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unions in several Scandinavian countries in the 
1960s and 1970s [2]. Participatory design attempts 
to involve those who will become the “users” 
throughout the design development process to the 
extent that this is possible. A key characteristic of 
the participatory design zone is the use of physical 
artifacts as thinking tools throughout the process, 
common among the methods emanating from the 
research-led Scandinavian tradition.

The design and emotion bubble emerged in 1999 
with the fi rst Design and Emotion Conference in 
Delft, the Netherlands. It represents the coming 
together of research-led and design-led approaches 
to design research. Today it is a global phenomenon, 
with practitioners as well as academics from all 
over the world contributing to its development. 
Interested readers can learn more about it at the 
website of the Design and Emotion Society (www.
designandemotion.org).

The critical design bubble (in the top left corner) 
is design-led, with the designer playing the role 
of the expert. The emergence of this bubble came 
about as a reaction against the large user-centered 
zone, with its overwhelming focus on usability 
and utility. Critical design evaluates the status quo 
and relies on design experts to make things that 
provoke our understanding of the current values 

Figure 2
Map of design research—research types

people hold. Critical design “makes us think”[3]. 
Cultural probes is a methodology in the critical 
design bubble [4]. Probes are ambiguous stimuli 
that designers send to people who then respond 
to them, providing insights for the design process.  
Probes are intended to be a method for providing 
design inspiration rather than a tool to be used for 
understanding the experiences of others.

The generative design bubble (in the top right 
corner) is design-led and fueled by a participatory 
mind-set. Generative design empowers everyday 
people to generate and promote alternatives to the 
current situation. Generative tools is a methodology 
in the generative design research bubble. The 
name “generative tools” refers to the creation of a 
shared design language that designers/researchers 
and the stakeholders use to communicate visually 
and directly with each other. The design language 
is generative in the sense that with it, people can 
express an infi nite number of ideas through a 
limited set of stimulus items. Thus, the generative 
tools approach is a way to fi ll the fuzzy front end 
with the ideas, dreams and insights of the people 
who will be served through design [5].
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Client

Juju is an art software application 
for Apples’ Iphone Touch.  It is 
derived from non-virtual world 
applications: 
!
 One, is an art licensing model 
used by Juju founder Julia Junkin 
(juliajunkinart.com).   
!
 Second, is Junkin’s cosmological 
curriculum for inviting creative  
discovery through collecting, 
selecting, and layering/collaging.  

http://juliajunkinart.com


USERS: COLLAGE-ARtists, Bricoleurs, OR Curators?

COLLAGE as rational taxonomy and structure of individual desire and possession 
 “…In these small rituals, we observe the channeling of obsession, an exercise in how to   
make the world one’s own, to gather things around oneself tastefully, appropriately” 
  (Clifford,2002, The Predicament of Culture: Art, Anthropology and 21st Century)  
!
  or 
!
CURATION as selective textualization of collective, fragmented selves 
!
  a) self-promotion  
  b) self-expression  
  c) interpersonal communication    
 (from an Ethnography of Social Networks: How Artists Negotiate Social Identity) 
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Mobile
temporariness  
!
vulnerability to interruption  
!
third space

Pop-Up Ethnography 
(Maxwell, Prior and Woods, EPIC 2013 Proceedings, American Anthropological Association).
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Loose Ends

An unresolved issue is what to do with the 
explosion of interest in co-creation from a 
marketing perspective. This view appears to be 
focused primarily on digital forms of co-creation 
that takes advantage of the social networks in 
harnessing enormous amounts of input at a 
low cost. Marketing-driven approaches to co-
creation are generally not being practiced from 
a participatory mind-set as is evidenced by their 
(over) use of the phrase “customer co-creation.” If 
people were truly valued as co-creators, they would 
likely be seen and referred to as “partners” or 

“co-creators,” not “customers.” It is as though the 
co-creative marketers are not on the map, but are 
seeing/sensing the landscape and fi guring out how 
to take advantage of the activity for their own gain. 
It is interesting to see how this will turn out.

Figure 5
Map of design research—new tools and methods
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Research Design
PART A: Discoverability: 

  What are JUJU Users Looking to Do? 

Open-Ended, Semi-structured Activity Context 

 “Things For Words, Not Words For Things” (Frake 1956) 

!

!

PART B: Findability: 

 How Do JUJU Users Find What They Are Looking For?  

Structured: Card Sort/User Taxonomy 

Structured: Direct or Sequential Access Menu? 

 



Observing Thinking-While-Doing Activity



Results
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LEVELS CONSIDERED IN App Usability

• strategy : A) Producer Objectives and B) User Needs 

• scope - A) Functional Specifications (Web as software) or B) Content Requirements (Web as hypertext) 

• structure - A) interaction design (web as software) or B) information architecture (web as hypertext) 
!

• skeleton - A) Information Design, B) Navigational Design or  C) Inferface Design 

• surface -	visual design 



ANaLYSIS/SYNTHESIS
Strategy: 
Producer Objectives (art licensing, art collage, art share: art for everyone)!
+!
User Needs: COLLECT-UALIZATION: TEXTUALIZATION 10                         1 CONTEXTUALIZATON 
! !
! ! CONCEPTUALIST (10) - need to promote concepts socially (self-promotion)!
! ! !
! ! DIY (8) -  need space/forum to exhibit collaboration and mixture of technique or medium (self-expression)!
! !
! ! FORMALIST (5) - need dialogical exploration  (interpersonal and interior)!
!
!
INteraction/navigational Design: 
! ! Menu No (4)/Menu Yes (6)!
!
Scope: 
Textualization as a Transitive VERB - Subject to Object!
! a) Conceptualist - express, promote, represent (transitive verbs)!
! b) DIY - do, design, create, mix, collage, connect, uncover (transitive verbs)!
! !            software-as-service design model !
!
AND/OR 
Contextualization as an Intransitive Verb - Subject to Subject!! !
! DIY - connect, process, explore (intransitive action)!
! Formalist - dwell, dream, divine, discover, dialogue (intransitive verbs)!
! !           software-as-social media model!
!



!
!
ACTIONABLE INSIGHT:  

! (Subject/Object) Do    Divine   Dialogue (Subject/Subject)!

! (Transitive) Promote          Peek (Intransitive)!

! (Subject/Object) Design      Dream (Subject/Subject)!

! (Transitive) Elect   Select   Collect (Intransitive)!

! (Transitive) Meme   Make   Meaning (Intransitive)!

horizontal pathways
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