned the preparations 
before the session, the dynamics during-, the outcomes of the session and the follow-up. 
For the first interviewing round, the interviews were planned to take 30 minutes but were 
often extended to one hour. These interviews were recorded with a 360º video camera and 
voice recorder. In the second interview round, the interviews took about 45 minutes and 
were recorded with a voice recorder. The interviews were held in Dutch. I listened to the 
recordings, read the students’ transcriptions and translated quotes from the transcriptions 
in English.

A video compilation of the interviews can be viewed by scanning the QR 
code on the left.
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Topic / Location Type of session  
(emphasis in order: research 
& client or client & research)

Date Intervie- 
wees

Interview 
rounds

“Citizen Initiatives in the City” (Eindhoven) [X]CP session for research & 
client (Case studies chapter 5)

08-09-2015 P1 1

“Asylum Seeker Centres” (Dutch Design 
Week Convention)

Workshop at congress
23-10-2015 - NA

Tenants Participation: “Doe Mee” (City) [X]CP session for research & 
client (Case studies chapter 5) 18-11-2015

P2, P3, 
P4, P5, 

P6
1

Tenants Participation: “Doe Mee” (Village) [X]CP session for research & 
client (Case studies chapter 5) 29-02-2016

P2, P3, 
P4, P5, 

P6
1

EUROCITIES Convention (Eindhoven) Workshop at congress 16-03-2016 - NA

Neighbourhood Visitation Tongelre 
(Eindhoven)

[X]CP session for research & 
client

14-04-2016
P7, P8, 

P9
1

Neighbourhood Visitation Stratum 
(Eindhoven)

[X]CP session for research & 
client

21-04-2016
P7, P8, 

P9
1

European Innovation Partnership (EIP) 
Smart Cities Congress (Eindhoven)

Workshop at congress
24-05-2016 - NA

“Data-driven municipalities” – Vereniging 
Nederlandse Gemeentes (VNG Congress)

Workshop at congress
07-06-2016 - NA

“Mind the story” (Dutch Design Week 
Convention)

3 Workshops at congress
23-10-2016 - NA

“Enriching societal challenges” (Laarbeek) [X]CP session by partner NvN 
for client

28-03-2017 - NA

“Local Broadcaster” (Oosterhout) [X]CP session for client & 
Intensive Case Study for 
research

05-04-2017 P10 2

Smart Light Grids: “Jouw licht op 
040” – Lighthouse (Woenselse Heide - 
Eindhoven)

[X]CP session for client & 
research 10-04-2017 P11 2

“Mayor Profile: important characteristics” 
(West Maas en Waal)

[X]CP session by partner NvN 
for client 

16-05-2017 - NA

“Citizen Participation” (Groningen) [X]CP session by partner NvN 
for client

22-06-2017 - NA

“Future of Brabant” – Het PON (European 
Innovation Week, Tilburg)

[X]CP session for client & 
research

29-09-2017 P12 2

“Future Engineers” -  Innovation Space 
(TU Eindhoven)

Workshop at congress
08-10-2017 - NA

Smart Light Grids: “Jouw licht op 040” – 
Lighthouse (De Ring – Eindhoven)

Analogue version of [X]CP
25-10-2017 P10 2

Youth Care Innovation - Garage 2020 
(Amsterdam)

[X]CP session for client
21-11-2017 -

Too 
recent

“Heart of the City Centre” (Veenendaal) [X]CP session for client 17-01-2018 -
Too 

recent

“Loneliness” - Volunteer collective 
(Eindhoven)

Analogue version of [X]CP
29-01-2018 -

Too 
recent

“Regional Collaboration” - Metropoolregio 
Eindhoven (Waalre)

[X]CP session for client
31-01-2018 -

Too 
recent

Table 12: Overview of [X]CP sessions and interview rounds.
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10.1.1 HOW CLIENTS DESCRIBE THE 
DYNAMICS DURING AN [X]CP SESSION
The clients appreciated that the dynamics were different from the usual dynamics in 
consultation sessions that they organised. Adding colour to and confirming the six 
dimensions of Participatory Sense-Making (see section 8.6) around the [X]CP tables, the 
clients described the particular characteristics of the multi-stakeholder dynamics during 
the [X]CP session as follows:

(1) ENGAGEMENT

> “(in) That evening I found a lot of enthusiasm, dedication and commitment!” (P1) 
> “Because the game element comes in, people will also do the best they can to bring it to a 
     successful conclusion: they suddenly become responsible for a process together, you do that 
     together! I’ve seen that too, that people are also participating and that they were enjoying 
     that too.” (P1) 
>  “I liked using a game (....) the more active attitude is nice”. (P2) 
>  “(…) it is a low-threshold way to get people talking.” (P10)

(2) COLLECTIVE MEANING

> “The tokens, which you have to interpret beforehand, I think that’s a very interesting process. 
     So that you let people first think about what are really relevant principles, things that matter, 
     for what we are talking about now.”  (P7) 
> “And what is really different here is that you enter into dialogue with a group, and that (...) 
     different things do come out, that people build on each other.” (P10)

(3) CONSTRUCTIVE CRITICAL INTERACTIONS

> “I find it a pleasant way to talk to people around the table (....) and when you position that [a 
     token] somewhere, the question very quickly arises: why do you do that? So the why 
     question, and the how-can-we-do-it-differently question, those are very easy to put on the 
     table, through that game.” (P2) 
> “The game format communicates in a less strict way.” (P2) 
> “The propositions get another undertone. People will respond to this in a playful way. (....) 
     other dynamics.” (P2) 
> “Because then you can show people on the spot. Then you get that argumentation, then 
     you get that understanding much better. Yeah, and if you get bogged down in endless prattle 
     (...). Then you always get to the general political picture (...). And that is very pleasant in such a 
     session as we have now. Because, yes, they fall into their own trap. Yes, and that is not meant 
     to be negative, but it is meant to be positive.  Yes. When things go well, you don’t get the 
     chance to say things that are unsubstantiated. Yes.” (P6)
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> “Now they are being stimulated to do things that they might even have some resistance to, 
     but to do those things anyway. And then you also get other results.” (P6)

(4) MULTI-DIMENSIONAL UNDERSTANDING

> “Whereas people always ride their hobbyhorses (...), this method requires people to think 
     more broadly, (...) with those tokens that are important, and then you start working with 
     them together. So you can’t stick to only one (...) point [token], you can put it centrally, but 
     then you also have to start thinking about other matters that are relevant (that you have 
     suggested as co-relevant) [and] how these relate! (....) This results in an image of what can be 
     valuable for subsequent planning. (....) Plus you make it explicit by making those [action 
     points] to follow it up with ‘then we’re going to get to work like this!’ (...) And then I think that 
     this way can be an effective way to take that communication with residents further than just 
     sticking to hobbyhorses. (…) And then especially activating, with those [action points] (…): 
     and what will you do with it or about it? And with the outcomes of that, as professionals, you 
     can play into and move forwards with”. (P7) 
>  “(...) You know - through those tokens, which can all mean something else, and by simply 
     letting people tell that [token meaning] and to also capture [that], is then sufficient. And 
     you’ll notice -certainly at some tables- people are going to make a single story out of it or so, 
     but they also respect each other’s opinions very much. And the fun is, because those opinions 
     on those stories all have such a token, that’s also possible. You know, they exist there, they are  
     almost physically there.” (P10)

(5) DEMOCRATIC GROUP-FEELING 

> “And bigger groups, in order to continue to talk effectively with this method is interesting, 
     I find it interesting. You can use different tables so that the group gets smaller and everyone 
     gets the floor in the game (…) Everyone has to participate in that game, it is not like at other 
     meetings where you see that one person takes the lead in speaking (...) here you are really 
     challenged to participate!” (P7) 
> “There are always one or two people who speak, and others may have the same in mind 
     or perhaps have a nuance, but they keep their mouths shut. (…) while this: [with] short 
     interactions, you can quickly complement each other without getting the feeling that you are 
     interrupting or doing something that is not-done.” (P2) 
> “[Participants] are surprised, they enjoy it. You have a good start of the conversation… And 
     my experience also is that (…) when people have that [good start] and they have trust in 
     that: ‘Oh, I can say what I want here, people listen to me’… Yes, then after that it goes well 
     too.” (P10)

(6) OPENNESS TO OTHERNESS

> “It is a whole new way of working, which everyone has to get used to. And certainly the 
     established order!” (P5) 
> “The method does make sure that, you have people who always have their hobbyhorses a 
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     little bit, who come back to them every time, and you can avoid that in this way.” (P8) 
> “Philémonne cracked the whip, really checked the time: people accepted that too, they really 
     came out of their normal participation mode.” (P1)

10.1.2 HOW CLIENTS EXPERIENCED THE 
SERVICE AROUND [X]CP 
The clients indicated that the organisation and service around the [X]CP session was 
“structured” (P10, P11, P12), with “well-divided roles” (P10). The early clients mention that 
they collaborated with us (Evert and I) for the preparations for the Central Question and 
the feedback to the participants. When asked, the recent clients all have no points for 
improvement in terms of preparation and service. P10 mentions that the collaboration 
with the [X]CP service was: ”very good, because you can always ask questions and they too are 
very flexible in things.” 

> “We [municipality] did not at any moment have to worry about what was coming (…) 
     because we were in conversation about the script [the whole time].” (P11) 
> “And we have had to conclude that this has been a fine process: they have been very clear 
     about it, they have also clearly indicated what the TU’s position is (…).  I must say that we 
     respected that of course. There are also your interests in this, and our interests as well, and 
     that matched.” (P6) 
> “[What] I find positive is that it really is being done in a very structured way, and that all 
     the steps are explained very well by Philémonne and that they are also on paper so well. It all 
     happens in a very structured way. It looked like an oiled machine, also on the day itself.” (P12) 
> P10, an experienced moderator, shares her experience of moderating the first [X]CP session 
     she did: “The first time I found it terrifying. [laughs] I dare to admit that now. (....) in those 
     intermezzo’s you are of course steering a bit, but actually you just don’t have a faint idea of 
     the direction in which you are going. And you can’t steer it either.” (P10) 
> “And yes, it [training and service] was simply super good, I also think that we were well 
     prepared because of it, so yes, I did experience that as positive.” (P12)

EXPERIENCE WITH DOING OWN ANALYSIS

P10 and P12 did their own analysis with the visualisation data and the video footage 
from the sessions. In the following quotes they describe their experiences with doing the 
analysis.

> “Quite soon after the session we received all screenshots and data from Philémonne, and the 
     video footage, so we could get started very quickly with the analysis. And Philémonne came 
     by here once to discuss how she always does the analysis and yes, a little bit her way. And 
     of course we did give our own twist to it, but I was pleased that she showed for a moment (...). 
     She’s really came along to explain that, so I thought, yes, it was just very good.” (P12) 
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> P10 explains that in their case they did not use the visualisation data but instead mainly 
     used the video footage to collect stories and quotes from participants. “(...) There is also 
     a richness to it, to ideas already and to solutions, but also to problems they encounter that I 
     do not get so much from pop-up actions.” (P10) 
> During analysis, P12 and her colleagues noticed that the tracking was not always 
     accurate and adds: “I also noticed in the analysis that the end-landscapes and tokens, the 
     movements of the tokens themselves, did not help that much. (...) So in that respect it was 
     also more, we saw it more as a fun method that helps to get the conversation going than 
     that it really is a new research method that helps in the analysis. (....) I think that the [digital 
     aspect] mainly added a lot during the session (...), it creates a certain atmosphere, people like 
     to look at it and to be busy with it, and we have not used that before.” (P12) 
> “What we have done especially in the analysis was looking for broad outlines, while 
     [participants in the evaluation session] were actually saying ‘especially the differences 
     between what everyone says [are] interesting, so you should also look at that’. But for the next 
     time, that is perhaps one thing that we should pay attention to, that you precisely look for 
     those differences. (....) But if you also look for the differences, then you really have to compare 
     them, so I think it is possible, but that it is more work.” (P12)

EVALUATION SESSION

Recalling the evaluation session, the clerk mentions that: “council members and interested 
participants were given the opportunity to respond” to the presented results. He thinks 
that this session helped people to “regard something like this more positively, because 
otherwise you have an enjoyable evening, but then what? Right?” He says that the feedback 
presentation was “clear, also because everything that happened was explained, and where 
the conclusions came from”. The clerk did not hear any further discussions afterwards: 
“while normally, there is more discussion like: ‘where is this coming from’ and so on”. From 
that observation, he concludes that the evaluation session provided a “foundation” for 
the follow-up process. P10 shares that she evaluated the [X]CP session extensively in the 
weekly consortium meeting, with the other stakeholders, and the participants could find 
the report online. 

> “They gave a really good feedback [presentation], yes” (P4) 
> “I found the evaluation very good by the way, the way they did that, and also useful.” (P3) 
> “Because you yourself, the people of the session itself, evaluated the aspects. They have 
     presented them to us. We discussed the results together with both [housing corporation] 
     employees and with us. We have simply seen the results and we were able to draw our 
     conclusions from them. (...) We are not going to do this again for a while, because (…) there 
     are differences of opinion about it: I found it playful and fun and the others thought it was a 
     game. And they were like: ‘gee, do I have to waste my time on that’. And that is the difference. 
     And that will remain. (...) So I think this way is a good way, a little bit to the plus, a little to the 
     minus.  (…) And we have continued with the results, we have gone further.” (P6) 
> P12 explains how she evaluated the [X]CP session:  “(....) We then organised another 
     small gathering, in which we brought back the results and our findings to a number of the 
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     participants who were also present at the big session.  (....) [where we] deepened the Action 
     Points a little further with the participants (....) So we continued to talk about them during the 
     return session and we added to them. So it was indeed part of the process, so to speak.” (P12)

10.1.3 HOW CLIENTS VALUE [X]CP 
Overall, all interviewees express that they are quite content with what the [X]CP session 
has brought them. 

WHAT CLIENTS ARE PROUD OF

The clients seem to take pride in their role as client, having taken the courage to ‘try 
something completely new’ and to engage in this ‘experiment’. When asked what they 
most proud of in the process of implementing [X]CP one client (P8) answered that she is 
most proud that they (she and her colleagues) decided to try it out, ‘to just go for it’. The 
interviewees seemed to enjoy explaining their role as clients and the decisions they made. 
Clients indicate to be proud of (amongst others) the following aspects:

> “I am proud of the fact that we (…) just stood there; that it looked amazing (...), and that all 
     those people went home happily. And that [when] you run into them, that they still say: ‘Oh 
     yes, that was then, that evening, that was fun’.” (P10) 
> “That we were able to achieve such a beautiful gathering, where people really got excited 
     about what they saw: and so, that is your method. And that we were on top of that, also 
     able to retrieve new information, so that it was not just a one-time and a fun gathering, but 
     also that it went even further, and [that we] were able to make a nice report of it, again 
     looked for feedback with a number of people, and so, that it continued and not remained at 
     one afternoon, or morning it was, I like that a lot indeed.” (P12) 
> “So I think that’s quite beautiful: that everyone there has contributed their part and the 
     majority really had a very good evening.”(Clerk, P11)

WHEN CLIENTS WOULD USE [X]CP AGAIN

Upon the question if they would use [X]CP again, the clients of the early [X]CP sessions 
(in interview round 1) mention that they would rather look for ‘something new’ again. 
They express this with, what seems to be, a sense of self-confidence as if saying: now that 
we have had a positive experience of trying something new, we feel empowered to try 
another ‘something new’. This may indicate that they value the ‘different-from-normal’ 
dynamics of the session more than the actual characteristics of the session- or at least that 
the ‘newness’ of the system is recognised more, or memorised more, than the specific traits 
of the system and the particular multi-stakeholder dynamics that occurred in use. 

Valuing the newness is also present in the answers from the clients of more recent [X]CP 
sessions, but they all indicate that they would use the same instrument again (preferably 
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the analogue version for P10) for their work. When asked in what kind of situations the 
clerk would use [X]CP again he mentions: “when you have a large group (…) also with 
a perhaps a bit more difficult topic… It is not easy to bring different people, from different 
backgrounds in conversation just like that”. He says that the [X]CP system brought energy 
and that the visualisation showed results that the moderator connected together in a 
story. He calls [X]CP an “excellent tool” for a large group with a difficult topic. P12 adds 
an example of her daily work where she would use [X]CP for: “Because it is about a specific 
problem that people feel connected to, on which there are different perspectives and about 
which you have to talk together. I think that the method is very suitable for this.” (P12)

RESULTS FOR THE CLIENTS

The clients who did their own sessions both created a report from the data analysis, that 
they shared with all participants (via email and/or a public website). P10 used the video 
footage to extract stories from participants and included many quotes in the report that 
she says they still use and refer to within the big project consortium. P12 used the video 
footage to seek the bottom line, but realized in their “come-back presentation” that the 
participants were more interested in the diversity than in the big overall picture. P12 calls 
this a learning moment and says that it is possible to gather the diversity from the data, but 
with a bigger effort. She mentions that she and her colleagues keep this in mind in their 
work now: to look for the diversity. In terms of the relations with the stakeholders, the clerk 
(P11) mentions that he thinks that the session helped to make contact more easily: “people 
know where to find us” and stakeholders became “more visible (…) [they] have seen who is 
involved with what (…) who is willing to put energy into helping the local broadcaster (…). So 
it has become easier”. The clerk recognises the action points from the [X]CP session in the 
steps that the local broadcaster took after the session: “the things that were deemed most 
important, that is what they gave the most attention to”.

> “(....) it is a big project, we are really doing something very new. We are at a very early stage 
     trying to connect the whole quadruple helix to the project. Starting from needs assessment 
     That’s quite complex and it’s really going in fits and starts,(...) so we have to do it in new 
     ways. So we are really trying to introduce these kinds of methods every time. (....) This [[X]CP] 
     also worked very well in that respect: people talk about that session, also because it is in your 
     memory, because it was such fun, and because you gave something extra to it.” (P10) 
> “And you do notice that people who were at the table at that time also like to come back now, 
     because they say like: ‘It’s useful, but it’s also fun what you do’.” (P10) 
> “The aim was in the first instance to get a fun meeting, an interactive meeting, in which we 
     show people what the PON is doing, in which we want to show innovative things, and that 
     has simply been more than successful. People were really excited, they liked it very much, so 
     therewith our goal was achieved.” (P12)  
> “Look, the good thing about that methodology (…) it is not only the conversation, but also... 
     the results of it.” He mentions that we paid explicit attention to that and that “the people 
     had things [Action Points] where they could do something with, so to speak. All of that has 
     been presented and discussed. (…) I found that was really the biggest gain. Because they 
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     also give input for the follow-up”. The clerk explains that “all the things that were presented 
     as concrete results of that evening” ([X]CP session) were brought up during the discussions 
     about the funding request in the city council. “And the council did make money available 
     again, and it is very much the question whether that would have happened if we had not 
     had such an evening.” (P11)

10.1.4 WHAT CLIENTS TOOK AWAY 
FROM [X]CP 

Answering whether they had changed something about their own way of working 
as a result of (inspired by) the [X]CP session, two clients (P1 and P10) share that they 
arranged high tables for the next consultation sessions they did, as the standing positions 
seemed to work ‘activating’ during the [X]CP session and to create ‘a place’ during pop-up 
consultations on the streets.

> P12 mentions the “added value of the game element”: “That you can get more out of such 
     a conversation when you do, yes, if you do something like that.” (P12) 
> “Well, it has made me think about how we, because we are also researchers here, how we 
     often do research: those are often group discussions, interviews.... And how these kinds of 
     tools can help, has made me think about it, like: ‘Shouldn’t we more often do something more 
     with that? and ‘How can we do more with this?’ “ (P12) 
> “But the fact that you embellish it now, that it looks nice, but also that they can take 
     something in their hands. The fact that you have some kind of impulse to start the 
     conversation has helped a lot to get them over the threshold.” (P10) 
> “That you have to plan well. So that you especially not, ‘yes nice that we are going to do this’, 
     but that you also have to think about like, and then that session is over, and then? That’s 
     what we also talked about with Evert during the evaluation session (....), that you can’t just do 
     it and then go on about your work. You actually, already then, [during the preparations] have 
     to take into account that you send the people who participated a message of what the state 
     of affairs is, already within 2 to 4 weeks. Or at least have a scenario of, I want to go in that or 
     that or that direction. (....) Otherwise, you will lose them [participants].” (P3) 
> P10 mentions some aspects of the moderator script (such as the youngest may start) 
     and shares that: “I do notice that I also take over those things a bit more, in other sessions 
     and eh conversations we do. (....) that we make sure that [we] pause for a moment and that 
     [we] draw [the participants] in to such a process step by step.“ (P10) 
> The clerk (P11) mentions that “it does indeed work to do something new once in a while” 
     and that “it is good for people to make things concrete, to evoke images, to stimulate that, so 
     to speak. (…) Because you do have something concrete in your hands with those tokens, (…) 
     good guidance was given to them, then people really got into conversations.” 
> The clerk (P11) reflects that: “(…) I need to look at ourselves and instruments to become 
     more transparent in a safe way. And we are working on that. That is actually also a result 
     from the session with Philémonne.” The clerk even hired graduate student Jelske van de 
     Ven (after the session and after her graduation) as an in-house designer to work on the 
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     communication between inside (the city council, System) and outside (society, 
     Lifeworld). 
> “Yes, we should just continue with this. [Using] these kinds of methods more often and not 
     just staying stuck in your old habits, so to speak.“ (P12)

10.1.5 CONCLUSIONS
Semi-structured interviews with 12 clients of [X]CP sessions pointed out that the [X]CP 
system, in their experience, prevented stakeholders to stick to their hobby horses and 
stimulated constructive and open exchanges that made people more receptive to each 
other’s point of view and brought about more novel insights than in usual consultations. 
Early clients agreed that the “newness” of the [X]CP system was a helpful factor in 
establishing their goals of multi-stakeholder conversations.

IMPACT OF NEWNESS

The fact that ‘early’ clients indicate value in the newness rather than the [X]CP system itself, 
whether the ‘more recent’ clients mention specific situations that they would use [X]CP for, 
is interesting. The difference might have to do with the motivation for or the consciousness 
of their choice for using [X]CP. The more recent clients had approached me specifically for 
the instrument, while the earlier clients were involved in the development of [X]CP, when it 
was not yet fully there. The recent clients were in that sense making a conscious choice for 
[X]CP while the early clients were rather looking for ‘something’ and open to explore with 
my proposal of [X]CP. It might also be that recent clients had tried new things (tools) more 
often and the early clients had not, and through this experience gained trust in that ‘new 
things’ work (and not: that [X]CP works). Or it might be that the “structure of” the [X]CP 
service, that recent clients appreciated, was not developed enough (or the system itself ) 
to convince early clients to use it again. These are only some possible interpretations: it is 
unclear what did constitute the difference between the answers of early and more recent 
clients.

In my interpretation it is remarkable that clients of the first interview round seem to 
attribute a ‘solution-power’ to the putting in place of a new instrument. Undoubtedly, the 
fact that [X]CP is new and that people have not used or seen it before affects them, their 
interactions and their attitudes. My methods were not suitable nor aimed to investigate 
this effect. More interesting, to me, is to zoom in into the attribution of ‘solution-power’ 
to the newness of the tool. It reminds of the reflections on the explorations, where the 
visible design output (the playful, colourful intervention) for some became perceived as an 
end-goal in itself (or a smoke screen, see section 4.2 and 9.2). In contrast, in my reflections 
on the cases, I interpret that the ‘solution-power’ of the instrument (in this case [X]CP, but 
the same goes for the interventions during the explorations) is heavily dependent on its 
embedding in a bigger participation process and strategy. That was the reason for me 
to develop the service around [X]CP. In a way, we seem to look for the ‘solution power’ in 
each other’s efforts: clients’ reflections seem to point out that designers should develop 
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innovative instruments and my reflection seems to point out that clients should foresee 
a meaningful embedding of the (innovative) instrument that I designed. Throughout the 
interview however, clients did express their appreciation of particular characteristics of the 
multi-stakeholder dynamics that were ‘caused by the game’ according to them. The clients 
have no examples of similar instruments to [X]CP and no suggestion for the next ‘new’ 
instrument that they consider using. It seems that they expect that new, playful, tools (with 
a ‘game element’, as clients referred to it) will result in the same multi-stakeholder dynamics 
(that they appreciated) that [X]CP established, while the examples they give (see quotes 
above) seem quite instrument specific. 

My reflection on this, is that in reality we need each other to realise impactful multi-
stakeholder participation in the public good. Indeed, I agree with the clients that  I 
designers should continue to use their knowledge and skills to design instruments 
(products, systems) and processes (services) for multi-stakeholder participation. And 
from my experience in working on the real-life cases, I would say that also stakeholders 
themselves should continue looking for ways to integrate participation in their 
organisational processes and continue exploring how to meaningfully embed the valuable 
input from such mediated encounters into their daily work practice.

IMPACT OF SERVICE

When there was a follow-up process in their case, clients indicated that they felt that the 
outcomes of an [X]CP session influenced or shaped their next steps. They mention that 
the service around [X]CP (from co-defining the Central Question, to moderation training, 
to collectively evaluating the outcomes in a session or in shared reflections) was crucial 
in generating and pinpointing those outcomes. Also in the cases where clients (P10 and 
P11) did their own analysis and documentation, they were more than satisfied with the 
information that they could gather from the data. They created reports that they still refer 
to and that propelled their projects. This seems to indicate that professionals can use [X]CP 
in their work: it generates outcomes for stakeholders in practice separate from its value as 
research vehicle. P10, as professional moderator, shares that she takes away some tips and 
tricks from the [X]CP moderation script in her other sessions and “we draw them into such a 
process step by step.”

In the Clerk’s (P11) view, the report and presentation of the outcomes has created a 
“foundation” of understanding of the situation shared by the city council. He points out 
that (contrary to his experience) the outcomes were not questioned by stakeholders in 
the decision-making process afterwards. His explanation for this is that the outcomes, and 
where they came from, were clearly explained in my presentation during the evaluation 
session. In terms of impact, the Clerk indicates that in his view, the decision for granting 
more financial support to the Local Broadcaster would not have been likely without the 
[X]CP session and outcomes. If we follow this, this would conclude a highly concrete and 
impactful outcome of the [X]CP implementation in the case of Oosterhout.
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IMPACT OF EXPERIENCE

It seems that the positive experience with trying out [X]CP has boosted the confidence 
of clients to explore and experiment with ‘other new’ instruments, but also with opening 
op their processes to multi-stakeholder participation. This felt-empowerment can in itself 
be regarded as impact from the [X]CP intervention. As [X]CP invited social embodied 
interaction between stakeholders and opened up constructive exchanges of perspectives, 
it made these dynamics experiential for participants and clients, and through that 
experience, they seem to feel empowered to continue: “Yes, we should just continue with 
this. [Using] these kinds of methods more often and not just staying stuck in your old habits, so 
to speak”. (P12) 

10.2 ADOPTION OF [X]CP OUTSIDE OF 
RESEARCH CASES
In this section, I describe an outcome of the research that is not related to answering the 
research questions directly. Instead, it describes an effect of the transformative worldview 
(Creswell, 2014) behind this research: the aim to transform the context of multi-stakeholder 
participation in governance. 

Throughout the PhD, I gave presentations, I exposed [X]CP on design-, governance- and 
smart city fairs and delivered demonstrations and workshops at congresses. Moreover, 
each [X]CP session, in itself, can also be regarded as an exhibition moment to the bigger 
public. I invested in these moments of publicity, firstly, in order to acquire real-life cases to 
implement [X]CP and secondly, in order to probe the first impressions of professionals in 
the field of governance. Thirdly I exposed [X]CP, because I felt that [X]CP could be of added 
value in the multi-stakeholder consultations in various sectors, and the more people knew 
about its existence, the more chance to further explore its potential.

Between September 2015 and January 2018, [X]Changing Perspectives was implemented 
in 22 cases of which 6 workshops at congresses and 2 analogue sessions. After the 
intensive case study, I did 8 more sessions and 1 more workshop, based on requests from 
clients and driven by my motivation to add value to societal issues, which was in this 
case possible by allowing clients to implement [X]CP (to experience constructive multi-
stakeholder interactions). Chapter 7 shows an impression of these sessions.

EXTERNAL RECOGNITION

For the Dutch Design Week (DDW) of 2017, [X]Changing Perspectives was accepted to 
be exhibited for 9 consecutive days on a prime location that attracted a total of 80.000 
visitors. I arranged for space and resources to expose the complete [X]CP system with 3 
working tables, the real-time visualisation and video impression of real sessions and client’s 
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experiences. For me this was at the same time a celebration of the final, working prototype 
of the [X]CP system as it was the public launch of [X]CP as a potential value proposition 
for potential clients- perhaps outside of the governance sector and perhaps besides or 
extending its research premise. This event generated a storm of enquiries for potential 
sessions, events, demonstrations and explorations for partnerships.

It was striking how broadly the concept of [X]CP resonated with the various visitors 
of the DDW. Interestingly, these visitors represented a broad range of professions and 
they suggested that [X]CP could be of added value in contexts outside of public issues. 
Professionals see opportunities for the implementation of [X]CP in the fields of, for 
example: consultancy, strategy sessions, organisational transformation, family counselling, 
cross-departmental meetings in companies, brainstorm settings or multi-disciplinary team 
meetings. 

The fact that the added value of the [X]CP system is recognised by potential clients and 
practitioners across sectors is in itself a fruit of this research. The Dutch Design week took 
place in the last week of October 2017, and by the end of January I delivered four [X]CP 
sessions to clients who had discovered it during the DDW. The sessions’ scale ranged from 
11 to 120 participants and the topics were: private sector driven innovation in youth care, 
combatting loneliness in a consortium of volunteers and care- and wellbeing institutes, 
crystallising values for the project development of a city centre and the meaningful 
conception of a regional collaboration across 21 municipalities.

MAKING [X]CP AVAILABLE AS SERVICE TO CLIENTS

In 2017, after acquiring the case in Oosterhout for the intensive case study, I did not do 
any more acquisition (with the exception of exposing at the Dutch Design Week 2017) 
in favour of attending to the data analysis. Nevertheless, I received quite a number of 
inquiries into the use of the [X]CP system from new clients. I accepted five [X]CP sessions in 
2017 and four more sessions in November 2017 and January 2018 (as a direct result of the 
DDW), while writing this thesis. 

As these sessions were no longer for research purposes (in the sense that they could not 
be taken into account in the analysis anymore), clients paid for the service and for ‘renting’ 
the [X]CP tables. These sessions functioned as an exploration into the business case of  
[X]Changing Perspectives. Running these sessions as a service for clients, generated 
insights about the kind of transformations that could be made in the product-service-
system of [X]CP towards functioning in the market. Moreover, these demand-driven 
sessions showed a variety of (simplified, concretised) uses of the [X]CP system. It allowed 
me to explore the balance between my values and intentions behind the design and 
workable, time-effective ways to implement it. One of these ways was providing the 
option for an ‘analogue’ [X]CP session. I collaborated with Industrial Design intern Loes 
Teunis, who created an analogue version of the system. That version enabled me to make 
(some of ) the principles of [X]CP available for clients at a dramatically lower (financial and 
practical) threshold.
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In several ways, clients adapted the [X]CP system to their needs. The client of “Jouw licht 
op 040” (P10) used [X]CP twice, but used the interactive version for the first session and the 
analogue version (see figure 60) for the second session.

Figure 60: The analogue version of [X]CP (by intern Loes Teunis). Photography by Jeroen Cox.

They replaced the hat-shaped action points with flags, provided fill-out sheets for 
participants to summarise their token meanings and used the 360º cameras to collect 
quotes for their report of the outcomes. Several more clients let the participants document 
their own meanings on sheets during the session and also several clients performed their 
own analysis from the video recordings (with or without my consultation) and action 
points and created their own reports for the participants. Other variations included clients 
who left out the action points, or instead, one client who documented the action points in 
a list of the participant’s names and their corresponding actions points, meant to enable 
further collaborations.

The session about loneliness (see table 11) consisted of about 50 participating stakeholders 
and was initiated by volunteers. As they could not raise the funds for an interactive [X]
CP session, I offered them the analogue version of [X]CP free of charge, and helped them 
a bit with the script- but left as much as possible up to them. They hosted, analysed and 
documented their own session and they described it as a big success. Inherently, it was 
therefore also a success in terms of my Field-style CDR goal: people were able to take the 
[X]CP system and adapt it to generate meaningful outcomes for their challenge at hand. 
Via email, the external moderator requested to use the materials for a presentation to 
her agency and we are exploring the possibilities for their agency to use [X]CP in their 
moderating work. 

I evaluated the session about regional collaboration (see table 11) with the clients and they 
were highly enthusiastic and slightly relieved about the outcome of the session. In this 
session we used predefined ‘themes’ for the tokens, shown on a legend on side screens in 
the room. Also, we used two questions and two different legends and no action points, 
but concretisation flags. For these adjustments we had a few preparation meetings. Also, 
an external moderator moderated this session, and the introductions were in the hands of 
the process consultant that was hired by the client. All in all: a lot of people were involved 
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in parallel, and a lot of communication and agreements preceded the session. Though 
our collaborative preparations were on point, still the consultant gave some misinforming 
instructions. This experience taught me that, when I take a step back (literally: do not 
handle the microphone at all during a session, but only operate the data desk and 
coordinate in the background) and allow clients to take a role in moderating, there is a risk 
that people do not follow the agreements or the literal script that we carefully co-created. 
The co-creation of a script is not enough, and it seems that working only with ‘licensed’ or 
‘certified’ moderators for [X]CP sessions is worth considering.

The use of predefined themes for the tokens worked above my expectation: participants 
did not feel limited but seemed to appreciate the structure. And still: they filled in 
the content of the themes themselves. The client of this session enquired about the 
possibilities for follow up sessions, with similar aims but also with the aim of ‘evaluation’ 
or rather (we found out): collective reflection with a large group of stakeholders. Within 
their organisation, they had had to convince members of the general board to embrace 
this session as a ‘new way of working’. Despite the board’s doubts about for example, the 
‘instrument taking over the discussion’, they were highly content with the outcome of the 
session. And the clients felt that, this positive experience with [X]CP, opened the way for 
more open-ended discussions and participation within the follow-up collaboration process 
on the regional plans.
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10.3 FULL CIRCLE: GIVING BACK TO 
STAKEHOLDERS
Nearing the consolidation phase of my work, I took the Dutch Design Week of 2017 as an 
opportunity to share my insights with clients, students and partners that I collaborated 
with over the years and to thank them for their contributions. I presented a recap of the 
projects and cases and the various design interventions, the design process of [X]CP and 
my preliminary insights into the research questions. I attempted to do, precisely what I 
had been advising clients to do. That is: to share feedback of the outcomes, recognise 
stakeholders’ contributions and transparently communicate the processing of the 
outcomes. From the start, it had been my wish to organise such a ‘give-back’ session for all 
stakeholders (who contributed to my work), but I had not seen this analogy before. It was 
brought to my attention by the clerk of Oosterhout who replied to my invitation as follows: 
“You do at least practice what you preach… Very good, and I would like to attend!”

All invitees, (also partners of student projects in neighbourhoods from three years ago), 
responded to my invitation with enthusiasm and many even mentioned that they 
appreciated my effort to organise this ‘give-back’ moment. In hindsight, what I did with 
my presentation was to take the attendants with me on my personal ‘research journey’ 
that was inspired by theory, but driven by my passion to transform participation in the 
public issues of the cases. I did not blow up any research findings but instead I shared my 
questions, hesitations, doubts and my amazements along the way. Afterwards we reflected 
on their experiences of the collaboration, on the value of design for their work and on their 
latest efforts to encourage participation. Hence, this ‘give-back’ presentation (see figure 
61) was a moment to reflect on the outcomes and the impact of the research, especially 
considering [X]Changing Perspectives, with the involved stakeholders.

Figure 61: Impression of ‘give-back’ presentation to stakeholders.
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10.4 FUTURE WORK
At the time of writing, the [X]CP system is undergoing its next development phase: namely 
that of small scale production. A total of 50 tracking tables, in 6 [X]CP sets are currently 
being developed in small-scale production, so that the [X]CP system can be used by 
clients and other researchers, without the hassles and uncertainties of the prototypes. The 
partners of this PhD project are interested in using the [X]CP system in their research work 
or their consultancy work. Moreover, there are numerous requests from external clients 
and visitors of the Dutch Design week to purchase or rent the system for use in their daily 
work (e.g., in companies / consultancies / schools / therapeutic practice / municipalities). 
This Field-style Constructive Design Research has given me the chance to explore the 
value proposition of [X]CP a bit, but there is still a lot to explore in terms of [X]Changing 
Perspectives as a business model or as platform for further research. Of course, considering 
that [X]CP was developed through real-life cases with real-life stakeholders, the demand for 
it in both research and practice (also outside of governance) can be considered a success 
on itself. In terms of impact, the adoption of [X]CP by clients (outside of research cases) and 
this potential next step of turning [X]CP into a market-ready product-service-system mean 
that many more stakeholders will be able to use the system and to experience ‘a new way’ 
of  constructive multi-stakeholder consultations. And those experiences may be the start of 
something new, like the openness towards new ways of participating that clients of earlier 
sessions stated. 

As mentioned in my reflections on the research questions (section 9.3), more [X]CP 
implementations may still be flea bites in the bigger systemic change that it targets. 
However, to return to the Berlin-wall quote that I cited in my subjectivity statement: “many 
small people, who in many small places, do many small things can ultimately change the 
face of the earth”. All in all, it is evident that after the PhD work finalises, there is room to 
explore various forms of future work around [X]CP!
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Reflections on the Explorations 

Reflecting on the case studies and our question of “How might embodied design bridge the gap between 
System and Lifeworld, specifically to combat the colonisation of the Lifeworld by the System?” we found 
that in our focus on the designs themselves, we attempted to separate our embodied design 
interventions from the design-research team (us) who created them and implemented them. We 
realised that we as design-research team, as well as the roles of stakeholders in the implementation 
context played a big role in bridging System and Lifeworld, and influenced the way in which the 
embodied designs worked out in situ. In other words: from the case studies, three roles emerged that 
contribute to bridging the gap between System and Lifeworld in multi-stakeholder participation 
around public issues: the roles of (1) embodied designs, (2) stakeholders and  (3) design-teams . In this 
section we reflect on the possible fulfilment each of these roles towards bridging System and 
Lifeworld. 

THE ROLE OF EMBODIED DESIGN IN PUBLIC ISSUES  
Evert and I highlight two insights on the role of embodied design in bridging System and Lifeworld, 
focusing on the opening up attitudes and the tension between experience and perceived usefulness 
of the interventions.  

Open attitudes through physical interactions  
In our cases, we used design interventions in workshop- settings and in the public space. Both types of 
interventions led to insights for all stakeholders, including insights for our research. However, when we 
approached people in their own locality the insights gained were more situated and directed towards 
practical implementation by the stakeholders themselves.  

The focus on embodiment in our design interventions triggered non-prescribed physical activities that 
often led to spontaneous social interactions. In this way they allowed stakeholders to experience and 
exercise with new ways of interacting (e.g., chatting with the mayor over a cup of coffee at the caravan 
or building constructions as narratives of ideas in the Blue Studio) and to experiment with new roles 
and sharing responsibilities (e.g., borrowing the BuurtBakfiets).  

Reflecting on our cases we see that embodied designs, based on the 7 principles of Embodied Sense-
making (Hummels & Van Dijk, 2015) can provide fruitful triggers for social interactions between 
different stakeholders. Embodied designs seemed to address the stakeholders as ‘whole persons’ (‘first 
person perspective’, Hummels & Van Dijk, 2015) and therewith they engaged with each other openly 
and empathically, which created a willingness to learn about each other’s perspectives and to take 
them into account. Thus, embodied designs seemed to open up a space where System and Lifeworld 
dilemmas were bridged.  

Embodied experience and its perceived usefulness in System processes  
The cases demonstrate the tension between the meaning generated through the use of, what 
participants often called, ‘creative’ methods’ inspired by embodiment, and the Cartesian, rational 
reality of contemporary decision-making systems. While participating stakeholders seemed to gain 
positive energy whilst spontaneously interacting with the interventions (Lifeworld), they worried 
about the concrete impact of such interactions on the actual decision-making processes (System). 

Often heard critiques were that the methods were ‘infantile’ and ‘irrelevant to the issue’. Both 
perceptions are understandable and important to note. It is explicable that tinkering, acting out or 
filling out and pasting stickers may remind of children’s activities, as we might have unlearned them in 
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our (especially Western/Cartesian) culture. It is also evident that these activities do not directly lead to 
different policies or decisions, much like a referendum, a public poll would seem to do.  
 
