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*...a tactic is a calculated action determined by the absence of a proper locus. No 

delimitation of an exteriority, then, provides it with the condition necessary for autonomy. 

The space of a tactic is the space of the other. Thus it must play on and with a terrain 

imposed on it and organised by the distance, in a position of withdrawal, foresight, and 

self-collection: it is a maneuver ‘within the enemy’s field if vision’, as von Bulow put it, and 

within enemy territory…the indexes of consumption and of the interplay of forces. They 

depend on a problematic of enunciation. In addition, although (or because) they are 

excluded in principle from scientific discourse, these ‘ways of speaking’ provide the 

analysis of ‘ways of operating’ with a repertory of models and hypotheses… 

 

(de Certeau, 1984:37) 
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Abstract  
 

This thesis documents a process of rethinking user participation in the design of the urban built environment. It investigates options 

for the roles of architects and designers as generators and facilitators of design processes that enable designing with people. Its 

aim is to investigate the tactical knowledge of participation in design and explore how architects’ and designers’ knowledge can be 

transferred to, shared with and developed together with non-experts. First of all, the theoretical discourse centres on Henri 

Lefebvre’s distinction between the ‘abstract space’ of designers and experts and the ‘concrete space’ of people and day-to-day life, 

in spatial practice. This dialectic model of space was developed as an analytical tool to define, understand and re-appropriate the 

term ‘participation’ in the environmental design field. This new Design Participation analytical tool is then further developed to 

demonstrate two contributions of this design research.   

 

The first contribution is through a critical assessment of different practices of Design Participation, as first defined in the 1971 

Design Participation Conference in Manchester (UK) organised by the Design Research Society (DRS), to provide a new viewpoint 

to understand design practices with participation. Different Design Participation practices were assessed for their appropriateness 

and effectiveness within past and current contexts, and in different stages and tasks within the design process. Practices within the 

realm of collaboration between the abstract space of designers and the concrete space of users were tested through a comparative 

study of design participation projects in three social contexts: Sweden, the United Kingdom (London) and Hong Kong, in which 

different social attitudes to design prevail. A rethought definition and typology of design participation was developed based on 
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relations between the two ‘worlds’ of experts/designers and users/people. This new understanding of Design Participation is 

articulated with a new Design Participation Benchmark and Taxonomy. 

 

The research endeavours to define Design Participation Tactics that avoid mere ‘tokenism’ and aims at articulating tactics for 

a transformation of the traditionally conceived process of design. Through action research methodology, the second 

contribution of this research is to further define the term ‘participation’ within the greater social context and its relation to the 

subject of design by learning through doing. Three levels of Design Participation Tactics were introduced which are working 

with three newly defined modes of participation: Community, Public and Design Participation. The Design Participation 

analytical tool was used to compare different practices between different modes of participation. The relevance and validity of 

the research is supported through real-world cases involving co-designing with grass-roots user groups, children’s groups and 

older users, as well as collaboration with professional designers of housing, exhibitions and other types of environments, and 

other disciplines such as social work and public policy.  

 

The re-writing of the roles of designers, architects and other ‘experts’ in the design process is an important component in 

achieving Design Participation. Positions on the agendas, methodologies and epistemologies involved in the Design 

Participation process were developed during this study. ‘Agenda’ refers to how the Design Participation process addresses 

the social context, reflecting social changes and needs. ‘Methodology’ applies to devising holistic Design Participation 

processes developed through working with users and matching appropriate tactics to each different situation. ‘Epistemology’ 

evokes the important question of how Design Participation tactics can be transferred to become a foundation and tool for 

future development. The pursuit of increasing user participation in the design process implies a realignment of designers’ 
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roles (generator, facilitator and developer) from that of producing objects, environments and systems, to that of facilitating 

innovative collaboration and creating platforms for social inclusion in design practice. 
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Preface: From Practice to Research 
 
Time: one day in 1997  

Location: Outside Broadway Cinematheque, an award-winning cinema in Hong Kong 

Cast: an elderly resident of the local neighbourhood (EHK), just passing by 

 
EHK: (speaking in Cantonese) “This place is not for us. We don’t understand what the 

designers are doing!” 