Evert and I experienced implicit- and explicit resistance towards our methods in Case 1 (e.g., remarks 
during the workshops) and Case 2 (e.g., through local media) from some groups but in both cases 
those critics publically announced their positive surprise when we presented our insights- 
retrieved/extracted from the use of those methods.  
 
Reflecting on this observation Evert and I believe that, in the context of designing for participatory 
decision-making in local governance, designers should be highly aware of these potential 
interpretations and we suggest them to make two efforts. The first effort is to provide early insights 
during the participation process, so that stakeholders can recognise the efforts in on-going insights 
and may stay engaged.  
 
The second effort is to provide an outlook on the next steps that the ‘creative methods’ could lead to- 
already at the moment when the creative methods are used. In other words: to bring the interventions 
a bit closer to the current System reality, which they aim to bring Lifeworld values into. That is complex 
in this, political, context, as partners, stakeholders and clients might not want to share their strategy 
publicly or as local politics might overrule any planned procedures and uncertainty of follow-up will 
always remain.  
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THE ROLE OF STAKEHOLDERS IN PUBLIC ISSUES 
As explained, stakeholders’ roles are shifting in multi-stakeholder collaborations around public issues. 
We highlight two insights on interacting outside of ‘boxes’ and on reflections on roles during the 
process.  
 
Stakeholders as full persons: outside of their ‘compartments’  
Our use of physical tools, acting out and interventions that elicit physical interactions shook up 
common ways of behaving between stakeholders. For example, the municipal coordinator could not 
ride the BuurtBakfiets as a coordinator; she rode it as herself, a person who also works for the 
municipality. Most of the professionals felt unease, or were even scared, in the beginning. They often 
asked us for instructions on what exactly they should do. Other stakeholders slid into their new 
position with optimism and ease. The non- professional stakeholders (e.g., citizens), appreciated that 
organisations ‘had gotten a face’ and felt comfortable interacting with professionals informally than 
e.g. when they would be interviewed for the same topic. Connecting to the insight about ‘opening up 
attitudes’, it seems that embodied design can help to pull stakeholders out of their ‘compartments’ 
and create a form of Arendt’s ‘public sphere’ (1958) in the sense of minimising power and pressures, 
by inviting engaging interactions between stakeholders, 
 
Reflections on roles in the process 
In all cases, stakeholders struggled with their roles and responsibilities: oftentimes stakeholders would 
take a passive position when they thought the others were to step forward; or look at us, as we had 
designed the process, to tell them what to do next. We noticed that, especially, the stakeholders who 
represented the municipalities (or institutes) often tried to retract from their participant-roles and 
either function as client, attempting to steer (a characteristic of System) the process into a desired 
direction, or as objective entities without any interests.  
 
We learned that it is extremely difficult to guide the process, on the one hand, but leave management 
and ownership at the stakeholders on the other hand. For example, in case 1 our ‘exit’ took a long time 
with repeated clashes with the limitations of our role, but it seemed that time and conflict were 
needed to grow confidence at the side of the stakeholders to continue on their own; and in the end 
they succeeded to develop a platform that suits their wishes, crystallised from the process.  
 
The tendency for institutional stakeholders to steer the process seems to show a reflex of their ‘old 
way of working’ and reflects the characteristics of System. In our cases all stakeholders were willing to 
try out their new role, but at times needed a mirror or a moment to reflect on their actions, positions 
and reflexes. In order to move out of thinking grounded in System paradigm, design-research teams 
should provide them with designed tools and moments for reflection. 
 
THE ROLE OF THE DESIGN –RESEARCH TEAM IN PUBLIC ISSUES  
In this work we collaborated from the perspectives of political-administrative consultancy and design 
research. This cross-disciplinary collaboration enabled us to gain deep insights into the context based 
on which we could design fitting interventions that respected or played into the local dynamics. We 
highlight two of our insights related to our own role in public issues.  
 
Designing tools and strategies: sharing actionable insights and handles for continuation  
In Case 2 we saw that local politics overtook the participation process outside of our influence, making 
the design interventions less trustworthy and relevant. We realised that our report and advice might 
have missed specific handles for action for the municipality to continue engagement with the other 
stakeholders during the rest of their decision-making trajectory- rather than fall back into old patterns.  
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We suggest designers to provide actionable advice (what people can ‘do’ in their Lifeworld) and tools 
for stakeholders to continue their own process, building on the methods and insights from the 
designed participation process. This means that he outcomes should take a shape that fits with the 
stakeholders and perhaps preferably not a wordy report (reflecting System and the dominant 
hegemony) but rather video impressions or multi-media websites. For designers, this tailored feedback 
of actionable outcomes requires deep understanding of local politics, the stakeholder landscape and 
the topic at hand (e.g., rules and regulations).  
 
Cross-disciplinary approach  
In all cases, we supported our design interventions with a designed participation process. That process 
included the communication with stakeholders and the sharing of insights upon which they could 
base their next steps.  
 
In this work, we venture into delicate contexts of conflicting (political) stakes. Reflecting on our own 
roles, we were able to design fitting participation processes because of our expertise in both design 
processes and political processes. We see the necessity for cross-disciplinary design teams in the 
context of public issues.  
 
Through our experience, we suggest that design-teams with cross-disciplinary backgrounds are able 
to sensitise each other for subtleties of the context (concerning e.g., political strategies in System or 
design implementation in Lifeworld) that can be missed by an untrained eye.  Furthermore, we 
suggest that the two perspectives represented in our work could be complimented by, for example, 
communication or marketing consultants, jurists, social workers, psychologists, historians or local 
stakeholders- all depending, of course, on the topic at hand.  



« APPENDIX – 7 » 

Appendix B 

Impact interview with client of Oosterhout 
(Related to chapters 8 and 10) 
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Impact interview with client (clerk): six months later 

In order to reflect on the impact of [X]CP, I needed to find out what had happened (with the 
outcomes) after the [X]CP session and the evaluation session and in what way the clerk looked back at 
his experience with [X]CP as product-service-system. In December, my student-assistant Daniëlle 
Ramp interviewed the clerk of Oosterhout. This was seven months after the [X]CP session. I decided 
upon this timing as the case of the local broadcaster had recently been discussed in the city council 
and there was just enough time left to include the interview in my research. The chair of the local 
broadcaster did not respond to my request for an interview.  

In a semi-structured interview, the clerk shared his experiences with the [X]CP product-service-system. 
The questions included the preparations, the service aspects, the session itself, the evaluation session, 
the outcomes and a reflection on the impact of [X]CP in the case of Oosterhout and on his work as 
clerk.  

INTERVIEW QUESTIONS 

Could you describe the process before the [X]CP session? 
• In what ways did you try to achieve your goal?
• What were the most important steps in the process?
• What did you want to achieve?
• Why did you choose for the [X]CP system?
• What other methods did you consider?
• What did you think to accomplish with [X]CP?
• How did you get in touch with [X]CP?

Could you describe the process of organising the [X]CP session? 
• What were the important steps for setting up the session?
• Where did the service of [X]CP start?
• Where does the service of [X]CP end?
• How did you invite people to participate to the session?
• When did you sent out the letter for participation?
• How did you select the participants?
• What did you do to formulate the central question?
• Could you describe the process of evaluation?
• Was there a session for evaluation?
• Who was invited for this evaluation session?
• Was this evaluation session announced on beforehand?
• How did the evaluation session have influence on the process?
• Was there a difference between the organisation and the outcome of the two

sessions? 

What did you organise after the (evaluation) session? 
• Could you give an example of an activity that was organised after the session? 
• What did you do with the outcome of the session within the rest of your process?
• How did you use the report of [X]CP with this?
• How did you use the insights of the session?
• How is your collaboration with the stakeholders influenced by [X]CP?
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• How did you include the participants in the process after the session? 
• To what extent are you content with how much you included the participants in the 

process? 
• How would you have liked to alter this? 
• Why did you include them in this way? 
• How did the participants react in the trajectory after the session? 
• What did you do with these reactions? 
• How did the session contribute in achieving your goal? 
• To what extent did the outcome of the session match your expectations? 

 
How did you experience the use of [X]CP? 

• How did you experience the general organisation of an [X}CP session? 
• What steps of the process did you experience as being positive? 
• What steps of the process did you experience as being negative? 
• How is [X]CP comparable to other services you used in the past? 
• What was the influence of [X]CP to this difference? 

 
In what kind of situations would you consider using [X}CP again? 

• Why would you use [X]CP again in this situation? 
• Looking back, what aspect would you change to better achieve your goal? 
• Which other party/organisation could the [X}CP service learn from? 
• What would be your desired role or involvement in the process? 

 
How did you use the input of stakeholders in this project? 

• In which stadia did you involve stakeholders? 
• Why did you involve them in this stadium? 
• Why did you involve the stakeholders in this way? 
• How did you communicate the process to the stakeholders? 
• When did you do this? 
• How did they react to this? 

Looking back to the whole process, what are you most proud of?  

 

CLIENT’S PERCEPTION OF IMPACT OF THE [X]CP SESSION 
In this section I describe the findings from the interview by summarising the clerk’s answers and 
presenting selected quotes. This section is structured by following the chronological order of the 
clerk’s engagement with [X]CP (from preparing the session to the impact after seven months). 
 
In motivating his interest into [X]Changing Perspectives the clerk explains that he is “always willing to 
help students” and that he is “interested in new methodologies”. Motivating the choice to implement 
[X]CP in the case of local broadcasting he mentions that it was a “difficult subject” because “everyone 
in Oosterhout has an opinion about it”. When there was another financial deficit for the broadcaster, 
the council wanted to do something and the clerk suggested to organise a discussion about: “what 
does the council expect from the [local broadcaster] and what do the people outside want- and let’s 
bring all those people together for once”. Motivating why he suggest to use the [X]CP system for this 
discussion he says: “But I had the feeling it should be a little bit in a way that is not so standard... To get 
some attention for it. To make it a bit more fun... To make it more interesting to come to such a 
meeting. Eh, and next to that: it will be a difficult conversation. So that needs a little help.” The clerk 
expected to get “unfamiliar people to easily talk to each other about difficult subjects” as he regards 
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[X]CP provides a “fairly accessible way is to talk with each other. Because of the use of tokens… And 
the freedom you have in using them. And the provided guidance.” 
 
In terms of preparation and service the clerk notes that I “helped to formulate a question” and that we 
“brainstormed” together about “what should it be about? What do you actually want to get out of it?” 
He later adds that I fine-tuned the question “But it was still, in fact, that original question, but then 
turned into something you could deal with, so to speak”. 
 
He notes that he was responsible for the invitations (which he is not dissatisfied but also not content 
about) and that I was responsible for the script of events and actions to prepare for and arrange the 
[X]CP session. He appreciated the structure that my script provided: “We [municipality] did not at any 
moment have to worry about what was coming (…) because we were in conversation about the 
script [the whole time].” 
 
Recalling what he has taken away from his experience with the [X]CP product-service-system, the clerk 
mentions that “it does indeed work to do something new once in a while” and that “it is good for 
people to make things concrete, to evoke images, to stimulate that, so to speak”. He received positive 
feedback about doing it “in this way”: “Because you do have something concrete in your hands with 
those tokens, (…) good guidance was given to them, then people really got into conversations.” 
Another thing he recalls later is that “(…) We need to look at ourselves. Instruments to become more 
transparent in a safe way. And we are working on that. That is actually also a result from the session 
with Philemonne.” The clerk even acquired graduate student Jelske van de Ven (after the session and 
after her graduation) as an in-house designer to work on the communication between inside (the city 
council, System) and outside (society, Lifeworld). 
 
He adds that in a similar situation in the future he will remind himself that “working with images can 
provoke other images and bring people into conversations. (…) I found that that worked well. And it is 
definitely worth doing again.” 
 
The clerk mentions that if he would have organised the evening without [X]CP: “it would have been a 
more straightforward talking evening. And I seriously wonder whether that would have produced the 
same results.” 
 
“Look, the good thing about that methodology (…); it  is not only the conversation, but also... the 
results of it.” He mentions that “we paid attention to that and that the people had things where they 
could do something with and all of that has been presented and discussed. I found that, that was pure 
profit. Because they also give input for the follow-up”. The clerk explains that “all the things that were 
presented as concrete results of that evening” ([X]CP session) were brought up during the discussions 
about the funding request in the city council. And the council did make money available again, and it 
is very much the question whether that would have happened if we had not had such an evening.” 
 
Recalling the evaluation session, the clerk mentions that: “council members and interested 
participants were given the opportunity to respond” to the presented results.” He thinks that this 
session helped people to “regard something like this more positively, because otherwise you have an 
enjoyable evening, but then what? Right?” He says that the feedback presentation was “clear, also 
because everything that happened was explained, and where the conclusions came from”. The clerk 
did not hear any further discussions afterwards: “while normally, there is more discussion like: ‘where is 
this coming from’ and so on”. From that observation, he concludes that the evaluation session 
provided a “foundation” for the follow-up process. 
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The clerk explains that the report of the [X]CP session was not used to decide about the subsidy 
request, because that report was “public” and “council members already had that information” and so 
it did not contain “any news”. 
 
In terms of the relations with the stakeholders, the clerk mentions that he thinks that the session 
helped to make contact more easily: “people know where to find us” and stakeholders became “more 
visible (…) have seen who is involved with what (…) who is willing to put energy into helping the 
local broadcaster (…). So it has become easier”. 
 
The clerk explained that following the [X]CP session, the board of mayor and aldermen was involved 
when the local broadcaster was developing their business plan and that the council members who 
had wanted to ‘do something’ with the topic were satisfied after the [X]CP process. The council went 
into “waiting mode”. 
 
The clerk recognises the action points in the steps that the local broadcaster took after the session: 
“the things that were deemed most important, that is what they gave the most attention to”. 
 
When asked in what kind of situations the clerk would use [X]CP again he mentions: “when you have a 
large group (…) also with a perhaps a bit more difficult topic… It is not easy to bring different people, 
from different backgrounds in conversation just like that”. He says that the [X]CP system brought 
energy and that the visualisation showed results that the moderator connected together in a story. He 
calls [X]CP an “excellent tool” for a large group with a difficult topic. 
 
In response to what he is proud of, the clerk mentions: “So I think that's quite beautiful: that everyone 
there, has contributed their part and the majority really had a very good evening.” 
 

CONCLUDING 
Monitoring the local media in Oosterhout, it goes without saying that the topic of the local 
broadcasting is a hot topic in the community. The articles and activities that were undertaken after the 
session show a tumultuous time for the local broadcaster. With this section it was not my aim to point 
out direct effects from the [X]CP session: if anything, this section illustrates the complexity of the topic 
and its interwovenness in the social, historical and political context of Oosterhout. In my view, one 
[X]CP session (with the participant composition that it had) is merely one of the factors in the entire 
narrative of the local broadcaster and the city council who have been debating over its continuation 
for years.  
 
From the interview with the clerk, I interpret that the service that I provided around the [X]CP system 
has been vital in streamlining the process and its outcomes. The clerk also emphasises the value and 
function of the evaluation session, even though it could have been more ‘pleasurable’. In his view, the 
report and presentation of the outcomes has created a “foundation” of understanding of the situation 
shared by the city council. He points out that (contrary to his experience) the outcomes were not 
questioned by stakeholders afterwards. His explanation for this is it the outcomes and where they 
came from were clearly explained in my presentation during the evaluation session. 
 
It is remarkable that the clerk mentions that he thinks the results of the [X]CP session would not have 
come out of a session without the [X]CP system. Moreover, the clerk adds that the council decision to 
support the subsidy request in his view is thanks to the [X]CP session and evaluation. If so, that would 
be a very concrete outcome of the [X]CP session. At the time of writing, the longitudinal subsidiary 
support for the broadcaster has not been on the agenda of the city council yet. 
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Appendix C 

Participant Experience Questionnaire 
(Related to chapter 8) 
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PARTICIPANT EXPERIENCE QUESTIONNAIRE 
 

1. What situation applies to you: “I participate as: ,,,” 
• a resident (below 25 years) 
• a resident (above 25 years) 
• an entrepreneur 
• a representative of a sports-/culture association 
• an employee of the municipality 
• an employee of Local Broadcaster 
• Other Media (journalist, etc.) 
• a councillor 

 
2. With what feeling did you come to the meeting? 

 
5pt scale: 1 = sceptical, 5 = enthusiastic 
 

3. Could you elaborate on your answer? 
 
Goal 

4. For what goal did you participate in the meeting? 
 

5. To what extent is the goal for which you participated in the meeting realized? 
 
5pt scale: 1 = not at all, 5 = completely 
 

6. To what extent did the method ‘interactive conversation tables and visualisation’ contribute 
to this goal? 
 
5pt scale: 1 = not at all, 5 = completely 
 

7. Could you elaborate on your answer? 
 
Conversations at the table 
To what extent do the words below describe your experience of the conversations at the 
table? 
Mark only one oval 
 

8. 5pt scale: 1 = openness, 5 = closedness 
 

9. 5pt scale: 1 = competitive atmosphere, 5 = constructive atmosphere 
 

10. 5pt scale: 1 = Amongst us was an increased feeling of incomprehension, 5 = Amongst us 
was an increased feeling of conformity 
 

11. 5pt scale: 1 = I already had a good perspective on the situation, 5 = I gained a broader 
perspective on the situation 

 
12. 5pt scale: 1 = There was room for different perspectives to be shown, 5 = There was no 

room for different perspectives to be shown 
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13. 5pt scale: 1 = Differences led to conflict, 5 = Differences led to a mutual understanding 
	

14. 5pt scale: 1 = Everyone’s stances were held onto, 5 = Everyone’s stances were let go off 
 

15. 5pt scale: 1 = We learned something from each other, 5 = We learned nothing from each 
other  

	
16. 5pt scale: 1 = Opinions changed, 5 = Opinions didn’t change  

	
17. 5pt scale: 1 = We created the landscape of tokens (around the table) individually, 5 = We 

created the landscape of tokens (around the table) collaboratively 
	

18. To what extent did the method (icons, tokens, table, visualisation, moderation) contribute to 
your understanding of (the perspective of) the other? 
Mark only one oval per row 
 
5pt scale: 1 = it didn’t contribute at all, 2 = it hardly contributed, 3 = neutral, 4 = it 
contributed a little, 5 = it contributed a lot 
 
Rows: icons, tokens (movements), table-setting, visualisation, moderation (guidance), Action 
Points.  
	

19. Could you elaborate on your answers? (question 8-18) 
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20. Feedback interactive method 
21. What did you like about the interactive method (tables, tokens, icons, ‘hoe’tjes’ (how-to’s), 

visualisation, moderation)? 

	
22. If you were to improve something to the interactive method (tables, tokens, icons, ‘hoe’tjes’ 

(how-to’s), visualisation, moderation), what would you change? 
 

23. Do you participate more often to similar (participative) meetings? 
Mark only one oval 
 
5pt scale: 1 = never, 5 = regularly 
 

24. In what way was this meeting, by means of the interactive method, different from other 
meeting in which you participated? 
 

25. Is there anything else you would like to share about the interactive method? 
 
Conclusion and follow-up 
With what feeling did you go home? 
Mark only one oval 
 

26. 5pt scale: 1 = sceptical, 5 = enthusiastic 
 

27. What do you expect on a short term, as a consequence of this meeting? 
 

28. What do you expect on a long term, as a consequence of this meeting? 
 

29. To what extent are you interested in staying involved in the process around the local 
broadcaster? 
Mark only one oval 
 
5pt scale: 1 = Not at all, 5 = Completely 
 

30. Is there anything else you would like to share about the whole meeting? 
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Script [X]Changing Perspectives session in Oosterhout  
(Related to chapters 8) 
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MODEL SCRIPT: [X]CHANGING PERSPECTIVES SESSION 
 
This table runs through, in chronological order, the phases during and prior to an 
[X]Changing Perspectives session. The time points in the scenario are based on the 
assumption that the [X]CP session starts at 20:00. 
The Partner is the party that has applied for the [X]CP session, the subject of the [X]CP 
session is the Case, the TU is the research team, the Students are the technical team and the 
Moderator is the person who guides the participants through the [X]CP session. The 
necessities are listed by whom they are delivered (Partner, TU or 'rented'), if there is nothing 
then it is provided by the TU. 
The Preparation Table is this document, the Process Plate is the visual representation of the 
process surrounding the [X]CP session. 
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Dossier: Contextual Data from Intensive Case Study  
(Related to chapter 8) 
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Contextual Data from Intensive Case Study: Local 
Broadcasting In Oosterhout 
 
 

E-1 CONTEXT 
 
In November of 2016, the clerk of the city council of Oosterhout, a municipality of 55K inhabitants in 
the Netherlands, inquired about the possibilities of [X]Changing Perspectives for new ways of 
consulting the public in the decision-making processes of the city council. Two months later, the clerk 
found a pressing topic for which [X]CP could be used and I presented the possibilities to the agenda 
committee of the city council. The committee was enthusiastic about the new way of interacting 
between stakeholders that the [X]CP system could invite and one month later I was planning the 
process of the PSS implementation with the Clerk. 
 
The pressing topic in Oosterhout was (and still is) that of the local broadcaster. The local broadcaster 
produces radio and television content, facilitates the broadcasting of city council meetings and 
recently started broadcasting the vlog of a local volunteer. The credibility of the local broadcaster is a 
highly debated issue in Oosterhout, and has been for years, as there were recurring scandals and 
(rumours of) malpractices within and discontinuation of the organization. Time and time again, they 
had been in need of extra financial support and each time this became a debate in the city council. In 
Oosterhout, being a small city (or a big village), the stakeholders who felt involved with this issue 
tended to be either: active in local media, familiar with the organisation (volunteers or acquaintances), 
members of the city council, avid critics or fans of the local broadcaster. 
 
Across the Netherlands, due to declining popularity, many local broadcasters were in the transition 
towards regional broadcasters, in order to professionalise and carry cost together. Taking the local 
situation and these national developments into account, the councilmembers of Oosterhout wanted 
to find out in what ways the community of Oosterhout valued the local broadcaster, before deciding 
about this year’s financial support. The community in this case consists for example of local 
entrepreneurs, volunteers, students, vloggers, elderly, sports and culture associations and the 
channel’s viewers and listeners. The central question was “What is important to us in local 
broadcasting?”. The question purposefully did not mention the name of the current broadcaster, in 
order to avoid an evaluation of the current board and to steer towards an open consideration of future 
possibilities. 
 
The [X]CP session was to take place in the city hall on April 5th, during an information and consultation 
evening for local stakeholders. Though not a neutral location, the clerk regarded this as not 
problematic based on previous experiences with consultations at this location. From February 
onwards, I started preparing with the clerk: this gave use the opportunity to go through all the 
implementation steps of the product-service-system of [X]Changing Perspectives. 
 

E-2 IMPLEMENTATION & LIMITATIONS 
 
As we had started the preparations two months in advance and the clerk was open to go through the 
entire PSS process, we had the time and willingness to implement all steps of the PSS in the case of 
Oosterhout. In this section I will outline some limitations of the PSS before, during and after the [X]CP 
session. 
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The client for the session was the city council, in the form of the clerk. The topic of the session was the 
local media supply in Oosterhout, currently in the form of the local broadcaster. In line with the 
‘facilitating role of the local government’ in the Participation Society, the clerk had discussed the 
organization of the session with the board of the local broadcaster and the board had accepted his 
initiative as support for their mission: keeping the local broadcaster alive. The board of the local 
broadcaster did not take a role in organizing the session, other than spreading pre-made invitations 
(titled ‘information session’) and having an intern film the session. Only after the session, I learned that 
the chair of the board had been alderman in Oosterhout from 2006 until 2010 and his former 
colleagues are still members of the board of mayor and aldermen today.  
 
During the session it became clear (e.g., through the amount of Action Points on their nametags) that 
the participants expected the board of the local broadcaster to jump into action based on the 
outcomes of the session and the council members took a wait-and-see role. Though this makes sense 
based on the topic, in hindsight I felt it was a limitation for the PSS that the board of the local 
broadcaster had not been part of organizing and preparing the session, as they were expected to 
follow up on its outcomes.  

BEFORE THE SESSION 
In order to implement the PSS smoothly, I created a timetable for all the actions that needed to be 
done, by either the clerk or myself, and we planned video-calls to update each other on the progress. 
My role was mainly consulting about process (expectation management, participation strategy) and 
the clerk was preparing with the relevant people in the context (including local politics). We prepared 
the script for the evening (including speakers, facilities and necessary introductions), the invitations, 
the follow-up (participation strategy, evaluation with clerk and board of local broadcaster, 
documentation in my report and a participatory evaluation session). 
 
Together with the clerk and the communication team I prepared the invitations for the session. We 
discussed the distribution channels, tone of voice as well as the content of the invitation, but, in hopes 
of creating a credible invitation, I left the graphic design and distribution up to them, as they were the 
senders of the invitation. In consulting about the invitations I mainly focused on: matching media and 
tone to the target group of the invitation, including the goal of the session, the question asked to 
participants, the how-and-when of the feedback on their input and on communicating the active 
character of the session. 
 

    
Figure E-2-1: Invitation via Facebook and as advertisement in the local newspaper. From: Weekblad Oosterhout, March 

29th 2017. Retrieved from: www.uitgeverijemdejong.nl/uitgaven/weekblad-oosterhout 
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The invitations were spread through social media channels of the municipality, the local newspaper 
and the local broadcaster themselves (see figure E-2-1). Additionally, the clerk initiated to send out 
invitation letters to 200 randomly selected youngsters and 400 randomly selected citizens of 
Oosterhout. This was the first time that the municipality used this method for inviting citizens to a 
public consultation and the first time that this method was used for an invitation for an [X]CP session. 
The municipality also set up a Facebook event (to which 12 people indicated to be ‘going’) and 
subscription was possible by calling or sending an email to the municipality. 
 
In the second-hand invitations (spread by the local broadcaster), the emphasis that I had discussed 
with the clerk was noticeably gone. The local broadcaster shared the invitation for what they called an 
‘information session’. This naming points to a passive ‘sending’ convention and completely neglects 
the active character of the evening, the request for people’s participation and the concrete question 
that people could give their input about. Concluding, even though the original invitations were 
carefully composed, due to sharing on social media and recompiling own invitations, there were 
different versions around that lead to mismanaged expectations in the invitation process and thus a 
limitation in the PSS implementation. 

DURING THE SESSION 
The topic of the session was introduced by three speakers, who explained the current developments 
in local and regional broadcasting, a case in another Dutch municipality and the situation of the local 
broadcaster in Oosterhout. These presentations were quite formal. The vice-chair of the city council 
hosted the session (opening, bridges between different activities, wrap-up) and introduced the [X]CP 
system, as prescribed in the script that I prepared. The moderation of the [X]CP session itself was in the 
hands of Evert Wolters, ensuring that the instructions for participants and the way of using the [X]CP 
system fitted the research intentions. During the wrap-up, the host gave the floor to the chair of the 
board of the local broadcaster, who thanked the participants for their input and emphasized the ideas 
and energy that were generated during the session as well as the board’s determination to take the 
outcomes of the session into account and to shake off their troublesome history and use this session 
as a kick-start for a healthy broadcaster for the community of Oosterhout. 
 
Though the clerk expected 80 – 120 participants (10-15 tables), the total amount of participants was 
65. The session consisted of 10 [X]CP tables with 5-6 participants around them (see figure E-2-2). One 
of the tables was not recorded (for people who wanted to participate without being part of the 
research). This means that 9 tables were recorded for the analysis. 
 
More than 65 people arrived at the location, but some left after the informing presentations. Some 
others left half-way through the session, during the break. From the video footage and the feedback 
that the clerk received the motivations for leaving were to do with the length of the evening (session 
from 19h30 – 22h30) and tiredness due to evening meetings earlier that week. Contrastingly, some 
people joined tables only after the break. This led to the limitation that the participant composition for 
some tables is not identical for the first and second discussion round.  
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Figure E-2-2: Overview of the [X]CP session in Oosterhout, showing six of the nine [X]CP tables that were used. The other 

three tables formed the last row (on the left outside of the picture frame). Photo by Bart van Overbeeke. 

 

AFTER THE SESSION 
After the session, I explicitly included the board in the client evaluation and did two evaluations, first 
with the clerk and then with the chair of the board. In a third meeting, I presented the first outcomes 
of the session, for them to prepare their follow-up as they would present it during the participatory 
evaluation session. We discussed this strategy together, although it became clear that the city council 
felt they had, by organizing the session, fulfilled their facilitating role and that they had no further role 
to play. It was up to the board of the local broadcaster to take action upon the outcomes, and the 
chair of the board agreed with that view.  
 
All participants were invited for the evaluation session at the end of the [X]CP session, and they all 
received an email invitation afterwards. For other interested people, the municipality published a small 
invitation on their municipality page in the weekly newspaper on the 3rd of May, one week prior to the 
evaluation session. 
 
As the local media supply is a public issue, I regarded this chosen separation of roles as a limitation in 
the context of the multi-stakeholder landscape around the issue. I did understand the politics 
underlying this separation: the city council has a facilitating and monitoring role in societal initiatives, 
but does not intervene. Though I did poke at this, I also felt it was not my role to intervene in this part; 
the further trajectory after the [X]CP session was going to be a new process on its own, that I was not 
consulting for and was outside of the scope of the case study for my research question. Instead of 
intervening, I decided to observe how the local dynamics returned after the [X]CP session. 
 
Additional to the PSS, BSc graduate student Jelske van de Ven set up a Facebook group to allow 
participants of the session to stay connected in an online community after the session and to make 
the feedback loop after the session more transparent. The Facebook group also allowed the clients 
and stakeholders (city council, local broadcaster) to communicate their follow-up activities to the 
participants. The moderator invited the participants to join the Facebook group at the end of the 
session, and their nametags included a note with the website URL on it. Student Jelske acted as online 
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moderator and actively approached stakeholders to think along with ideas of what they could post 
online. Participants posted pictures and feedback of the session in the group. On behalf of the [X]CP 
PSS, student Jelske posted some progress updates, e.g., sharing our analysis process, or packing the 
tables back into the van. 
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E-3 PARTICIPANTS’ EXPERIENCES 
 
 
On April 6th of 2017, the day after the [X]CP session, all participating stakeholders received an email 
invitation to fill out an online survey (in Dutch, via Google Forms) about their experiences of the 
interactive format of the session. The questionnaire was not meant as validation of the [X]CP session 
but as a means to find contextual information about participants’ expectations, goals and fulfilment. In 
earlier case studies (see chapter 5, iterations), we found that expectations and other parts of the event 
programme (of which the [X]CP session is one part) heavily influenced participants’ perception of the 
[X]CP session itself. Therefore, I included separate questions about the event as a whole and the 
discussions around the [X]CP tables. Furthermore, I included questions about their expectations, and 
goals for the session and the extent to which they were achieved.  
 

QUESTIONNAIRE DESIGN 
I designed an online questionnaire to ask the participants about their experience of the [X]CP session. 
The questionnaire consisted of a combination of 18 open and closed questions, using a 5-point Likert 
scale and (sometimes optional) explanations. The questions concerned participants’ goals and 
expectations for the event, the extent to which these were realised and the extent to which the [X]CP 
system contributed to that. Then the participants were asked to describe their experience of the 
discussions around the [X]CP table in terms of five-point rating scales of opposite statement pairs 
(Marked Semantic Differential Scale) such as:  ‘competitive atmosphere –constructive atmosphere’ or 
‘differences led to conflict – differences led to understanding’. I discussed the descriptive statement 
pairs with expert Hanne de Jaegher, as they were intended to correspond to experiences of 
participatory sense-making. Afterwards, the participants were asked to if and to what extent the 
separate [X]CP elements contributed to their appreciative understanding for (the viewpoint of) the 
‘other’. In the following section, participants were given the opportunity to give feedback on the [X]CP 
system as they were for example asked what they would change or keep if they were asked to 
redesign the system. Additionally, participants were asked whether they participated in multi-
stakeholder consultations more often and in what ways the [X]CP method made this session different 
from the ones they had participated in, in the past. Finally, participants could indicate their feelings of 
enthusiasm or scepticism after the session, and where asked about their expectations of the short- and 
long-term follow-up and what extent they would be interested to be involved in the follow-up 
process. 
 

REPRESENTATIVENESS 
Out of the grand total of ±60 participants of the [X]CP session, 22 participants (37%) filled out the 
questionnaire. I received 23 responses but one was left out because this person (municipal 
organisation) indicated not to have participated (“I only observed”). Table E-3-1 shows the response 
rate of each of the stakeholder groups. It shows that councilmembers (the initiators of this session) 
and the municipal organisation were overrepresented in the responses, while participants related to 
the local broadcaster, citizens, local media were underrepresented in the responses. The participants 
from stakeholder categories Sports/Culture and Entrepreneurs both consisted of 1 person who also 
filled out the questionnaire, relatively leading to overrepresentation in the responses. 
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Stakeholder Group Percentage of total participants 
who arrived at the location of 
whom ±55 participated in the 
[X]CP session.(amount) 

Percentage of 
questionnaire 
respondents (amount) 

Local Broadcaster 27,7 (18) 22,7 (5) 
Council members 23,1 (15) 31,8 (7) 
Citizens 23,1 (15) 18,2 (4) 
Other media 15,4 (10) 9,1 (2) 
Municipality 7,7 (5) 9,1 (2) 
Associations 1,5 (1) 4,6 (1) 
Entrepreneurs 1,5 (1) 4,6 (1) 
Table E-3-1: Distribution of participants and respondents from each stakeholder group. 

 
Almost half of the participating council members filled out the questionnaire, while this was only a 
third of participants from the local broadcaster and citizens. This might be explained by the fact that 
the city council was the initiator and (paying) client of the session and that they were participating 
from their profession. Apart from the board of the participants from the local broadcaster were 
volunteers and they, as well as citizens, participated out of private interest and were perhaps less 
interested in evaluating the event and [X]CP method as such. 
 

EXPECTATIONS BEFORE THE [X]CP SESSION (INFORMATIVE AND INTERACTIVE 
EVENING) 
In the questionnaire, I asked participants with what kind of feeling they arrived at the event and with 
what kind of feeling they went home after the event, see figure E-3-1. The responses show that people 
arrived without all too much expectation and that their enthusiasm grew during the event. It is striking 
that the graph shifted from an emphasis on the (neutral) centre, to an emphasis on the right extreme 
(enthusiastic) of the scale. Filtering between stakeholder groups in the graph in figure E-3-1 shows 
that only citizens left the event being less enthusiastic than when they arrived. The amount of 
participants (on the right side of the scale, point 4 and 5) who were enthusiastic grew from 8 to 14 
people, while the amount of sceptical feelings remained the same (5 people) but became more 
extreme (point 1 increased from 2 to 4 people). 
 

With what kind of feeling did you arrive at the 
event? From sceptical (1) to Enthusiastic (5) 

With what kind of feeling did you leave the 
event? From sceptical (1) to Enthusiastic (5) 

  
 

Figure E-3-1: Overall responses of feelings upon arriving and leaving the event. 
 
The goal of ‘getting information’ was mentioned most often as goal for participating in the event and 
for some participants it was ‘bringing information’. Citizens indicated that their goal was not 
convincingly achieved nor unachieved and they stood neutrally towards the [X]CP method. The 
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participants from the local broadcaster and city council however did indicate that their goals were 
achieved and that the method of [X]CP contributed to the realisation of their goals. Moreover, the 
citizens are the only group that left the session less enthusiastic than they arrived. This could point to a 
causal relation in that when a participants goals are achieved, they perceive the [X]CP as a 
contributing factor and leave more enthusiastic than they arrived (and the other way around). If so, 
this would emphasise the importance of managing expectations, in order to avoid disappointment 
(scepticism) and perhaps even prepare participants for a positive experience with [X]CP.  
 
To me, the separately mentioned goals of bringing or getting information are interesting in relation to 
participatory sense-making. It seems to indicate that some people were there to ‘send’ and others to 
‘receive’, while in PSM an in Arendt’s appearing, these two are reciprocal: everybody is sending and 
receiving. The goal of ‘getting information’ might be a result of the Local Broadcaster’s invitation for an 
‘information evening’.  
 

EXPERIENCE OF DISCUSSIONS AROUND [X]CP TABLES 
When asked to characterise the discussions around the [X]CP tables, the respondents selected the 
characteristics of openness, arguably constructive and leading to a bit more mutual understanding. 
Half of the respondents indicated that the discussions broadened their understanding on the situation 
at hand, while the other half indicates that they already had a good understanding of the situation 
prior to the discussions. 
 
The majority of respondents experienced space to let differing viewpoints come to the fore. The 
majority also indicates that the landscapes (positioning of important tokens on the table) were the 
result of collective action (not individual efforts). On the scales ‘viewpoints were held onto – 
viewpoints were let go’ and ‘opinions changed – opinions did not change’ the respondents answered 
neutrally (see figure E-3-2). This could indicate that both ends of the scale equally occurred.  
 

 
To what extent do these words describe your experience 
of the discussions around the [X]CP table? 
From ‘Everyone’s own standpoints were held onto’ (1) 
to ‘Everyone’s own standpoints were let go off’ (5) 

 
To what extent do these words describe your experience 
of the discussions around the [X]CP table? 
From ‘Opinions changed’ (1) to ‘Opinions did not 
change’ (5) 

  
 

Figure E-3-2: Responses to questions about holding on to standpoints and changing opinions. 
 
 
When creating the questionnaire (and consulting with De Jaegher) I intended the question about ‘opinions 
changed’ to emphasise the transformation of opinions, the active changing thereof, but in hindsight it 
seems likely that this intention was not picked up by the participants. Also, I thought about which answers 
would indicate success for me and I realised that in the question between holding onto standpoints or letting 
of them, I realised that neither ends of the scale would indicate success. That might have been a reason to 
change the question, but I decided to see what happened: if participants did select the far ends of the scale I 
could conclude that it was not successful.  
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The question about the contribution of separate [X]CP elements to growing appreciative 
understanding for (the viewpoint of) ‘the other’ received very divergent responses often on the 
extremes of the scale. When comparing individual answers, it is clear that most participants did not 
differentiate their answers between the elements, but selected one rating for all of them. This could 
indicate that participants did not resonate with this question. The type of question could explain this: 
it asks participants to reflect on their experience from a meta-level and evaluate the abstract use of the 
separate elements in their conversations- without related them to the topic. 
 
Only the ‘table-setting’ was a characteristic that seemed to contribute. The tokens (movements) also 
contributed according to some respondents, but here their opinions were extremely divided. In their 
explanations, a number of participants mentioned that they would have liked to receive more 
explanation about the ‘meanings of the symbols’ on the tokens. 

EXPECTATIONS FOR FOLLOW-UP 
The expectations of respondents were that on the short term the local broadcaster would take up the 
outcomes of the discussions. For the long term, they expect a final decision about what will happen 
with the local broadcaster on the long run.  
 
A large majority of participants indicated to be interested in staying engaged with the process around 
the follow-up. This seems to be a logical consequence of the stakeholder groups that the majority of 
respondents belonged to: the local broadcaster and the city council. From their volunteering or 
professional positions in these stakeholder groups they will inevitably stay involved in the process 
(respectively through e.g., making a business plan or taking a decision about financial support). 

PERCEPTION OF [X]CP AS INSTRUMENT 
The opinion of respondents about the use of [X]CP as the instrument for discussion is strongly divided. 
Some respondents are highly enthusiastic about the ‘new, different way’ of discussing, but others are 
strongly negative: according to them, the method stood in the way of the (topical) discussion. Some 
participants suggest working in groups with the same viewpoint, or a prescription of use of the 
method or the definition of the symbols prior to the session as improvements. These suggestions for 
improvement of the system counter many of the concepts that lay at its core, such as: plurality, 
openness for on-the-fly and collaborative sense-making through interactions.  The suggestions seem 
to indicate that some participants participated in the session did not share some fundamental ideas 
behind the system and the session, namely that it is valuable in multi-stakeholder issues that 
participants generate new meaning together. One participant even mentioned that he did not like the 
session because the discussion could have been much more ‘efficient’ with two people instead of this 
large group of different people.  

Negative perceptions 
Negative perceptions were often extremely negative and seemed to point towards a dissatisfaction 
with the topic at hand and to the hegemony of current System (Habermas, 1958): these participants 
seem to prefer structured, clearly framed and rational dialogues and regard the [X]CP method, the 
configuration of different stakeholders and consequently its outcomes, as ‘inefficient’ and redundant. 
An example of such a view is one council member who called [X]CP a ‘positive game form’ that leads 
to ‘desired social behaviour’ and later in the questionnaire explains that he prefers ‘orderly 
presentation of opinions’ to which he adds that he is aware that this is a ‘personal’ preference. 
 
During the session, a number of table-groups turned to the [X]CP staff to ask about the meaning of 
the symbols- while a rare table-group was really confused, what most participants seemed to want 
was just an extra confirmation that free associations were allowed. In the questionnaire some 
participants indicate that the instruction about the symbols should be clearer or even that the 
symbols should be predefined. Of course, the open interpretation is intended, but, from participants’ 
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reactions during the session and some responses in the questionnaire, it seems that participants 
experienced uncertainty and feeling of unease. In the video footage per table, it is visible that all table-
groups get started right away, also after asking extra explanation/confirmation. Also, the process of 
generating meaning for the tokens and exchanging associations seems to illuminate the multiple 
dimensions and possible nuances of conversation topics and broaden the conversation to 
unexpected views. For the goal of exchanging perspectives and reaching a new shared understanding 
(through PSM), these interactions are highly valuable. This however, was not the goal of participants 
and not communicated as the aim of the session. It seems that the openness of the [X]CP system felt 
counterproductive in relation to the concrete topical goals and expectations (e.g., to be informed) of 
some participants. The explorative nature (and hence the value of diverging, thinking differently and 
moving off the ‘beaten track’ to find new ways of understanding the situation) of discussions around 
the [X]CP tables was recognised by most participants in different ways (see perceptions section 
above). The few negative participants disregarded these potential values, as for them the explorative 
nature seemed to lead to disappointment (and rejection of the outcomes as redundant (‘pointless 
evening’ (P1)). Interpreting the responses in the historical context of Oosterhout I think that the 
disappointment is also grounded in the desire for solutions after long-standing frustrations with the 
local broadcaster and the lingering and recurring character of the issue in the city council. The [X]CP 
method however, is not intended to bring about direct solutions but rather results in an exploration of 
solution spaces, or in a multi-dimensional overview of aspects to take into account when finding 
solutions. This typification of result of the [X]CP session was extensively discussed with the client and 
the local broadcaster as main stakeholder and was anchored in the process. This process was however 
developed upon my encouragement and the bigger picture, as such, was not communicated to 
participants beforehand. The indistinctness about the goal of the session shows in the variety of goals 
answered in the questionnaire and the ‘neutral’ attitude (Figure E-3-12) with which participants arrived 
at the session: multiple participants explain that they ‘did not know what to expect’. 
 
Some participants were happy about the fact that the method came forth from and was part of 
research, but other participants were suspicious of it. A rare suggestion was that I should quit the 
research (“just quit it”) or that the ‘experiment’ was deemed more important than the topic at hand. 
This (seemingly destructive or mistrusting attitude) is striking, as my efforts within this Action Research 
process are (contrarily) directed to merge both interests in a way that fits both worlds and does not 
compromise one over the other.  

Positive perceptions 
Parallel to these rare and strongly negative responses, more positive respondents described that [X]CP 
contributed to their goal for the session by: 

• ‘Good conversations with results that can be used for further development’; 
• ‘Use of the interactive discussion tables tool resulted in a different approach, aimed at questioning 

each other and exploring shared views’;  
• ‘People reacted well to each other and the movement of the tokens’; 
• ‘Very challenging’; 
• ‘I got some nice tips and new insights’ 
• ‘It was a good form to have a structured dialogue with each other’ 

A fairly critical member of the city council (P15) indicated that: “By exchanging ideas with several 
people, my own opinion of that moment was confirmed and yet also enriched.” A citizen (P17) wrote 
that: “Casually and positively, everyone expressed their opinion.” 
 
Participants mentioned that they appreciated the tokens, round tables, the visualisation and 
innovativeness of the [X]CP method and additionally appreciated the following:  

• ‘it ensured a different approach to the issue’;  
• ‘Openness to each other’; 
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• ‘Good way to make clear what the priorities are’; 
• ‘Good conversations with results that can be used for further development’; 
• ‘Something to do, that leads the conversation’; 
• ‘Work format created animated discussions at the tables’. 

 
Comparing the [X]CP session to other consultation sessions they had attended, participants 
mentioned in what ways the [X]CP session was distinct from other sessions:  

• playfulness;  
• modern method;  
• use of icons and technology;  
• ‘faster conversation, everybody participated’;  
• ‘results were not only brought to the municipality but rather to the stakeholders’;  
• ‘distinction between what- and how-question’; 
• ‘people reacted more open and more spontaneous’; 
• ‘interesting and insightful’;  
• ‘Positive approach to problems’; 
• ‘less static than other meetings where I have been’. 

 
All in all, the large majority of participants was positive or moderately positive about [X]CP. The same 
characteristics of the [X]CP session were perceived as negative or positive by different participants. For 
example, when the order of the session was mentioned, positive responses mentioned the 
professional moderation and well-structured format in the method while simultaneously negative 
responses mentioned unclear instructions and chaos, and lack of structure. Though the negative 
responses are in minority, it is fascinating to see the same factors being perceived as either highlights 
or lows of the same session. 
 
The responses mirror the diversity of participants, and their preoccupations regarding the topic and 
integrity of stakeholders, and preference a valuation of System characteristics. In this way, the 
responses may indicate more about the participants (or their attitudes towards and position in the 
topic) than about working principles of [X]CP. This brings about a mirror-moment to myself as well. 
The intentions behind [X]CP are value-driven, even though the ways of use are intentionally left open 
and within the boundaries of the moderation format participants are free to adopt and use it in their 
own ways.  
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E-4 MAIN STAKEHOLDERS’ EXPERIENCES 
 
In order to add to the interpretation of the video observations, as well as to prepare for the evaluation 
session and get a feel for the local discourse, I organised video-calls for an intermediate interview 
about the experiences of the main stakeholders of the session, namely the clerk as client and the chair 
of the broadcaster. 
 
While in the preparations only the clerk was involved as client, during the [X]CP session it became 
clear (and visibly clear in the division of action points!) that he local broadcaster themselves had the 
biggest stake in the [X]CP session, namely: their survival. In an attempt to get a feel for the factors at 
play in the local context, and the impressions and experiences of the Clerk and the chair of the local 
broadcaster, I asked them (separately) to reflect on their experiences of the [X]CP session in video-calls. 
The calls took place one week after the [X]CP session and were a kind of intermediate evaluation that 
provided information to take into account when preparing the evaluation session. 
 
The interview with the clerk, presumably as a result of our earlier interactions and his non-participant 
role during the session, became more of a practical evaluation of the script than an evaluation of the 
interactions around the [X]CP tables. In closing the video-call he mentioned the following feedback: 
"Well thank you, I found it very enjoyable how you have guided it all. You brought energy and I also got nice 
comments up front, like: 'oh, that looks nice' and 'it seems nice to me' you know! " 
 
The chair of the local broadcaster, on the other hand, was not introduced to the [X]CP PSS before the 
session itself and participated in the session. From his experience as alderman and governor of 
volunteer organisations, he had quite some experiences with multi-stakeholder consultations. He 
shares his reflections, of which the following were specifically about the interactions around the [X]CP 
tables: 
 
"Well, people were forced to think about something more when you have to perform an action, instead of to 
just start talking to six people. I found it another advantage that you are also forced to think about the 
different aspects and to exchange thoughts with each other, while I have the impression that, when you are 
at the table with six people, it regularly happens that the first starts to talk about something and half an hour 
later you are still talking about the same topic! It is also something to play with, eh? And you saw people 
doing that too, and then you see other people thinking: 'Gosh, why would that person do that now?' - and 
that is being asked! 'Hey, why do you put that in the middle again?' Well, and then a story comes up and with 
that the different aspects come out a little broader than I usually experience at tables. " 
 
Specifically about the action points, the chair said the following: 
"Very striking that several people also said, that night, like now on I got one, but I will not give it away, I will 
work on that myself!" 
He was enthusiastic about the serious initiative that arose when handing out action points: "People 
said; ‘No, I got it, so now I'm going to pick that up myself, and take the initiative to do whatever it says’. Well, 
that is of course wonderful! " 
 

REFLECTIONS 
The values behind the design of [X]CP, as introduced in my subjectivity statement, are about 
embracing pluralism (agonism, plurality, intersubjectivity), promoting equality and diversity as 
complementariness and agency for people to act upon an make up their own minds in participatory 
sense-making. From the responses to the participant questionnaire, it seems that not everyone is 
eager to have an open discussion wherein they can generate meaning together. Some seem to prefer 
sharing quick arguments or opinions in order to make a concrete action plan or decision. 
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Reflecting on the extremely negative responses, and my urge to explain myself to those respondents I 
realised that all responses showed a bit about the frame of people and their values. It seems that some 
participants recognise my values, with inherently positive connotations for me, in [X]CP in the forms of 
chaos, unnecessarily complicating factors and an inefficient process. From the difference in value set, I 
understand this perception. As Action Researcher I feel the urgency to explain the motivations behind 
[X]CP and to show the ‘other side of the coin’ with hopes to make them appreciative of the beautiful 
joint sense-making processes that they had been part of. As person, I do not wish to educate anyone 
on what to see, but I would be interested in offering enriching perspectives to perceive their 
experience. But, most importantly, I intentionally designed [X]CP without  a specified aimed-for 
outcome and the dissatisfaction is one of the possible outcomes. This reflection gives insight into the 
role of existing frames of references and value sets (parallel to contextual framing from e.g., historical 
mistrust and political motives) in the perception of a design intervention based on a different (new) 
frame of reference and value set. 
 
As we have seen in earlier participant questionnaires during the iterations, also in the case of 
Oosterhout there are extreme differences in the perception of participants. The minority of 
participants who arrived with a sceptical outlook (feeling), also tended to indicate that their goal for 
the session was not achieved at all (1 in Likert scale) and were likely to respond extremely negatively 
(using the far ends of the Likert Scale) to all subsequent questions asked. Similarly, people who arrived 
with enthusiasm also indicated that their goals were achieved and they responded extremely 
positively to the other questions, by using the opposite far ends of the Likert scale. In research 
experiments, a known limitation of the Likert scale is the Central Tendency Bias: the tendency of 
participants to avoid the use of the far ends of the scale. In this case, there seems to be an Extreme 
Response Bias: the tendency to use the far ends of the scale. This Extreme Response Bias might be 
indicative of the polarisation in local sentiments about the issue of local broadcasting in Oosterhout, 
or the (little) time that participants took to answer the questions. The extreme answers seem to 
indicate that the participants did not fill out the questionnaire with a Social Desirability Bias but rather 
felt free to answer in honesty.  
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E-5 EVALUATION SESSION 
 
 
During the evaluation session (see chapter 6), I presented and invited feedback on the topical 
outcomes of the [X]CP session, as well as my research intentions and the outcomes from the 
participant questionnaire. This gave me the opportunity to gather additional responses and reflections 
of participants that enhanced my understanding of the contextual factors. This information does not 
directly contribute to answering the second research question, but functions as contextual data for 
interpreting the observations from the video footage. 
 
The evaluation session took place in the council hall, five weeks after the [X]CP session took place. All 
(65) participants of the [X]CP session were invited, of whom 24 participants joined the evaluation 
session. The following stakeholders groups were represented: the local broadcaster (6 people), 
entrepreneurs (1 person), sports/culture associations (1 person), local media (1 person), municipal 
organisation (1 person), aldermen (1 person), citizens (2 people) and 11 members of the city council. 
As in the questionnaire responses, the city council was overrepresented.  
 
The session was hosted by the vice-chair of the city council (as was the case for the [X]CP session). The 
set-up of the session was quite formal, presumably due to the physical space and its connotations, as 
well as the formal introduction (that set the stage). The physical space (council hall) had a U-shape 
chair set-up (that I was asked not to change, I could only move the chairs in front of the U-shaped 
desks) a large distance between presenter (with a wired microphone behind a pulpit) and the 
audience. The presentations of the clerk and the chair of the local broadcaster were also highly formal 
and had the tone of political accountability. This attitude can presumably be explained by the (political 
and societal) tension and (financial and time) pressure around this issue in Oosterhout. 
 
Instead of this attitude, I had (also driven by my ideals/values) envisioned this moment to be an 
opportunity for the stakeholders to share their next steps and their limitations as an open invitation for 
complimentary contributions of other stakeholders in the follow-up trajectory. This is also the aim that 
I discussed with the clerk and the chair of the local broadcaster in our preparations. At that time I 
already felt that the level of transparency that this required was far outside the comfort of either 
stakeholder. It seems that the location (council hall) did not promote this aimed-for openness about 
the follow-up. Instead, the presentations were both focused on the city council. The clerk emphasised 
that the council took this initiative to help the local broadcaster, but that it was now in their hands: the 
council shifted into ‘waiting mode’. The chair of the local broadcaster emphasised and already 
illustrated that he would take the outcomes of the session seriously and that he would return to the 
city council with a sound business plan in due time.  
 
The audience took on a passive role: they barely reacted to my questions for recognition or remarks 
and seemed to expect me to present the final bite-sized conclusion to them, as clients of my analysis 
rather then as participants of the session. When I was finished, and the host opened the floor for 
questions the evaluation session immediately became somewhat like an assessment of my data 
analysis (significance) and the usefulness of the [X]CP method. The first person to ask a question was a 
council member, who had sent me a destructive response via email. The email was sent from his 
private account, so when the host mentioned his name to give him the turn, I knew that he was the 
same person. His critique set the stage for the first few following questions (from his neighbour) and I 
took care not to become defensive. We missed a middle-man and a strategy for taking questions (e.g., 
preventing the most negative person from setting the stage). In the interview seven months after the 
[X]CP session, the clerk mentions that after the evaluation he has thought about whether he should 
not have done more to create an open discussion setting for that evening: “I have to say that in the 
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evaluation - that second night – the more surly council members determined the atmosphere. And for 
that, in a different setting, we could have steered that a little more”. 
 
Eventually, I acknowledged the experience of the two council members as being relevant but not 
widely recognised by participants according to the participant questionnaire and prior research. I 
explicated that I was not present to defend the value of the method, but to discuss the value of the 
method, and that it might be good to hear and discuss different experiences from participants in the 
room. Then, one of the council members dared to take the floor and expressed his positive and 
contrary experience, that steered the discussion into a new direction and triggered other people 
(firstly the local entrepreneur) to engage in the (now constructive and even positive) discussion. 
 
In response to the comments in the questionnaires about the openness (non-prescriptive character) 
of the instrument [X]CP (see section 8.4.2), I decided to discuss it in the evaluation session. In my 
presentation I took the opportunity to reflect on (polarised experiences of/responses about) the 
openness of the [X]CP system by explaining my research interest and the intentions behind the [X]CP 
system and I coupled it to this finding. I invited participants to reflect on this with me and after initial 
criticism toward the method, as described above, a third participant reacted with his contrary, positive, 
experience and then some pro’s and con’s of the openness of the system were discussed amongst 
participants.  
 
Recalling the evaluation session, in the impact interview (seven months after the [X]CP session) the 
clerk mentions that: “council members and interested participants were given the opportunity to 
respond” to the presented results.” He thinks that this session helped people to “regard something like 
this more positively, because otherwise you have an enjoyable evening, but then what? Right?” He 
says that the feedback presentation was “clear, also because everything that happened was explained, 
and where the conclusions came from”. The clerk did not hear any further discussions afterwards: 
“while normally, there is more discussion like: ‘where is this coming from’ and so on”. From that 
observation, he concludes that the evaluation session provided a “foundation” for the follow-up 
process. 
 

REFLECTIONS 
Even though the divide between participants who were appreciative or unappreciative of (the 
openness of) the [X]CP session remained, the evaluation session provided four opportunities for 
closing the loop of the [X]CP product-service-system. In the evaluation session, I was able to (1) elicit a 
group discussion, providing a platform for shedding light on ‘both sides of the same coin’, (2) 
transparently explain my research interest, (3) address unanswered questions of participants and (4) 
kick-start the follow-up process by encouraging (shared reflection and) the stakeholders to present 
their plans for and their envisioned roles in the follow-up. 
 
From a philosophical perspective, the evaluation session can be regarded as my attempt to create a 
‘public sphere’ (Arendt, 1958) to discuss the outcomes and the instrument of the [X]CP session (that 
was in itself designed to create a public sphere in that moment). The main difference is that the main 
stakeholders and I have an explicit role in the evaluation session and through our presentations and 
participation in discussion ‘appear’ (Arendt, 1958) to the participants. It is evident that the extent to 
which stakeholders ‘appeared’ in this case study was minimal, as they chose to hold formal and 
political speeches, rather than presentations of their intended next steps for following-up on the 
outcomes of the [X]CP session. The evaluation session does not only serve the practise but also the 
philosophical intentions behind the [X]CP PSS. The consulting effort of seducing and preparing 
stakeholders to transparently share their next steps is crucial for the philosophical intentions behind 
the [X]CP PSS, in order to utilise the evaluation session as a space to elicit a public sphere. 
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E-6 DISCOURSE IN LOCAL MEDIA AND ON SOCIAL MEDIA 
 
 
The foregoing sections described contextual data (from the participant questionnaire, the evaluation 
session and the stakeholder interviews) that can be used to interpret the observations from the video 
data. I used one more data source for collecting contextual data: local media outlets and social media. 
Again, to emphasise, this data does not contribute directly to answering the second research question. 
Rather, I use it to gain an understanding of the local discourse around the [X]CP session and the topic 
of local broadcasting in Oosterhout. This understanding may help to interpret observed behaviours of 
participants during the [X]CP session. 
 
The [X]CP session took place on 05-04-2017 and the evaluation session took place on 10-05-2017. In 
April and May, I monitored the expressions on social media and publications in the local media about 
the [X]CP session and about the local broadcaster. 
Participants shared their experiences via social media and local press reported about the [X]CP session 
and the latest information concerning the local broadcaster. In the discourse, the session was about 
the local broadcaster, rather than broadcasting in general. This was likely due to the recent news of 
their urgent request for financial support from the city council. It was in this light, that the [X]CP 
session gained attention. 
 

SOCIAL MEDIA 
The moderator showed the Facebook group on the projector screen at the end of the [X]CP session 
and the link was in the nametags of the participants. Participants invited each other to the group and 
eventually 41 people joined.  
 

 
Figure E-6-1: Screenshot of the Twitter post by the responsible alderman during the informative part of the evening. 
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Figure E-6-2: Screenshot of the banner of the Facebook group for participants of the [X]CP session. 

 
Council members did not post anything, but a few did join the group and on a rare occasion ‘liked’ a 
post. Participants from the Local Broadcaster posted messages to thank participants, to show that they 
were taking up their action points (‘increase visibility’) and to request other participants to let them 
know which action points they took home. They already wanted to learn about them before my 
analysis was finished, so that they could incorporate them into their presentation during the 
evaluation session. In other words: they showed that they were using the outcomes of the session. 
They also thanked the TU/e for the instrument and mentioned that it contributed to the session. 
 
The same evening, the chair of the board posted that he found it an ‘inspiring evening’, ‘partly thanks 
to you’ by which he seems to mean the [X]CP team (who set up the Facebook group). 
 

 
Figure  E-6-3: Screenshot of a post by the chair in the Facebook group. 

 
One of the board members posted a picture of his action points the next day, stating that he has 
plenty of work to do and that he is going to pull some strings (see figure E-6-4). Later, he posted a 
video (filming himself from the car kit while driving) in which he asks participants outside of the local 
broadcaster to let him know which action points they took home, so that they (as local broadcaster) 
can also take those into account (see figure E-6-5). 
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Figure E-6-4: Screenshot of a post in the Facebook Group showing all action points that one of the board members took 

home. 

 

 
Figure  E-6-5: Screenshot of the video-request for action points. 

 
A citizen-participant shared a picture of her table landscape to the group stating “Win-win situation: 

Inspiring conversation rounds through your format! Great! [Local Broadcaster] knows what to do!” (see 
figure E-6-6). 
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Figure E-6-6: Screenshot of a post by a citizen participant of the [X]CP session. 

 
 
The day after the [X]CP session, one of the volunteers posted a vlog (see figure E-6-7), including his 
experience of the [X]CP session, to the local broadcasters channels and shared it in the Facebook 
group too. 
 
On the same day, the editor-in-chief of the local broadcaster posted a link to the group page, where 
people could find the start of the vision document prepared by the local broadcaster (see figure E-6-8). 
He also invites questions. 
 
The members of the Facebook group were not too active: there were some likes and a few comments. 
But overall, to me, it was already striking that participants took the time and opportunity to share 
(relevant) things that followed from the session at all.  
 

   
Figure  E-6-7: Screenshot of the vlog, posted to the local broadcasters channels and shared to the Facebook group. 
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Figure  E-6-8: Screenshot the link to the vision document that was shared in the group. 

 
A day before the evaluation session, the same board member who frequently posted to the Facebook 
group now posted a picture to Instagram (see figure E-6-9) of a board meeting. He states: “Seeing 
opportunities and taking them.” 

 
Figure E-6-9: Board meeting before the evaluation session. 

 
During the evaluation session, the responsible alderman posted a picture of the presentation to 
Twitter and a board member afterwards complimented me and graduate student Jelske (who 
presented her community concept pilot after the Facebook group): “Extraordinary appreciation for the 
presentations of Philemonne and Jelske”. (see figure E-6-10) 
 

    
Figure E-6-10: Twitter and Facebook posts of my presentation during the evaluation session. 

	
On may 19th, the last post  (see figure E-6-11) on the Facebook group was done by the chair of the 
local broadcaster. He shares a newspaper article that a well-known local criticaster wrote about the 
evaluation session and comments “[local journalist] again, in his most narrow way!” Some members of 
the group responded to the post, refuting the sepsis of the local journalist. 
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Figure E-6-11: Last post in the Facebook group. 
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LOCAL MEDIA 
There was quite some attention for the local broadcaster after the evening of the [X]CP session, from 
other local media. Some of the local journalism was heavily tinted (without being columns) and stated 
incorrect information. The participants, the clerk and the board had already warned me about the way 
of local journalism. 
 
Media attention from the local broadcaster themselves 
Next to the Facebook group, the local broadcaster also shared some updates about the follow-up of 
the session to their own Facebook page. These posts also did not receive much traction- but also no 
less than their other posts. After our preparation meeting for the evaluation presentation, they posted 
a picture of our meeting on their Facebook page, including a short explanation of the process. We had 
discussed the idea of this post during the meeting. 
 
The local broadcaster created a video report of the information and interaction part of the evening 
and published it one day after the event, through their Facebook page as well as their TV channel. In 
the post they stated: “Three speakers opened the evening, after which after a break an interactive 
game stirred up a discussion. A valuable evening for the [Local Broadcaster] and Oosterhout.”. 
 

    
Figure E-6-12: Screenshot of the post about the preparation process towards the evaluation of the [X]CP session. 

Figure E-6-13: Screenshot of the post about the evening with the [X]CP session. 

 
The local broadcaster interviewed the clerk, the responsible alderman and one of the board members 
during their radio airing on Saturday 8 April, three days after the session. The alderman posted a 
picture to Twitter just before airing, see figure E-6-14. 
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Figure E-6-14: Twitter post by alderman before the radio show. 

Figure E-6-15: The interviewed board member posted the link to the audio of the radio interview to the Facebook group. 

 
The board member stated: “For us, such an evening is of course a gift, because you are really busy to 
make an improvement leap, eh, to think into a new direction, and then such an evening comes as a 
gift because you go home with a lot of, eh, action points but also learning points!” The clerk explains 
the origins of the evening and the [X]CP instrument and clarifies the role of the city council: “It is now 
up to the [local broadcaster] and the alderman” and he refers to the evaluation session on the 10th of 
May. They all express to look forward to the analysis and report by the “TU/e” and that this will lead to 
the next steps, that they cannot foresee now. The clerk elucidates some of the process towards the 
evaluation session and mentions the symbiotic relation between the research and their case: “we help 
each other”. 
 
Media attention from other local media 
Following the [X]CP session and the evaluation session, several articles were published in local 
newspapers.  
 
One week after the [X]CP session (on the 12th of April) the local weekly newspaper published an article 
about the information and interactive session on their front page. It was written by the infamous local 
criticaster. From the three pictures, one shows the interactive part, the other shows the informative 
part and the third shows the first aid-aiders. That one has the caption: “As if fist fights were expected”.  
The article has a cynical tone of voice and incorrectly reports on the central question of the session 
(“(…) whether a local or regional broadcaster has any use anyway” and “(…) what is important for a 
local broadcaster? Does a local broadcaster have any use?”) formulating the question from a negative 
presumption.  He critiques the chair of the board and closes by announcing when the evaluation 
session will take place. The overall article does not describe what came out of the session, but it mainly 
expresses the preoccupation of the author: namely, that the local broadcaster has no “right to exist”). 
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Figure E-6-16: Article about the informative and interactive evening in the weekly local newspaper. 

 
Directly the morning after the [X]CP session, another local media source (an online news platform) also 
published an article about the informative and interactive evening, but used a more objective tone of 
voice. It strikes me that this article very accurately documents the process of the [X]CP session as well 
as its intentions and the planned follow-up. What is not accurate is the amount of participants and 
tables that were involved in the session. 
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Figure E-6-17: The online news platform reports the format and follow-up plans of the [X]CP session. 

 
On the 3rd of May, a local newspaper (on their front page) published a call for participants from the 
session to share the content of the action points that they took home with the local broadcaster. This 
seems slightly strange as the moderator announced that everyone’s action points were photographed 
for analysis after the session. Also, on the same date I shared the report and raw data of all action 
points with the board (as we had agreed upon). Perhaps this request was intended to get involved 
with other (active/enthusiastic) participants after the session. 
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Figure E-6-18: The newspaper article calling for action points. 

 
On the 17th of May, the local criticaster published an article after the event of the evaluation session, 
with the same cynical tone that he used in his earlier article. The author reports a mixture of correct 
numbers from my presentation (“65 participants”) and incorrect figures (“1% citizens”) in the same 
article. He could be mixing up the percentage of citizens and the percentage of entrepreneurs 
accidentally, or on purpose. He uses the figure to motivate his point: that citizens are not interested 
about the local broadcaster.  Overall, most of the article is a critique on a council member (who is 
portrayed) for something he said during the evaluation session and a critique about the board of the 
broadcaster as a whole. 

 

Figure E-6-19: Article about evaluation session in the weekly local newspaper. 
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E-7 Impact  
During the evaluation session, the stakeholders (city council and local broadcaster) had established 
that the ball was in the court of the local broadcaster. In fact, the local broadcaster had already picked 
up the ball, as they had incorporated the action points from the session into the business plan that 
they were developing. The city council announced to go into ‘waiting mode’ until the broadcaster 
would present the final business plan.  
 
In this section I monitor what happened after the session in a time span of 6 months (June 2017 – 
January 2018). I use local media sources, publicly available council documents and a reflective 
interview with the clerk as sources to establish an idea of what happened after the [X]CP session. 
Rather than attempting to pinpoint effects of the [X]CP session, the goal of this monitoring is to see 
how the case has developed over time, to see if I can find traces to the (outcomes of the) [X]CP session 
and finally to generate a deeper understanding of the complexity of the case in itself. 
 

TIMELINE 
Weeks after the session of 5 April 2017, news came out that the newly acquired editor-in-chief of the 
local broadcaster would leave for another (bigger) local broadcaster as of the 14th of August. His work 
was mentioned as the main driving force for professionalization (the biggest theme of action points) 
at some tables during the session and also by the chair during his follow-up presentation in the 
evaluation session. 
 
On June 28th, about three months after the [X]CP session, the local broadcaster indeed presented their 
vision and plan for the period of 2018 until 2022. It included substantive amounts of funding 
requested from the municipality. Though during the evaluation session the chair presented clear links 
between their plans and written action points from the [X]CP session, this document did not explicitly 
refer to, nor shows links to, the [X]CP session or its outcomes. 
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Figure E-7-1: Local news platform reports on the presentation of the broadcaster’s plans to the alderman. 

 
On July 27th, the city council received a request from the board of mayor and aldermen, in which they 
asked for the one-time granting of funds (of 35K) to the local broadcaster in order to keep them alive 
in 2017. This request  (2 A4 pages) was based on the vision of the local broadcaster. While it does 
include a reference to a citizen survey about local broadcasting from 2016, it does not refer to the 
[X]CP session, its outcomes or its report.  
 
To me, this is striking, as the report of the [X]CP session could have served as a contemporary ‘citizen 
consultation’ that the board seems to express they have a lack of- because the 2016 survey had a too 
low response percentage. My interpretation is that the [X]CP report is sort of ‘forgotten’ in this context 
of the subsidy request, because the session was initiated by the city council (not the board). The city 
council regarded the outcomes to provide input for mainly the broadcaster and secondarily for the 
council members themselves to get a feel for societal support. Additionally, the local broadcaster did 
not refer to it in their vision-plan, but focuses on practical programming and funding. In this way, it 
may have slipped the minds of the board of mayor and aldermen in the context of the subsidy 
question. 
 
On the 12th of September, the local broadcaster presented a petition to the city council, following a 
national action to request more governmental subsidies for local broadcasting in the Netherlands. 
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On the 19th of September, the topic of the local broadcaster was on the agenda of the city council (see 
figure E-7-2). The organisation had requested urgent extra funds, again, and the board of mayor and 
aldermen proposed to the city council that they support them with a one-time grant of 35K. In his 
explanation for granting the one-time funds to keep the broadcaster out of bankruptcy, the 
responsible alderman mentioned the [X]CP session. After an intense debate, the city council voted and 
agreed to this proposal. They also agreed that the alderman should investigate the possibilities for 
survival of the local broadcaster. In the impact interview, the clerk mentions that, as he sees it, the city 
council would have voted against this proposal for funding, had it not been for the [X]Changing 
Perspectives session. 
 

 
Figure E-7-2: On 19 September a member of the local board Tweets: “Tonight an important evening for the local 

broadcaster of #Oosterhout.” 

 
In the weekly local newspaper of September 27th, the local criticaster published an article in which he 
quotes three council members who are disappointed by the board’s way of working (see figure E-7-3). 
The council member who expressed his critique about the [X]CP system to me via e-mail after the 
session, is quoted in the article saying “(…) it is irresponsible to continue in this way. (…) Their 
organisation is worse than the bureaucracy of the United Nations”.  
 
Furthermore, the article raises the suspicion that the responsible alderman (portrayed in the article) is 
helping the broadcaster with tactics to make the municipal system work to their advantage. As the 
chair of the broadcaster used to be an alderman in Oosterhout (years ago), the idea that his familiarity 
to the board of mayor and aldermen is helping the broadcaster to secure funds buzzes around in the 
articles and comment sections. In the video-call of my evaluation interview (April 2017) with the chair 
after the session, he confirmed this idea and told me his plan was to talk to aldermen and council 
members separately, as he had good connections in the municipal organisation and knew the way it 
works. He confided this in response to my questions about his plan to gain and keep support from the 
community of Oosterhout. 
 

 
Figure E-7-3: Article in local newspaper one week after the city council meeting. 
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During the council meeting of 23 January 2018, the alderman concluded that this investigation led to 
disappointing results (only 3 useful responses from people who wanted to think along). Still, he and 
the chair of the local broadcaster planned to discuss with these people in February. The city council 
was disappointed and felt that the effort to investigate this issue had been low. 
 
In March of 2018, there are municipal elections in the Netherlands. The board of mayor and alderman 
had agreed with the board of the local broadcaster that they present a renewed business plan for 
2018-2022 to the newly elected city council soon after the elections. 
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Video analysis : Iterative development and Pilot  
(Related to chapter 8) 
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Video analysis: Iterative development and Pilot  
 
	
HOW TO OBSERVE PARTICIPATORY SENSE-MAKING? 
In order to answer the second research question:  
“What roles might the designed elements of [X]Changing Perspectives (as PSS) play in Participatory Sense-
making (PSM) Processes between multi-stakeholders of public issues in consultation sessions?”  
I needed to develop a way to recognise and describe unfolding participatory sense-making processes. 
I explored different ways of evaluating, observing and describing PSM processes in natural situations 
with design interventions. In order to deepen my understanding of the PSM theory and reflect on the 
appropriation of analysis methods in its context, I contacted and consulted with Hanne de Jaegher, 
who developed the concept of PSM as philosopher of cognitive science in her doctoral research of 
2007 (De Jaegher, 2007).  

Considering participants’ experiences 
The PSM literature does not describe a ‘formula’ for PSM. To investigate the unfolding of PSM 
processes, in a suitable and thus intersubjective manner, De Jaegher developed the PRISMA method 
(De Jaegher, et al., 2017). This method enables participants to investigate PSM processes (as subjective 
researchers) in a process that consist of action-reflection loops around a single interaction between 
two people and one observer. The method can also include watching video recordings of the 
interaction. For each action-reflection loop, these participants reconfigure into all possible roles and 
also receive different lenses through which to experience or observe the (same) interaction (again and 
again). This proposed format of the method is a 3-day workshop, wherein a few minutes of interaction 
are investigated within groups of 3 participants.  
 
In consultation with De Jaegher, I concluded that the strength of the PRISMA method, much like 
interaction analysis, is the level of detail that can be achieved. In addition, (and different from 
interaction analysis), PRISMA is a uniquely intersubjective analysis of PSM, grounded in the experiences 
of the interactors-as-researchers. Both strengths do not match the character of the Action Research 
that I did, in two main ways. Firstly, the participants are first and foremost stakeholders of a public issue 
(and not participants of an experiment for which they have agreed to free up time). Secondly, the data 
source of 9x45 minutes is incomparable with the 3 minute scenarios used in PRISMA. The amount of 
data would ask for a dramatic reduction (sampling) that would go against the principle of plurality and 
the explorative enquiry into variety of ways that PSM processes may unfold around the [X]CP tables. 
The framing of this research question, lastly, does not focus on the participants’ experiences of the 
session but rather on their direct social and embodied interactions with each other and the [X]CP 
elements. Therefore, there was a discrepancy between the PRISMA method and the context of this 
research. 
 

Considering validity of observations 
A well-established method for evaluating designed artefacts in context, is through structured 
observation using an observation protocol.  I attempted to create a step-by-step process and protocol 
for structured observation of PSM around the [X]CP tables.  The steps consisted of firstly annotating 
the seeming occurrences of PSM in the video data, then coding and clustering them and combining 
them with the theoretical principles into a protocol consisting of criteria for PSM. The analysis could 
make use of an inter-observer reliability process. 
  
When attempting to create such an observation protocol it became evident that finding clear 
(deterministic/excluding) codes to define (elements of) Participatory Sense-making in practise was not 
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self-evident. In the literature, the concept of PSM is defined in cognitive science terminology. In fact: 
the theory is developed to elaborate a new, social, way of thinking about sense-making and it offers a 
vocabulary to describe sense-making processes from an enactive, intersubjective perspective.  
 
While design-researchers are known to take inspiration from theories and philosophies from 
different disciplinary fields and applying them to their own field, I stumbled upon a mismatch 
between the intentions (worldview) behind the theory and the presumptions underlying the use of an 
observation protocol, namely: that the natural phenomenon to be observed can be objectively 
mapped to a pre-specified model of the phenomenon. The theoretical principles of PSM are 
intentionally holistic, non-deterministic and take into account intersubjective experience, while the 
nature of a protocol is, quite contrary, to discriminate between predetermined factors. 
 

Considering intersubjectivity 
I reflected on this quest for observational pointers with De Jaegher and she responded to my question 
of whether PSM could be seen (observed) at all, by asking whether it would be possible to hear, or to 
smell PSM. For me, it was the very act of posing this question that articulated the inextricability and 
irreducibility of the situated, intersubjective, social and embodied nature of PSM. Aside from the use of 
structured observations (observation protocol), also the validation of observations through inter-
observer reliability is put in a different light when taking the notion of intersubjectivity as starting 
point. The observers are firstly unique human beings and sense-makers. Reducing them to objective 
raters, in order to strive for (what may be regarded as) validity of observations, would undermine the 
entire theoretical and philosophical principles that inspired this work.  
 
Then, there was also a mismatch between the aims of structured observation and my particular 
research interest. The second research question does not focus on whether PSM is happening, or to 
what degree it is happening but rather: ‘in what ways are agents making sense together? And in 
particular: what kind of roles do the [X]CP elements play in the PSM processes?’  This is a descriptive 
research question that asks for a descriptive analysis of open nonparticipant observation (and not 
structured observation through a predefined protocol). 
 

Considering underlying worldviews (interpretive frameworks) 
Discovering the discrepancies between potential forms of analysis and the (grounds of the) theoretical 
inspiration of my work was important and valuable as it shed light on something fundamental. It 
fuelled a reflection on the worldview (see chapter 3) underlying the qualitative nature of the entire 
research work and opened my eyes to the different academic perspectives on the role of the 
researcher as subjective person. I continued my exploration into potentially suitable analysis methods 
and now focused on methods that acknowledged the researcher’s subjectivity. 
 
A guide for my quest was the book ‘Five ways of Doing Qualitative Analysis’ (Charmaz & McMullen, 
2011), which provided a comprehensive overview of methods and an impressive articulation of how 
qualitative research should be understood. Charmaz and McMullen (2011) and Creswell (2014) argue 
that it is the strength of qualitative research to explicate these assumptions as well as the researcher’s 
position towards the research topic. With my work being situated in the Industrial Design 
(Engineering) faculty of a University of Technology, I felt reassured and experienced joy of recognition, 
while reading the articulations of Charmaz and her co-authors. Deflecting critiques of qualitative 
research, they emphasised that all research is based on philosophical suppositions about existence, 
knowledge values, and ethics (Charmaz & McMullen, 2011, p. 80). Based on different philosophical 
stances, Creswell (2014) defined nine types of ‘interpretive frameworks’ through which researchers can 
approach their work. Social Constructivism (broad open enquiry to understanding multiple meanings 
and perspectives in the work/life) and Critical Theory (empowering people, transformation of 



« APPENDIX – 57 » 

dominant institutions, encouraging action) are most resonant with the intentions and aims of my 
research, enriched with some elements of Pragmatism (from Action Research: what works in practice is 
the driver) and Feminism (the transformation of hegemony). 

Considering reflexivity 
I realised that it was my responsibility as researcher to explicate -not only my philosophical and 
theoretical inspiration, but also- my worldview, my values and presumptions and to select and 
appropriate research methods that corresponded with my worldview. This realisation strengthened 
me to acknowledge the subjective nature of the work, and to address it in this thesis- not as a 
limitation of the research, but as a deliberate, fruitful, transparent approach to design-research. Letting 
go of the prevalent assumption that the outcomes of research work in human sciences, like in the 
natural sciences, can (and should) be independent from the researcher doing the work, it is the 
transparency of the methodological steps that provides rigour, not the claim of reproducibility.  
 

Concluding: how to observe Participatory Sense-making? 
Concluding my quest on how to observe PSM, I decided the following approach. I will take an open 
attitude to the data analysis and focus on the descriptive nature of the research question. I will 
explicate my subjective frame of reference (a combination of inspiration from my worldview, 
philosophies and theories, amongst which PSM theory) in a subjectivity statement. This frame will lead 
the selection of interesting segments, for which I will create thick descriptions of the observations. 
Parallel to the descriptions I will keep memos of my hunches, interpretations and reflections, as to 
separate (but link) them from the descriptions of the video segments. Through descriptions, I aim to 
generate an understanding of the various ways in which sense-making processes unfold around the 
[X]CP tables and the roles that the [X]CP elements play in the unfolding of PSM. 
 

Developing the systematic steps for video analysis 
Developing the analysis approach was an iterative process in itself. Supported by the reflexive way of 
working, I documented and reflected on the ways in which I altered the method while I was analysing. 
I started with a pilot analysis with one table to review the workability/operationality of the planned 
steps of analysis and find out whether the process seemed appropriate to answer the research 
question.  
 
In what follows, I describe my approach to the pilot video analysis of Table 5, based on tools and 
techniques adapted from various strands of qualitative research. 
 
The analysis of [X]CP Table 5 occurred through several cycles of viewing the video footage (see table 
F-1). Through each cycle, I developed more detailed descriptions of what happened in the videos, and 
later also introduced contextual and theoretical inference into the descriptions. During all viewing 
cycles in the analysis I kept separate memos (inspired by bracketing memo’s and ethnography) of my 
own thoughts or interpretations. I used ELAN software (originally developed for linguistic analysis and 
used by Conversation Analysts) to segment video fragments and couple them to my progressing 
descriptions as well as memos through the use of separate columns (see figure F-1). 
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Figure F-1: Screenshot example of video analysis process in ELAN software. 