____________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

 
As one of the design team members, I was very upset when I overheard such a comment. After many hours of hard 

work, we had received appreciation from the design community and professional organisations. The Hong Kong 

Government even uses the image of this project as a design icon of Hong Kong interior design and it has been depicted 

in a special stamp collection to promote Hong Kong Design (Fig.1).  

 
What is the aim of design? Is design for public satisfaction or designers’ self esteem? Alternatively, should we design 

according to the style preferences of glossy magazines or for the critique of design competitions organised by the 

design community? Such questions led me to rethink the practices of environmental design. 

 
Design experiences with real users 
 
User involvement in the design process has become one of many discourses in the architectural design field (Mikellides, 

1980; Hill, 1998; Forty, 2000; Jones et al, 2005). Architects focus on different aspects of users for whom they aim to produce 

Fig.1 Hong Kong Stamp –  
Broadway Cinematheque 
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new experiences (Cook, 1967; Tschumi, 1994; Hill, 1998). When I was a student in the Masters course in Architecture with

Professor Nigel Coates at the Royal College of Art in London (1998-2000), all our study groups i.e. Architectural Design

Studios (ADS) focused on different human needs and were based on Coates’ concept of ‘narrative architecture’.

The design brief of ADS 3 of year 2000 was to design a film school in Hackney, a run-down area at East London. We were

encouraged to inform our design through observation of film school life style and the local context. At the same time, I wanted

to enrich the design process of my MA final year project by participating in an inclusive design competition 1, which aimed at

drawing together creative design and social need through interaction with users. Who are my users? That was the first time I

thought of this question. Young and trendy film school students and local older park users were both the potential users. Thus,

I developed my project

addressing the needs of both

groups. The result was that I

developed the film school

campus merging with the

adjacent park, ‘stitching

architecture’, which indicated

1 ’Design for our future selves’: “Concepts developed at the RCA, through the DesignAge programme, as a way of encouraging young
designers to engage with the challenge of designing for people other than themselves. Became the theme for many events at the RCA and
of an annual competition open to all graduating students, resulting in many concept exemplars of age-friendly design. Has the advantages of
making considerations of ageing a future-oriented activity and a driver for innovation” (Coleman, R. Lebbon, C. Clarkson, J. and Keates, S.
2003:601).

Fig.2 MA final project (RCA)- Stitching Architecture Studio work and user research for inclusive design competition.
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both the physical form and its symbolical meaning of linking local communities by a series of new buildings and landscape 

(fig.2). This first user research experience organised by the inclusive design competition led me to research the definition of 

users for designers.  

 

After the MA course, I was employed by the Helen Hamlyn Research Centre, Centre for Inclusive Design, to do a post-

occupancy study for the Peabody Trust, one of the biggest housing associations in England that provide social housing for the 

needy. In 1998, the Peabody Trust built a new type of housing under the title of ‘work-live development’. The idea was to 

provide an affordable hybrid of housing and workplaces for start-up enterprises to fully utilise spaces and times during the 

process of starting up their business. The research brief was to find out how this ‘work-life’ incubator is working and develop 

recommendations for future projects. Through intensive observations of tenants and a specially designed questionnaire, 

design insights about work-live lifestyle were attained from the tenants’ creative uses of spaces (Fig.3).  
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Fig.3 From user research to design proposals. ‘Work-live’ business incubator  
research for Peabody Trust, UK 
By Yanki Lee at the Helen Hamlyn Research Centre 
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Evolution of doctoral research question exploration: from design solution to design proposition 
 