Well-recognised in literature on video analysis, and common in interaction and conversation analysis 
methods, the creation of detailed descriptions of interactions in video segments is a time-intensive 
activity. Generally, the approach of thick qualitative descriptions is applied to a micro-analysis of a 
small selection of the data-set (Jewitt, 2012). In this work however, a reduction of the data-set into few 
short segments still results in an enormous data-set compared to the usual data-set (a few minutes of 
video) used in these methods. Furthermore, though the research question requires descriptions of 
interactions, it does not focus on the micro-level of interactions (as is the case in Interaction Analysis). 
With respect to the size of the data-set in this research (9 table-groups with 45 minutes of video 
footage) and the number of participants in each video (5-6 people interacting), the video dataset in 
this research requires a different, more pragmatic approach. Even irrespective of time concerns, in 
reflection with my team of advisors we concluded that the level of detail that I pursued in the pilot 
was too high to maintain with regard to the open nature and the aims of the analysis.  
 
Therefore, I altered the steps of analysis to less cycles of description, in a more natural style (e.g., "P2 
looks surprised") rather than mechanistic (e.g., "P2 raises his eyebrows”). Additionally, I introduced the 
coding of recurrent interactions, so that they could be described later, when deemed relevant in light 
of the bigger concepts of understanding as they were taking shape. 
 

 Data analysis steps Reflexivity Related steps from qualitative 
analysis methods 

1 First viewing: segmenting 
‘interesting interactions’ in video 
data, based on subjective frame 
of reference (incl. theoretical 
understanding) (for each table-
group) 

Keep memos per incident 
and in general 

Viewing the entire data corpus (Morse & 
Pooler, 2002); Preliminary review (Heath 
et al., 2010); Develop analytic categories 
(critical incidents) (Flanagan, 1954); 
Minimal inference (Morse & Pooler, 
2002); Research diaries in Ethnography 
(Atkinson et al., 2001) 

2 Second viewing: View segments 
again and transcribe what 
participants say and do (detailed 
mechanistic descriptions). When 
finding similar interactions, use 
brief description of the situation 
(like a ‘code’). 

Keep memos per incident Thick descriptions (Geertz, 2000) and 
research diaries in Ethnography 
(Atkinson et al., 2001); Memoing in 
Phenomenological research (Tufford & 
Newman, 2012); 

3  Mirroring with team of 
advisors (are the 
descriptions detailed and 
free from interpretation?) 

Bracketing interviews in 
Phenomenological research (Tufford & 
Newman, 2012) 

4
.

Third viewing: View critical 
incidents again: transcribe and 

Keep memos about 
theoretical hunches or 

Inference extending from shared 
meaning and theoretical inference 
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a describe them with inference 
from contextual data and 
theories (first interpretation in 
descriptions) 

linkages or 
patterns/clusters 

(Morse & Pooler, 2002); Pattern level of 
analysis (LeCompte & Preissle, 1994) 

4
.
b 

In the third viewing, look for 
patterns and start clustering them 
(during the pilot within and later 
between tables)  

Keep memos about 
theoretical hunches or 
linkages or 
patterns/clusters 

Structural organisation of subject mater, 
the naming of meanings (Flanagan, 
1954) 

5  Critical perspectives from 
team of advisors on 
interpretations, clusters 
and theoretical 
interpretations 

Bracketing interviews in 
Phenomenological research (Tufford & 
Newman, 2012) 

6 Zooming out: can we distil (from 
the clustered incidents) certain 
ways that participants made 
sense together? 

Critical perspectives from 
team of advisors on 
clustering and theoretical 
interpretations and 
generalisability 

Theoretical inference (Morse & Pooler); 
Bracketing interviews in 
Phenomenological research (Tufford & 
Newman, 2012) 

Table F-1: Initial procedure for video analysis taken in the pilot analysis of table 5. 
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Appendix G 
	
	

 

Systematic Video analysis in Six steps: Example of T7 
(Related to chapter 8) 
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Systematic Video analysis in Six steps: T7 Example 
	
In this appendix I illustrate the six steps of the final video analysis with examples from the analysis of 
[X]CP Table 7. 

	
Step 1: Segmenting ‘interesting interactions’ (sampling) 
 

 
Figure G-1: Overview of Video and segments on timeline in ELAN software. 

I started the analysis by viewing all video footage from all tables, in ascending order of their table 
numbers. While viewing, I segmented instances: situations in which PSM processes seemed to unfold 
or wherein the [X]CP elements were used in participatory sense-making. The ELAN software is built to 
separate the activities of segmenting and describing video footage (see figure G-1). Therefore I only 
kept initial reflexivity memos in a separate diary (handwriting in my notebook). 
 
Step 2: Creating descriptions or labels 
 

 
Figure G-2: Overview of Video and code labels and memos per segment in ELAN software. 

The segments of [X]CP Table 7 illustrated many similar situations or similar ways of interacting with the 
same [X]CP elements as [X]CP Table 5. I delayed the thick descriptions of ‘repeating’ (similar) segments 
in step 2 and instead labelled such segments with a descriptive code for later reference (see figure G-
2). In my notebook I kept memos on developing concepts about codes. This allowed me to develop 
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an overall understanding of the interactions before delving into detailed descriptions of each 
chronological segment. 
 
Step 3: Clustering and finding patterns 
 

 
Figure G-3: Part of overview of clustered code labels of all [X]CP tables in Excel. 

I clustered the code labels from [X]CP Table 7 and the other tables (see figure G-3). I regrouped 124 
codes into 57 codes (see figure G-4). Of those 57 codes I prioritised five codes that illustrated unseen 
observations compared to observations from the earlier case studies (chapter 5), or that showed 
interactions that seemed to point to joint sense-making. After writing up detailed descriptions for each 
of the segments within code labels ‘creating own rules and ways of going about the game’ and ‘back 
on topic’, I reflected on the observations and the insights that could be derived from patterns and 
variations amongst them (Figure G-5).  
 



« APPENDIX – 63 » 

 
Figure  G-4: Regrouped total of 57 codes with 5 selected cods, highlighted in green. 
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Step 4: Critical reflection 
 

 
Figure  G-5: Example of document that collects, compares and interprets insights from all descriptions of segments 

labelled with the code ‘creating own rules and ways of going about the game’. 

By reflecting with my supervising team, I found that the clustering of segments into different 
behaviours (code labels) decontextualized the segments and made them difficult to read and follow. I 
found that a chronological narrative per table-group, built up from thick descriptions of the instances, 
served best to document the interactions in context (keep their meaning), whilst remaining friendly 
(not too detailed) for readers to follow.  
 
Step 5: Creating narratives per table 
 
Step 6: Interpretation in patterns and variations between tables 
The example of the narrative and patterns and variations of [X]CP Table 7 can be found in section 8.4 
and 8.5 respectively.
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Appendix H 
	
	

 

Narratives of all other [X]CP Tables than the example table 
(T7) 
(Related to chapter 8) 
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 [X]CP Table 5 
 
Participants 

 Colour of name tag Stakeholder group 
P1 Green Sports- or Culture associations 
P2 Blue Local Broadcaster  
P3 Red Municipality  
P4 Yellow  Citizen  
P5 Light Blue  Council member 

 
T5 | Before the session starts… 
Participants explore the table and the objects on the table, by looking at them without touching 
them. P4 asks what the camera can see, and the others explain. P5 expresses his curiosity and his 
uncertainty about what they are about to do, and the others confirm their uncertainty amongst each 
other. P4 mentions that it is a good sign that they do not know what will happen. 
 
T5 | Phase 1: Youngest participant places token 
Immediately after the moderator’s explanation, P3 (the youngest P) moves a token to the centre and 
explains why she finds it important while tapping on the token. P5 interrupts her already after a few 
sentences and summarises her input with one word. P3 then continues and gives a clear, confident 
explanation but ends with a shrug and adds: “that’s what I would say.” P4 then suggests a 3-word 
summary and asks if he understood correctly what the token stands for. P2 starts to react but, when P3 
starts talking, he stops as he realises that it was her chosen token and her turn, not his! The others 
express their agreement (verbally or by nodding) and P2 asks P3 a supplementary question. 
 
 
T5 | Phase 2: Participants create landscape together 
While the moderator is explaining phase 2, P5 (council member) suggests a turn-taking order and the 
other participants agree (nod, shrug, “yes”).  
P2 summarises the explanation of the moderator by gesturing with his hand in the air, as if holding a 
token and moving it inward: “so then we have to add one”. P3 adds to this summary that less 
important tokens should be positioned on the ‘outsides’ of the table by gesturing with the hand in the 
air as if moving a token outward and then extends her arms to indicate the ‘outsides’ radius of the 
table. While she is gesturing, both P1 and P4 try to interrupt her by moving their hand forward. Their 
movements, however, are blocked by her (radial) gesture and consequently her gesture stops their 
utterances. 
As soon as P3 stacks her hands on top of each other, P4 continues his arm extension towards the 
centre of the table where he holds the token from the side and moves it back and forth (2 times) over 
a very small distance, thus keeping it in place, while concluding that they can all agree to disagree on 
the first token. 
 
P5 gestures towards P2 and gives him the turn, because he was next in the turn-taking order that they 
just agreed upon. P2 looks down at the Bird-token in front of him and then embraces the Euro-token 
on his right with his fingers and its light turns on. He refers to the first placed token and says in order to 
realise that one, they need money, while slowly hovering the token inwards and hovering above a 
position right in front of him. He gazes at P5 before letting it land it there. He lets go with two fingers 
but then clasps them back around the token, moving it a tiny bit back and forth and then looks down 
at the token while still holding it. P5 brings his lips tight together and the corners of his lips down, tilts 
his head to the left side with a nod and takes a step backward, away from the table. P1 confirms P1’s 
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input by adding: "A lot of money" upon which P2 looks up from the token and gazes at P5 and repeats: 
"A lot of money even.” 
 
Then P2 slowly retracts his arm and leaves it hanging on his side. For a moment, a silence falls. P5 takes 
a step forward and breaks the silence: "Yes. Well, so" and then while looking down at the table he 
concludes by quickly mumbling: "That is a supportive means." 
 
P5 holds out his arm, as he did in the beginning of this segment but now points it towards P1: "Then 
we will go on to the next!" P1 laughs and gestures towards the Euro-token that was just placed by P2 
and says: "Yes, he already has mine!" P2 and P3 smile and both say: "Yes!" P2 laughs and gazes around 
the table at his fellow participants: "So everyone agrees on that!" P5 chuckles: "Oh, he already has 
mine, ha." P1 then looks at the token to his left (the nearest available token) and embraces it, without 
touching it and expresses that he doesn’t know what it stands for. But he does suggest a meaning, 
upon which P3 confirms his suggestion and P4 and P5, who are at the opposite side of the table, ask 
what it is. P1 lifts the token to show the symbol to P4 and P5 telling them it’s a bird. This word, ‘bird’ 
seems to inspire P2 to suggest different potential meanings. 
 

 
 
When P1 explains his interpretation of the Bird-token, P2 does not find it clearly related to the topic 
and points to and reads out the CQS to him to ask him for a concrete answer.  
 
P3 then summarises P2 and pushes P2 to (not just talk about the token but to) contribute the token to 
the landscape by gesturing at positions on the table surface asking: “so should it go here or not?”. At 
this decision-making moment P5 decides to express his reservation about P2’s suggestion. In 
response, P2 asks him where he would then position the Bird-token. P2 takes P5’s reservation and 
suggested position into account without letting it overrule his own view. He positions the Bird-token 
halfway towards the centre: “well, I am putting it a little further”. 
 
According to their turn-taking order it would then be P5’s turn, but P5 gestures towards P4 to give him 
the turn instead. P4 places a token and explains it, using the symbol as a metaphor. The participants 
laugh and then P5 says that he was going to choose the same token with the same motivation behind 
it! They laugh and then everyone looks at P5 because he is the only participant left who did not place 
a token yet. P5 then thinks that there is only one choice left and after initial aggravation, and with the 
other’s suggestion for another token that he did not yet see, he soon comes up with an explanation 
for why the Clock-token should be included in the landscape (why it is important).  P5 gestures to P3 
that she may place it for him (it stands in front of her) and P3 asks where exactly on the table surface 
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she should position it. P5 starts to think out loud about where it should go and then moves it against 
the Puzzle-token and explains why it should be there, gazes at P4, who placed the Puzzle-token, who 
expresses his agreement.  
 
After a tiny hesitation where he embraces the Euro-token without touching it, P3 then stirs up the 
discussion by lifting the Euro-token in the air and proposing that it may be just as important, pushing 
it more towards the centre. In the discussion that follows, the participants relate the tokens to one 
another, and explicitly choose their positions in relation to each other ( “I think that if this [pointing at 
token] is well, that this [pointing at other token] will be fine naturally”) or to the table surface (“now it is 
has an equal distance from the centre as this one”). 
 
T5 | Phase 3: Visualisation intermezzo 
Due to technological limitations, this phase was not or sparsely captured by the 360º cameras and is 
therefore extracted from the narrative. 
 
T5 | Phase 4: Participants create landscape together 
During the moderator’s explanation, P5 urges the others to clear the table surface, because he thinks 
they should. The others express their doubt verbally, but meanwhile they already move the tokens 
outward, so they physically act in agreement with his suggestion. Directly thereafter, the moderator 
finishes his explanation and P5 immediately asks the others what they should do next. There is some 
confusion about the reset of the landscape. P2 then, in his own words, explains the next step, 
completely accurate to what the moderator just said. P5 immediately suggests that the Euro-token 
should be more outward and P1 expresses his disagreement and half-heartedly suggests that if 
needed he would want to vote about it. The other participants ignore this suggestion and start 
rebuilding the parts of the landscape that are still important (by putting tokens back on the table 
surface one by one), and while doing so they start redefining some tokens, or creating new 
relationships. They mainly talk about Euro-token (stood for subsidies), which P3 suggests to interpret 
as ‘professionalisation’, inspired by another table-group during the intermezzo, and this gives a new 
direction to the discussion and gives it a new position on the table surface. P4 asks for attention by 
lifting up a token in the air: he gets the floor to speak and contribute that token to the landscape. At 
some point, the tokens end up in a circle around the centre of the table surface and P3 protests: “But 
yes, then it is all equally important!”. P5 then starts a summary of the landscape, by rearranging all 
tokens and telling a narrative, ending with a joke about the Giftbox-token. P2 responds with a political 
joke. P1 notes -playfully but with earnest- that this is coming from one side of the table: pointing to 
the role that P5 is taking. 
They continue repositioning the tokens on the table surface and summarising a narrative. Then the 
Puppet-token fails to light up and they are all trying to make it work again (tapping on it, shaking it). P5 
then brings it to the outer ring, making a metaphorical joke about it and when he lets it go it lights up 
again. They cheer and P2 urges everyone to get back to seriously positioning it in the landscape: “Well, 
seriously, where are we going to place it?”. 
 
Later, the participants reach an understanding that they will not agree completely on the topic, as P5 
expresses in a meta-reflection on their conversation. P1 narrows the disagreement down the issue of 
money, and ask P5 about his objections again. P5 explains that he does find money important but he 
objects to the order. P2 then points at and reads out the CQS to bring the conversation back to the 
original question. They then agree that P3’s initial token placement is the core of answer and the core 
of the landscape (so it’s placed correctly in the centre). While doing so they elicit their points of view 
from their stake in the issue at hand (P3: “as an observer, I don’t think of money at all!”, P2: “That’s why I 
am here”, P5: “Yes, you feel the pain of money now, I get that”). 
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They conclude that the aspects relate to one another. P5 expresses that they understand each other, 
but won’t reach a consensus here and now. The others nod. 
 
T5 | Phase 5: Visualisation intermezzo 
Due to technological limitations, this phase was not or sparsely captured by the 360º cameras and is 
therefore extracted from the narrative. 
 
T5 | Phase 6: Attribute Action Points to landscape 
P3 has left the session during the break. 
Awaiting the camera beeps, P5 manipulates the landscape by secretively sliding the Euro-token 
towards him, on the outer ring of the table. P1 sees it and warns the others, upon which P5 hides the 
Euro-token behind his jacket. He laughs and then places it back on the table surface, but not in its 
original position. There is some confusion about resetting the landscape: P5 starts bringing two tokens 
outward, but then corrects himself because they have now established that they should not reset the 
landscape with the beeps (as P5 suggested earlier in phase 4). 
 
While the moderator is explaining, P4 notices that the Euro-token is not in the right place on the table 
surface. He chuckles, tells the others and corrects it. This manipulation and correction happens once 
more. Meanwhile, P5 takes a few steps back from the table while looking at and listening to the 
moderator but at the same time keeping an eye on the manipulated landscape from a distance. When 
others correct the landscape, P5 points at the researcher who is close by, saying it is not allowed to 
move tokens anymore.  
 
The moderator explains the Action Points with a word-joke and P1 jokes about it. 
 
Already before the moderator finishes his explanation, P2 jokes about an idea that he has an idea for 
an Action Point. P5 announces that he does not agree with the landscape and therefore has difficulty 
with this phase. P1 expresses that he does not get it. Meanwhile, P2 and P4 are writing Action Points. 
P2 taps on a token with his pen and suggests and Action Point for it. P4 responds that he already 
wanted to write that Action Point down, and P2 says OK. They then start discussing about its exact 
content and P2 shares information from his role with P4. Meanwhile, P1 is writing Action Points and 
plugs them into tokens without speaking and P5 stands by and observes.  
 
P5 makes a joke about his passiveness to the researcher and camera-assistant who are near the table. 
P5 responds by suggesting him to contribute an idea: trying to push him to participate- but P5 
declines, confirming and explicating his disassociation. He later becomes engaged when trying to 
figure out how to plug in the Action Point, with P1. P1 continues to write Action Points and P4 makes 
a joking remark about him writing so many. At some point, P1 leans back on his chair and looks over 
the table and seems content to conclude that now all tokens have at least one Action Point. Contrarily, 
P4 and P5 briefly discuss that they have no trust in the results of ‘this’ (pointing at the tokens with 
Action Points). 
 
T5 | Phase 7: Take / Receive Action Points  
Whilst the moderator is explaining, the participants follow his instructions live: they look at their name-
badge, at each other, at the Action Points in the landscape and start laughing when they understand 
that they are being asked to take on certain Action Points as their responsibility. Immediately, P1 has 
an idea for which Action Point should go to P5 and the participants joke about it. 
P5 refuses the Action Point, while contrarily P1 tries to take one over (physically following it with his 
hand, while P1 is handing it out to P4) but is ignored. 
P1 does not engage with this phase, even though he wrote many Action Points. P4 notices this and 
addresses it (tries to push him to participate), but it does not change. 
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Participants from other tables come over to hand out Action Points with encouragement (“You can do 
that”). P4 accepts some Action Points that are pinned onto his nametag by others. P5 critically reviews 
one but is then very happy with it as he feels that it indeed reflects his task and responsibility in his role 
in this topic. He plugs it into his nametag. 
 
T5 | Phase 8: Moderator’s Round of Action Points (& Closing) 
The participants listen to the Moderator who reads out Action Points and their clarification by the 
participants who are wearing them on their nametag. The moderator then checks in with P5 and tries 
to read out his Action Point but he can’t read it and P5 does not paraphrase it; he tries to turn it 
around so that he can read it. Then the author of that Action speaks up from another table and loudly 
tells what is written on there. P5 shows that he is pleased with it. Then P2 adds the ‘money’ aspect to it 
(his stake) and P5 emphasises that this is not written on his Action Point. P2 chuckles. 
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[X]CP Table 6 
 
Participants 

 Colour of Nametag Stakeholder group 
P1 Yellow Citizen 
P2 Yellow Citizen 
P3 Light-Blue Council member (expressed negative experience 

afterwards through e-mail and evaluation session) 
P4 (No tag) Other Media 
P5 Green Other Media 
P6 Blue Local Broadcaster (Board Member) 

 
 
T6 | Before the session starts… 
Participants look around and P1 sceptically jokes: “It may cost something, this whole happening, eh!”. 
They wait for instructions and P3 and P4 have a tête-a-tête. After the camera beeps sound P5 remarks 
“That’s high tech, eh?” while nodding at P6 next to him. 
 
T6 | Phase 1: Youngest participant places token 
P4 places his notepad and pen on the table. When the moderator mentions ‘the youngest participant’ 
the participants chuckle and P6 raises his index finger to identify himself as the youngest, and 
afterwards asks the others to verify it.  
 
Immediately after the moderator’s explanation, P4 asks what the meanings are of all the tokens and P3 
replies with another question about where the Giftbox-token (that the moderator used as an example) 
is. P6 points at the Giftbox-token in front of him (its light turns on) and asks whether he must use it. 
Immediately all participants reply: “No! No, no no.” Then P6 introduces his answer by repeating a part 
of the central question: “What is important to me within the local broadcaster, is”, he slides the Puzzle-
token inwards and P2 and P1 lean inwards to look at the token and asks “What is that?”. P6 answers 
that it is a Puzzle and he continues to explain what it stands for. 
P1 replies “Yes that is an important one!” and P2 agrees “Yes!” and P5 nods. 
P4 again asks about the meanings of all the tokens, and notices that the token in front of P3 is off 
“Yours if off, eh!” and when P3 touches it, it turns on and P4 says “Oh”. P2 taps on the token in front of 
him and asks “Yes and what does this mean?” and he starts pointing at the screen where the symbols 
are listed in the visualisation. Meanwhile P3 suggests a meaning for the token in front of him and P1 
remarks that it is not yet time to place new tokens but adds “or?”. The participants start asking and 
explaining each other what the symbols are (not in terms of associations but in terms of the picture). 
P6 adds that they are allowed to give their own meaning to the symbols, and he starts to motivate his 
positioned token again. P4 interrupts “Shouldn’t we all agree on that? Or is that not the purpose?” 
There are mixed responses, but P1 takes the word and supports P6’s motivation. Then the moderator 
starts talking and they pause. 
 
 
T6 | Phase 2: Participants create landscape together 
While the moderator is explaining phase 2, P4 has a sceptical and confused facial expression but soon 
after, even before the moderator finishes his explanation, P4 leans over the table to slide the Euro-
token inwards and then leans back and nods to the others. P1, who stood behind the Euro-token, 
places his hand over the Euro-token and he and P4 briefly discuss if tokens are owned by the people 
who stand behind them or not. They quickly conclude that they are free to use any of the tokens, but 
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P1 wants to know from P4: “No, but what story can you tell?” P4 explains and in his explanation he 
casually adds another token: “and drive, you could use this one for that(…)”. 
 
The discussion continues and when P6 introduces a new factor (digital TV) into the discussion P5 
interrupts him, and uses the CQS to dismiss his comment and take the floor himself. 
 
P5 gestures towards P6 next to him: "Wait a moment, wait a moment ", he points towards the CQS, 
following two lines of text with his finger, "When I look at the question,", he points back to P6, who is 
now looking at the CQS as well and says "yes" and P5 continues: "then that is not relevant, what you 
are saying now.", he pauses and everyone keeps quiet, "Those are, that is the evolution of technique" 
he gestures in the air "that is being, you should follow it" P6 takes his hand from his lips and makes an 
open gesture with it in the air and tries to interrupt but P5 continues: "I think, if you would, if I may 
describe it" he gestures to his chest, "very briefly ", he gestures above the table again, "is for the local 
broadcasting a piece of continuity" P6 nods and P5 continues "and I see a piece of technique in that" 
he gestures counting with his fingers "finance, eh, the board". 
 
At some point in the discussion that followed, P5 nods in agreement with what P2 is saying and a 
moment later he slides the Giftbox-token, with which he had been fiddling a bit, inward without 
speaking. Nobody asks him about it and he does not explain it: it does not come up later and seems 
not to be intended as the placement of a new token. The discussion continues. P4 takes a picture (of 
the landscape or the visualisation, not sure). 
Later on in the discussion, P2 is holding the Bird-token in front of him and moves it back and forth on 
the spot while he is talking. He does not relate his words to the token, and seems to be fiddling with it 
without the intention to position the token. As the discussion bogs down towards local particularities, 
P3 looks at the CQS and a moment later he suggests “I think the discussion must not be about the 
[Local Broadcaster], I think it should be about the local broadcasting” referring to the wording used on 
the CQS and broadening the scope of the discussion. 
 
T6 | Phase 3: Visualisation intermezzo 
Due to technological limitations, this phase was not or sparsely captured by the 360º cameras and is 
therefore extracted from the narrative. 
 
T6 | Phase 4: Participants create landscape together 
When the moderator pauses his explanation to wait for the camera beeps, the participants already 
start discussing the next steps.  
 
P1 looks around and asks confirmation for his assumption that the table surface should be cleared and 
P6 and P3 each immediately initiate the removal of a token without speaking. But when P4 resolutely 
disagrees, “Are you out of your mind!”, P3 abruptly retracts his hand and puts it in his pocket while P6 
continues the removal. P4 embraces the Puppet-token and moves it slightly forward: "Energy, money 
en eh" he points at the Puzzle-token that P6 is now pulling to the outer ring, and mumbles and he 
looks down, presses the corners of his mouth down and retracts his hand and fiddles with the edge of 
the table-surface. P6 is meanwhile using his phone. 
 
After this interaction, the participants discuss what to do next. After asking and explaining the general 
rules to each other, looking at the CQS, and confirming that the other table-groups are doing the 
same, the participants shift to creating their own rules. P4 explains that they are asked to see whether 
their landscape should change after the intermezzo and adds his own suggestion: "I would stand firm". 
P1 and P2 look down at the token-landscape in front of them and P1 nods. But P2 concludes that that 
would mean that he cannot participate as the token in front of him is still on the outer ring: “because I 
didn’t participate in the first round!”. P2 and P4 laugh and joke about this potential exclusion. P3 then 



« APPENDIX – 73 » 

suggests that the Bird-token in front of P2 should in fact be part of the landscape, and P2 responds 
with a meaning for it. P3 follows with a meaning (peace-bird) and then P6 also suggests a meaning 
(independence) for it. 
 
Then the beeps sound and the moderator announces that they can start the next round (Phase 4). 
Immediately, P4 pushes the Puppet-token even more inward, as central as possible: "Well". At the 
same time, P2 slides the Bird-token inwards, upon which P4 mockingly protests: "Noho! Do this" he 
shakes his head exaggeratingly and sighs exaggeratingly while gazing around at the other 
participants. P2 responds to this by quickly retracting the token: undoing his action. P4 smiles and says: 
"Yes no, if you think it should be in, it will be in, it will go in!" P6 points at the Puppet-token: "Yes you 
push it forward immediately" P4 interrupts and points at the  
Puppet-token "Money, energy, hey!" and puts his hands on his sides, seemingly with a sense of 
accomplishment upon completing the token-landscape. "Energy!" P6 repeats while pointing at the 
Puppet-token, "That’s very important" and he changes his index finger into a thumb's up.  
 
P4 looks at P5 and asks for confirmation: "Well, important?" and suggestively/encouragingly nods and 
P5 and P6 confirm by nodding and P6 says: "Agreed!"  
 
P4 continues: "and then?" he gazes and nods to P2 and P3 at the opposite side of the table, giving 
them the turn). P1 slowly hovers the Euro-token inwards and P4 confirms "without, without" and P1 
then moves it a bit outward: "No, but, it should not be the main topic, eh", he releases the token, 
"right?". P4 tilts his head: "Okay". P2 suggests the Bird-token a second time: this time he uses only the 
tip of his index finger on the grey band of the token to push it inward while saying: "This also stands 
for new media ". P4 frowns his eyebrows and challenges P2’s statement: "Is that true?" P1 then 
endorses P2 and they discuss about the importance of engaging youth. P3 announces his turn by 
lifting up the Clock-token in front of him to places it next to the Bird-token while saying: "and it must 
be contemporary".  P2 and P1 confirm his addition by repeating his words. 
 

  
 
Meanwhile P6 is triggered to give input, but he wants to sue the Giftbox-token, that is allocated in 
front of his neighbour P5. He asks him to trade, but P4, the other neighbour of P5, quickly slides the 
Giftbox-token away from P6's hand and waves his hand away: "And we don’t give presents! No, no!" P6 
changes his hand into a pointing position next to the Giftbox-token and then P5 waves his hand away 
and says: "No, don’t touch. You can do your own thing" he points at the Puzzle-token in front of P6, 
physically moving away P6's hand. P6 points at the Puzzle-token: "Do I have to do my own thing 
again?" P4, P2 and P1 confirm this but then P4 says: "That’s not needed, that’s not needed" and P6 
shrugs: "No, then I don’t do anything.” He points at the Giftbox-token and continues: “because I want 
that one!"  
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There is a pause and P4 looks at the Giftbox-token and says: "I don’t!" while putting his hand around it, 
as if making a wall between P6 and the token and then looks up at the faces of the others and grins. P6 
chuckles in protesting way and then smiles together with the others.  
 
There is a pause and then P5 continues to speak and later P6 does think of a reason for placing the 
Puzzle-token. P6 slides the Puzzle-token slowly inward with his thumb and middle finger while saying 
"Well then I move this one to, to" he moves it slightly "to, for..." he gestures with his index finger and 
thumb making a circle (and still has his phone in his other hand) "collaboration!" He is then interrupted 
by a new participant, who arrives to replace P4 in their group. When the new P4 is settled, P6 repeats 
his statement: "This stands for collaboration" while rotating this index finger above the Puzzle-token. 
He hovers his hand above it and gazes around at the participants, seemingly looking for confirmation. 
P5 ushers P6’s hand away by repeating his rotating movement above the Puzzle-token and nodding: 
“Looks good”. P2 and P5 then say “Yes!” in agreement to P6. They continue their conversation about 
the desired conditions for- and forms of collaboration and it evolves into a brainstorm about 
decreasing material costs and staying closer to youth and local inhabitants.  
 
 
T6 | Phase 5: Visualisation intermezzo 
Due to technological limitations, this phase was not or sparsely captured by the 360º cameras and is 
therefore extracted from the narrative. 
 
T6 | Phase 6: Attribute Action Points to landscape 
During the camera beeps P6 says “I really don’t get it” and the others look around, wondering how 
there can be five beeps when there are more tables. 
The participants carefully listen to the moderator’s instructions and explore the Action Points and the 
sticks. When the moderator asks whether the instructions are clear, P1 indicates that they are clear but 
that the assignment is not easy. P2 then asks P3 about the follow-up of this session.  
 
Then the participants start writing Action Points. They do so by telling each other their plans (“I’m 
going..”), by speaking out their actions and by saying out loud what they are going to write down. 
Before writing, P1, with Action Point and pen in his hand, announces: “I write: the civilian makes the 
news”. While gesturing in the air, P6 responds: “Then I write: appealing content!”, he proudly looks 
around the table to seek confirmation, that he finds in a nodding P5 and then starts writing. 
Meanwhile, P3, New P4 and P5 are writing Action Points in silence and P2 thinks along with the 
formulation and assemblage of P1’s Action Point. When P1 places his Action Point he repeats the 
content on it and then retracts to ask whether it matters on which token he places it. One of the 
participants says “noo” but the others seem too focused on their writing to answer. P3 has also 
finished his AP and has the same question. P1 then decides that he wants to place his AP on a specific 
token that stood for ‘news’ and hovers over the token-landscape with his Action Point: “Where is the 
news?” He finds the corresponding token and plugs the AP in with assistance of P4. After that, P1 and 
P2 point out to P3 how to plug in the AP, and P3 takes up the Euro-token and plugs his AP into it 
without speaking. Meanwhile P5 plugs his AP into another token while calling out what he wrote on it: 
“Continuity in organising”. P6 is trying to plug his AP into the Puzzle-token and asks P5 how he did it.  
 
P1 already took a new AP and repeats his previous AP and asks: “The civilian makes the news. Well, 
what else do we have?” upon which P2 starts thinking along about a next AP. New P4 is meanwhile 
plugging his AP into the Puppet-token. 
P3 has managed to plug his AP into the Euro-token and puts the Euro-token back in its place on the 
table-surface. It is only when P6 leans inward to look at the AP that P3 announces what it says: “local 
broadcasting is worth something to Oosterhout” upon which P1 leans inward and asks him to repeat 
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that. This statement elicits a discussion between P1, P2, P3 and P6. The sentiments are rising and P1 
ends with a ‘frank question’ to P6 about changes in the programming of the local broadcaster, which 
leads to another discussion. 
Another participant (from Table 7) comes by to collect empty Action Points as they need more at their 
table. 
 
 
T6 | Phase 7: Take / Receive Action Points  
Whilst the moderator is explaining, the participants follow his instructions live: they look at their name-
badge, at each other, and at the Action Points in the landscape. When the other participants in the 
room start laughing (at the realisation of having to take home personal action points), they remain 
quiet but P3 starts smiling and P1, who took a distance from the table, approaches and quickly moves 
all tokens in front of P6. Then they all start laughing out loud.  
 
P1 asks whether everyone agrees and they nod and smile. Then P1 becomes more serious and urges 
P6 to take responsibility, and he starts reading out a few Action points and motivating why they are 
important and hands them over to P6 one by one. P6 responds to them one by one and plugs them 
into his own nametag. P6 also lifts up another Action Point and after reading it he shows it to the 
others and explains why he will take up that Action Points as well. Then other participants come over 
to give Action Points to P3 and P6, and they motivate why they are handing them over. P6 then 
collects the leftover Action Points from the table and announces that he is going to look around the 
room and takes them up to presumably look for other participants to hand them over to. 
 
P2 starts to wonder how their input will be documented and the group starts to discuss the 
possibilities and P1 asks this question to the moderator. 
 
T6 | Phase 8: Moderator’s Round of Action Points (& Closing) 
The participants listen to the Moderator who reads out Action Points and their clarification by the 
participants who are wearing them on their name-tag.  
P6 then asks for the Moderator’s attention and shows him one of the Action Points that he still has in 
his hands: “I like this one! The civilian makes the news”. He explains this Action Point (written by P1). 
And later, P6 shares a second Action Point with the moderator in reaction to another participant. 
When the moderator announces that there will be pictures taken of the nametags the group starts 
laughing hard (because P6 has so many Action Points on it, and the others have none). 
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[X]CP Table 9 
 
Participants 

 Colour of name tag Stakeholder group 
P1 Blue Local Broadcaster 
P2 Red Municipality  
P3 Yellow Citizen 
P4 Blue  Local Broadcaster 
P5 Green  Other media 
P6 Light Blue  Council member 

 
It is most likely that P1 and P2 know each other from volunteering at the local broadcaster. P4 knows 
that P3 is the youngest participant, so they seem to know each other. P5 calls P3 by name indicating 
that they know each other. P2 calls P6 by name, they are likely familiar through their work at the 
municipality. 
 
T9 | Before the session starts… 
The participants seem to be in anticipation and after the camera beeps sound, P6 says “Boom!” and 
laughs and excuses herself for being ‘mean’. P4 jokes that it sounds like the daily news show is starting. 
P5 and P3 laugh.  
 
T9 | Phase 1: Youngest participant places token 
When the moderator mentions ‘the youngest participant’ P4 immediately points to P3 and P1 points 
in the air. P6 declares that she is definitely not the youngest and chuckles. P3 shrugs and smiles. P6 
then asks “The youngest participant, who is it?” and P4 again points to P3 and when P3 announces his 
age, P1 nods and they all smile. 
 
Immediately after the moderator’s explanation, P3 moves puzzle piece inward and then explains why. 
P6 then notices the visualization and they all start exploring the icons on the other tokens. They wait 
for new instructions. 
 
T9 | Phase 2: Participants create landscape together 
While the moderator is explaining phase 2, P3 summarises that they should prioritise the tokens from 
the centre of the table. P6 mocks: “don’t we all just agree that this is the most important?” and smirks. 
While P3 is politely suggesting that perhaps they should give all tokens a place, P4 asks “Shall I add 
one?” and while holding her hands around the Puppet-token in front of her she takes the opportunity 
to explain why she thinks (saying “we” from the local broadcaster perspective) that this token should 
be in the centre, before placing it. P6 nods “pretty” and P5 then explains why she agrees with P3's first 
placement. Then P2 asks “can I add something?” and places the Giftbox-token (“I will get this one”) all 
the way in the centre and explains why. The others listen and then P4 asks for clarification and P2, P6 
and P3 then step in. P3 summarises that everything that is on the table is necessary for local 
broadcasting, but that P2 regards content to be more important than collaboration. P2 nuances that 
(“condition”) and P6 agrees “I think so too”. From P3’s summary P1 has been trying to get attention by 
bringing forward his hand and now gets the floor and reacts to P2’s input. P3 asks P1 for clarification 
and P2 then continues on a suggestion that is arising. P6 says to agree and while P4, seemingly taken a 
bit of offense, asks for clarification, P6 leans over the table to take the Bird-token from the opposite 
side ("may I add this one") and places the Bird-token on the table. P2 continues to give clarification. P6 
reacts to P4’s defensiveness by clarifying on meta-level what the discussion is about (trying to move 
away from the personal: it is not about the current local broadcast, but what is important for local 
broadcasting). P2 continues his explanations and P3 taps onto the Euro-token in reference to his 
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words, at which point P4 adds: “Yes! (…) there is no money for that!” Then P3 and all others react 
strongly with repeated no-no’s and wiggling of index fingers and verbal expressions of disagreement 
(“I disagree with that!”). P6 lifts up the Bird-token and seems to want to add something but then 
follows the others in disagreeing. This brings the discussion to the next topic, that they discuss till a 
point where P5 agrees with P2 "You do have a point there, yes". Then P6 embraces the Bird-token that 
she had placed earlier without explanation "May I say something about this one?” She adds, seemingly 
as a justification for changing the topic: ‘because all the others also need a place too’. Before 
explaining her input, she summarises the landscape of tokens and then adds the meaning for the Bird 
to it (peaceful consultation) and the others nod and say: "Yes!" while the moderator already asks for 
attention for the next phase. 
 
 
T9 | Phase 3: Visualisation intermezzo 
Due to technological limitations, this phase was not or sparsely captured by the 360º cameras and is 
therefore extracted from the narrative. 
 
 
T9 | Phase 4: Participants create landscape together 
After the beeps sound it gets quiet in the room. P3 repeats the joke about the news show, seemingly 
feeling awkward and wanting to break the silence. Then P4 and P6 announce their confusion: "What 
should we do now?" (P4) and "I don’t know what we should do” (P6). P1 and P3 explain: "We should 
continue our discussion" (P3). P3 continues: "I do think that all symbols should be on the table". "Oh 
really?" asks P6, and P1 replies "Yes" and P5 steps in: "I don’t think the money should be on there". P6 
agrees but P2 and P3 oppose this idea. P5 starts explaining her idea and P6 notes that there then is in 
fact a relation between money (the Euro-token) and the content (the Gift-token in the centre). P2 
suggests ‘a different way of looking at money’ by gesturing toward the Giftbox-token and they discuss 
this relation further. Then P6 summarises the relationship while sliding the Euro-token behind the 
Giftbox-token. P5 and P2 then add motivations for this positioning of the token while tapping back 
and forth on both tokens. 
 
T9 | Phase 5: Visualisation intermezzo & break 
Due to technological limitations, this phase was not or sparsely captured by the 360º cameras and is 
therefore extracted from the narrative. After the intermezzo, there was a 15 minute break. 
 
T9 | Phase 6: Attribute Action Points to landscape 
After the beeps sound, P3 again makes the joke about the news-show. P4 later notices that P6 is 
missing: "Is that women, did that woman leave?" P1 gazes at her and nods while making big eyes. P1 
presses the corners of her mouth down and turns away her gaze while slightly rolling her eyes. 
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Meanwhile the moderator is explaining the next step and when he mentions the Action Points word 
joke, the participants chuckle and mock it and P4 already takes an Action Point to investigate it. When 
the moderator mentions the holes in the tokens, P3 and P1 lean inwards to investigate the tokens. 
They discover the holes and exclaim: “Oh, yes!” (P1) and “Oh yes!” (P3). P2 then also leans in and lifts a 
token to look at it more closely, on which P3 jokingly reminds P2 of the rules: “No, can not move!” and 
laughs. P2 leans back and makes a surrendering gesture with his hand. Meanwhile P4 and P5 have 
already started taking action points and assembling them. P3 says "Well, then I will also start making a 
how-to", while the moderator is not even finished explaining, and P1 and P2 follow.  
 
P2 wonders if they should all agree on the action points that they place and P2 and P3 raise their hand 
to ask the moderator. P3 asks the moderator P2’s question. P4 immediately makes use of his answer 
(that agreement is not a requirement) and writes her own action: "Yes I do think there should be 
money invested by the municipality " and she writes it down. P2 says: "Yes I think, eh, let’s see if we can 
find something we all agree on?" and P4 continues "and nobody agrees on that, but I do " en P3 adds: 
"If we could indeed agree on every point”. P2 says: "Yes I think it is eh, journalistic professionalism..." 
Meanwhile P4 mumbles something while trying to fit the action point into the token and P5 nods in 
response to P2: "Yes. Yes!" and P2 continues "I believe we agreed on that eh?" and P5 repeats: "Yes, 
yes." P2 then starts to write it down, and P3 says adds a suggestion of where it should go: "At the 
content", and they agree. P2 jokes about the pens not working and makes an analogy with the 
municipality not working as a whole: “Just like most of my colleagues, they don’t work! Ha-ha.” P3 grins 
adds to the joke: “But they are paid!" he acts out a drumroll and they all chuckle a bit. P2 says while 
writing: "I will call it a journalistic quality impulse". P5 confirms: "Yes. We all agreed on that" and P4 
confirms "We all agreed on that”.  
 
P3 says "Well, then I would like to bring my point forward, that collaboration,(…), that the 
collaboration is an anchor, both internally and externally, for everything around it”. P5 expresses her 
agreement again: "Yes" and P4 adds: "Yes collaboration is important". P5 specifies: "especially starting 
internally I think, yes, yes." P3 reaches for a pen and announces his action: " grab a pen..." The 
participants help each other find working pens and find holes in the tokens. P2 has now managed to 
place his action point and he leans back and starts explaining its importance again "Search for 
coalitions (...)" and then he takes a new action point. 
 
An action point about requirements for subsidies ignites a discussion amongst P1, P2, P3 and P4. For 
the first time, a participant’s role is specifically addressed when P3 asks P1: "But how do you make that 
hard within the [Local Broadcaster]?” and P3 responds by starts explaining his role (“my role is (…)”), 
explicitly. 
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Then P5 asks P1 and P4 for specific information (“but, is there a business plan?”) from their knowledge 
as volunteers at the local broadcaster. Meanwhile P2 writes an action point that relates to what P5 is 
asking and places it while saying: "I added ‘business model’". He says it softly, it seems that he wants to 
share it while placing it but at the same time he does not want to disturb P5. P4 and P1 answer and 
explain P5’s questions from their perspective on the situation and P2 then adds the viewpoint of the 
municipality. Meanwhile P3 places the action point that he wrote. Hearing P2 elucidate the 
municipality’s perspective, P4 quickly takes her notebook out on the table and starts taking notes of 
what P2 says in name of the municipality. P3 adds his suggestions and P5 continues to ask 
concretising questions, directing some specifically to P2 from his experience from the municipality.  
 
T9 | Phase 7: Take / Receive Action Points  
Whilst the moderator is explaining, P4 starts reading all the action points ("What has been said?") and 
writes (whispering them out loud) them down in her notebook. 
 
As the moderator mentions the action points and the nametag with holes, participants look at the 
items (then enact his instructions live). They smile or laugh when they hear that they are asked to take 
the action points or give them away. P3 flips some action points around, to read what they say 
(seemingly orienting to the next step). Immediately after the moderator finishes talking P5 takes an 
action point from the Euro-token and hands it over to P2: "Well, that’s clear to me, here you go!" she 
nods and laughs. P2 takes over the action point, reads it and says "Yes, (…) but I disagree!" and places 
it back. P4 leans inward: "Which one is that? Oh, it is mine!" They all laugh. Then P4 asks clarification for 
an action point placed by P2: "And what did you mean with coalitions?" P2 explains and P4 nods and 
takes notes. This explanation leads to a consult for P4 (and P1) by P5. In this way, they delay picking up 
and handing out action points but they are discussing concrete advised actions. 
 
P3 is meanwhile holding an action point in his hands and is looking around the room, searching for a 
specific person that he wants to give it to. P2 suggests someone similar that he has seen, but they 
don't see him either. Then he suggest the chair of the local broadcaster: "We could also give all of 
them to Hans" and smiles. P3 smiles but keeps quiet. P1 thinks about this suggestion and then says 
"Yes, in the end, he can divide them, I approve” he nods. P3 hesitates for a moment and then walks 
away to give the action point to somebody. Based on the consult with P5, P4 writes one of her advices 
in her notebook, instead of on an action point. 
 
P3 returns, content that he has handed out the first action point. He starts reading the others before 
turning to the discussion between P1 and P2. P2 concludes: "Well, I don’t take anything, because I am 
not in the position to take anything” and adds that he is acquainted with the chair of the local 
broadcaster and that he will have a drink with him sometime. He smiles, and he looks at P3 who 
chuckles. Then the moderator takes the microphone again, and none of the participants have action 
points on their nametags. 
 
T9 | Phase 8: Moderator’s Round of Action Points (& Closing) 
The moderator starts making a round. P3 points at a participant on another table (the chair of the local 
broadcaster) and chuckles "Haha, [Name} is completely filled!" P4, P5 and P1 look over to that 
participant and look back at P3, laughing. P2 turns back to the table and says "Well I will take this one" 
and snaps an action point from the Giftbox-token, thereby dropping another action point from it, and 
plugs it into his nametag while mumbling a motivation: "I am not for nothing at an (…) so". P4 
immediately also takes an action point from the Euro-token (the one that she wrote herself) and plugs 
it into her nametag. P1 picks up the action point that P2 dropped and reads it, then puts it back where 
he found it. 
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P4 looks unimpressed but when the moderator walks around to go to another table she waves at him 
with her index finger and points at her action point. The moderator says: "Oh look, it states: more 
money from the municipality. I am pointed out to this once more. ". P4 nods, closes her eyes and 
smiles and there is laughter on the other side of the room. P5 shakes her head and P1, P2 and P3 smile. 
 
Another participant says in the microphone: "But to achieve goals and vision, you do need money!" to 
which another responds "Doesn’t say it!". In reaction to what they hear. the participants share 
comments on this: P2 calls it nonsense, P3 jokes about it and P4 responds: "At mine it doesn’t say it!" 
while nods down to and lifts her chest to show the action point on her nametag. P1 was already 
plugging an action point into his nametag, and looks at it again and says: "I will add one". Then they 
continue listening to the other participants. 
 
Later, P4 has an idea: "Could I take these things with me? Then I can return that information..." P1 
immediately takes out his action point at passes it to her: "Here you go" P4 starts collecting all action 
points from the table and tokens and says: "Right? That is positive…?" and P1 tilts his head to the side 
and shrugs. P4 pauses and then takes out her own action point and puts all of them in her notebook. 
 
The moderator wraps up the evening: "What will we do with the outcome of the evening?" and P4 
responds showing her intent to take it into account: "discuss!" When the moderator mentions the 
Facebook group and the note in their nametag, P3 and P5 immediately look at theirs and P5 seems to 
look up the Facebook page on his phone. P4 is fiddling with the Puppet-token and lifts the symbol 
out. 
 

 
 
When P4 hears that the action points should stay on the nametags for a picture she says: "Oh" and 
opens her notebook to take them out again. P5 laughs hard and P3 says "Yes!" they smile. P2 says: 
"Yehes" while looking through the pile of action points. He then steps away from the table, without 
taking one. P4 picks one up and says "Which ones were yours?" and P1 leans in to look at them. Then 
P2 turns around and says "Then I will take these ones". P4 is trying to read the action point in her hand 
and asks P3: "(…)business model… what does this say?". P5 collects the remaining action points and 
passes them to P4: "In fact this all belongs to you!" P4 accepts them without speaking. 
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[X]CP Table 10 
 
 
Participants 

 Colour of name tag Stakeholder group 
P1 Pink Entrepreneurs 
P2 Yellow Citizens 
P3 Grey Sports- or Culture associations 
P4 Blue  Local Broadcaster 
P5 Blue  Local Broadcaster (chair) 
P6 Light Blue  Council member 

 
From their interactions it is clear that P4 and P5 are familiar with each other. P4 is wearing a blue 
nametag but from what she says, I can conclude that she is an entrepreneur who is not yet engaged 
with the local broadcaster.  
 
 
T10 | Before the session starts… 
P4 is reading an A4 sheet with text and the logo of the local broadcaster on it. They wait patiently for 
the session to start. P5 admires the picture shown on the projector screen and P6 says “exciting”. P3 
moved the token in front of him around and looks at the screen. P2 pushes that token back to the 
edge and gazes at P3: “on the white border, Rien” (repeating the words of the moderator).  
 
T10 | Phase 1: Youngest participant places token 
When the moderator mentions ‘the youngest participant’ P3 turns to the others and announces: 
"That’s not me". Then everyone looks at P4, who is the only lady at the table and visibly the youngest 
participant. They smile and P4 laughs. 
 
While the moderator is still explaining, the participants look around the table 'live' when he gives an 
example with the Giftbox-token, and from there they start asking each other what is on the table and 
start collectively naming (defining) the tokens. 
As soon as the moderator stops talking, P4 immediately slides the Puzzle-token all the way to the 
centre and explains why she finds it important. P5 adds: "If everything is in order" and P4 says: "Well, it 
should be". P5 responds: "then we will ‘puzzle’ on that together". Then there is a pause: the 
participants look around them. Then P1 gazes around the table and asks the others: "Do we agree with 
that? I think so too, I find it good" and he nods. P3 responds "yes that is the question of course" he 
looks at P4, who responds: "Yes and now a discussion could arise of course... But I didn’t hear that 
clearly, what the intention was" P5 turns his face towards P4 and says "Neither did I, no" and P4 
continues "But I do think so". P1 then starts reacting. 
 
T10 | Phase 2: Participants create landscape together 
While the moderator is explaining phase 2, P4 continues to read the A4 sheet and then puts it away. 
After the moderator’s explanation P1 summarises: "And then the symbol that is closest to the border is 
the leas important, and what stands in the centre,”, he gestures across the table surface, “that’s most 
important”. He gazes at the participants opposite to him for confirmation.  
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He continues: "Yes. I don’t know my symbol. I don’t know what it entails”. The other participants look at 
it and P4 leans in and says: "I would think a Twitter dove. Social media perhaps? Or free birds." P1 
thinks about this as he turns it on its place to look at the symbol from all angles. P3 starts to say 
something about the “puzzle pieces” (the Puzzle-token in the centre) but stops when P4 continues:  
“But I can imagine, how you want to communicate, these are actually the new media". Meanwhile P2 
waves with the Euro-token, that was standing in front of him, in the air.  
 

 
 
P1 nods in response to P4: "Yehes, so that is a very important one (…) if that is the new media then”, 
he slides the Bird-token towards the centre and holds it there and gazes at the others, “that is also very 
important” and then let’s go off the token. 
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P2 waves the Euro-token in the air again. P4 continues "Yes, because if you don’t use new media you 
will not reach your target group. If you want youngsters to follow the [Local Broadcaster], they surely 
are not going to sit in front of the TV!" Then P2 lifts the Euro-token in the air again and shows its 
symbol to the other participants: "I do want to speak about the financial aspect" and gazes at P1, who 
discarded the Euro-token earlier, "if you say, money is not the most important, but if (…) so money 
does in fact play an important role".  
 

 
 
P1: "Yes but is that the most important..?" P2: "No but it is the hot potato", P2 holds it with both hands 
just inward of the outer ring. P1 puts his hand on top of the Euro-token while P2 is still holding it. 
While P2 moves it forward, P3 (with his hand in between P2’s hands) directly moves it back: "if this one 
is not the most important, it should be more here". P2 retracts his hands and P1 places it more 
outward. 
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P4 thereupon asks P2 how central he would like to place the Euro-token. P2 responds: "I would 
actually place it a bit more that way". P1 reacts: "Yes? Well then you should do that" and P2 brings his 
hands around the Euro-token again to slide it forward with his fingertips but then stops to listen to P6. 
 

 
 
P6 explains an example situation from a different city and suggest that is about the way one handles 
money rather than the amount of money itself. P2 has let go of the token and then says: "Look. Well, 
that is a good argument!" and then he slides the token a bit more outward. 
 
Then the participants start discussing where the problems lie (lack of organisation or lack of financial 
resources) fed by P2’s questions for clarification. They start suggesting explanations for problems and 
suggestions to solve them, while talking simultaneously. 
 
Later, while discussing the relation between societal and monetary value of the local broadcaster P3 
brings a new outlook to the discussion: "is not the collaboration the most important then?" while he 
refers to “puzzle pieces” and gestures with his hand to the (first placed) Puzzle-token. 
 
When P2 sees the researcher walking by he asks her what the symbols mean. The researcher assures 
that they can be freely interpreted and P2 nods and turns back to the table. 
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Later the participants start evaluating the business sense of the current activities of the local 
broadcaster and then P3 suggests: “Now let’s go one step further” and they start brainstorming about 
ways to generate money.  
 

 
 
P2 asks a clarifying question to P5 to validate P3’s idea, addressing them as their stakeholder roles (he 
refers to P3 as “associations”). The moderator starts talking and P5 concludes: “beautiful suggestion”. 
 
 
T10 | Phase 3: Visualisation intermezzo 
Due to technological limitations, this phase was not or sparsely captured by the 360º cameras and is 
therefore extracted from the narrative. 
 
T10 | Phase 4: Participants create landscape together 
After the intermezzo P5 says “it’s almost like roulette!” and P2 gazes at the others and points around 
the table surface while saying: "Now we know a little bit what is going on". The participants start 
moving the tokens away and P3 asks "Do we let them stand or do we take them back?" They slide 
them back and forth and after they removed them, P5 slides the token back to its central position and 
P6 says: “the puzzle-pieces stay in the centre” and they all agree upon that.  
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They doubt for a moment whether there will be a new question, but when the moderator says “go 
ahead!” P3 immediately lifts up the Clock-token and plops it in the centre saying: “it is the eleventh 
hour!” The participants laugh and P6 says: “beautiful”. 
 
When adding tokens to their landscape, at some point the participants decide that there should be no 
freebies: and P4 suggest to place it upside down on the table. Thereupon P5 explains that this does 
not work with the technology. 
 

 
 
When one of the keynote speakers comes by their table, P2 asks his question from the beginning of 
the session to him, as expert. The rest seems to find his reply interesting and recognisable. P6 adds 
from his experience and they discuss further. They all listen and P2 meanwhile holds on to the Euro-
token in its central position. 
 

 
 
P4 talks about young people who will ‘speed things up’ and she acts this out by sliding the puppet 
token across the table in fast circular movements.  
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The others laugh. While the discussion continues, P2 moves the Euro-token slightly back and 
continues listening. When the others reach a conclusion, P2 is convinced that the Euro-token should 
go back a bit. He says “(…) slit back a bit” to P1, who nods, and then slides it outward a bit more.  
 

 
 
When the moderator asks for attention, P2 leans toward P1 and says that everything is becoming a 
whole lot clearer to him now, while pointing around the table surface. P1 nods: "yes, yes, yehes." 
 
T10 | Phase 5: Visualisation intermezzo & break 
Due to technological limitations, this phase was not or sparsely captured by the 360º cameras and is 
therefore extracted from the narrative. After the intermezzo, there was a 15 minute break. 
 
T10 | Phase 6: Attribute Action Points to landscape 
When returning to their table after the break, P3 expresses that he likes ‘this’ (pointing at the table) and 
calls it “something different, for a change” in comparison to post-it sessions. P1 agrees. Then P2 returns 
and announces that he would like to take a picture of the (“our”) table. He asks other participant to 
step away so that he can photograph his table group. Then P1 suggest that someone else should take 
the picture because “you belong here too!” After he takes the picture, P2 suggests to post it on 
Facebook and the others agree, P3 even suggest to do it right away. 
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They get back into their original positions around the table and P3 moves all the outward again when 
the moderator reminds them not to move them anymore. P1 says "Oh" and he and P3 slide them back 
to approximately their original positions. P4 says: "we found everything important, didn’t we?" For the 
Giftbox-token P1 motivates why it should stay on the edge by a metaphor as joke: "We don’t do gifts! 
It is not yet Sinterklaas, is it?” 
 
During the explanation of the moderator, P5 makes some quick notes. The participants laugh about 
the action point joke and assignment. They already start distributing action points and pens to each 
other while he is still explaining. They add their own pens so that they can all write at the same time. 
Some have already begun writing before the moderator finishes his explanation. Directly after, P3 asks 
“what should we do now, because…” P1 responds: "I would not know " and P4 explains: "It should 
become more concrete". She then reads out her action point, adds some more to it, and declares: 
"that's what I write", providing an example to them. From that point, they are all writing 
simultaneously, in silence. 
 

  
 
P4 asks how she should assemble the action point but no-one responds: they keep on writing. Then 
the camera-assistant helps. When P2 is done writing, he evaluates where P 4 placed her action point 
and they discover that it is in the wrong token. P4 changes it. P6 also places an action point. P3 asks P6 
what the different tokens stood for again seemingly to make sure that he places his action point in the 
right token. P4 announces: "Oh I have another really nice idea" and starts writing her next action point. 
P2 is done writing and now also asks again what some of the tokens meant. The others start placing 
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action points and this turns into a sharing of ideas, and a discovery of roles that participants could play 
in them (P1 points to the potential role of P3: “he organises” and “who do you think has got all those 
screens?”).  
 
They seem to be proud of their ideas and they share them with each other in parallel conversations. 
They also build on each other’s ideas. P4, from her background, gets a new idea based on P5’s 
explanation of his AP: “I am a practical process specialist, so when you say that then I think (…)” and 
she immediately starts writing a new AP. P3 refines his action point after discussing with P2 (“I’m going 
to add another thing”) and P2 suggests another action to compliment the one that they just 
discussed, and writes it down immediately. They also ask each other to think along from their roles: 
“Come, think along as entrepreneur” (P4 asks P3). 
 

  
Later, P3 is discussing with P4 and she hears a good suggestion for an action point: “Good idea, do you 
have that in there?" she points at the action points on the nearest token. P3 responds: "No, I’m not 
going to write everything down" to which P4 immediately reacts "Shall I add that one?”, she takes an 
action point, “because that one was- I thought that was a really good one just then”. She summarises 
his idea and starts writing, while P3 elaborates. 
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T10 | Phase 7: Take / Receive Action Points  
Whilst the moderator is explaining, P4 takes out her business card and gives it to P3. They agree to 
email and meet up soon. 
 
When the moderator mentions the holes in their nametag, the participants look down to discover 
them. They laugh when they find out the next step and P3 jokingly steps away from the table, as not 
to take up any action points.  
 

 
 
Then all participants start checking out the action points and start plugging them into their own 
name-tags, without hesitation. They remark that no one in there group is from the city council. 
 

 
 
Then P4 reads out an action point and says: “That belongs to the board, you can have that one” and 
hands it out to P5. P2 agrees: “I think so too!” and at the same time P6 gives another action point to P5. 
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P5 jokes that he has no holes left anymore. The participants actively pick up and hand out action 
points- and motivate why (P4: “as representative of middle and small companies…”). P4 thinks along 
with P5 when he reads out an action point that he is not sure who to give to. Then they find out that it 
should go to P3 and P3 exchanges it with P5 for another action point. They (and P4 and P6) laugh. P3 
then still adds his motivation for giving that one away. 
 

 
 
Then participants start giving actions out to participants at other tables. P3 remembers a specific one 
(“the municipality should guarantee”) and asks P2 where that one is. P2 knows that P1 is already 
handing that one out to a council member of CDA at another table. P3 (“Ah!”) seems content with 
that. 
 
P3 pokes P6 on his empty chest and remarks that P6 does not have any Action Points yet!  
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A participant from another table comes by at that moment and presents one for P6, by holding it up 
for him to read. He smiles but responds with earnest: “No let’s not do that”. 
 

 
 
P1 returns from handing out the action point to the council member at the other table and seemingly 
proudly reports to the others (including the passing by participant from another table) what he did. 
They evaluate the action points that are left together. 
 
P2 hands out an action point to P6 “may I give this one to you then” and asks his name. P6 accepts this 
action point (his first one) and says his name, that P2 now seems to recall. 
 
P3 asks P4 about her role now (“are you actually a board member of the [name of local broadcaster]?”) 
and P4 explains (“I was asked for the board”). P3 suggests to make a deal: if she becomes board 
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member he will use his channels to promote the local broadcaster. They laugh. P2 then shares this 
deal with P6, who shakes hands on it. Then the moderator asks for attention.  
 
 
T9 | Phase 8: Moderator’s Round of Action Points (& Closing) 
The moderator starts making a round and asks P5 about his action points. P4 takes a picture while P5 is 
being interviewed by the moderator. The others smile. 
 

 
 
When the moderator reaches the council member that P1 gave the action point to, he walks away 
from the table to look at how this council member is interviewed and he helps the moderator read it 
by loudly vocalising the words he wrote on it. P3 comments on the 'attitudes' of what some people 
from the local broadcaster say and directs those comments to P6 and P5 (who are from the local 
broadcaster). P4 asks P5 who the people are that are being interviewed. P6 fiddles with the token in 
front of him. 
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P5 takes notes that he will later use for the closing speech that he gives, from his role as chair of the 
local broadcaster and thus one of the main stakeholders of the session. The participants laugh when 
they hear about the pictures that will be taken of all action points. They joke about the amount of AP’s 
that P5 has. 
 
As the moderator is wrapping up the evening, P3 asks P4: "Shouldn’t you be nominated?" P5 then 
explains why she has declined the offer to join the board and smiles: "thanks for your trust, so fast, in 
one meeting, great". 
 
P4 takes a picture of P5 during his closing speech. P1 initiates a spontaneous applause for the TU/e’s 
interactive instrument (“brought up a lot” (P5)). P4 takes a picture of the action points of P3.  
 
P1, P2 and P3 immediately take out their phones when the speaker mentions the date for the 
evaluation session, as to put it in their calendars. After the final applause, they quickly go to the drinks, 
but P4 and P3 finish their networking first.  
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[X]CP Table 11 
 
Participants 
 Colour of name tag Stakeholder group 
P1 Grey Sports- or Culture associations 
P2 Yellow Citizens 
P3 Yellow Citizens 
P4 Blue  Local Broadcaster 
P5 Light Blue  Council member and volunteer 

programming advise for the local broadcaster 
P6 Light Blue  Council member 
 
P3 calls P6 by his name, seemingly indicating that the know each other (or that he is a public figure 
through his council membership). P5 and P6 know each other from their role in the city council. P5 
calls P3 by name once, indicating that they are familiar. 
  
 
T11 | Before the session starts… 
During the moderator’s explanation, the participants listen, P3 looks at the screen and P6 reacts live to 
his words (“Oh like that”) and points to the Giftbox-token when the moderator takes it as an example. 
He asks P3 to lift her hands from the token, to see what it is.  
 
T11 | Phase 1: Youngest participant places token 
Whilst the moderator is still explaining, P6 already chooses and places (with sound) the first token. P3 
sees it and says: "gift" P6 explains: "Yes the content (...)" P3 points at the giftbox-token and calls out a 
new topic: "Library!” and then cheekily covers her mouth with her hand and looks around to the 
screen behind her. P6 further explains: "Yes, content right, (…)". Then, the participants do a round of 
naming all the tokens. P4 lifts the Bird-token in front of him and proposes: “This is Twitter”. P3 looks 
around the table and asks: "what is this one?" and P6 repeats the moderator’s instructions: "you may 
attribute something to it yourself". P3 then asks him: "And what do you have in front of you?” and P6 
shows the Puppet-token in front of him and suggests: “That has got to do with enduring, I think” (see 
Figure 1). Then P3 turns to P5 next to him: “And what do have over there?" and then P5 tilts the Clock-
token in front of him to show it to the others. P6 then suggests that they were asked to only place one 
token now and then P3 pushes the Giftbox-token inward a bit more and says that she then agrees 
with P6’s first placement. 
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Figure 1: P6 shows the Puppet-token (that stood in front of him) to the others. 
 
Then the researcher walks by and P3 addresses her: "We don’t know what the symbols mean" and 
researcher repeats the same explanation of P6 and the moderator. The participants now seem to be 
content with the answer and say: "Aaah OK". P6 repeats his placed token and slaps on top of it "This 
stands for content, topics!" P3 confirms: "You’re going for content". And P6 adds: "and for the 
surprising content" upon which P3 repeats: "Surprising content". P1 asks a clarifying question: "About 
Oosterhout?" to which P6 further specifies his suggestion. 
 
T11 | Phase 2: Participants create landscape together 
When the moderator finishes his explanation, the participants look at each other for a moment, until 
P1 starts an utterance. P3 gestures to him, as to give him the turn, when he says: "I think they should 
solve the puzzle, so construct a strong organisation" and moves it inward. P6 summarises: "So it stands 
for strong organisation". P3 adds: "Yes I actually agree with that” and P3 slides the Euro-token towards 
him as he continues: “and I also think they should get more money” he moves the euro-token forward. 
P3 gives it an extra push inwards and repeats: "get móre money". She then holds it with her hand 
while P2 further explains his position (see Figure 2). Then she lets go to lean back and sigh. She moves 
her hand back onto the token and says: "don’t agree!" she lets go again and starts gesturing in front of 
her and explains why she disagrees: “because I have the idea that (…) powerful board (…) investment 
(…)".  
 

 
Figure 2: P3 listens to P2 while holding her hand on top of the token (that P2 had placed) and she later slides 
it outward. P2 mirrors her hand movement, but on the table. 
 
P4 points to P5 who tries to react but P2 takes the floor to go into concrete details in his response to 
P3. P6 gestures to P2 with his hand and tries to summarise, but P3 and P1 start talking simultaneously. 
Then P3 says: "but they can also, in another way" and P1 suggests: "they can also raise money". P3 
replies: "Exactly". P6 again tries to keep the conversation central by pointing around and then he asks 
what P5 is placing (see Figure 3).  
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Figure 3: P6 asks P5 what he has just placed (the turquoise Clock-token). 
 
P5 first points towards the Euro-token and starts to explain with a soft voice. P3 again denounces 
loudly: “I don’t agree with it!" and she slides the euro-token away from the centre: "so eh, we’ll see 
what the majority says". P6 smiles and P5 starts to explain his contribution: "I do find money important, 
and why (...)" P3 takes the euro-token closer to her (so farther away from the centre) and starts fiddling 
with it. P1 says: "If I compare them to another association (…)" and P3 gestures towards him with her 
hand, in agreement.  
 
P4 reacts and through P6’s hand gestures and P3’s pointing out “here we have another person” he 
finally gets the floor (see Figure 4). 
 

 
Figure 4: P6 and P3 gesture towards P4 to give him the turn.  
 
P6 says: "so what is most important to you?" P4 continues to explain his suggestion by pointing to the 
central question and interpreting the Bird-token: “I think that this is Twitter", he shows the Bird-token 
to the others. P6 smiles and nods and P3 replies: "social media" and P1 says: "all communication 
channels". P4 finishes his motivation.  
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Figure 4: P4 adds his contribution through interpreting the Bird-token. P3 fiddles with the Euro-token, that 
she pulled closer to her and thus more out of the centre. 
 
P1 asks clarifying question: "And where should the money go to? Machines or to people?"  P4 answers 
and P5 gives an example. P6 shakes his head: "No, that is absolutely not true, it’s wrong what you say, 
that is wrong" P1, P6 and P3 get into a discussion about public facilities and their costs. P1 suggests a 
“one-time investment” and P6 puts his thumbs up: "Yes!" and P3 gestures at him "One-time 
investment! (…) Yes. Yes." nodding "I’m all for that!” Then two parallel conversations start (between P2 
and p3 and P1 and P6) and P4 holds his hands to his ears. 
 
P3 points at the central question sign (see Figure 5) and says: "But in essence, we agree that what is 
important, indeed" she puts the euro token back in the centre: "finances are also indeed important" 
she turns to P4 who responds, and at the same time P5 is still talking to P2.  
 

 
Figure 5: P3 refers to the central question sign and then concludes that the token should move towards the 
centre. 
 
Then P6 puts his index finger on the Euro-token and repeats P3’s conclusion that it is apparently 
important, but asks where it should come from, according to the others, and gives a few options.  
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Figure 6: P6 moves the discussion forward by asking a question about the Euro-token while holding his index 
finger on top of it. 
 
P2 and P3 make some comparisons but disagree. P6 points out to P2: "This I find really old-fashioned 
thinking what you’re doing now, I really find it very old-fashioned thinking". P2 asks: "Why?" to which 
P6 replies: "Because a broadcaster, is an advertising channel" and P3 agrees: "yes exactly!" The 
discussion continues but then the moderator starts speaking in the microphone. P3 holds up the Euro-
token: "It remains a difficult one". P2 gestures at the Euro-token and repeats his point: "But I think they 
need a good injection" Then P4 slides the Bird-token (that he had suggested but then kept in his 
hands afterwards) all the way inward, without speaking. P2 asks: “what is this?” but P4 shrugs and turns 
to look at the screen. 
 
T11 | Phase 3: Visualisation intermezzo 
Due to technological limitations, this phase was not or sparsely captured by the 360º cameras and is 
therefore extracted from the narrative. 
 
T11 | Phase 4: Participants create landscape together 
The moderator finishes a sentence, but has not asked the participants to start yet, when P1 starts: 
"Well, yes this we already agreed about", pointing at the Puzzle-token, and P6 interrupts "Beeps, 
beeps!" while tapping on the Puppet-token, and P1 gestures to the camera with both hands making a 
whooshing sounds "oh yes beeps, beep, beep, beep, beep" while opening and closing his hands 
towards the camera. P2 says: "Oh yes" and P3 adds: "the turning on of the eh" and P5 looks at his 
phone. Then P1 continues: "we still need an initiator.” He gestures towards the other tokens: “We 
already had all of this, but now there must be someone who can…", he gestures with circular 
movements in the air: "…do all of that at the [Local Broadcaster]!" P6 points at the Puzzle-token: 
"Those were the puzzle-pieces, weren’t they?" and P1 responds: "Those were the puzzle-pieces, yes" 
and moves it a little bit inward and says: "there must be, someone must come for that, who creates an 
explosion so that it also in fact will happen, that is not money, should be something else". 
 
P3 responds to P1 with a suggestion about the location. P6 nods and agrees with her suggestion: "Yes" 
and after P3 continues P6 gives a thumbs up. 
P6: "what I totally agree with you is that: if you want an inspiring broadcaster, that they should be at an 
inspiring location". P3 responds: “Yes! And then you could of course eh" and P6 finishes his suggestion 
and holds up the Puppet-token and asks: "This one?" and moves it to the centre through the air, then 
moves back and slides back and forth over the table saying: "Oh yes, it should move a lot right!" P1: 
"Yes!" and he takes two tokens in front of him and starts to slides them back and forth and around 
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each other, smiling. P4 lifts his hand from the table and says: "What are we going to do?" and P2 says 
"Oh yes, injection" and starts to move the Euro-token back and forth (seemingly symbolizing an 
injecting movement). P1 and P6 laugh. P5 looks at the screen. P3 tries to continue her serious 
suggestion and simultaneously moves around with the Puppet-token that she is talking about (see 
Figure 7).  
 

 
Figure 7: P3 tries to continue the topical conversation while P1 and P2 are still avidly moving around tokens. 
P5 looks at the screen and P6, who just stopped moving, laughs. 
 
When the researcher approaches P3 and the other participants let go of the tokens and place them in 
the centre. P3 continues her suggestion and P5 says to the researcher: "yes, they became nervous!" P6 
denies: "No no no no no”, and slides the two tokens in front of him back and forth one by one and 
adds: "was very intentional" and P3 turns to the researcher and says: "No was very intentional, we said 
we want attention for this little puppet" and taps the Puppet-token four times (with the vowels of "dit 
poppeke" (“this little puppet”). The researcher does not go into that but explains she came to offer 
some chairs. Then they get into a quite heated discussion about moving the studio of the broadcaster 
and the (im)possibilities of that idea. 
 
The participants have two parallel conversations about technical details. P6 and P1 decide they should 
be moving the tokens a bit more. P1 points at P3 and laughs "You are trying to convince her, that is 
not going to work!" Then P4 talks to P5 while P2 continues to talk to P3. P6 and P1 are first looking at 
each of the pairs and then they start their own conversation.  
 
P3 starts every sentence with "No", as he is trying to explain why P3 sees it wrongly. P1 and P6 involve 
the landscape of tokens in their conversations (seem to be summarising). P4 tells P5, P6 and P1 that "I 
have bad hearing" and gestures around his ears. P6 gestures from P4 to P3 and P2 and asks them to 
not talk simultaneously. He taps with a flat hand on the outer ring of the table: "What is it about, eh?" 
and gazes ad P3 and P2. P2 answers: "The costs of moving the studio" P3 adds: "Yes, say 60 thousand 
Euros." P6 says: "Yes, so what" and then they continue one central conversation. P2 says: "She doesn’t 
understand that they, from the ice rink (...)" and P3 shakes her head and takes the Euro-token in her 
hand (to fiddle with). P2 is still making his point and slams the table surface with his hands twice. The 
second time he does so, the central question sign falls off the camera, and he stops to say: "Oh" and P3 
says: "No I don’t think that- oh ho ho" and P4 adds: "hoo" and P1 adds: "easy, easy, easy!" P3 says: "Yes 
put down that card because it is so fierce over here!"  
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P5 continues and the heated discussion continues while P6 meanwhile resurrects the central question 
sign. Then P6 asks for central attention again, by gesturing above the table with open hands and 
clasping his hands together with a clap. P3 tries a new angle: “Aside from the technology (…)”. P6 
nods: "I really think it’s poor" and P3 repeats: "I think it’s really poor! And if you could do that from the 
library..." she gives a thumbs up, and P6 says "I totally agree" and P3 continues to explain her 
suggestion about the library and P1 brings a negative aspect of her idea to the table.  
 
Then P6 attempts to summarise the conversation, but P5 disagrees: "nooo!" to which P6 replies: "that is 
what I hear" while putting his index finger to his earlobe. P5 continues: "you don’t listen well" And a 
new discussion arises. After a while, P6 again gestures with both hands on the table and says: "but I 
propose; what are all those shows about, what are they all about?" opening his hands out to the other 
participants. P3 proposes: "Actualities!" P6 shrugs: "Yes, same as now? Or are we really going to do it 
differently?" P4 says: "No, no (…)" They all start avidly moving the tokens again. P3 and P6 continue to 
discuss and P3 explicate her agreements and disagreements with him. P3: "Yes I agree with you on 
that, you know" P6: "Yes but not him" pointing at P5 with his thumb, "I know that". Two parallel 
conversation arise. In the background, the moderator starts talking in the microphone. Out of the blue 
P1 raises his voice and suggest a new idea: "but don’t you also think that they should be a learning 
place for young people (…)” and the participants agree. Then they notice the intermezzo. P6 says: 
"Oh!" and everyone looks at the screen. P3 walks away to sit down, explaining that she can’t stand 
anymore. 
 
T11 | Phase 5: Visualisation intermezzo & break 
Due to technological limitations, this phase was not or sparsely captured by the 360º cameras and is 
therefore extracted from the narrative. After the intermezzo, there was a 15 minute break. 
 
T11 | Phase 6: Attribute Action Points to landscape 
It is the end of the break and P2 is alone at the table when he walks to table 7 with the central 
question sign in his hand. There, he switches it with their central question sign ("joking") and walks 
back with their sign and places it on his table (11), thereby dislocating the mount on the camera. Two 
camera assistants notice this and they correct the mount, but don't notice the table number switch. P2 
says nothing and when they are done and walk away he starts chuckling.  
 
After the break, only P5 and P2 stand around the table and P5 points at the place where P3 stood: 
"Ellie is gone". P2 asks him: "You are from the [local broadcaster] yourself?" P5 shakes his head and 
comes closer "Yes I’m in the BKO. I am council member (...)"  
 
P2 asks: “Did the others go home?" P5 explains: "Yes they couldn’t keep up, with standing" P2 asks: 
"And that man too I assume? And what about the other?" Camera-assistant: "They’re already coming!" 
P6 returns and sits down at his spot. P5 pats him on the shoulder: "we thought you fled away!" P6 
laughs, finishes what he was eating and rubs his hands and looks at the screen while the moderator is 
speaking. P6: "but we are left with the three of us?" P2 and P5 confirm: "yes" P5 points to P3's spot: 
"Ellie couldn’t keep it up".  
 
When the moderator mentions the wooden picks, P5 responds: "Oh! Yes. These ones" and he shows 
them to P6 and P2. P6 jokes about the Action Point word joke. P5 and P2 join in on the joke. P2 puts a 
stack of action points on top of the token in front of him: "Put on top of it like this!" They all laugh. P6 
points at the sticks: "May I have one too?" When the moderator mentions the holes in the tokens, P6 
picks one up and starts look at it from all sides, while P5 is getting more sticks and P2 is assembling an 
action point. P6 then finds the holes: "Oh here they are" and points at them for P2 to see. P5 passes the 
sticks and knocks over the central question sign. P6 tries to recover it but the mount has broken now. 
They show each other where the holes are and how the action points work.  P5 is done with the 
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preparation: "Just like that!" and pulls out a pen from his jacket, smiles at the camera-assistant, turns 
the Giftbox-token (the one that he placed as first token) to face him in the upright direction, and starts 
writing. P2 grabs a pen: "here, they have pens for you, you know" P6 looks up: "that too!" P5 jokes that 
those pens probably register what was written. They all laugh. P2 adds: "yes you are just being 
watched!" P5: "yes! But it’s about time that they start keeping an eye on him!  
 
They write Action Points individually and when P6 places one, P2 looks over to read the action point. 
In silence they write and assemble action points. P2 gets back to the topic of moving, but by asking a 
question instead of making a statement. P6 suggests to write that down: ”because I thought that was 
a good idea, an inspiring environment, broadcasting from an inspiring environment". 
 
P2 asks P6 about his role now: "But you just have a seat here in the city council?" P6 nods. Then a 
conversation about his job arises, and P2 starts telling an anecdote from his job. Meanwhile P5 and P6 
are writing action points. When they are done, P5 looks at his phone, later walks away and P6 remains 
in conversation with P2. Suddenly P6 points at the action points on the tokens with his pen and says 
to P2: "Have you already written something (...)?" P2 points one out: "Yes, I have this one, substantial  
injection" P6 responds: "yes, yes, yes, yes." P2 emphasises: “Yehes, they just need it!" P6 picks up an 
action point, reads it aloud puts it back and looks at the others. Then a participant from another table 
comes by (the chair of the local broadcaster) and tells them the costs for moving, in answer to the 
question of P2. The new participant (chair) asks whether they made an Action Point out of it: "Does this 
say that?!" And P6 replies: "Yes, inspiring location!" Then another participant comes by and two parallel 
conversations emerge. P6 ends his conversation before P2 does and P6 looks around a bit and looks at 
P2 to listen to their conversation. P5 has now returned to the table and asks P6 "How is the hockey 
going?” 
 
One of the camera-assistants tries to resurrect the question sign but P6 points out that the mount is 
broken. When the assistant walks away, P2 taps P6's arm with his pen and then taps with his pen onto 
the number on the sign. P6 picks it up, P2 taps again and P6 reads out: "seven" and laughs. P2 laughs 
and taps his arm and rotates his hands over each other: "I switched them" he laughs. P6 smiles and 
nods. 
 
T11 | Phase 7: Take / Receive Action Points  
Whilst the moderator is explaining, P6 responds to his words. When eh mentions the holes in their 
nametags, P5 looks at his badge, P2 looks at his badge, P6 looks at P2's badge and then to his own. 
They follow his instructions live. Moderator: "and look around you, or look at yourself and think hey, 
which action suits whom at this table?” P6 laughs hard: "at someone eh…" and gestures pinning an 
action point in his nametag "…plug it in there!" P5 smiles and gestures shoving all tokens in the way 
of P6. P6 does the same gesture back to him and P2 laughs hard. P6 repeats the movement again and 
they joke about their political parties. P6 then takes an action point (one that he wrote) and walks 
away.  
 
P6 comes back and P5 asks him: "to whom did you give it now?" and P6 says: "the Oosterhout vlogger 
collective" P5 responds: "ooh!" and P6 explains why: "new content, new content". He gestures towards 
the Giftbox-token and its action points and rubs his hands. P6 grabs an action point from the Puzzle-
token, reads it and looks around the room while tapping his nails on the table. P5 plugs an action 
point into his own nametag. P2 asks P5: "what kind of work do you do then?" P5: "Me? Had my own 
business for 40 years (…)”. The start a personal conversation and P6 walks away with his chosen Action 
Point. 
 
Then another participant approaches P5 with an Action Point: "Yes, this one is for Peter-Jan!" P5 says: 
"Which one?" New participant: "You receive from me: 'positively insist on (…)”. While plugging the 
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Action Point into his nametag, she nods: “You can do that!" P5: "Do you confide that to me?" P2 laughs. 
The new participant nods: "You will succeed. Well then, here you go." P5: “I very much appreciate that!” 
New participant, "Well then!" and pats him on the shoulder. P5 nods: “I find it very sweet” And the new 
participant walks back to her table. P5 chuckles and continues the personal conversation. 
 