After these two design research experiences with users, I decided to find out more about how designers interact with users 

through a doctoral research. Initially, my intention was to investigate the question through specific research topics such as 

elderly housing, social housing or participatory design.  Then my research focus shifted from participation in specific design 

problems to general design methods with participation starting from the environmental design process to other design 

practices. Design Participation was defined as the relationship between designer and user. The focus of my research shifted 

among different aspects of design with participation: from ‘what’ to ‘how’ and then to ‘why’. The research started in the mode 

of a’ PhD by project’ that aimed to develop a new design output or solution for design with participation. Through designing a 

new building typology to developing a new research tool, following is the evolution of my PhD research title: 

1. Dec 2001 - Participatory environment: The case for a responsive elderly residential model for our future selves  

2. Oct 2002 - Community Game(s): An Implementation of participatory community design methodologies in the urban 

context of Hong Kong 

3. Feb 2003 - Empowerment Game: Implementation of participatory design for public housing renewal projects in Hong 

Kong 

4. June 2003  - Empowerment Games: Inspiring and helping the design community to design for users 

5. June 2004 - Design participation tactics: In-between Concrete Space and the Abstract Space  

6. March 2005 - Design Participation Tactics: enabling people to participate in the design of their own environment  

7. June 2006 – Design Participation Tactics: involving people in the design of their built environment  

 

8. In the course of the research process, however, I realised that this research should be more about a discussion, a 

proposition, or a way of design thinking rather than designing a new design technology for participation. This research 

proposition was explored and tested by participating in different research projects. The projects are part of the 
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‘learning through doing’ action research methodology but do not constitute the primary result and contribution of the 

research, as would be the case in a ‘PhD by project’ in which the primary output of the research is a project that 

demonstrates the thesis. In addition, the presentation of this thesis is part of the engagement exercise that leads 

readers to understand the process and findings. There are two main parts of thesis that documented the main findings 

with three inter-weaving sections.  Special design elements such as landscape layout, double-sided printing and 

colour diagrams aim to enhance the whole reading experience. As a result, this thesis may not read like other 

research thesis but it represents a version of research thesis done by a designer, discussing design research. 
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1.1 Introduction: Design for or with people? 
 

Time: 24 May 2005 

Location: Department of Architecture, Knowles Building, the Hong Kong University   

Presenter: Professor John Frazer (JF) 

 

JF: “ Fundamental realignment of roles: 

- the ARCHITECT creates and sows new design ‘concept seeds’ (generic ideas) 

- the USER plays an active role in establishing their preferences 

- the ENVIRONMENT becomes an active participant in the evolutionary process 

- the means of CONSTRUCTION change 

- the COMPUTER becomes an evolutionary accelerator.” 

____________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

 
After the ‘1968 Revolution’ in Paris, a group of French philosophers and sociologists developed the ‘sociology of everyday life’ 

as part of the worldwide critique of the de-territorialisation and placelesness emerging under the influence of globalisation. 

One of them was Henri Lefebvre and he introduced explanations for what he saw as the extraordinary passivity of people in 

urban areas. He explained the theoretical aspects of passivity by pointing out that the urban phenomenon is fragmented. The 

paradox is that ”the urban phenomenon can only be comprehended as totality, but its totality cannot be grasped ” (Lefebvre, 

1970: 186). According to Lefebvre, the result is that many pseudo-concepts of different urban phenomena appear. One of 

them is the discussion of the difference between democracy and representation.  
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In the case the design of built environment, power is delegated to experts such as architects or designers. They may rule on 

everything and concern themselves only with the functional issues of our city based on their own ideas. Finally, decisions are 

placed in the hands of experts and the users’ preference/voice is neglected. This phenomenon is also related to sociological 

reasons for passivity, which can be articulated as a lack of participation.  