P6 returns to his seat with a smile on his face, and takes up the action point from the Puppet-token. A 
participant (board member of local broadcaster) walks by and P6 calls her: "El, come over here!" She 
turns around and looks at her nametag and then to him: "Don’t you have any yet? Why don’t you have 
any yet?" with two hands in the air. P6 is talking and starts plugging the action onto her nametag. P6 
holds two hands up: “(…) I wish the best for you guys. (…)". Then P6 returns to his seat and takes 
another action point from the Giftbox-token reads it and looks up and walks away again. P2 and P5 are 
still chatting. 
 
 
T11 | Phase 8: Moderator’s Round of Action Points (& Closing) 
A passing-by participant shouts out a supporting statement to the chair of the local broadcaster who 
is talking in the microphone: "We are right behind you [name]!” and he turns around and jokes: “About 
twenty meters behind you, anyway..." P6 turns around, sees him and quickly grabs the action point 
from the Puppet-token and taps him on the shoulder: "Did I already give you eh" he looks at the action 
point, holds it up and points at it for the participant to read it. He plugs it into his nametag while 
saying something. 
 
A participant from the council passes by has a little chat with P6. P6 gestures towards his name tag 
and the passing-by participant points at it himself and opens his arms. P6 gives him a thumbs up: 
"Coalition I think!" And the passing-by participant laughs "yes!" and P6 laughs. 
 
P6 sees the Facebook page on the screen and grabs his phone, seemingly looking it up on his app. 
The moderator reads out a given action point in the intermezzo and P6 reacts: "Yes, agreed!" When the 
moderator mentions: "You have almost as many as the chair on your chest, by the way", P6 chuckles: 
"yes, that’s the vice-chair!" and P5 calls out: "The vice-chair!"  
 
P5 starts cleaning the table: he puts the sticks back into the cup. P6 acts live to the moderator’s 
announcement of the Facebook group and the note in their nametag. Meanwhile P2 and P5 are still 
chatting. P2 and P5 exchange phone numbers (by writing one on an action point).  
 
The moderator explains that there will be a picture taken of people's action points before they leave. 
There is laughter in the room. P2 looks down at this name tag and says": "Oh, well." He touches it and 
then grabs an action point lying in front of him and holds it in his hand. A camera-assistant walks by 
and takes a picture. P2 poses for the picture, holding the action point in front of his chest, and puts his 
hand down when the camera-assistant walks away. P5 gives a business card to P2.  
 
A participant from table 7 walks in, places the central question sign on the table, and takes away the 
correct sign to bring back to her table. A camera-assistant is helping P6 to find the Facebook Page. 
Later she also helps P5 to find it on his phone. 
 
P6 walks away but quickly turns around to shake the hand of P2 and wave at P5 "thanks - goodbye" P5 
says to P2: "Hey, we’ll keep in touch" P2 responds: "Yes, great, goodbye" they shake hands. P5 then 
thanks the camera-assistant. 
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[X]CP Table 12 
 
Participants 

 Colour of name tag Stakeholder group 
P1 Green Other media 
P2 Yellow Citizens 
P3 Bordeaux red Municipality 
P4 Blue  Local Broadcaster 
P5 Blue  Local Broadcaster 
P6 Light Blue  Council member 

 
P3 calls P6 by his name, seemingly indicating that the know each other (or that he is a public figure 
through his council membership). P5 and P6 know each other from their role in the city council. P5 
calls P3 by name once, indicating that they are familiar. 
  
 
T12 | Before the session starts… 
The camera of this table was turned on relatively late, so there is no footage before the session starts. 
 
T12 | Phase 1: Youngest participant places token 
When the moderator mentions that the youngest participant may start soon, the participants smile 
and gaze at each other and soon nod towards P5, who smiles. P1 and P3 look at the central question 
sign. The participants follow the instructions of the moderator live.  
 
When the moderator finishes: "Go ahead!" P5 immediately takes his hand from his chin towards the 
Bird-token on the opposite side of the table and moves it inwards: "I make of this: continuity, for 
actually everything you do in the local broadcasting, and by that I mean in the finances but also in the 
programming, especially programming, eh by having a good programming in your local broadcasting, 
I think that you can A reach a lot of people and B so that you can have, keep, create a viable local 
broadcasting, that's my point, I think, yes" he smiles and looks around at the other participants while 
keeping his hands clenches in front of his chest. P1 confirms: "very good". He then looks up towards 
the screen and P1, P3 and P6 look in the same direction.  
 
P3 says: "Now you see that, let me look" and P2 and P4 start looking at the screen as well, P3 continues: 
"You're the only one doing that" she taps on the Clock token, "that there are some that do the yellow", 
she moves with her index finger looking for the yellow token and P5 helps and the others look around 
too. P3 then taps on the Puzzle token: "This, this one! Puzzle is that a puzzle! P5: " Everyone may give it 
their own twist" he smiles. P2 says: "Yes, that's the fun! P5 repeats: "Yes that' the fun" They nod and 
smile. P3 says: Maybe all kinds of things come together or so" P5 replies: "Yes, that might indeed be 
possible". P2 asks: "And you may place only one". P5 answers: "Yes, I think so" P1 confirms: "Yes, I had 
the impression that the intention was that you chose one symbol " P4 adds: "Yes, the youngest ..." P5 
adds: "Yes, that's me right?" P2 smiles: "I think so! P1 confirms: "There seems to be no doubt about 
that"! P3 adds: "I have, we haven't even wondered" she gestures around the table and laughs. P1 
laughs: "Was so obvious! 
 
 
T12 | Phase 2: Participants create landscape together 
While the moderator is still explaining, P1 summarises: "So you can choose multiple things with each 
other". The moderator finishes and P5 says: "I'm curious, are there any symbols in between that you 
would choose, something different or that you would interpret differently? he gazes at P6. P6 says: 
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"Well, I understand that you opt for continuity, but I go for the content: it must be interesting for 
Oosterhout and for the municipality of Oosterhout" P2 adds: "Yes, and which one would you choose 
for that? P5 also asks: "Yes, and which one would you choose? P6 looks down at the tokens in front of 
her and slide the puzzle token in front of her: "Eh, puzzle" she shrugs. P5 says: "Okay". P6 continues: "I 
think that's the most important thing because you see, what you see happening with the newspaper, 
for example, such as [local newspaper], if you look at the region, is that there is a lot of nothing in it!" 
P1 and P5 confirm: "yes"! P6 continues: "There is no relevant information anymore, it is sensation news, 
and I find that with the local broadcaster there is a chance, to jump into that gap" she looks around 
the table at all participants. P3 leans inward and taps on the Puzzle token "but then I see this, for me it 
was about, to connect things, right, so the information with inhabitants, with inhabitants again with 
entrepreneurs..." P6 nods: "Sure, it's the whole range, it's the whole range, yes" P3: "...with the 
government, is that what it contains, then for you?" P5 suggests: "Connection" P6 replies: " Yes, yes" 
she shrugs and looks at P5. P3 continues: "Just Oosterhout connection" P6 continues: "yes, yes, yes, 
look at the area of festivities, what the municipality decides and determines, what consequences this 
has for certain neighbourhoods, what residents organise themselves, you name it, you can make it as 
broad as you like of course". 
 
P3: "Yes" P6: "You become, I think if you bring  Oosterhout special news, that you are purely focused on 
what is happening in Oosterhout, then you are already winning something compared to the regional 
media". P5 adds: "And then to put my point of view next to that, I understand what you are saying and 
I absolutely agree with that, only I think that if you do that loosely, so if you bring two messages one 
week and nothing the next" P6 nods: "No I agree that there must be continuity". P5 concludes: "so 
there must be continuity in that, other than (..)". P1 summarises: "that continuity recurs in all respects".' 
P6, P5 and P1 agree. P2 adds: "I think money" he moves the Euro-token inward, "is the binding factor". 
P5 says: "Also. But that is also in my continuity, if you have no continuity in money" P2 continues: "but 
if you have no money then there is no continuity" he touches the Euro-token and then gestures 
towards the Clock-token. There is a pause. P3 asks: "Yes, what do you need money for, what do you 
need?" P2 explains: "Well to ensure that those eh, 40 thousand euros they just mentioned" P1 reacts: 
"Well, I just wanted to say, just to keep your head above water of course" P2 and P4 add explanations. 
P2 confirms: "yes exactly". P3 says: "no but OK" P6 makes it more concrete and P1 raises her index 
finger and points towards P6: "No, but then the necessity of a local broadcaster must be seen" P6 adds: 
"there must be, there must be a plan and with that good plan, a local broadcaster makes itself 
needed". P5 confirms: "yes". P6 continues: "I think, because so ..." P3 suggests: "Yes, I think money is 
indeed important, but I think money [should be] like this," she moves the Euro-token outward, 
"because it is unacceptable that money should be leading for continuity" she holds her index finger on 
top of the Clock token, "and for the content" she then points her index finger to the Puzzle token. P6 
confirms: "no". P5 starts: "Well I am not with you ..." But P3 continues: "If this" she taps on the Clock 
token "if this is" she now taps on the Puzzle token "good, this will come" she then taps on the Euro 
token. P1 taps the Euro-token as well: "then you have a right to exist and this will come naturally" she 
points towards P3 and nods (see Figure 1). 
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Figure 1: P1 ends P3’s sentence and they tap the Euro-token simultaneously. 
 
P3 taps a few times on the Euro token "like this-" P5 suggests: "It's a bit of a chicken and egg story, 
because without money we can't make anything, and if we don't make anything you won't get any 
money either. P1 says simultaneously: "You don't get any money either". P3 explains further. P5 adds: 
"but in volunteers and the stuff you already have and yes". 
 
P2 proposes a new aspect: "But there is also a bit of freedom involved." he moves the Bird-token slowly 
forward. P1 confirms: "yes". P2 continues: "which in my opinion is also a great good.” P1 adds to that, 
and they all start discussing about the new aspect. P6: "I think that you also need that to ensure the 
continuity". P1 confirms: "Yes!" P3 suggests: "Then is" she taps on the Euro-token "then says, at that 
moment, for me this Euro is a bit like this", she moves it outward, "because when a case institute 
comes and also wants airtime right, to bring their story, then they will bring the Euros along." She 
holds her finger on the Euro-token, nods and looks around at the other participants. P5: "But that is" 
and P2 reaches his index finger towards the Euro-token and touches it at the same time as P3 (see 
Figure 1) and says: "But than it is all the more like that isn’t it?" and slides it forward with his finger while 
P3 still holds her finger on it (see figure 1). 
  

 
Figure 1: P2 slides the Euro-token inward while P3 still holds her finger on it. 

  
P3 says: "No, no, no" and slides it outward again with her finger, and P2 retracts his finger as she leaves 
her finger on it, "but it is not about that you…", she now lifts her finger up and starts gesturing in the 
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air and explains her suggestion. P6 supports her suggestion: "Well, I agree with you: at the moment 
that you create added value (...) than this is", she moves the Euro-token outward just inside of the outer 
ring: "then that is merely a basic precondition" P3 confirms: "Yes!" P2 raises his index finger and moves 
the Euro-token inward again: "but before that moment, it is indeed really here.” P6 shrugs: "yeeeah". P3 
moves her hand towards it: "No, no, no, no, that is not possible, that is not possible" P1 nods and 
points at it: “You can’t do without" P3 agrees: "No that is true" she rests her finger tips on the token 
(see Figure 3). P2: "That’s a utopia (…)”. 
 

 
Figure 3: P2 talks about “utopia” and P3 holds on to the token while she hears the others out. 
 
P4 then adds: "But I do agree with Jeroen because..." P2 puts his hand to his chest: "I fear that I am 
unfortunately right". P6 and P5 laugh. P4 continues: "I speak from experience, we have..." P6 continues 
her argumentation and taps the Euro token: "this is not the most important thing for me" she gazes at 
P3 who says "Precisely"! and P6 continues: "If your content is good", (P3: "yes"), "your diversity is good 
enough and your continuity is guaranteed" She gestures towards and gazes at P5, who then reaches 
his hand towards the Euro-token and says "but if this is true, this, then this will happen actually 
automatically" P2: "No, nothing happens automatically" P3: "Where is the money in? Where is the" P2: If 
only it were like that!" They talk simultaneously. P1 slides the Euro-token forward: "It must be there (...) 
no matter where it comes from" P6 continues and P3 agrees: "Yes, I think so too". Then the moderator 
starts speaking. 
 
T12 | Phase 3: Visualisation intermezzo 
Due to technological limitations, this phase was not or sparsely captured by the 360º cameras and is 
therefore extracted from the narrative. 
 
T12 | Phase 4: Participants create landscape together 
After the moderator says: "go ahead!" P2 immediately addresses P4: "Ad what do you think?" P5 asks: 
"the same discussion?" P2 confirms: "yes" P1, P6 and P4 discuss whether there would not be a new 
question but agree that it is the same question. P5 says: "so actually we could have left this standing 
here" P2 replies: "Yes, ah well" P3 puts her phone back into her bag, stands up and asks: "what are we 
supposed to do?" The moderator passes by and repeats the explanation.  
 
P3: "ooh" P2: "Well Ad" P4 "Well, do that one again then", he slides the Bird token inwards "I'm going 
back to this, independence, free news (...)" P5 reacts and then slides the Euro token inward: "Then 
you’re talking about subsidies”. P4 confirms: "That's indeed what we're talking about" he nods and P2 
laughs: "And therefore also about continuity" he leans over the table towards the Clock token, touches 
P5's hand who slides it inward while saying simultaneously to P2: "Continuity". P5 adds: "content" 
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while she places the Puzzle token back in the centre and P1 simultaneously (see Figure 4) slides the 
Giftbox token inward: "and I think you should also be surprising". P4 and P5 laugh: "Yes! 
 

 
Figure 4: P1 and P6 suggest adding a token simultaneously. 
 
P3 suggests: "But if you have this," she gestures over the central tokens, "then you do not need to 
place this over there" she holds the Euro-token "then you place it here" and places it back outward. P6: 
"yes”. P3 adds: "Stilll" P1 responds: "Yes, you still think" she points with a circular movement to the 
central tokens, "that his then always comes naturally" she presses her lips together with the corners 
down and tilt her head to the side. P6 touches the Euro-token: "Well, it is a indeed a precondition, but 
this should prevail", she points to the central icons, "not that” she points at the Euro-token. P3 
continues: "Because it also kills creativity and entrepreneurial mind-set when you completely” she 
places the euro-token in the centre "pre-finance it" and she places it back, holds it there and listens to 
the passer-by (one of the keynote speakers) who now starts to speak and then says "yes!" and lets go. 
The participants continue the discussion after the new input from the keynote speaker. 
 
After a while of discussion, P5 gives a summary by tapping on the tokens. He raises his index finger 
forward: "Yes but I understand what you are saying and that is true, at the moment when you bring  
good content, continuity", he pats the Clock token with a flat hand, "have, have the freedom" he pats 
the Bird token, "to do what you like, and let everything" he pats the Puzzle token and gazes at P6: 
"come together, that's what it's all about". P6: "Yes!" P5 pats it again: "content, that’s what you talked 
about? If you have good content" P1 taps the Giftbox token: "surprising" P5: "if you are surprising, then 
you have more support to approach potential advertisers, but I also agree with Ad" he gestures 
towards P4 on his right, "that it is very difficult in this, in this climate". P3 and P4 respond and then P5 
concludes: "Yes no, but then you have to be distinctive in what you place" and P3 confirms: "yes, then 
you have to be distinctive." 
 
When the moderator asks for their attention P3 realises: "Oh we have completely", she gestures with 
both hands over the tokens in a circular movement, "not done this anymore! P5 says: "Well" P4 says: 
"yes, we've pushed all of them back right? P3 responds: "Yes, but that’s also not bad is it? P1 repeats: 
"all back" They conclude that they only did not use the Puppet token. P5 lifts it up and says: "if you look 
that way it farts"! P3 responds: "that you have to wind it up". 
 
 
T12 | Phase 5: Visualisation intermezzo & break 
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Due to technological limitations, this phase was not or sparsely captured by the 360º cameras and is 
therefore extracted from the narrative. After the intermezzo, there was a 15 minute break. 
 
 
T12 | Phase 6: Attribute Action Points to landscape 
During the intermezzo or the break, the participants changed their landscape: they have stacked the Puzzle-
token on top of the Clock-token. (making P5 not visible from the camera angle)  
 
P3 and P4 joke about getting back in their original places. P6 taps the icons that are off to turn their 
lights on. P3 and P5 wonder and joke about the action points. P3 asks whether P1 has left. 
 
P3 then takes the Puzzle-token from the Clock-token and hovers to place it back on the table and P6 
gestures at the token: "no it should be like this!" P3 places it back on top of the Clock-token and says: 
"oh you did that". (see Figure 3) 
 

 
Figure 5: P3 removes the Puzzle-token from the Clock-token but P6 immediately prevents it. 
 
P3 asks: "will we get the same question again, I would like it if we would get another…." The others 
agree: “yess!” The moderator continues his explanation. Then P3 looks at the neighbouring table and 
says: "Oh wait" and then assembles an action point. P3 gazes at P6, P5 and P4 and they all laugh about 
the moderator’s Action Point word joke. P3, P4 and P5 follow the moderator’s instructions live and 
they show each other the holes.  
 
P6 says: "actions that I find important" and grabs a pen. P3 says: "Creative with hats". P2 announces: 
"oh. I already hear a crack, that’s typically me". P3 announces: "I place, eh, focus" P5 repeats: "Focus” 
and P3 responds:|: “yes" while writing. P5 continues: "is that an action?" P6 announces: "research into 
opportunities" and starts writing. P3 explains: "on target group. And then not youngsters." P2 reacts 
and they start discussing the target group of youth. P2: "I think it should be! I think the right to exist of 
the local broadcaster is to start with youth! It should be a breeding ground for the future." P5 
responds: "well then I see dark clouds!" They continue the discussion altogether. P3 holds up the 
action point: "So, may I then place it anyway?" Meanwhile P2 places an action point. P6 puts on her 
glasses: "what is that" P3 explains: "Well, focus! But not with youngsters!" P6: "Yes" P5 answers: "Yes you 
may place that, of course. What did you place Jeroen?" P3 continues: "Where should I leave it?" P2 
replies to P5: "Unique content, freedom of press" P6 replies to P3: "ehhh" and she moves her hand 
towards the puzzle-token. P3 places it in there while saying: "Yes, doesn’t really matter actually does 
it?" P2 continues: "I think as long as your unique enough that you…" P5: "yes" P2 finishes: "that those 
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are the preconditions" There is a pause. P3: "and ehm" there is a pause. P6 taps two tokens on that 
were off. P2 asks: "But should it be for all Oosterhout inhabitants?" P?: "Nooo" P3:" Well that’s why I did, 
that’s why you need a certain image of what you are going to work for or where you do it for, and of 
course everything around that is also, but”, P2 confirms: "yes that is by-catch" 
 
P4 tries to place an action point while others are speaking, but he cannot manage. He comments and 
P6 helps him. P3 listens to P5 and says: "Oh, maybe I have another one! Change of name!" P5 asks: 
"Change of name?" P3: "Yes! I stand for change of name! If you really want something new (…)”. P5 
confirms: "They have a dent in their image." P3 repeats: “Yes they have a dent, need a new name. I do it 
all with the best intentions right!?” P5 responds: “no, no, no, absolutely”.  P2 agrees: “New name, I 
totally agree" P2 adds: "Got a way to negative name" P3 adds: “Yes you, you guys, won’t ever get away 
from that, no” P6 confirms: "Yes of course". P2 adds: "yes that’s a shame because you have so many 
good ideas together!” P3 discusses with the others that the Action Point for the new name should go 
into the Gift-token. P6 laughs. P3 concludes: “So then we’ll take that one." P2 asks P4 why he does not 
agree. 
 
T12 | Phase 7: Take / Receive Action Points  
When the moderator mentions their nametags, P6 looks down at her badge, P4 looks down at his 
badge, P3 puts on her glasses and looks down at her badge. P2: "aah" and P3 takes out the note from 
her badge. Moderator "let’s shift into doing-mode" P6 chuckles. Moderator: "Look at the table (...)" P6 
looks at the action points and leans over to get a stick while laughing and then leans towards P2 and 
P3: and suggests a token for someone and laughs and they smile. They wonder if they can hand out 
Action Points to other tables. After the explanation P3 announces: " I have the very annoying 
characteristic that I never pay attention when explaining so if someone else can tell me what I should 
do?” P4 suggests they should stick to their table and P3 asks the camera-assistant for instructions.  
 
P5 takes the Euro-token and places it in front of P6: "well, here you go, the cash!" they laugh. P5 starts 
taking all action points out of the tokens: "We take everything out now" and he starts reading them 
out loud. P3 removes the puzzle-token to see the actions better. P5 reads: "work out creative ideas, 
well I find that, that is also something that suits me" P3 takes an action point and puts it on the table in 
front of P4: "And this one is for you!" P5 leans over to read it: "Working out small ideas, yes Ad that is 
something for you" P2 adds: "This one too!" and puts another action in front of him. P6 observes: " we 
thought money was quite important but no action at all was taken on money! That's actually a bit 
strange isn’t it?" P3 nods: "No, so we do in fact first go for" she gestures with both hands making a 
circle above the central tokens "a plan, and then follow the money" P6 agrees: "Yes, yes that’s true. But 
still it is a part. At least, the only part that I can do something about!" she laughs.  
 
Meanwhile P5 looks at an action point and reads: "New name, that is for Jeroen!" P3 repeats: "is for 
Jeroen" and she takes it and gives it to P2 while P5 says: "You may brainstorm about a new name" and 
P3 says: "You represent the inhabitants, the eh" P2 asks: “I represent a new name? I represent the 
inhabitants yes that’s right" P3: "yes, right?" P2: "Yess okay" and lies the action point down with his 
nametag "I am an inhabitant". 
 
P3 takes an action point at places it in front of P5: "this is also for you" P5 meanwhile is clustering the 
action points: "This is a board thing". P3: "I don’t need any, I don’t need" P5: "This is from the board, 
chair". P3 looks behind the table and says: "Oh wait, we can also put all of them, eh, or we dump all of 
them at [chair of the broadcaster]!" P5 jokes: "Well, all to the [chair]!, [chair] come here!" he laughs and 
P3 laughs and P2 smiles. P6 takes and action point and walks over to Hans. P5 sees someone at table 
13: "Oh Roy you really have a lot!" He responds: "yes I got homework! (…)" P5 replies: "Well, then come 
over here!" Another participant walks towards P5 and gives him an action point: "new shows!" P5 takes 
it and reads out: "new shows with high viewing rates" he laughs, P3 laughs and P2 laughs and says: 
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"that’s not something for you" to the new participant who walks off laughing. Another participant 
immediately follows to give P5 an action point. P5: "of course, of course!" P2: "what more do you get 
from the [local broadcaster]?" The new participant reads it out and pats P5 on the shoulder: they laugh 
and he walks away. The next new participant follows and start pulling P5's jacket at the place where 
the badge should have been: "Yess!" P5 holds up his badge with tokens and holds it in front of his 
chest: "I’m already full!" New participant: "What is that about! No it’s not full yet" and fakes placing an 
action point but does not. P3 observes: "Yes, it is quite striking that everything comes on your plate 
now, isn’t it?" she nods at P5. P5 nods: "Yes, absolutely".  
 
P5 starts plugging the action points that were lying in front of him into his badge and then turns to P4 
on his right: "Ad, what have you got?" P4 reads them out and P5 confirms: "news and news, yes that’s 
for you" P2 agrees: "Yes but I get that". P5 meanwhile has put on her bag.  
 
A new participant walks to P5 and takes his action points off his badge one by one and shows them to 
P5. P3 says: "Yes you should indeed keep them because they may include very valuable things". P5 
adds: "Actually I would like to have them all". P3 agrees: "Yes, yes you should take them all for eh" The 
moderators starts speaking and P5 puts his nametag full of action points back on the table.  
 
 
T12 | Phase 8: Moderator’s Round of Action Points (& Closing) 
In the beginning of the intermezzo a new participants walks over to the table and P5 already 
welcomes him with a gesture with both hands. The new participant leans over and P5 says to him: "It 
is already full!" but the new participant says: "No whining!" and gives an action to P5: "Renew!" P5 
repeats: "Renew" and plugs it into his nametag. P6 asks the new participant: "Have you also got 
something for me, eh?" and P5 says: "Yes money was for you" and puts the Euro-token in front of her 
and back again, smiling. P6 jokes about the money aspect and she smiles and pats the new participant 
on his shoulder: "if there is a good plan, we happily do that!" The new participant shrugs: "Well if we 
can arrange that, than it will be fine!" P6: "Yes!" and shakes his hand. The new participant looks at P5 
and gestures between himself and P6: "I just arranged it!" P6 laughs as he walks away.  
 
A new participant walks over to P5 and gestures at his chest where the badge should be and P5 holds 
up his nametag full of action points. The new participant then laughs: "Oh!" They both laugh. The new 
participant asks P6: "Don’t you have anything?" and P5 takes the Euro-token and puts it in front of P6: 
"No she has this one" and P6 holds her hand over it and says "I have that one" P5 repeats: "She has that 
one". P6 explains what she will do (release credit) by metaphorically releasing the Euro-token and P4 
holds up the Bird-token as a warning. 
 
P4 investigates the Bird-token and then takes the Giftbox-token in his other hand to compare the 
bottom. 
 
P6 listens to the other participants in the intermezzo and confirms what she hears. P4 listens to 
another participant during the intermezzo and reacts: "That’s again a [political party] remark" and P3 
turns around to him and says: "Is the biggest party, it is the biggest party of Oosterhout, it’s the biggest 
party!" P4 shrugs: "yess". 
 
When they hear about the pictures, P5 and P6 laugh and P4 looks down at his nametag. P4: "I’ve not 
dressed for that!" and P6 laughs: "no!" P4 looks at P5: "yes, he took all those cards that were left". P5 
attaches his nametag on his chest. 
 
P4 investigates the table and P5 joins him: "(…) good quality (…)” and P4 says: "Students, huh?".  
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When the date of the evaluation is mentioned, P6 puts on her glasses and takes out her phone to 
presumably write the date in her calendar. 
 
P6 looks around and says: "Well, hey, have a nice evening" and shakes P2's hand. Then to P5: "Hey 
thanks" and shakes his hand, "have a nice evening" and shakes P4’s hand. 
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[X]CP Table 13 
 
Participants 
 Colour of name tag Stakeholder group 
P1 Blue Local Broadcaster 
P2 Yellow Citizens 
P3 Yellow Citizens 
P4 Green  Other media 
P5 Light Blue  Council member 
 
 
P5 is vice-chair of the city council and he is the host for the entire evening of the informative and 
interactive session. P2 and P3 know each other from being former volunteers at the local broadcaster. 
 
 
T13 | Before the session starts… 
Awaiting instructions from the moderator, P5 is fiddling with the Giftbox-token, moving it back and 
forth in front of him. 
 
T13 | Phase 1: Youngest participant places token 
When the moderator explains that the youngest may start the participants chuckle a bit and P5 
gestures towards P1, as if giving him the turn. P1 smiles with half of his lips. All participants but P1 
stand on one half side of the table, opposite P1 and facing the visualisation: they all fit into the 180º 
image of one of the two camera lenses (see figure 1). P1 is the only participant from the Local 
Broadcaster. P5 investigates the bottom of the Giftbox-token. 
 

 
Figure 1: All participants but P1 stand on ‘one side’ of the table. 
 
Immediately after the moderator says: "Go ahead", P1 reaches for the Puppet-token and places it 
centrally: "Well then I would go for this one" and he looks behind him (to the screen). P4 asks: "Why?" 
P5 steps around the table to look at it from a different angle and P1 embraces the token: " Well, I think 
it's a person who gets wound up like, yes, that used to be done with toys". P1 makes a winding up 
movement with his hands and then pushes the token inward a bit more: "I think that this is most 
important for a local broadcaster that people are activated to do something, to get involved in 
something. In order to know what is going on, I think that this is the most important thing that you 
activate people, also in order to start doing things locally, I think. Involving yourself in the community 
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where you come from." P5 points at the Puppet-token: "but could it not also be that it means that it is 
a dormant organisation that needs to be turned upside down?” He gazes at P1 who nods and says: 
"That might also be possible, depends whether that is individual…" P5 gazes at P2, P3 and P4 and 
raises his hands in front of his chest and shakes them "yes I eh," P4 adds a joke about the local situation 
and P4 and P5 chuckle. P5 shakes his head smiling: "No no no go but by eh no no no. I would eh, oh 
no, I can't say that" he steps backwards. P5 shrugs: "It's your choice, you have to do it. He moves the 
token back and forth a bit: "Well now there's something there. Look that's this I think. Or not, is that 
this?” Then they search for the token on the screen. They find their table number on the Central 
Question Sign and the bottom of the tokens.  
 
The moderator starts talking and they place the tokens back. 
 

 
Figure 2: the participants explore the markers on the bottom of the tokens. 
 
 
 
T13 | Phase 2: Participants create landscape together 
Immediately after the moderator finishes, P5 says: "I would, I would say that one, right". P2 asks: "should 
that one go to the centre?" and he slides it slowly to the centre. P5 explains: "That indicates that it is 
the eleventh hour for the [Local Broadcaster]!"  
 
P5 lifts up the Puppet-token "This is clear right, this is the [Local Broadcaster] that should get moving, 
that is clear right?" He then lifts up the Clock-token: "This is one, yes it’s the eleventh hour", he then 
places it back and lifts up the Puppet-token: "The [Local Broadcaster] should get moving" he gazes 
around at all participants, takes a step back folds his arms and smiles contently and cheekily. P1 
concludes: "So time is important for the [Local Broadcaster]." P5 leans in to hear him better and P1 
repeats: "You say time is important for the [Local Broadcaster]." P5 steps back and there is a pause. P3 
replies: "yes". P5 steps back towards P1: "Well, yes, you don’t have that much time left!" P1 confirms 
and asks: "No exactly. But how can you then identify the clock with what is important for the 
broadcaster?" he points and circles above the Clock-token and then puts his hands on the edge of the 
table. P5 puts his finger on the clock symbol: "that it’s the eleventh hour! You have five minutes left" he 
gestures with five fingers and steps back. P1: "I understand that indeed, but yes that is an important 
aspect of the situation, but how is that for the goals (…)?" P5 replies: "I think that you need to get a 
move on" P1 repeats the conclusion: "Yes so in principle; time. Time is important". There is a pause.  
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P5 wonders: "Is the intention that we place all of them?" P1 adds: "Yes I am not sure if I now should 
choose one or…". Then the participants start exploring the symbols on the tokens. P1 lifts the Bird-
token and shows it to P5, and the others lean in to look at it too: "I think this is a peace dove or 
something" P5 responds: "Oh yes a peace dove". 
 

 
Figure 3: P1 shows the Bird symbol to the other participants. 
 
P5 then turns the Euro-token "and what is this one?" P1 answers: "that is money" P5 confirms: "Oh yes 
that is money" P5: "Well we heard that in the presentations of both [Chair of the Local Broadcaster] 
and [other speaker] that (…) everywhere money is often leading!" P5 lifts up the Euro-token and tilts it 
towards P3 and P4. P2 confirms: "yes", nods and points at the Euro-token in P5's hand and gestures 
from the Euro-token towards the centre and P5 (follows this indicated movement) and places it in the 
centre and stands back in his original position. P2 taps on the Euro-token and explains what should 
happen in terms of earning money. P5 agrees: "yes" and P2 points at and keeps his finger on the Euro-
token and continues to explain. P5 nods: "they also said: content content content content" and makes 
a turning gesture in the air. P2 confirms that and adds a new aspect by pointing toward the Giftbox-
token. P5 holds it and P2 slides it towards himself into the centre: "this is the content". P5 says: "That’s 
the gift" P2 clarifies: "Yes, gift has content" he shrugs. Then P2 starts explaining until he is distracted by 
the researcher who crawls under the table. 
 
P4 looks at the screen: "It is already fixed! We are there." P2 places his hand on top of the Giftbox-token: 
"No but what I wanted to say, back in the days you could work from the content…" P5 interrupts him: 
"We are not there yet, Table 13 we are (…)" P2 puts his fingers on the Giftbox-token and continues: 
"what I wanted to say (…)" and continues his contribution. The others agree: P5 says: “Yes yes no no" 
and P2 adds: "that’s proven" and P5 nods "Yes". P2 says: "So that".  
 
Then P4 slides in the Puzzle token with his index finger and says: "Of course it is very difficult to make 
that puzzle, what it now actually is, (...) because these are all, actually they are all islands he" he taps on 
the separate puzzle pieces in the symbol "are actually the islands of the [Local Broadcaster]" he retracts 
his finger and then returns it, tapping in the same way: "It's been like this for years, they're just islands. 
P2 reacts to this while he gestures at the puzzle token. Again there is a short interruption when the 
researcher comes to fix the tracking technology in a second attempt. The participants offer to move 
their table to a darker area if that would help. 
 
P5 points at the Bird-token on the other side of the table: "That one still needs to go". P1 places it 
forward behind the Euro-token and the Clock-token and says "This one, the dove". P4 adds: "The peace 
dove" and he smiles. They continue to discuss the not-working technology of their table. 
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T13 | Phase 3: Visualisation intermezzo 
Due to technological limitations, this phase was not or sparsely captured by the 360º cameras and is 
therefore extracted from the narrative. 
 
T13 | Phase 4: Participants create landscape together 
While waiting for the moderator’s sign to start, P2 asks: "what are we supposed to do now?" and P4 
responds to continue with the Central Question. When the moderator says: "go ahead", P5 asks: 
"Should they go back now?" and he takes the Giftbox-token to the outer ring. P2 then takes the Clock-
token to the outer ring as well while saying: "I don’t know what he intention is”. P3 and P4 also take the 
tokens in front of them to the outer ring. And then P5 wonders: "Or should we just continue 
philosophising about this?" and he places the Giftbox-token back in the centre and P2 does the same 
and moves it around. P2 says: "I don’t know, what is now the intention?" and he looks around. P1 
explains: "Now we should compose it to importance, I think", he moves the Bird-token a bit outward 
and the Euro-token further outward, "what we find most important". P2 replies: yess" P1 continues: " 
and whether we perhaps re-interpret things after this explanation ". P5 concludes: "A deepening eh" 
And P4 suggests: "I think news, eh" he moves it in the middle-centre "that that should especially stay in 
the centre, because that’s the most important" P3 rephrases: "News value" and he looks around. P4 
repeats P3’s rephrased word: "News value". Then the participants start a discussion about news. P5 
leans in and taps the Time-token "And time!" P5 is meanwhile fiddling with the Giftbox-token. 
 
 
P5 uses a metaphor of the symbol and a movement to ask a question: “But how do you want to go 
about the news?” While hovering the bird-token to the centre, P5 enacts that “the dove quickly brings 
the news to the [Local Broadcaster]”. P2 confirms and does a counterproposal, by taking over the 
token from the hand of P5 and moving it all the way outward while saying: “why does the [local 
broadcaster] not go out to collect the news?" There is a pause and when P2 starts talking again P5 
interrupts: "That’s not an answer to my question and I want an answer to my question". P5 then 
repeats his movement and sentence and adds: “what happens then with the news?” P 2 answers and 
P1 adds a remark to which P4 responds and a discussion arises. 
 
Then P5 summarises the discussion by using the token landscape as narrative: "So that dove, that 
comes in via phone with the news", he brings the Bird-token out and inward again, "and eh, after that, 
time, you must make a planning of that", he lifts up the Clock-token "then you can bring content" he 
gestures over the Giftbox-token "and then it’s about working", he lifts up the Puppet-token. He steps 
back and smiles contently. The others respond and P1 suggests it is not comparable to the newspaper 
and P4 refers to P5’s initial question and they discuss further. 
 
P5 tells an anecdote by means of the tokens for a regional broadcaster and then asks the others to fill 
in a hypothetical example with the tokens for the case of the local broadcaster. P2 gives a personal 
anecdote instead of answering his question and without using the tokens. But in the end of his 
anecdote he comes back to the landscape and points at the tokens while rhetorically asking: "so what 
happens with these streams?"  
 
Now P5 asks around who is from the Local Broadcaster and they find out that P2 and P3 formerly were 
volunteers there (and speak from that experience). P5 points with his pinkie finger to the central 
question sign reading: "what is important for the local broadcaster?” And immediately suggests the 
answer: “well I think that what we are discussing now, that that is important for the local broadcaster. 
But it does not come out!" He then places the Euro-token in the centre: "Does that have to doe with 
money?" P2 and P4 say: "No!" and P2 slides it away from the centre into the outer ring. P5 then also 
slides the Giftbox-token (previously meaning content) and the Puzzle-token to the outer ring. 
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P2 then slides the Euro-token that he just resolutely moved away slightly inwards: "Do you know what 
ís important with money? What that [name] does! I do the same in my job" P1 then asks P2 and P4 
whether their experiences as volunteers were with the current or an older board. The discussion 
continues but soon the moderator announces the next phase. 
 T13 | Phase 5: Visualisation intermezzo & break 
Due to technological limitations, this phase was not or sparsely captured by the 360º cameras and is 
therefore extracted from the narrative. After the intermezzo, there was a 15 minute break. 
 
As the tracking system of table 13 had technological difficulties, their landscape was not included in the 
visualisation. Therefore, the moderator gave special attention to this table-group in this intermezzo.  
 
T13 | Phase 6: Attribute Action Points to landscape 
Upon returning to their table after the break P5 asks: "Are we left with the three of us?" P4 responds: "I 
don’t know" and he looks around. While waiting for new instructions, P5 slides the Giftbox-token in 
front of his position at the table over the outer ring and then in circles over the table, without speaking 
(fiddling). Moderator "We’ll not slide anymore after the break" P5: "oh" and pushes the Giftbox-token 
back to the edge. 
 
As soon as the moderator mentions the "wooden sticks" P5 takes out the pens from the container and 
takes action points. P4 repeats the word joke, but they don’t laugh about the joke. P4 leans over to 
take action points as well, and P2 does the same. They act out the moderator’s instructions live. And 
then, they start assembling them and start writing in silence.  
 
Then P2 asks what the tokens stood for again. P4 points at each token and explains their meaning. P5 
asks: "and where should this go then?" P2 taps on the token and explains: "here are holes." P5: "Oh, are 
those holes." P1 now also returns to the table (from the break) and asks: "What eh what are we 
supposed to do? Write Action Points?" he asks P5. P5 replies: "Yes, what you want with those symbols" 
and they talk further. 
 
P4 places action point without speaking and takes a new one. P5 places another one ("well they could 
have made those holes a bit bigger"). P2 asks the meaning of the Bird-token. P2 asks P5 how they 
came up with using this method of the TU Eindhoven and P5 explains briefly. P2 says: "I do find it a 
really good idea" and the rest continues writing and placing action points. P4 says: "Yes such a 
university would be happy to do that" P3 adds: "yes, one must come up with it, something like this." 
They continue writing and placing action. At some point, P5 declares: "There!" and stands back and 
takes out his phone. P4 places one and stands back scratches his head looks sideways and announces 
that he thinks it is good like this. P2 then asks P1 about his role with the Local Broadcaster. They talk 
about their roles and backgrounds. P5 finds the note in his name tag, takes it out and shows it to P4: 
"On Facebook you can follow it, look!" 
 
P5 takes out papers (the script) and starts to write on them (for his closing speech). 
P1 then asks P5: "And you are in the city council or…" and they have a conversation about their roles.  
 
P5 shakes and mentions the tokens while searching for them on the visualisation "here we have the 
blue one" he slides the Puzzle-token inward and back and forth while looking at the screen. Then he 
puts it back and tries the same with the Giftbox-token. P4 explains: "we have turned off again, you 
know". P4 shows the indicator LED on the tracker box to P5 and explains: "At all other tables that light 
is on but not at ours. Truly table 13 right?" 
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P2 then asks P1: "What do you do actually" P1: "I study history" and they have a personal conversation. 
P5 and a passing-by participant are chatting in a tête-a-tête. P4 looks at them and looks around. 
 
 
T13 | Phase 7: Take / Receive Action Points  
P5 is writing on his sheets of paper. The moderator explains the next phase and P1 and P2 act out his 
instructions live. P1, P2 and P4 look at the table and P5 puts his sheets away. When the other 
participants laugh at finding out that they are about to divide the actions amongst people, the 
participants at T13 don’t laugh. While the moderator is still explaining, P5 already takes an action point 
from the Bird-token and plugs it into P1's chest, seemingly without talking. P4 also takes one and plugs 
it into his own badge. P2 takes one, looks at it and says: “You can also place something with another 
person, can’t you?”  
 
P5 takes a next action point and again plugs it into P1's badge seemingly without speaking, and P2 
smiles. P2 jokes that P5 seems to be a ‘good judge of character’. P5 says: "let’s see I had another one, 
didn’t I?" and he takes an action point and plugs it again into the badge of P1 in the same way. P1 tries 
to read them while they are on his chest. P5 then gives an action to P2 while telling what it is.  
 