 
 
“The mechanism is fairly obvious on the theoretical plane: concrete space has been replaced with abstract space. Concrete 

space is the space of habiting: ... it (concrete space) takes off into the abstract space of vision, of geometry. The architect who 

draws and the urbanist who composes a block plan look down on their ‘objects’, buildings and neighourhoods, from above and 

afar. These designers and draftsmen move within a space of paper and ink... They’ve (architects and urbanists) shifted from 

lived experience to the abstract, projecting this abstraction back onto lived experience” (Lefebvre, 1970:183). This is the new 

social space concept introduced by Lefebvre to understand this social phenomenon of elite culture. In this thesis, this 

mechanism of ‘concrete space’ and ‘abstract space’ is adapted and developed as an analytical diagrammatic tool to 

understand the relationship between design experts and people, with regard to the development of the design process.  

 
Furthermore, in his book, The Practice of Everyday Life (1984), Michel de Certeau echoed Lefebvre’s concept of ordinary 

and everyday life. In its preamble, de Certeau dedicated his book “[t]o the ordinary man. To a common hero, an ubiquitous 

character, walking in countless thousands on the streets.... This anonymous hero is very ancient. He is the murmuring voice of 

societies. In all ages, he comes before texts. He does not expect representations. He squats now at the centre of our scientific 

stages.... Slowly the representatives that formerly symbolised families, groups, and orders disappear from the stage they 
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dominated during the epoch of the name. It comes along with democracy, the large city, administrations, cybernetics...” In 

Lefebvre’s wording, what de Certeau appreciates is life in the concrete space without abstraction and representation. Local 

knowledge and ordinary everyday life experience are respected as the main social practice. Is there any common ground 

between these two spaces?  Can experts design in a more direct way, i.e. design with users in the concrete space, instead of 

for users from the abstract space? Can experts open up the design process to let users move into the abstract space to co-

design the built environment that they are going to live or work in? These questions are the foundations of this research into 

participation in design. 

 

1.1.1 Background: Pluralism and Populism in Postmodern society 
 
Since the 1960s, architects and urban planners have been responding to these transformations or critiques, their efforts can 

be grouped under the title of  “post-modern urbanism” (Ellin,1996:14). Before looking at their response, it is necessary to 

understand postmodernism, or more appropriately to examine the declarations of postmodern culture or society especially 

within the discourse of designer-user relationship. 

 

First of all, what is Postmodernism? According to Lyotard’s definition in his text, The Postmodern Condition: A Report on 

Knowledge (1972), this question itself is already a postmodern one, as this report defined that the condition of 

Postmodernism has to do with the production and legitimation of knowledge (McGuigan,1999:11). With easy access to 

information, many previous concepts such as Neo-classicism and Modernism have developed into styles and become part of 
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the information resource. This has also happened to Postmodernism which itself became a style or taste, especially in the 

design of the built environment. In the appendix of his work on Postmodernism, entitled Answering the Question: What is 

Post-modernism?, Lyotard (1984: 81) defined the postmodern condition as a way to legitimise knowledge which happened 

with or even before modernism,  indicating that the postmodern condition can be understood as pre-modern which could be 

interpreted as the re-capturing of the culture before modernism.  Indeed, Stephen doCarmo (c2000) also redefines this 

question from the singular form of ‘what is Postmodernism?’ to the plural form of ‘ what are Postmodernisms?’ because of his 

definition of the diverse meanings of Postmodernism.  For many designers, Postmodernism is just a design/architectural style 

or the period during which this style developed. Actually, the postmodern discourse has become significant from the 1970s 

and can be divided into three main declarations: in philosophy, in architecture and in entertainment (McGuigan, 1999). More 

specifically, doCarmo (c2000) defined Postmodernism as a historical period and style, a philosophy and an artistic style. 

According to Allan (1999), the postmodern discussions are not only limited within elite circles but indeed are spreading to 

different non-academic discussions regarding many everyday life topics such as architecture, drama, fashion, literature, music 

or film.  