 
Figure 4: P1 is reading the Action Points that he received from P5 and P5 gives one to P2 while saying what it 
is about. 
 
P5 then hands out another action point to P1 saying: “Here I also still have (…) news, actually belongs 
to you.” P1 looks at it, receives it and says: “great”. P1 then mockingly suggests: "Shall I just take all of 
them home otherwise?" Upon which P2 with a bit of delay responds “no man”.  
 
P4 plugs an Action Point into P2’s nametag and he asks what it is before he realises that he wrote it 
himself. P5 takes one and reads "hunting actualities" and plugs it into his own badge. P2 holds out his 
hand with an Action Point and asks: "who wants ‘behind the news’?" In a rapid pace, the participants 
hand out action points to each other. P1 jokes that it is becoming visible who belongs to the Local 
Broadcaster (by the amount of Action Points on their nametags). 
 
There is only one action point left, in the hand of P2. P2 starts fiddling with the two tokens in front of 
him, sliding them back en forth and then takes out his sheets of paper. P2 tries to lose the action point 
in his hand "Who, who? Well come on, knock yourself out!” He then he lays it down on the table in 
front of P1: “You indeed have to do it all". P1 asks what it is and adds it to his nametag. 
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Figure 5: P2 tries to get rid off the last ‘orphan’ Action Point, holding it out while asking: “who?!”  
 
A participant from T12 notices the amount of action points on P1's badge and says something and P1 
replies: "Yes I got homework!" P2 comments and then they talk about his Action Points, upon which 
he decides: “Hey, what if you also get this one!" and he takes his two actions points out of his nametag 
and lays them in front of P1 on the table.  
 
P5 takes out one of his two actions: "Hunting actuality, that actually also belongs to you doesn’t it? I 
don’t have to hunt actualities at the [Local Broadcaster]". P2 points to P1: "That’s the guy, I don’t have 
to do that either!” P1 suggests: "Is it perhaps and idea that I take all of them?" P5 takes his other action 
out as well and lays them on the table in front of P1 ("yes") and takes of his badge and puts in on the 
table.  
 
P2 suggests to P4 that he could also give his actions to P1. P5 says: "No do keep them to yourself" 
(while he himself did give them away to P1) and P4 decides "No I will keep them myself". In this way, 
only P4 keeps his two Action Points on his own nametag, all other Action Points are now on P1’s 
nametag.  
 
P5 pushes the tokens in front of him more to the centre and then puts back the Euro-token on the 
outer ring "Hey this one didn’t belong, did it?". 
 
The moderator asks for their attention and P1 looks at the visualisation and turns back to the 
participants and remarks: "It is just like a Picasso". 
 
 
T13 | Phase 8: Moderator’s Round of Action Points (& Closing) 
The participants react to the Action Points that are being read out. When another participant at 
another table (T6) asks about feedback from this session and P5 nods: "Yes!" When a few times the 
need for financial support is mentioned, P4 remarks: "It looks like that must be the outcome".  
When the moderator reads out action point "The city council should look more to goals and vision 
than to money", P2 agrees: "Agreed!" Later P4 responds to another suggestion: “that’s a dangerous 
one” and P2 agrees. 
 
A Participant from table 7 (a board member of the Local Broadcaster) notices P1's empty chest: "don’t 
you have anything yet?" and P1 explains that he even took those of others and that he already put 
them in his bag. They laugh. 
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When the light of the Euro-token does not come on, P2 and P4 make a metaphorical joke about the 
money having run out. 
 
Upon the announcement of the picture, P2 jokes with P1 about the amount of action points that he 
has. P2 then explains: "Is the most logical that you have hem" and P1 agrees that he is the one who 
should act upon them. 
 
P2 turns the Euro-token upside down and investigates it. P2 taps on tokens to turn them on: "it is like a 
game" and P4 agrees: "yes" P2 adds: "whoever thought of this has been genius" P4 says: "yes that has 
also been an assignment of course" P2 continues: "Yes but indeed a genius one. The ideation, the 
designing, the working out, the testing, making…" P4 tilts his head: "yes". 
 
P1 P2 and P4 join the spontaneous applause for the TU. 
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[X]CP Table 14 
 
Participants 

 Colour of name tag Stakeholder group 
P1 Light Blue Council member 
P2 Blue Local Broadcaster 
P3 Light Blue Council member 
P4 Light Blue Council member 
P5 Yellow Citizen 

 
 
Despite the moderator’s instructions, this table includes three members of the city council. P1, P3 and 
P4 are hence familiar through the city council. 
 
 
T14 | Before the session starts… 
Awaiting instructions from the moderator, P5 is fiddling with the Giftbox-token, moving it back and 
forth in front of him. 
 
T14 | Phase 1: Youngest participant places token 
P3 is already preparing for his turn (as youngest) by scanning all the tokens on the table. He hesitates 
briefly when starting, waiting for the moderator to finish talking. He then immediately takes the 
Puzzle-token and lifts it up and brings it to the centre: "I was doubting for a moment, but I take this 
one", he hovers in the middle and tilts it for the opposite participants to see, "this is the puzzle-piece", 
and then places it. "For me puzzle pieces stand for a local broadcaster that, towards the citizen, the 
news eh, what is going on, eh, forms a whole [of the news] as a kind of puzzle eh. And especially a 
local broadcaster, especially critical of the municipal government so to present that puzzle of all 
decisions that are taken actually ready-made to the citizen." He gestures interchangeably with one 
hand and with both hands above the token while saying this. Then he leans back and lifts his hand 
palms up and shrugs "That was it" and clasps his hands together. The other participants respond: 
"Clear" (P4), "I find it beautiful" (P2), “yes” (P6) P3 says: "Yes, I try my best.” P4: "We agree with it!" P2 
continues: "I find it very beautiful. And thought of so quickly". P3 responds: "Yes but I was already 
thinking, you know" and they laugh. P3 explains that he already started searching for a token to use, as 
soon as the moderator mentioned the ‘youngest’. They laugh. P4 adds that he did not even ask to 
confirm if he was the youngest. They laugh. 
 
P5 meanwhile moves the Puzzle token a bit to the right (perhaps for his sight of the camera lens?). P4 
looks at the puzzle-token that P3 placed: "That is indeed a nice symbol actually.” He then embraces the 
Puppet-token in front of him: “I have no idea what I should do with this one." P2 leans over to look at it: 
"That is an eh", and P4 then sees what it is and he gestures winding up above the token. P2 stands 
back "Oh yes" he then lifts the Clock-token in front of him and investigates it a bit. P4 looks around the 
table at the other symbols. 
 
T14 | Phase 2: Participants create landscape together 
The participants react to the moderator when he says they might not all agree about this first placed 
token. P2 turns around to look at the others and nods: "Yes, we do", P2 smiles and tilts his head to the 
side. Then P4 nods and they both tilt their head to the side while pouting their lips. 
 
Immediately after the moderator stops talking P1 puts his fingers around the Bird-token in front of 
him: “then you need a carrier pigeon for that, huh!" he laughs and gazes at P2 who tilts his head and 
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agrees: "yes" and then P1 slowly slides the Bird-token inwards. P4 gazes at P1 and asks: "What do you 
think Henk?" P1 explains about doves quickly bringing the news from the city to the broadcaster. P4 
moves his hand to the Puppet-token in front of him and then back and looks around the table: "Yes, I 
also have some ideas about that…" P2 repeats P1’s suggestion as a summary while he gestures in the 
air. P4 then adds his suggestion. 
 
P4 says: "I’m actually just looking for deepening" P3 adds to this suggestion and when the discussion 
continues P4 looks down at the token in front of him and up again: "I don’t know which one would, 
well let me just take this one then, wham!" and he places the Puppet-token in the centre, just behind 
the first placed Puzzle-token.  
 
P1, P2 and P4 discuss the informing function of the local broadcaster, particularly in disaster scenarios. 
P3 interrupts this discussion by referring to their aim: "But if I eh, from the centre is the most important, 
how would you then eh, and towards the edge is less important…" P2 confirms: "Correct!" P3 
continues: "That’s the assignment to me, so where should the carrier pigeon be then?" P2 adds: "Is that 
carrier pigeon then more important" he slides it inward "than that one?" he slides the puzzle-token 
outward "or is that one" he slides it back inward "more important than that carrier pigeon?" he slides 
the Bird-token outward. 

  
Figure 1: P2 asks which token is more important tan the other, while sliding them back and forth to indicate 
both options. 
 
P4 was leaning inward to look and says: "No no no, this one stays here" and he taps the puzzle-token. 
P1 responds: "I think they are equally as important! No first you should…" P2 responds: "so that is the 
question." P1 continues: "Before you can piece together the puzzle pieces (…)" P3 suggest that it 
depends on the goal and for the added value of a local broadcaster he suggests that the Bird-token 
would be less important. P2 responds: "Yes but I eh" he embraces the Bird-token with his fingers 
without touching it, "am indeed eh", he gestures to P1 with the same hand, "in agreement with him, 
with Henk”, he goes back in the embrace and slides it a bit forward, "because", and slides it back and 
forth a few times "that carrier dove does bring the local news" and he moves the token in tiny circles 
on its place. P1 adds to that. P2 continues with an example. P4 gestures to P1: "Henk is completely 
right", P2 folds his arms, "look, you must get your news from somewhere." P2 nods: "yes". P4 gestures 
towards P1: "(…) that I agree with you completely" he nods and puts his gesturing hand on his side. 
 
P2 makes a circular movement on the Time-token icon with his index finger: "I see this as a clock, eh”, 
he lifts it up and tilts it and pans it to show it to the other participants, "I see this as a little clock." P4 
confirms: "OK" and P2 puts it down and says: "and then I put this in for the moment" he slides it 
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forward slowly and P4 says: "yes" P2 slides further "and then I place it against the ‘news’ of Henk!" he 
aligns the tokens. "Because news is one" he taps the Bird-token, "But being up to date", he taps three 
times on the Clock-token and keeps his fingers on top of it and pauses, "is also very important I think”. 
P4 confirms: "yess, agreed" and leans inward. P2 explains further while he points at and touches the 
Clock-token from the side: "Then that can be very up to date" he rests his index finger on top of the 
Clock-token. P4 confirms again: "yes" and P2 concludes: "that I also find important" and he folds his 
arm back. P4 agrees: "I find that precisely relating to me earlier point of seeking for deepening and…" 
P2 agrees: "yess okay" and P4 repeats that it matches. P2 agrees: "(…) yes doe relate to that a bit" Then 
P3 summarises: "So if I summarise it, say so when I summarise it wrongly, but you’re actually saying 
(…)” P2 and P1 continue the discussion about availability of news. P4 jokes: "otherwise we will create 
news. [Political Party] council member abuses [Political Party] council member. Always works well" he 
gestures at P3 who is smiling. P4 laughs and makes boxing gestures in the air. P3 jokingly suggests 
another hypothetical scenario to create news. P4 says: "and then he has a nice story!" All laugh. P2: "yes 
then I have a nice, new, story, what should go on still tonight!" P4: "yes exactly!” and he refers back to 
‘deepening’. 
 
P2: "Yes eh ehhh" he embraces the Clock-token with his thumb and index finger, "I push it back a tiny 
bit" and slides the token outward a bit and holds it "I push it back a bit." P4 asks: "Why?" And P2 
responds: "Just for no reason".  
 

 
Figure 2: After a discussion, P2 proposes to slide the Clock-token outward a bit and he announces that while 
he does so. 
 
P3 replies: "Well, I do agree with that, it is firstly about…" P2 says: "yes I’m also just trying, eh" he 
gestures left and right in the air above the table. P3 continues: "the total image, I agree with it thus far, 
the way it stands now" he gestures to the tokens and then puts his hand on his chin. P2 points to the 
Puzzle-token: "You do stand very far forwards!" P4 points at the puppet-token: "why isn’t this one 
lighting up?" and gazes at P2 while P3 and P5 both approach the token with their hands and P5 
embraces it while P3 taps on its top ("oh sorry” he smiles and P5 smiles back) and then it turns on and 
they retract their hands. P4 stands up straight: "Oh!”, and gazes towards P3: "How did you do that 
now?" P1 starts a suggestion that the Bird-token is more important and pushes it a tiny bit with his 
index finger, when the moderator starts to speak. 
 
 
T14 | Phase 3: Visualisation intermezzo 
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Due to technological limitations, this phase was not or sparsely captured by the 360º cameras and is 
therefore extracted from the narrative. 
 
T14 | Phase 4: Participants create landscape together 
P1 and P2 and P3, P4 and P5 are chatting and then the moderator announces that they can start again. 
P4 asks shows the Giftbox-token to P3 and asks what it is. P3 says: "gift". Meanwhile, P1 slides the Bird-
token from the centre to the outer ring. P4 asks the others now: "anyone any idea what this symbol 
might…" P2 replies: "that is the gift!" P4: "hey, gift." P2 says: "yes the local broadcaster should be the 
gift for Oosterhout, I would almost say." P3 "I find that going very far!" P2 taps him on the shoulder and 
laughs. P4 and takes the token under his arm and makes a joke. P2 laughs and P4 puts it back on the 
table and claps his hands. P2 says: "okay” and P1 looks behind him to the screen. P2: "can it be a gift?" 
P4 says: "yess..." he turns it and lifts it up to investigate its bottom. P3 sees that Bird-token has changed 
position and says "Hey the dove was indeed important, it was!” P1 asks whether the tokens can stay 
and P2 answers: “yes this one can stay!" and slides it back to its original place. P3 makes a suggestion 
for what the Giftbox-token could mean and the others react. Then P3 says: "I’m wondering" he leans 
inward and gazes at P5: "what do you find important for you?" P5 leans in: "I’m thinking, huh, the 
added value, huh, (…)" and starts a story about broadcasting in the hospital. P4 asks for clarification in 
regards to the local broadcaster. P5 continues and P3 interrupts: "yes what is added value, huh" and P5 
confirms: "Right! You have, for every human being (…)" P4 says: "Oh. But then we have a bit of the first 
difference of opinion at this table." He points back and forth between P2 and P5 and explains why. P5 
denies and P2 explains his view on it and P1 adds something and P5 continues with an example. P3 
concludes: "You should indeed go and define what you find the added value, that is correct, yes.” P5 
brings up a new topic, that of the different nationalities in Oosterhout. P3 wonders if those people 
would watch and gives an example of Turkish stat TV and the current presidential elections. In reaction 
to that example P4 raises his middle finger in the air (for the topic not for a person at the table). P3 taps 
the table with his fingertips and continues: "what do you think now..." but P4 interrupts: "Oh my, what 
am I doing now” and mentions the camera P1 jokes about it. P3 taps and lifts tokens to turn them on 
again. P5 continues his story.  
 
P2 slowly extends his arm to the side to the Euro-token, embraces it with his thumb and index finger 
"we haven’t talked about money yet" and slowly moves it just inside of the outer ring. P4 jokingly 
responds that he does not want to talk about that. P2: points at it and adds: "Yes I am putting it on the 
edge". P4 says: "Okay". P3 adds: "Those are preconditions right?" P1 and P2 laugh. P3 continues: "Yes I 
actually find that symbolic" he gestures towards it "yes money is a precondition but how it gets there 
then, yes, yes" he shrugs. P4 confirms: "Yes, I just think that when the [Local Broadcaster] comes with a 
good product then expenses don’t need to be spared."  
 
The discussion continues and P2 makes a point and then adds: “But eh eh I don’t know", he gestures 
over the tokens, "which puppet I should place with that, you know" and continues with a personal 
anecdote. P3 responds: "well yes, I think it is just, that news" and he points at the Bird-token. P2 starts 
tapping the Puzzle-token and says: "Maybe yours", he now starts tapping the Bird-token with his other 
index finger, tapping both at the same time: "Those two?" and raises his hands with the hand palms 
up.  
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Figure 3: P2 is tapping two tokens at the same time while proposing that those two might both be related to 
what they are talking about. 
 
P4 taps on the Puzzle-token " this one actually contains everything, huh, this one (…)" Then P5 turns 
back to his example: "Do you know how much it costs, one day of television in the hospital?" 
 
P5 continues to talk about added value: "When you, about added value," bit by bit, he moves the 
Puppet-token forward, more central than the Puzzle-token "back in the days (…)" and he let's go and 
gestures. Then P2 slides the Puppet-token back. The others do not react to it. P1 later turns his eyes to 
the tokens but then gazes back to P5. Then P2 proposes to summarise together: "I think that we 
should take a moment for our table here" he gestures with his fingers spread out over the table "to get 
it round again, you know, so we should say, what do we think", he takes the Clock-token and the 
Puzzle-token and slides them back and forth, alternating: "the most important" and now he let's go of 
the Clock-token and moves the bird-token in the same way and then lets go of all tokens. P3 responds: 
"I can live with it like this!" and he slides the Clock-token a bit outward. P5 aligns the Bird-token with it. 
P5 says: "Let it stand like this!" P2 moves the Puppet-token a bit outward. P3 adds: "and eh" he reaches 
over but stops because P4 reaches forward to slide the Puppet-token back inward while smiling and 
saying: "no no no no no!" P2 laughs and P3 leans back and laughs. 
 
 
T14 | Phase 5: Visualisation intermezzo & break 
Due to technological limitations, this phase was not or sparsely captured by the 360º cameras and is 
therefore extracted from the narrative. After the intermezzo, there was a 15 minute break. 
 
 
T14 | Phase 6: Attribute Action Points to landscape 
Only P2, P3 and P5 stand around the table and P5 took the position of P1.When the moderator 
mentions the wooden sticks, P3 looks down and P2 looks around. P2 smiles about the moderator’s 
word joke and starts taking action points. P3 starts taking a pen and action point too and starts to 
assemble it and says: "they even have humour at the TU!" to P2 who snorts. They laugh and look at P5.  
 
When the moderator mentions the holes P2 leans inward to look for the holes. P3 takes out his glasses 
and starts writing an Action Point while the moderator is still explaining. P2 looks at him writing. P3 
asks how to plug the Action Point into the token and P2 takes the Action Point over and says "there" 
and plugs it in the token. P3 jokes about wearing glasses, design and that the holes are too small. 
 
Then P2 asks P3: "What did you write down, by the way?" P2 takes a new action point, jokes about his 
handwriting and says what he wrote: "expertise of content " P2 says: "okay!" P3 explains what he 



« APPENDIX – 126 » 

means with what he wrote. Afterwards P2 announces: "I find this a difficult assignment!" Meanwhile P5 
has been writing individually. P3 asks: "yes?" P2 says: "Yes" P3 clarifies: “Oh this assignment" P2 
confirms: "This one, this one now". P2 then asks P5: "What did you write down, Rafael?" P5 shows his 
action point to P2 who says: "Do read it out, if you will". P5 reads out: "More recognisable on the 
streets". P2 starts to interpret this new topic and then clarifies with P5 what he meant exactly: "Or do 
you mean that differently?" P3 continues writing. 
 
P3 gives an example situation and then he finds out that P2 belongs to the Local Broadcaster. From 
this role, P2 asks him a question and they ideate about a tool to share news by citizens. 
 
P3 places action point without speaking, while P2 and P5 are conversing. P3 takes a new action point 
and thinks about what to write, while listening to P5 and then gazes at P2. P2 asks him: "Does 
something still pop up?" P3 says: "I think, if you want this" he taps on the Clock-token, "actuality (…) 
must in one way or another gather news. Yes I am putting a question mark with it, whether you 
should want that, could for example also be (…)" and places it in the Clock-token. P5 gives an example 
of a programme by the Local Broadcaster. P2 starts tapping the Clock-token while P5 is speaking: 
"Then he is being threatened huh!" P5 asks: "What?" P2 repeats: "then he is being threatened!" still 
tapping it. P5 asks: "How, then?" P2, still tapping explains: "you’re not really up to date anymore, are 
you?" P3 disagrees: "ho but hold on a minute (…)” and gives an example relating ‘deepening to 
‘actuality’.  
 
 
T14 | Phase 7: Take / Receive Action Points  
The participants act out the moderator’s instructions live. Moderator "if you look at you nametag there 
are holes in there too" P3 looks down to his nametag, P5 comes out of his position and does the same. 
Moderator: "have a look at the table, what kind of actions stand there" and P2 steps towards the table 
and looks at the actions. When the moderator mentions that they can hand out action points, P2 
smiles. P3 immediately reacts: "Yes, when it comes to this," he points at the bird-token, "I am council 
member, well... I should be one of those volunteers." He gazes at P2. P5 asks: "One of those 
volunteers?" P3 explains: "without it becoming, eh, yes that it remains ethical of course, but I could in 
fact, when we find something, but it should not become a mouthpiece of a political party of course so 
(…) “. P2 reads the action points. P3 continues: "I am no Berlusconi with three TV channels" he laughs. 
P5 and P2 smile.  
 
P5 reads an action point. P3 says: "About some things I do have…" Then P2 takes an action point off 
the Clock-token and announces: "Eh I find this pretty exciting" he holds it out in the air. P3 agrees: 
"yes". P2 waves with it while looking at P3 and then places it on the table. P3 reacts to it while P2 
fiddles with the action point. P3 points at an action point: "Expertise of content, maybe in particular 
that, I had ‘deepening’ over here”. P2 says: "yes". P3 takes the action point and reads out: "Collaboration 
and research, yes, I do see myself as someone (…) I do of course have some knowledge of things from 
my work (…) I could (…) write a deepening article”. P2: "Hmhm" P3: "I could support (…) so I will bring 
this one to myself" and he plugs it into his own name tag.  
 
P2 is now also plugging one into his own nametag. P5 asks him: “What does that say now?”, while 
pointing at P2's chest. P3 addresses P2: "And you", he takes an action point, "are going to walk around 
with a [Local Broadcaster] cap!" he gives it to P5 and laughs, and P5 takes it and glances at it and then 
gestures to P2 and repeats his question. P2 explains what his Action Point says. P5 nods. Then they 
joke about wearing the cap and being sponsored by the city council. P5 brings the discussion back on 
topic when he says: "Master plan". P3 responds to that and P2 takes a blank action point and jokes: "I’m 
also taking this one on!" and assembles it and then holds it in front of his chest for the camera-
assistant and smiles. P3 looks at the action point and smiles a bit. 
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T14 | Phase 8: Moderator’s Round of Action Points (& Closing) 
P5 asks P2 (from his role): "Will this be on the [Local Broadcaster] tomorrow or not" P2: "yes! Yes such a 
little piece", he gestures a size between his thumb and index finger. 
 
When another participant mentions an action point at their table, P2 gestures to that table with 
thumbs up. 
 
When the moderator says: "Nametag and a little note is attached to that" P3 looks at his chest and 
starts to fiddle with it P3 looks at this nametag.  
P3 puts his action point back on the table from out of his name tag. Just then, the moderator says: 
"definitely keep those actions on your chest". P2 starts laughing and points at P3 who walked away 
and now is approaching the table again. P2 slides the action point over to P3 who says something and 
redoes his shirt but does not react to the action point. 
 
P2 fiddles with the action point in his hand and starts to take out other action points and lays them on 
the table and raises his hands with the hand palm up while looking at P3: "Who will take these ones?" 
P3 looks around: "The researchers, I think".  P3 smiles. P3 looks once more at his empty nametag. 
 
P2 takes a picture of the chair giving his closing speech. P3 films the closing speech.  
 
P3 and P5 join the spontaneous applause. 
 
P5 shakes the hand of P3 who says: "Hey see you!" P5 returns the greeting.  
 
P3 pats the back of P2 and walks away. P2 was busy trying to give action points to another participant: 
"Here we have a few left!" The other says: "No no no no no!" 



« APPENDIX – 128 » 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
	

	

	
	

	

	
	

 
Appendix I 
	
	

 

Patterns & Variations of all other [X]CP Tables than the 
example table (T7) 
(Related to chapter 8) 
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[X]CP TABLE 5 
	
T5 | Before the session starts… 
 
Observed patterns:  
Recurring phenomena from my observations of other tables are:  

o Participants explore the table and the objects on the table, some by looking and some by 
touching or moving around tokens.  

o Participants joke about the camera. 
 
Observed variations:  
Only on table 5 and the participants express their uncertainty. On the other tables, participants look at 
the table and the objects, and look around them and wait for instructions.  
 
Preliminary insights: 
My interpretation of the interactions around the [X]CP table in this phase is that: 

o It seems that participants want to feel safe, when they confirm their uncertainty amongst 
each other. Sharing their uneasiness seems to release their unease. The confirmation 
amongst each other is directly the first moment where the participants act as a group: when 
all of them are uncertain, they are safe; they are connected by uncertainty.  

 
T5 | Phase 1: Youngest participant places token 
 
Observed patterns:  
Recurring phenomena from my observations of other tables are:  

o The youngest person is already playfully appointed during the moderator’s explanation 
o The other participants express a form of agreement/confirmation to the first input 
o Immediately after the moderator stops talking, the youngest participant places a token with 

explanation (the selection of a token and the motivation were already prepared!) 
o The youngest participants prepare for the first step (they scan the symbols on the tokens) 

 
Observed variations:  
With the positioning of the first token, the participants of T5 already start questioning and 
summarising the input of P3, the youngest and therewith first participant to place a token. This is 
remarkable as on most other tables, participants do not interrupt the first input and they sometimes 
even wait to comment until the moderator announces the next step.  
 
Preliminary insights: 
My interpretation of the interactions around the [X]CP table in this phase is that: 

o Participants use the tokens as scaffolds (Van Dijk, 2014) they refer to earlier statements or 
their own previous words by tapping/holding/gesturing towards tokens. They use the 
tokens in their sentences, as "that" or "this" without repeating the content that it stands for. 
This leaves the exact meaning a bit ambiguous, and as the interaction process progresses, 
the participants reshape (or add to) its meaning, organically. Furthermore, tokens can 
become related to the person who first positioned them: ‘yours’.  

o P3’s body language turns into somewhat distant or careless when she closes her point, 
while before she was avidly gesturing to explain the meaning for her. It seems like she feels 
self-conscious that she was the main speaker for a while now and that it is time for others to 
speak: maybe she wants to give them an opening by shrugging at her own statement, 
perhaps communicating: 'but that's just me maybe you have something better to say". 
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o It seems that the physicality of the tokens and the spatiality of the table play a role in 
(steering) turn-taking and interruption. Participants tend to gesture towards, hold, move or 
tap on tokens while they speak, and it seems that their movements are the primary 
communication in turn-taking and speech is secondary: when participants are limited in 
their movement with or towards a token that they intend to speak about, they stop their 
speech when their movement is limited, and only continue their speech when the space for 
their movement is opened again. In this way, [X]CP mediates turn-taking and allows 
participants to indicate their intention to speak (e.g. by holding up or tapping on a token) or 
their openness towards other viewpoints (e.g. by carefully letting go of token and placing 
hands on the outer ring of the table (outside of the ‘game’ landscape)). Moreover, the tokens 
allow participants to express their thoughts with meaningful gestures by expressing in 
gestures around the token that what it stands for is, for example, important, delicate, 
precious, protruding or should be safeguarded.  

o It seems that the movements that participants make, guide their speech. P4 literally pauses 
his interruption because his movement that accompanied his sentence was prohibited 
because of P3's on-going movement. Actually, the verbal interruption of P4 in P3's speech, is 
in turn physically interrupted by P3 through her movement. Apparently P3's words "if it is less 
important" (a what if scenario?) and short pause after them, opens up space to interrupt. 

 
T5 | Phase 2: Participants create landscape together 
 
Observed patterns:  
Recurring phenomena from my observations of other tables are:  

o Suggesting turns, giving turns (by gestures) is most often done by participants with a light 
blue nametag: the council members of Oosterhout. This is not surprising, as facilitating 
behaviour fits their professional role in the context. Moreover, this behaviour reflects the 
vision of the city council of Oosterhout (as is the popular vision on municipal conduct in 
the participation-society): the municipality is a facilitator for society to flourish. 

o On all tables, participants figure out together which symbols can be found on the tokens 
at their table. Sometimes a participant shows the symbol to the opposite participants 
(who otherwise see it upside-down), or they ask “what have you got there?” (P1T7), or they 
start sharing suggestions for possible interpretations of a symbol. 

o When a participants expresses something that is important to the conversation, without 
relating it to a token or placing a token, other participants tend to ask the participant to 
place a token to go along with their verbal contribution (P5T12: “yes, and which one would 
you choose for that?”). 

o Summarising each other’s input happens regularly. Summaries are hardly contested. 
o Participants are most likely to explain their contribution before or while positioning tokens. 

In some occasions, participants may position a token before explaining why it should be 
there; the place it like a statement, or an attention-seeking action. Such movements do get 
the attention from other participants as they then generally gaze at the participant, 
awaiting their explanation.  

o In their way of handling tokens, participants express a certain emotional/contextual layer 
to their words or give them a certain ‘load’ (e.g. embracing without touching seems to be 
sign of hesitation, carefulness, or pushing it forward with only two fingertips seems to 
express a careful proposal, while tapping on it seems to express a strong emphasis and 
confidence). (also in Phase 4) 

o Participants use imaginary token movements to explain the ‘rules’ or to make a 
suggestion. 
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o Participants define tokens together and position them in relation to one another, while 
discussing how they relate (cause and effect, precondition to result, more important than, 
go hand in hand, etc.) 

 
Observed variations:  
Table 5 itself presents quite some unique phenomena in this phase, that I did not observe at the other 
tables. 

o T5 is the only table where participants preplan a turn-taking order for the whole group. On 
other tables, it does happen that participants give each other turns occasionally (e.g., a 
person who had not spoken before, on T14). 

o It only occurs two times (once on T5 and once on T13) that a participant suggests that 
another participant places a token for them, rather than placing it themselves. Both 
participants are council members and in both instances the token is on the opposite side of 
the table to them. In both instances the other participant asks where exactly to place it (“and 
it doesn’t matter where?” (P3T5)). 

o Two out of five participants at T5 express that another participant already placed ‘their’ 
token, and consequently feel obliged to choose another token to position, rather than to 
add their comment to or reposition the token they initially thought of. This seems to be a 
consequence of the circular turn-taking order that was decided on T5, as this situation is 
unique for T5.  

 
Preliminary insights: 
My interpretation of the interactions around the [X]CP table in this phase is that: 

o After placing a token, sometimes participants keep their hand on or above the token. At T5, 
P2 places the Euro-token, briefly lets go and then holds on to it. I interpret three potential 
motivations for that. Perhaps he does it to secure its position (because it is important, and 
because he knows that P5 is inclined to move it outward, to a less important placement on 
the table). Or he wants to keep addressing it (does he have more to add?), or maybe he 
wants to keep himself closely linked to the token's meaning (don't touch my input!). 

o Participants can (try to) keep each other 'on topic' by pointing at, and in this case even 
reading out loud, the question on the question sign. The fact that the question is made 
available physically, makes it possible for participants to explicitly refer to it; it gains a role in 
the social interaction, in this case it functions specifically to indicate to a participant that he 
should talk about the topic at hand (and not drift off too far). 

o Participants make their own rules (each place a different token).  
o It looks like participants dare to be more outspoken as time progresses, and dare to question 

each other a bit (in the beginning they let each other just 'state' things). Also, they have 
gotten to know 'what kind of viewpoint' each of them has, (e.g. he is a politician, or he is all 
about money) and seem to take that into account in the conversation by addressing specific 
people (for support or when making a bold statement), or making jokes about it (the 
stereotypes).  

o It is interesting that the participants are making up rules and steps, and seem to prefer 
making rules amongst themselves over waiting for and listening to the moderator to explain 
it to them. Perhaps it contributes to a group-feeling if they make the rules by themselves. By 
deciding together what the next step is, they generate a kind of commitment to that next 
step amongst each other, like a social contract.  

 
 

T5 | Phase 3: Visualisation intermezzo 
Due to technological limitations, this phase was not or sparsely captured by the 360º cameras and is 
therefore extracted from the narrative. 
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T5 | Phase 4: Participants create landscape together 
 
Observed patterns:  
Recurring phenomena from my observations of other tables are:  

o Summarising each other’s input happens regularly. Summaries are hardly contested. 
o Participants seem to use tokens to make jokes (metaphor symbol or light, position on 

table) as a means to divert from a sensitive topic, or -contrary- to point to a sensitive topic 
(politics) or to deflate the tension at the table.  

o Participants also use tokens to attract attention, to ask the floor or to propose a new angle 
to the conversation. 

o The behaviour of a participant (e.g. dominance) can be addressed by pointing to tokens 
instead of to the participant themselves. In this way, critique can be expressed without 
‘attacking’ someone on the person-level (ad hominem). 

o Participants tend to point or touch (embrace, tap, hold) the tokens that they are referring 
to as they speak. 

o There are three instances of failing technology (namely: token light off (T5), or tracker 
malfunction (T7 and T13)) and in each instance it distracts participants from their 
discussion. They focus on the technology until it works again, and then rapidly switch back 
to their discussion and continue where they left off. 

o When failing technology works again, participants cheer collectively.  
o Inspired by the intermezzo, participants borrow interpretations for tokens from other 

table-groups. This can lead to a new outlook on their created landscape, or it solves an 
impasse. 

 
Observed variations:  
On T5, roles are discussed already in phase 4, while on most tables roles are discussed (even later) 
while writing and appointing Action Points, in phase 5 and phase 6. 
 
Preliminary insights: 
My interpretation of the interactions around the [X]CP table in this phase is that: 
 

o It is fascinating that P3 moves and points at the Euro-token by covering it with her whole 
hand in this segment, as if to cover the Euro-icon in order to take the discussion away from 
money and to help instil the new meaning of 'Professionalisation' that she is suggesting.  

o The meaning of tokens changes often, but not always with consent of all participants: 
regularly, participants paraphrase each other, or just repeat one word that matches their 
stake the best. 

o Illustrating the mediation of technology in the tokens is that when a token's light goes off, 
or on, the participants stop the conversation and dedicate all their attention to it, (e.g. 
trying to make it come back on again, or wondering how it turned on). At T5, P2 seems to 
be a bit annoyed by the distraction and tries to get back on track but it only really happens 
when the light is fixed (coincidentally). Three participants cheer for it when the light 
comes back on. At table 7 participants also collectively stop to look if their table is working 
and cheer when it does. These interruptions by the technology might contribute to a 
group-feeling, as solving the ‘tech problem’ and cheering together can bring a certain 
team spirit or sense of collective accomplishment. 

o There seems to be a wave of increasing and taking off tension: Focused on-topic, Joke, 
Focused on-topic, Joke, Focus on-topic.  
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o What P5 says seems nice for PSM: "we will not work it out here, but we understand it, the 
same". 

 
 
T5 | Phase 5: Visualisation intermezzo 
Due to technological limitations, this phase was not or sparsely captured by the 360º cameras and is 
therefore extracted from the narrative. 
 
 
T5 | Phase 6: Attribute Action Points to landscape 
 
 
Observed patterns:  
Recurring phenomena from my observations of other tables are:  

o Participants follow the moderato’s instructions with their gaze: they discover the holes in 
the tokens and the way to assemble the Action Points. They laugh about the “hoe’tjes” 
word joke.  

o After the moderator’s explanation they start writing down actions, often while announcing 
what they write. Before plugging an Action Point into a token, they tend to explain their 
reasons for plugging it into that particular token, or they ask the others where it belongs.  

 
Observed variations:  

o Remarkable on T5 is that P1 is writing Action Points as a solo activity. He does not speak 
while writing or plugging in the Action Points. During the discussion, P1 did not get much 
chance to speak (was interrupted or ignored) and it might be that he seeks redemption in 
writing a lot of Action Points, in order to leave his mark anyway. Only on T13 participants 
write Action Points without speaking, on the other tables participants naturally tend to 
explain what they wrote (or are writing, or are going to write) down. 

 
Preliminary insights: 
My interpretation of the interactions around the [X]CP table in this phase is that: 

o The physicality of the tokens affords manipulation of the landscape and thus manipulation 
of the collective meaning (landscape). P5 hides a token and later places it back- but not at 
its original position but at a –according to him- more desired position. By manipulating 
the token landscape, P5 expresses his objection in a ‘funny’ way, but at the same time –by 
in my interpretation purposefully not placing it back in its original position- he 
demonstrates that he really feels that the landscape should change. His joke about 
manipulation, has real manipulative consequences.  

 
T5 | Phase 7: Take / Receive Action Points 
 
Observed patterns:  
Recurring phenomena from my observations of other tables are:  

o When it becomes clear from the moderator’s explanation that the Action Points will be 
attributed to persons, the participants laugh. 

o Whilst the moderator is still explaining, participants already start unplugging the Action 
Points and suggesting suitable persons for them.  

o Participants During this phase, participants start asking each other about and start 
explicating their role in the issue at hand. 

o In almost all cases, participants accept and wear the Action Points that are presented to 
them. 
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o Participants bring Action Points to relevant participants at other tables than their own tables. 
The moderator did not mention this as a possibility: it was thought up by the participants. 
This was unseen in the earlier [X]CP sessions, and could be explained by the scale and 
closeness of the community. As this session took place in a small city (big village) some 
participants with active roles in the community stood out and were found by others. 

o Participants encourage the person that they present an Action Point to (“you can do this” or 
“this is really something for you”).  

o Participants tend to give out Action Points by directly plugging them into the name-badges 
of the receiving participants. 

 
Observed variations:  

o P5 refuses an Action Point: this does occur at some other tables, but it is rare. 
o P1 volunteers for an Action Point but is ignored, while at other tables participants are 

actively searching for volunteers or suitable persons to take on an Action Point. 
o P1 wrote many Action Points but then takes none for himself. This occurs at some other 

tables, but it is rare. At other tables, participants tend to explain why they don’t have any 
Action Points. 

o On some tables, participants start networking and even exchange phone numbers or 
business cards (T11, T10). 

o On some tables, this activity leads to unexpected compliments and praise between 
participants. 

 
 
 
T5 | Phase 8: Moderator’s Round of Action Points (& Closing) 
 
Observed patterns:  
Recurring phenomena from my observations of other tables are:  

o Participants seem genuinely interested to hear what kind of Action Points other 
participants are wearing on their nametag. 

o In this phase, participants start inspecting the table and the tokens closer. Perhaps they 
now dare to do it, or perhaps they feel it is the first opportunity because they don not 
need to use the tokens anymore. 

 
Observed variations:  

o A few participants are wearing the majority of the Action Points on their name-badge. 
They are board members of the local broadcasting foundation: semi-public figures that are 
literally carrying their responsibilities in the form of Action Points. 

o At other tables, participants tend to explain why they don’t have any Action Points. 
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[X]CP Table 6 
	
T6 | Before the session starts… 
 
Observed patterns:  
Recurring phenomena from my observations of other tables are:  

o (see T5) 
 
Observed variations:  
Table 6 is the only table where a participant comments on the [X]CP system (table, tokens) by noting 
that this session must have been costly.  
 
Preliminary insights: 
My interpretation of the interactions around the [X]CP table in this phase is that: 

o There seems to be a certain scepticism towards the organisation or the legitimacy of this 
event, as the first notion is the fact that the organisation seems to have spent money on it. 

 
 
T6 | Phase 1: Youngest participant places token 
 
Observed patterns:  
Recurring phenomena from my observations of other tables are:  

o Participants laugh when selecting the youngest participant at their table. 
o Participants confirm the first-placed token with agreement. 
o Participants start defining all symbols together. 

 
Observed variations:  
P4 wonders whether they should not al agree on the first-placed token. 
 
 
T6 | Phase 2: Participants create landscape together 
 
Observed patterns:  
Recurring phenomena from my observations of other tables are:  

o Participants decide how to approach the discussion and the creation of the landscape 
together: they make their own rules e.g. regarding the ownership of tokens. 

o Participants ask each other questions about their motivations for placing tokens (P5: “what 
kind of story do you have for that?”) 

o Participants use the Central Question Sign to get back on topic. In this case, P5 uses the 
CQS to interrupt P6 and to denounce what P6 is saying as ‘not relevant’ to the central 
question, to continue to describe his answer to the question, in which he does explicate, 
that it is his own view. It is debatable to what extent P5 is using the CQS to get back on 
topic and to what extent P5 uses it to take the stage and provide his own explanation. 
While he does point at the CQS, he does not read out the CQS, perhaps because he is 
more interested in bringing his answer than the question itself to the attention, or perhaps 
because he is interested in making his point than directly answering the question.  

o P3 uses the CQS to steer away from personal/local particularities and to instead broaden 
the scope of the conversation. 

 
Observed variations:  
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o Participants discuss the idea of ‘owning’ the token they are aligned behind. They soon 
decide to reject this idea, but it is the only table where this idea was explicitly suggested. 

o Seemingly random movements of tokens are an exception in the observations. P2 is sliding 
the token in front of him back and forth without intending to position it; he is fiddling. P5 is 
fiddling but ends by sliding it forward, thereby positioning it- seemingly unintentionally. 