 
 
The postmodern era began around the 1960s and we are still living in it now. Leach (1997:207) suggests that the postmodern 

is actually part of the modern era. For design practice, apart from being a historical period or a style, two specific postmodern 

ideologies reflect the designer-user relationship: pluralism and popularism. 
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1.1.1. A Postmodernism as a philosophy: PLURALISM 
 
Postmodernism can also be referred to as a system of thoughts or common beliefs in 

society. First, Postmodernists are against metanarratives that explain human nature or 

human history such as Freud's psychoanalysis, are wary of Marxism, free-market 

capitalism and all religions because these terms intend to totalize the world and have 

everyone everywhere living in the same “monoculture” (do Carmo, c2000). In other words, 

“nothing is absolute for the postmodernists. We construct the truths and principles we live 

by depending on who we are, where we are and when we are’” (ibid.). Therefore, there are 

no permanent truths for postmodernist philosophers because they believe ‘truths’ are only 

reflecting the interests of the people who construct them. This means that the 

metanarratives for postmodernists are just ‘truth for truth’s sake’ and they believe that 

there are no true truths in the world. Regarding the term of ‘participation’, the 

postmodernists’ interpretation of it is more about on-going processes that change with the context rather than a fixed practice. 

 

The question of ‘truth’ is related to Lyotard’s definition of ‘narratives’. According to Lyotard (1984), science depends on 

narrative and there are two major narratives, which have legitimised modern science: narratives of speculation and of 

emancipation. Speculation can be defined as “a conclusion, theory, or opinion, reasoning based on incomplete information or 

evidence” (Microsoft® Word X for Mac® dictionary). Science produced under this narrative can be called ‘science for 

science’s sake’ which is closest to scientists holding the exclusive right and power to legitimise their own work. However, this 
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type of science has never been the dominant one because its legitimisation process lacks justification according to social 

utility (McGuigan, 1999:11). Indeed, this type of narrative did not emerge with the history of western ideas development, which 

is all about the growth of (scientific) knowledge and its contribution to human improvement. On the other hand, the narratives 

of emancipation followed the European Renaissance of neo-classical thought and culture in 14th-16th centuries, the Age of 

Reason of 17th century, the Enlightenment of 18th century, the 19th and 20th century eras of Progress and Analysis or even 

Marxism in the beginning of this century (Lyotard, 1984). They are reflecting the meaning of emancipation, “the act or process 

of setting somebody free or of freeing somebody from restrictions” (Microsoft® Word X for Mac® dictionary). They also all 

stressed the social usefulness and purpose of science and modern knowledge. In this sense, this study aims to develop 

participation especially in design practice as a narrative of emancipation by redefining the meaning of participation in design 

practice and developing new tactics for user participation in design. 

 
The first direct response from the design community to this philosophical definition of Postmodernism is the concept of 

pluralism. It was expressed by Charles A. Jencks in his 1977 book, The Language of Post- Modern Architecture, in which 

he encourages multi-styles training and varied ways of working for architects such as working as anthropologists or 

journalists. Under this pluralistic concept of the role of architect, it is also important for architects to learn and be able to use a 

number of different context-specific architectural codes, which Jencks thought would “prevail among the subcultures that 

persist in any large city”. Jencks further explained that the pluralistic architect should be trained as a “radical schizophrenic, 

always looking two ways with equal clarity: towards the traditional slow-changing codes and particular ethnic meanings of a 

neighborhood, and towards the fast-changing codes of architectural fashion and professionalism”. Jencks (1977:6) elaborated 

this pluralist viewpoint for the role of architects by describing characteristics of a postmodern building style that the 
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postmodern architectural language is the next step in evolution after modernism, which is about the notion of double-coding of 

pluralism or even radical eclecticism. Because Postmodern Architecture attempts to be a communication medium between 

both the general public and the architectural/design professionals, it becomes an important element in the discourse of 

participation in design practice.  

 

1.1.1.B Postmodernism as an artistic style for architecture, art and design: POPULISM 
 
These new roles of architects and new style of double coded Postmodern Architecture 

works with another aspect of Postmodernism, ‘popularism’, which questions how these 

new roles and styles relate to the people who inhabit the built environment.  

 

One of the Postmodernists’ main aims was to recapture the social aspects in design, 

which was originally suggested by modernists. The problem Venturi et.al (1977) 

pointed out is that Modernists separated the formality and social concerns, “These architects reject the very heterogeneity of 

our society that makes the social sciences relevant to architecture in the first place. As Experts with Ideals, who pay lip service 

to the social sciences, they build for Man rather than for men – this means, to suit themselves, that is, to suit their own 

particular upper-middle-class values, which they assign to all mankind.” Postmodernists questioned the modernists’ practice in 

relation with social concerns, which they claimed started with a strong social basis. However a lot of dominant social patterns 

were actually rejected by the Modernists who introduced the ‘international style’, claiming it was relevant for all. This leads to 

the philosophy of postmodernism to acknowledge users and their ‘taste codes’. However, Mitchell (1997: 17-21) criticised that 
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postmodernism, as a challenge to modernism, only takes place firmly within the academic discourse and that the fundamental 

canons of architectural practice are not questioned: architecture is still created as formal art objects.  

 

A more appropriate reference to distinguish between Modernists’ and Postmodernists’ design methods towards the general 

public refers to Alexander Tzonis and Liane Lefaivre’s 1972 paper, in the Name of the People; The Populist Movement in 

Architecture, which examines the concept of populism in architecture and design (Shamiyeh, 2005:31). They based their 

thesis on the distinction between the Welfare State designers and the Populists: 

“…The Welfare State approach to architecture reached its fullest expression with its twentieth century heirs; Le Corbusier, the 

designers associated with the CIAM-group during the 1920 and 1930’s, and the proponents of Functionalism and the 

International Style…The Welfare State designer, whether a planner or an architect, was an ‘elite’ prejudiced by his own private 

theories against the taste of the ‘user’… 

Populists saw designers as a class: a class of experts who, because of a total occupational involvement with pure design or 

because of their own middle-class origins, has developed a private way of looking at the manmade environment...”  

(Tzonis and Lefaivre, 1972) 

 

Like other criticisms of architectural practice, such as Gordon Cullen’s “Outdoor Publicity” (1949), Peter and Alison Smithson’s 

“Popular design” (1950s), Douglas Haskel’s “Architecture and Popular Taste” (1958) and Reyner Banham’s “The Missing 

Motel” (1965), Tzonis and Lefaivre (1972) suggested several alternatives to the traditional ‘pyramidal’ design decision making 

process that emphasises more free and pluralistic design practice to replace the ideal of ‘order’ and ‘expertise’ in architectural 

values. They defined three types of populists’ architectural design methods: 
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a. The low brow and popular visual expression on the strip, e.g. Robert Venturi and Denise Scott Brown’s “Learning from 

Las Vegas’ (1968) and Philip Boudon’s “Lived in Architecture” (1969), 

b. The implementation of user participation, e.g. Team X group’s and Habraken’s “open or indeterminate architecture” 

(1962, 1972), Chester Hartman’s “housing for the poor” (1963), B.Brolin and J.Zeisel’s “Mass Housing: Social 

Research and Design” (1968), 

c. Self-help design in the slums, e.g. John Turner’s “self help design” (1968) and Herbert Gans’s “People and Plan” 

(1972), in which architects carried out design processes in the name of people. 

 

After three decades, Lefaivre (2002) published another paper to bring back the discussion of populism in architecture entitled 

What People Want: Populism in Architecture and Design. The main aim of this paper is to redefine the concept of ‘populist 

architecture’ and offer some insights following her 1972 paper with Tzonis, especially the difference between pop architecture 

and populist architecture. Taste Populism, Pop Architecture and Populist Architecture are Lefaivre‘s redefinitions of populism 

in architecture. They are well captured by M. Shamiyeh (2005:25), the organiser of the Design-Organisation-Media (DOM) 