 
Preliminary insights: 
My interpretation of the interactions around the [X]CP table in this phase is that: 

o It seems that P4 and P5 are quite confident in the value or even righteousness of their input 
and do not shy away from steamrolling over others. They can use the [X]CP elements to 
enhance this (e.g. P5 with the CQS) but the [X]CP can inversely also be used by other 
participants to question their input (e.g. P1 with Euro-token). 

 
T6 | Phase 3: Visualisation intermezzo 
Due to technological limitations, this phase was not or sparsely captured by the 360º cameras and is 
therefore extracted from the narrative. 
 
 
T6 | Phase 4: Participants create landscape together 
 
Observed patterns:  
Recurring phenomena from my observations of other tables are:  

o P1’s suggestion of a rule (clear the landscape) is half accepted by action (P3 and P6), and half 
rejected by words (P4) and action (P3) and is thereby in limbo. None of the participants ask 
for a clear decision. 

o Participants are already planning their next steps before the moderator has finished his 
explanation. 

o Participants collectively suggest meanings for symbols. 
o Participants often search for confirmation while or after positioning a token, by gazing at the 

others or by asking “right?”. 
o Participants can announce that they are taking their turn to speak by lifting up a token 

before placing it, or by placing it. 
o In the physical way in which participants position a token, they (subconsciously or 

consciously) communicate their feelings towards the content: it can be uncertain (pushing 
with a tip of one finger), or very confident (lifting high and hitting the table surface with 
sound at the landing), or it can be obvious (carelessly shoving a token). 

o Participants question each other’s positioning and can address their behaviour (P6: “yes you 
immediately push it forward now”). This leads to an explication of the content it stands for.  

 
Observed variations:  

o P4 seems to regard the maintaining of the initial landscape as a sign of strong willpower. In 
his interpretation, unheard at other tables, to change your landscape would mean to let the 
new input (intermezzo) persuade you to change your mind: a sign of weakness. This is 
interesting in that the same action, changing your landscape, could also be interpreted as 
being brave enough to doubt the limits of your view and come to new conclusions based 
on new input/learning.  

o Table 6 shows a rare example that illustrates how self-imposed rules about physical 
restrictions lead to verbal limitations. P6 feels that the tokens are allocated, so he asks his 
neighbour to switch the tokens in front of them so that he can use the Giftbox-token. P6 is 
restricted from using that token because the group ‘doesn’t do gifts’ and because he can 
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only use the token allocated to him. The result is that P6 does not place the token and 
hence does not explain the motivation he had in mind for it.   

o P4 exercises power by making tokens physically unavailable (claiming them with hand 
gestures around them) for other participants (P4 makes a ‘wall’ around the token and waves 
P6’s hand away). P4 marks his presence by even taking over a token by hand movements, 
‘forcing’ P6 to make space for their incoming hand. This territorial way of interacting with the 
tokens is unseen at the other tables. 

o The participants at table 6 differ from other table-groups in that they are less concerned 
with creating relations and prioritisation between tokens in their landscape and less eager to 
motivate their positioning of tokens than observed on other tables. 

 
Preliminary insights: 
My interpretation of the interactions around the [X]CP table in this phase is that: 
 

o It seems that P4 sets the stage for crude interactions, and for diminishing the agency / 
denying the action possibilities of P6. As P6 is a board member of the local broadcaster, he is 
a public figure in the community (he is known) and his organization is under question in this 
session. It seems that P4 and P5 are making use of P6’s underprivileged position in this 
session to tell him what he can and cannot do- with a layer of humour (and therefore 
innocence) of course.  

o In addition, it seems that P4’s blunt way of positioning tokens has created a setting where 
short statements go along with token positioning. After that, the participants discuss. But 
while placing, participants motivate much less than participants from other tables. 

 
 
T6 | Phase 5: Visualisation intermezzo 
Due to technological limitations, this phase was not or sparsely captured by the 360º cameras and is 
therefore extracted from the narrative. 
 
 
T6 | Phase 6: Attribute Action Points to landscape 
 
Observed patterns:  
Recurring phenomena from my observations of other tables are:  

o In this phase it becomes apparent that some participants know each other, at least by 
first name and affiliation, as they address each other by name, or direct questions to 
specific participants who can provide background information.  

o Some participants announce their actions and the content of the AP’s that they are 
planning to write. Others write in silence but read them out loud while plugging them 
into tokens, or only explain (P3) them afterwards when others show interest in them. 
Yet others (P2) do not write but do react upon the announcements and think along 
with what others write. 

o Participants help each other to assemble and plug in Action Points. 
 
Observed variations:  

o Only at one other table do participants talk about the follow-up of the session during this 
phase. 

o Four out of five participants wrote Action Points and each of them wrote only one, except 
for P1 who wrote two Action Points together with P2. This is a remarkably small number of 
Action Points in comparison to the other tables. 
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Preliminary insights: 
My interpretation of the interactions around the [X]CP table in this phase is that: 

o There are two styles of creating Action Points: individually or collectively, but in the end 
(while placing them on the tokens (that belong to all of the participants!) in the collective 
landscape, they become part of joint sense-making processes again. 

o Announcing their actions and reading out loud the content of their Action Points makes 
their ideas available to other participants. This is striking, as the AP’s are the first instance 
around the table that allows for individual sense-making; participants choose to open up 
this activity into a participatory sense-making (collective) activity by sharing their plans, 
and their ideas for content. Indeed, other participants respond to this content – as far as 
they are not preoccupied with their own sense-making process while writing. 

 
 
T6 | Phase 7: Take / Receive Action Points 
 
Observed patterns:  
Recurring phenomena from my observations of other tables are:  

o Participants follow the instructions of the moderator live. 
o Participants find it funny that one of them receives (almost) all Action Points. 
o P6 showcases some of the Action Points that he will take on to the other participants with 

a certain sense of pride/mandate. 
o Participants receive Action Points from participants from other tables, and vice versa, they 

hand out AP’s to participants at other tables. 
 
Observed variations:  
o P1 moves all the tokens in front of P6 by means of attributing all Action Points to him. At 

other tables participants leave the tokens in place, but just take out the Action Points and 
put them in front of another participant.  

o Only at T5 and T6 participants discuss the documentation and topical follow up of this 
session. P2 starts to wonder how their input will be documented and the group starts to 
discuss the possibilities and P1 asks this question to the moderator. 

 
Preliminary insights: 
My interpretation of the interactions around the [X]CP table in this phase is that: 

o The taking up of Action Points becomes a collective activity, even though P6 is given all 
AP’s. P6 shares the actions that are asked of him, by holding them up and displaying them 
to the others. He even adds his own motivation for taking them up: demonstrating his 
acceptance of receiving all of them and showcasing his sense of responsibility. 

 
 
T6 | Phase 8: Moderator’s Round of Action Points (& Closing) 
 
Observed patterns:  
Recurring phenomena from my observations of other tables are:  

o Participants request the Moderator to shed light on the Action Points on their nametag.  
o Because of the unequal division, participants laugh at the discovery of pictures being 

taken from their nametags with Action Points. 
 
Observed variations:  

o P6 requests the moderator to come and he explains an Action Point that was assigned to 
them, but not written by them.  
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[X]CP Table 9 
	
T9 | Before the session starts… 
 
Observed patterns:  
Recurring phenomena from my observations of other tables are:  

o - 
 
Observed variations:  
P4 and P6 joke about the sound of the camera beeps. 
 
Preliminary insights: 
My interpretation of the interactions around the [X]CP table in this phase is that: 

o - 
 
 
T9 | Phase 1: Youngest participant places token 
 
Observed patterns:  
Recurring phenomena from my observations of other tables are:  

o Participants chuckle when selecting the youngest participant at their table. 
o Participants start defining all symbols together. 

 
Observed variations:  
- 
 
T9 | Phase 2: Participants create landscape together 
 
Observed patterns:  
Recurring phenomena from my observations of other tables are:  

o Participants confirm each other’s input.  
o P3 suggest that perhaps all tokens should be given a place (suggests a rule). 

 
Observed variations:  

o P6 mocks that they already agreed on the first token, as if that means they are finished. 
o Participants ask each other whether they may place a token (P2: “Can I add something?”). 

 
Preliminary insights: 
My interpretation of the interactions around the [X]CP table in this phase is that: 

o One participant started with asking whether she could place a token and after that other 
participants used the same manner to initiate a contribution. It becomes their way of turn-
taking it seems: “may I say something about this one?” (P6) 

 
T9 | Phase 3: Visualisation intermezzo 
Due to technological limitations, this phase was not or sparsely captured by the 360º cameras and is 
therefore extracted from the narrative. 
 
 
T9 | Phase 4: Participants create landscape together 
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Observed patterns:  
Recurring phenomena from my observations of other tables are:  

o P3 again suggests (now stronger) that all ‘symbols’ should be placed. 
o (see T5). 

 
Observed variations:  

o P2 makes a joke every time when a new phase starts (seemingly to break the silence). This is 
one of few table-groups that actually is quiet before the moderator starts explaining. 

 
 
T9 | Phase 5: Visualisation intermezzo 
Due to technological limitations, this phase was not or sparsely captured by the 360º cameras and is 
therefore extracted from the narrative. 
 
 
T9 | Phase 6: Attribute Action Points to landscape 
 
Observed patterns:  
Recurring phenomena from my observations of other tables are:  

o While the moderator is still explaining, the participants are already assembling Action Points. 
o Participants help each other to assemble and plug in Action Points. 
o Participants announce their Action Points (before writing or before placing). 

 
Observed variations:  

o P4 announces that she will write a contested Action Point: “and nobody agrees with that”) 
o P2 suggest to try to agree on one Action Point per token (own rule). 
o P2 and P3 joke about roles. 
o P2 refers to what he will write on an Action Point as “my own point”, indicating that this is an 

opportunity to leave a personal mark without consultation. 
 
Preliminary insights: 
My interpretation of the interactions around the [X]CP table in this phase is that: 

o The character of Action Points as personal marks seems to be initiated when P4 immediately 
announces that she will place an Action Point about which nobody agrees with her. P2 in a 
counter action suggests to find Action Points that they can all stand behind. 

 
T9 | Phase 7: Take / Receive Action Points 
 
Observed patterns:  
Recurring phenomena from my observations of other tables are:  

o Immediately after the moderator’s explanation, P5 hands over an Action Point to P2. 
 
Observed variations:  
o P2 rejects the first Action Point. This happens a few times during the session, but is rare in 

comparison to acceptation of Action Points. 
o P4 (Local Broadcaster volunteer) takes the Action Points seriously (“positive feedback”) and 

writes them down on her notepad. 
o P2 explains why he does not take Action Points, from his stakeholder role. 
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T9 | Phase 8: Moderator’s Round of Action Points (& Closing) 
 
Observed patterns:  
Recurring phenomena from my observations of other tables are:  

o Participants request the Moderator to shed light on the Action Points on their nametag.  
o P4 suggests to take all Action Points with her (as P1T13). 
o Because of the unequal division, participants laugh at the discovery of pictures being taken 

from their nametags with Action Points. 
 
Observed variations:  

o P1 only now takes on an Action Point and announces that. 
o P2 suddenly does decide to take on an Action Point and later explains: “no, but this is just 

something that I enjoy”. 
o The participants wish P4 good luck (as if it is only up to her now) and she promises: “We are 

going to make a beautiful channel out of it!” 
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[X]CP Table 10 
 
 
T10 | Before the session starts… 
 
Observed patterns:  
Recurring phenomena from my observations of other tables are:  

o P3 reminds P2 that he should not move tokens yet by pushing the token back and repeating 
the words of the moderator (resembling T7). 

o P6 shares that he finds it exiting, resembling the anticipation seen and expressed at other 
tables. 

 
Observed variations:  
P4 is reading an A4 sheet (hand-out by Local Broadcaster) 
 
 
T10 | Phase 1: Youngest participant places token 
 
Observed patterns:  
Recurring phenomena from my observations of other tables are:  

o Participants smile when selecting the youngest participant at their table. 
 
Observed variations:  

o Participants start defining all symbols together, even before the moderator is finished 
explaining. 

o P1 asks the others whether ‘we’ agree with P4’s initial placement of the token. 
 
T10 | Phase 2: Participants create landscape together 
 
Observed patterns:  
Recurring phenomena from my observations of other tables are:  

o Participants (continue) defining symbols together. 
o Participants confirm each other’s input.  
o P2 tries to get attention (take the turn) by lifting up a token in the air. 
o Participants ask each other about the level of importance when placing a token. 

 
Observed variations:  

o P1 summarises the moderator’s explanation directly after his explanation. 
o P1 and P2 move a token together with each’s hand on it at the same time; first forward (P2) 

then backward (P1). Touching tokens at the same time happens rarely and moving them 
while touching them at the same time happens only at T12. 

o P2 explains why he moves a token backward: “Look! Well, that is a good argument”’. This rarely 
happens so explicitly. 

o Participants take the opportunity to verify the free interpretation of symbols when the 
researcher passes by (while they have already started without problems). 

o Stakeholder roles already come up in this phase, for the other table-groups this most often 
happens in phase 6 or 7. 

 
Preliminary insights: 
My interpretation of the interactions around the [X]CP table in this phase is that: 
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o It seems that participants appreciate reassurance about the free interpretation of symbols. 
 
T10 | Phase 3: Visualisation intermezzo 
Due to technological limitations, this phase was not or sparsely captured by the 360º cameras and is 
therefore extracted from the narrative. 
 
 
T10 | Phase 4: Participants create landscape together 
 
Observed patterns:  

o Participants discuss together whether they will reset (remove all tokens) the table landscape 
or not (own rules) and together decide that the Puzzle-token should stay in the centre. 

o P4 acts out the meaning of a token through the movement of at token: youngsters will 
“speed things up” and she acts this out by sliding the puppet token across the table in fast 
circular movements. (see also ‘injection’, P2T11) 

o P2 holds the Euro-token while the keynote speaker is answering his question. When he is 
finished, P2 decides what this new contribution means for the position of the token (he 
announces to move it outward a bit). 

 
Observed variations:  

o P4 for a moment suggests to turn a token upside down, but the others quickly assure that 
that is not possible with regard to tracking technology. 

 
Preliminary insights: 
My interpretation of the interactions around the [X]CP table in this phase is that: 

o P2 is still taking in all the ‘arguments’ that he hears and sometimes announces that he will 
move the Euro-token outward further (after hearing something). He seems to be in the 
mode of ‘I would like to be convinced’ and he remarks twice that everything is becoming a 
lot clearer to him now. He seems to be (aware that he is) learning new things. 

 
 
T10 | Phase 5: Visualisation intermezzo 
Due to technological limitations, this phase was not or sparsely captured by the 360º cameras and is 
therefore extracted from the narrative. 
 
 
T10 | Phase 6: Attribute Action Points to landscape 
 
Observed patterns:  
Recurring phenomena from my observations of other tables are:  

o While the moderator is still explaining, the participants are already assembling Action Points. 
They distribute the materials across the table. 

o Participants announce their Action Points (before writing or before placing). 
o P4 explains the assignment to the others. 
o The participants write in silence. 
o Participants discuss roles. 

 
Observed variations:  

o P3 remarks that he likes the [X]CP format and compares it to Post-It sessions: “something a 
little different, for a change”. 

o P2 takes a group picture of the other participants. 
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o P4 writes an Action Point for the idea of P3 (when he is not inclined to write it down “I’m not 
going to write everything down”. 

 
Preliminary insights: 
My interpretation of the interactions around the [X]CP table in this phase is that: 

o This table-group thinks of Action Points together and inspires each other more frequently 
than other table-groups, it seems. They think along with each other’s Action Points and 
while doing so they think of a new one to write. 
 

 
T10 | Phase 7: Take / Receive Action Points 
 
Observed patterns:  
Recurring phenomena from my observations of other tables are:  

o Participants act out the moderator’s instructions live. 
o Participants laugh when they found out they are asked to attribute Action Points to 

persons. 
o Participants take Action Points for themselves and motivate why (from their stakeholder 

role). 
o Participants laugh and joke about the high amount of Action Points in P5’s nametag. 
o P6 refuses an action point from a participant from another table. 

 
Observed variations:  
o P3 jokingly steps back from the table as to indicate that he does not want any Action Points. 

Some other participants do the same at other tables (more or less jokingly). 
o P3 pokes P6 on his chest and remarks that he does not have any Action Points yet. 

 
 
T10 | Phase 8: Moderator’s Round of Action Points (& Closing) 
 
Observed patterns:  
Recurring phenomena from my observations of other tables are:  

o Participants take out their phones to (presumably) put the date of the evaluation session in 
their calendars. 

 
Observed variations:  

o Participants take pictures of P5 when he is interviewed by the moderator. 
o P4 compliments P5. They exchange business cards. 
o P1 initiates a spontaneous applause for the TU/e’s interactive instrument (“has brought up a 

lot” (P5)). 
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[X]CP Table 11 
 
 
T11 | Before the session starts… 
 
Observed patterns:  
Recurring phenomena from my observations of other tables are:  

o Reacting to the moderator’s explanations live: exploring symbols. 
 
 
T11 | Phase 1: Youngest participant places token 
 
Observed patterns:  
Recurring phenomena from my observations of other tables are:  

o After the first placed token, participants start defining tokens together. 
 
Observed variations:  

o Participants do not laugh about the ‘youngest participant’ and P6 just assumes he is the 
youngest and immediately place a token without checking with the others nor waiting for 
the moderator to finish his explanation. 

o P6 places the first token while the moderator is still explaining. He places it without saying 
anything, so P3 says what it is (“gift”) and then the starts explaining. 

o P3 reacts to P6 abrupt placement of a token by abruptly calling out a topic that she would 
like to discuss. 

o Participants take the opportunity to verify the free interpretation of symbols when the 
researcher passes by (while they have already started without problems). 

 
 
T11 | Phase 2: Participants create landscape together 
 
Observed patterns:  
Recurring phenomena from my observations of other tables are:  

o Quickly after the moderator gives his signal, P1 slides a token inward with a new 
contribution. 

o P3 holds the token that she disagrees upon with P6, while P6 explains his view. 
o P6 asks P4 to relate his contribution to a token and a priority. 
o P3 refers to the Central Question Sign to conclude that they do agree now about the Euro-

token. 
 
Observed variations:  

o Participants quickly explicate their agreement or disagreement with the contributions that 
are being made. 

o Participants at T11 often speak at the same time. P3 and P6 try to give turns by gesturing. 
o P4 motivates and suggests a token but does not place it. Only much later, he slides it all the 

way to the centre without speaking. 
 
Preliminary insights: 
My interpretation of the interactions around the [X]CP table in this phase is that: 

o - 
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T11 | Phase 3: Visualisation intermezzo 
Due to technological limitations, this phase was not or sparsely captured by the 360º cameras and is 
therefore extracted from the narrative. 
 
 
T11 | Phase 4: Participants create landscape together 
 
Observed patterns:  

o Participants joke about the sound of the camera beeps. 
o P1 makes a brief summary of their landscape and asks a question to expand on it. 
o P2 moves the Euro-token in such a way as to act out an ‘injection’ that is the meaning for it 

(financial injection). (see also ‘speed things up’, P4T10) 
o Participants use the falling Central Question Sign as a metaphor to address the ‘heated’ 

discussion. 
 
Observed variations:  

o P6 agrees with P3’s suggestion and P6 then proposes a token that stands for their mutual 
idea. 

o The participants have created their own rule (from the visualization view of ‘travelled 
distances’) that they should move a lot with the tokens, and more movements means that 
they are more important. 

o The participants make quick random movements with the tokens. This is unseen at any 
other table. 

o When the researcher approaches they stop this behaviour, as if they do not want to get 
‘caught’. P5 jokes about it. But P3 starts explaining that they did it on purpose. 

o Participants continue talking at the same time and explicitly agreeing or disagreeing with 
each other.  

 
Preliminary insights: 
My interpretation of the interactions around the [X]CP table in this phase is that: 

o While P2 is getting worked up about a topic, he slams the table and the Central Question 
Sign falls. This physical, trivial phenomenon makes it possible for P3 (and the others) to 
address his behaviour (“it is so fierce over here!”) without addressing him personally. 

 
 
T11 | Phase 5: Visualisation intermezzo 
Due to technological limitations, this phase was not or sparsely captured by the 360º cameras and is 
therefore extracted from the narrative. 
 
 
T11 | Phase 6: Attribute Action Points to landscape 
 
Observed patterns:  
Recurring phenomena from my observations of other tables are:  

o Participants joke about the moderator’s word joke. 
o While the moderator is still explaining, the participants are already assembling Action Points. 

They share the materials. 
o Participants show each other the holes in the tokens. 
o The participants announce what they write on the Action Points. 
o The participants discuss stakeholder roles. 
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Observed variations:  
o P2 changes the Central Question Sign with that of T7 and calls it a joke. 
o Even before the Action Points, P2 and P5 discuss their stakeholder roles. 
o Participants joke about being watched (camera, pens). 

  
Preliminary insights: 
My interpretation of the interactions around the [X]CP table in this phase is that: 

o - 
 

 
T11 | Phase 7: Take / Receive Action Points 
 
Observed patterns:  
Recurring phenomena from my observations of other tables are:  

o Participants act out the moderator’s instructions live. 
o Participants laugh when they found out they are asked to attribute Action Points to 

persons. 
o P5 accepts an Action Point from a participant from another table and thanks her for her 

trust. 
 
Observed variations:  

o P6 immediately hands out an Action Point at another table. 
o P5 and P2 do not take or hand out any Action Points but instead chat about their 

backgrounds. 
 
 
T11 | Phase 8: Moderator’s Round of Action Points (& Closing) 
 
Observed patterns:  
Recurring phenomena from my observations of other tables are:  

o Participants react to what is being said in the microphone. 
 
Observed variations:  

o P6 still hands out an Action Point to a participant, who is passing by. 
o A participant from T7 changes back the Central Question Sign. 
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[X]CP Table 12 
 
 
T12 | Before the session starts… 
The camera of this table was turned on relatively late, so there is no footage before the session starts. 
 
T12 | Phase 1: Youngest participant places token 
 
Observed patterns:  
Recurring phenomena from my observations of other tables are:  

o Participants smile and nod to the youngest participant without speaking. 
o Participants follow the moderator’s instructions live. 

o Immediately after the moderator stops talking, the youngest participant places a token with 
explanation. 

o Participants confirm the first-placed token with agreement. 
 
Observed variations:  

o After P5’s motivation, P3 points the other to the visualisation and they start to analyse it a bit. 
 
 
T12 | Phase 2: Participants create landscape together 
 
Observed patterns:  
Recurring phenomena from my observations of other tables are:  

o Quickly after the moderator gives his signal, P6 reacts upon P5’s choice and contributes her 
suggestion to it. 

o P5 asks P6 to relate her contribution to a token. 
o P3 asks clarification about P6’s token choice, by adding her interpretation of it. 
o P2 and P3 both hold their finger on the Euro-token at the same time and move it back and 

forth in disagreement. They explain to each other why it should go either direction. 
 
Observed variations:  

o From the beginning, the participants at this table relate their contributions directly to one 
another. They quickly have a narrative about their landscape of tokens. 

 
 
T12 | Phase 3: Visualisation intermezzo 
Due to technological limitations, this phase was not or sparsely captured by the 360º cameras and is 
therefore extracted from the narrative. 
 
 
T12 | Phase 4: Participants create landscape together 
 
Observed patterns:  

o Participants discuss the relations between tokens.  
o P5 summarises their landscape. 

 
Observed variations:  

o P2 gives the turn to P4, who wanted to speak just before the moderator started talking. 
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o Participants reset their landscape (removed all the tokens). They seem to have expected a 
new question. They build their landscape back up step-by-step, evaluating if the same 
priorities and meanings are still relevant. 

 
 
T12 | Phase 5: Visualisation intermezzo 
Due to technological limitations, this phase was not or sparsely captured by the 360º cameras and is 
therefore extracted from the narrative. 
 
 
T12 | Phase 6: Attribute Action Points to landscape 
 
Observed patterns:  
Recurring phenomena from my observations of other tables are:  

o Participants joke about the moderator’s word joke. 
o While the moderator is still explaining, the participants are already assembling Action Points. 

They share the materials. 
o Participants show each other the holes in the tokens. 
o The participants announce what they write on the Action Points. 
o The participants discuss stakeholder roles. 

 
Observed variations:  

o Participants ask each other in which tokens their Action Points should be plugged into. 
  
Preliminary insights: 
My interpretation of the interactions around the [X]CP table in this phase is that: 

o At this table, the Action Points become a brainstorming tool for ideas to improve the Local 
Broadcaster. 
 

 
T12 | Phase 7: Take / Receive Action Points 
 
Observed patterns:  
Recurring phenomena from my observations of other tables are:  

o Participants act out the moderator’s instructions live. 
o Participants immediately start handing out and taking on Action Points while motivating 

their choices. 
o Participants joke about the amount of Action Points on P5’s nametag. 
o P5 (Local Broadcaster volunteer) suggests that he would actually like to have all Action 

Points. 
 
Observed variations:  

o P5 slides the Euro-token towards P6, as there are no Action Points on it at all, he just ‘hands 
out’ the token itself. 

o P6 opens a reflection on the fact that they have not written any Action Points for the Euro-
token and what that means for the priorities that hey had decided upon. 

o P5 suggest to take all Action Points out of the tokens for overview (own way of going about 
the ‘game’).  

o P4 suggests that they should not hand out Action Points to other tables (own rule) – but 
later they see other doing it so they do it too. 
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T12 | Phase 8: Moderator’s Round of Action Points (& Closing) 
 
Observed patterns:  
Recurring phenomena from my observations of other tables are:  

o Participants react to what is being said in the microphone. 
o P6 explains what her action is by metaphorically moving a token: she releases the Euro-

token to enact that she will “release credit”. 
o P4 and P5 start investigating the [X]CP table. 

 
Observed variations:  

o P6 is actively asking people for Action Points, which is unique and especially not similar to 
the attitude of other City council members at other tables (they take and accept very few 
Action Points). 
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[X]CP Table 13 
 
 
T13 | Before the session starts… 
 
Observed patterns:  
P5 is fiddling with a token. 
 
T13 | Phase 1: Youngest participant places token 
 
Observed patterns:  
Recurring phenomena from my observations of other tables are:  

o Participants chuckle when they select the youngest participant. 
o Participants follow the moderator’s instructions live. 

o Immediately after the moderator stops talking, the youngest participant places a token. 
 
Observed variations:  

o All participants but P1 stand on one half side of the table, opposite P1 and facing the 
visualisation. 

o P5 investigates the bottom of a token. 
o After his token placement, P1 immediately turns around to look at the visualisation. This 

causes P4 to ask for his reason for placing that token (“Why?”). 
o P5 makes a counterproposal to the meaning that P1 suggested and almost adds his own 

contribution but then remembers that it is only up to the youngest (“I am not allowed to say 
that”). 

o They all search their table in the visualisation (this table malfunctioned during this session). 
 
 
T13 | Phase 2: Participants create landscape together 
 
Observed patterns:  
Recurring phenomena from my observations of other tables are:  

o Immediately after the moderator finishes, P5 points to a token to add. 
o P1 asks P5 to become more concrete about ‘time’ (Clock-token) and refers to the Central 

Question without reading it out. 
o Participants start defining tokens together and show them to each other. 

 
Observed variations:  

o P5 lets P2 place the token, that he is suggesting, for him.  
o P5 creates a relation by using metaphors of the two symbols and steps back, smiling 

contently and cheekily. 
o When the researcher comes to fix the technology this distracts the participants and they 

pause their discussion. 
o When there is one token left on the outer ring, P5 says: “that one still needs to be placed” 

(own rules). 
 
 
T13 | Phase 3: Visualisation intermezzo 
Due to technological limitations, this phase was not or sparsely captured by the 360º cameras and is 
therefore extracted from the narrative. 
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T13 | Phase 4: Participants create landscape together 
 
Observed patterns:  

o Participants explain the moderator’s instructions to each other and now decide to focus on 
prioritisation (own rule). 

o P5 summarises their landscape. 
o P5 points to and reads out the Central Question Sign to conclude their answer to it. 

 
Observed variations:  

o P2 gives the turn to P4, who wanted to speak just before the moderator started talking. 
o Participants wonder whether they should reset the landscape. P5 acts out both options 

(remove or keep token in place) and other participants join him in removing and thus only 
one token stays. 

o Participants create a hypothetical scenario with the tokens. 
o Participants discuss from stakeholder roles. 

 
 
T13 | Phase 5: Visualisation intermezzo 
Due to technological limitations, this phase was not or sparsely captured by the 360º cameras and is 
therefore extracted from the narrative. 
 
 
T13 | Phase 6: Attribute Action Points to landscape 
 
Observed patterns:  
Recurring phenomena from my observations of other tables are:  

o Participants start writing in silence. 
o Participants show each other the holes in the tokens. 
o The participants discuss stakeholder roles (and background). 

 
Observed variations:  

o P5 starts fiddling with a token again until the moderator says that tokens should not be 
moved anymore.  

o Participants take their own materials for the Action Points. 
o Participants write and place Action Points in silence. This is the only table group where 

nobody announces or reads out what they wrote. 
o P2 remarks his positive impression of [X]CP 

  
Preliminary insights: 
My interpretation of the interactions around the [X]CP table in this phase is that: 

o At this table, the Action Points are a completely individual activity. 
 

 
T13 | Phase 7: Take / Receive Action Points 
 
Observed patterns:  
Recurring phenomena from my observations of other tables are:  

o Participants act out the moderator’s instructions live. 
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o P1 jokes about the amount of Action Points on the nametags of the participants from the 
stakeholder group of the Local Broadcaster. 

o P1 (Local Broadcaster volunteer) suggests to take all Action Points. 
 
Observed variations:  

o P5 already plugs in Action Points into P5’s nametag while the moderator is still explaining.  
o P4 already takes an Action Point for himself while the moderator is still speaking. 
o P5 does not explain why he plugs Action Points into the chest of P1. P1 later tries to read 

them from his nametag. 
o Participants seem to want to clear the table from Action Points. 
o P3 offers an Action Point like a market salesman (holding it out in the air and asking around: 

“Who?”). 
o P3 and P5 give away the Action Points on their own nametag to P1. 

 
 
T13 | Phase 8: Moderator’s Round of Action Points (& Closing) 
 
Observed patterns:  
Recurring phenomena from my observations of other tables are:  

o Participants react to what is being said in the microphone. 
o P2 investigates a token.  
o When the light of the Euro-token does not come on, P2 and P4 make a metaphorical joke 

about the money having run out. 
 
Observed variations:  

o P2 remarks that the [X]CP element is “like a game” and “whoever thought of this has been 
genius”. 
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[X]CP Table 14 
 
 
T14 | Before the session starts… 
The camera of this table was turned on relatively late, so there is no footage before the session starts. 
 
T14 | Phase 1: Youngest participant places token 
 
Observed patterns:  
Recurring phenomena from my observations of other tables are:  

o P3 is already preparing for his turn (as youngest) by scanning all the tokens on the table.  
o Immediately after the moderator stops talking, the youngest participant places a token with 

explanation. 
o Participants confirm the first-placed token with agreement and compliments. 
o Participants start defining the other symbols together. 

 
Observed variations:  

o The participants do not act on the ‘youngest’ (do not chuckle, smile or nod); P3 just assumes 
that he is the youngest and the others did the same. P4 jokes about that after P3 places the 
token. 

 
 
T14 | Phase 2: Participants create landscape together 
 
Observed patterns:  
Recurring phenomena from my observations of other tables are:  

o Immediately after the moderator gives his signal, P1 reacts upon P3’s choice and contributes 
her suggestion to it. 

o P3 asks the others about the priorities between the tokens. 
 
Observed variations:  

o P4 adds a suggestion and wants to add a token to it, which he seemingly randomly chooses 
(“well, let me just take this one”). Only P6 at T12 does a similarly random token placement.  

o P4 announces his actions and motivations while he is placing a token (“and then I bring this 
on in for the moment, and then I place it against the ‘news’ of Henk”) 

o Participants explicitly express their agreement. 
 

 
 
T14 | Phase 3: Visualisation intermezzo 
Due to technological limitations, this phase was not or sparsely captured by the 360º cameras and is 
therefore extracted from the narrative. 
 
 
T14 | Phase 4: Participants create landscape together 
 
Observed patterns:  

o Participants define symbols together. 
o Participants relate tokens to one another. 
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o P5 moves a token in order to propose a new subject. He slowly moves his arm towards it and 
slowly slides it in. Herewith, seemingly indicating a careful transition of instead of an abrupt 
cut off from the discussion. 

o P2 summarises the token landscape. 
 
Observed variations:  

o P3 gives the turn to P5, who has not spoken before. P5 is the only person in the session that 
has not (or very barely) spoken for such a long time. 

o P4 names ‘the first difference of opinion’. This does not happen at other tables. 
o P4 suddenly remembers the presence of the camera after he raised his middle-finger (as a 

joke). 
 
 
T14 | Phase 5: Visualisation intermezzo 
Due to technological limitations, this phase was not or sparsely captured by the 360º cameras and is 
therefore extracted from the narrative. 
 
 
T14 | Phase 6: Attribute Action Points to landscape 
 
Observed patterns:  
Recurring phenomena from my observations of other tables are:  

o Participants joke about the moderator’s word joke. 
o While the moderator is still explaining, P3 is already assembling and writing an Action Point. 
o Participants show each other the holes in the tokens. 
o The participants ask each other (P2 asks P3 and P5) what they wrote on the Action Points. 
o The participants discuss stakeholder roles. 

 
Observed variations:  

o P2 does not write any Action Points. 
o P2 shares that he finds this a ‘difficult assignment’. 
o By discussing P3’s Action Points, the participants return to their earlier discussion. 

 
 
T14 | Phase 7: Take / Receive Action Points 
 
Observed patterns:  
Recurring phenomena from my observations of other tables are:  

o Participants act out the moderator’s instructions live. 
o P5 immediately suggests an Action Point for himself. 
o Participants ask each other what they took, when they do not announce it. 

 
Observed variations:  

o Now, the participants start reading all the tokens they wrote. 
 
 
T14 | Phase 8: Moderator’s Round of Action Points (& Closing) 
 
Observed patterns:  
Recurring phenomena from my observations of other tables are:  

o Participants react to what is being said in the microphone. 
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Observed variations:  

o P6 is actively asking people for Action Points, which is unique and especially not similar to 
the attitude of other City council members at other tables (they take and accept very few 
Action Points). 

o P2 seems to make a half-hearted attempt at giving an Action Point to P3 by sliding it across 
the table, but P3 does not react to it. 

o P2 tries to give some ‘left-over ‘ Action Points to participants of other tables. 
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SUMMARY

EXCHANGING PERSPECTIVES: DESIGN FOR PUBLIC SPHERE

In the aftermath of the global economic crisis of 2008, the Dutch government announced 
the ‘participation society’. It included budget cuts (e.g., in the social domain), and 
decentralisation of responsibilities to local governments and to civil society: citizens were 
expected to be resilient and to actively contribute to public good. With the rise of bottom-
up initiatives and the top-down decentralisation movement, local governance started 
to transform from a municipality-centred process into a multi-stakeholder participation 
process. This opened up a design space for new set of instruments for shaping 
participation in local governance.

I explored this design space, by designing various interventions that were theoretically 
inspired by embodiment (we perceive and make sense of the world by interacting in- and 
with it), by De Jaegher’s (2007) Participatory Sense-Making (through social interactions, 
actors generate new meaning -together- that cannot be attributed to either agent alone), 
by Habermas’ (1984) System and Lifeworld (the colonisation of social life in a complex 
society by legislation) and by Arendt’s (1958) condition of Plurality (we are equal in that we 
are unique and distinct beings). The overall driver for this research was to design for public 
sphere (Arendt, 1958): where stakeholders can exchange views (appear), generate new 
meaning of the public good through embodied social interactions. 

Part I of the thesis focuses specifically on the collaboration between municipalities 
and citizens and explores: “How might embodiment-inspired design establish a  for 
stakeholders to collaborate on public good, specifically combatting the colonisation of the 
Lifeworld by the System?” I designed a cargo bike for spontaneous encounters between 
residents and neighbourhood professionals, a Caravan with probes for local decision-
making and an on- and offline platform for citizen initiatives. Field observations and 
participant evaluations unveiled that the embodiment-inspired design interventions had 
a playful and spontaneous character that stimulated social and empathic interpersonal 
encounters that provided stakeholders with new insights into one another’s motives. 
However, the designs could also be perceived as ‘infantile’ (gimmicks) and their outcomes 
could be dismissed as being ‘irrelevant to the issue’ (smokescreens). These insights pointed 
out that embodiment-inspired design can stimulate constructive interactions between 
System and Lifeworld but is at risk of its outcomes being dismissed in formal settings of 
governance. In other words: it could become counter-effective. 

In order for their outcomes to have an impact in local decision-making processes, my 
designs should moderately play into embodiment, and should be fitted with a strategy for 
implementation in existing governance processes.
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In contemporary Dutch participation society, multi-stakeholder consultation sessions are 
regularly organised to allow stakeholders to participate in local decision-making. Part II of 
the thesis, following the insights from part I, focuses on such sessions. I used a Research-
to-Design (RtD) approach to develop [X]Changing Perspectives ([X]CP): a product-service-
system (PSS) around interactive discussion tables with tangible tokens and a real-time 
visualisation. 

[X]CP allows up to 120 stakeholders to discuss a public issue by means of (re-)positioning 
tokens and creating and sharing collective landscapes of meaning around the issue at 
hand. In over 15 real-life sessions with [X]CP, I explored: “What role might the designed 
elements of [X]CP (as PSS) play in Participatory Sense-Making Processes between multi-
stakeholders of public issues in consultation sessions?”

Ethnographic material and participant evaluations from the RtD process shed light on 
the importance of managing expectations before- and sharing the outcomes after [X]
CP sessions. Adapting qualitative methods, I used a reflexive approach to analyse video 
footage from one [X]CP session to create rich descriptions of the stakeholders’ interactions 
with and around the [X]CP tables. For each table-group, I constructed a narrative that 
illustrates the unfolding Participatory Sense-Making processes. Analysing across table-
groups, shed light on patterns and variations in the ways in which sense-making processes 
unfold, and the roles that the designed elements of the [X]CP system play in those 
processes.

I found that the representations in [X]CP invited stakeholders to share their viewpoints 
and primary associations- and functioned as ‘lightning rods’ to critically question each 
other in a non-offensive manner. The intentional ambiguity of the use of the system 
allowed stakeholders to give meaning to the [X]CP system themselves, and they did 
so, by collectively establishing rules and ways of going about ‘the game’. This, in turn, 
seemed to bring about a collective feeling of shared responsibility over the tokens that 
were positioned on the tables. The tangibility of the tokens was used by stakeholders 
to communicate beyond words (e.g., taking the turn, indicating preciousness of a 
topic) and stimulated them to motivate their statements (while positioning a token 
participants tended to motivate the movement). Furthermore, it urged them to relate 
their contributions to those of others (e.g. by physical proximity of tokens). The real-
time overview of all token movements on all tables acknowledged the stakeholders’ 
contributions and stimulated curiosity towards the discussions and meanings expressed at 
other table-groups. It allowed for an exchange of perspectives at a bigger scale (between 
table-groups) and this led to borrowing meanings and lines of argumentations between 
table-groups. Hence, stakeholders enriched and broadened their perspectives with not 
only those of their table-members but also those present at other tables in the room. They 
reached a collective understanding of why different facets played a role in the public issue 
at hand.

Semi-structured interviews with 12 clients of 8 [X]CP sessions pointed out that the [X]
CP system, in their experience, prevented stakeholders to stick to their hobby horses and 
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stimulated constructive and open exchanges that made people more receptive to each 
other’s point of view and brought about more novel insights than in usual consultations. 
Most clients indicated that they felt that the outcomes of an [X]CP session influenced or 
shaped the follow-up process and that the implementation service around [X]CP was 
crucial in generating and crystallising those outcomes.

Finally, I reflected on the overall driver for this work: to establish a public sphere as 
constructive base for multi-stakeholder collaboration towards public good. I share 
considerations on the roles of the designed, the context and the roles and position of 
designers when working on public good. I advocate that by playing into the sense-
making abilities of stakeholders (addressing them as sense-makers through their ‘bodies’), 
designers can address them as ‘whole persons’ and encourage stakeholders to discover 
and constructively build on their different perspectives on public good. I explain that 
embodiment-inspired design interventions can establish temporary public spheres that 
might function as flea-bites in societal transformation.
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