Research Laboratory 2002 conference who defined three populist positions: “Architecture for people … which gets built 

reflects, so to speak, either the context the vernacular forms are supposed to have originated in or the taste in architectural 

forms and the general public’s sensibility with respect to them.”  The second position is ‘Architecture with people’ which is 

about “the exploration of possibilities to integrate the client or the public in the design process, and is thus one of an operative 

nature… the effort is made to develop concepts collaboratively with future users or residents.”  The last and most extreme 

position is called ‘Anarchism’, which means “architecture without architects”. 
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1.1.2 Design Responses: Design Science, People-centred Design and Community Design  

 
After articulating those critiques of day-to-day spatial practice, two specific areas are distinguished within the postmodern 

discourse: pluralism and populism. The main implication of these two concepts is the changing of roles of experts and 

awareness of users’ creativity.  

 

What are the responses from the design community to this social background? The three defined groups are those dealing 

with design science, people-centred design and community design. These ideologies were developed from different design 

disciplines and different applications. 

 

1.1.2.A Design Science - design researches and design methods 
 
A direct reaction of the design community to sociologists’ critique is a rethinking of design processes and methods. One of the 

most influential groups in this is the Design Science group of the Design Methods movement. For this group, making 

designing an understandable activity is the first step in making design accessible for the general public to participate. Tracing 

back to the 20th-Century Modern Movement in design, Cross (2002) stated that the intention to ‘scientise’ design was even 

stronger in the 1960s ‘design methods movement’, which emphasised both design processes and design products in order to 

produce works of art and design based on objectivity and rationality.  

 

The Design Methods movement was named after a conference held in London in 1962. Subsequently, in 1967, the Design 

Research Society (DRS) was founded in the United Kingdom, which “enabled a core of people to be identified who shared 
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interests in new approaches to the process of designing” (http://www.designresearchsociety.org). As one of the key 

contributor of the DRS, Cross (2002) also explained the evolution from “…the application of novel scientific and computational 

methods to the novel and pressing problems of the 2nd World War - from which came civilian developments such as 

operational research and management decision-making techniques…”  

 

However C. Thomas Mitchell (1993:38) commented that most design researchers, especially in the discourse of ‘user 

concerns’ in environmental design, are a group of ‘outsiders’ who apply social science knowledge to analyse the quality of the 

built environment. This group aims to transform design practice indirectly. They apply social science research methods and 

results to inform the design process and hope design practitioners will take their verbal report as advice. Environmental-

behavior studies are examples of the work of these groups. The Environmental Design Research Association (EDRA) is a 

principal organisation devoted to environmental-behaviour studies, founded in 1969 in the US. After over two decades of 

development regarding environmental behaviour studies, Mitchell (1993:38) opined that their approach was ineffective   and 

offered the critiqued that environment-behaviour researchers repeat the mistake of the moderns by “substituting statistical 

representations of abstract users for the theory of the universal man” . 

 

In contrast to the environmental researchers, those from the Design Methods movement tackle the design process directly 

and aim to transform the process from designers’ viewpoint within the limitations of the traditional design process. The main 

aim of the Design Methods movement is to share the authority of the design process between individual designers and other 

stakeholders. The new design process they propose is about collaboration. In order to achieve this goal, there are two main 
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suggestions from the Design Methods movement for the traditional design process. Firstly, they would like to rationalise the 

subjective design process into a system of information that everyone can access easily.  Secondly, the most important step in 

creating a collaborative design process is the replacement of the traditional design technique, i.e. ‘design-by-drawing’, which 

is abstract and exclusive to designers only.  

 

Alongside the traditional concept of design as the drawing of objects, Jones (1991:ix) mapped his Design Methods based on 

his new definition of design and designing: 

1. “designing as the process of devising not individual products but whole systems or environments such as airports, 

transportation, hypermarkets, educational curricula, broadcasting schedules, welfare schemes, banking systems, 

computer networks; 

2. design as participation, the involvement of the public in the decision-making process; 

3. design as creativity, which is supposed to be potentially present in everyone; 

4. design as an educational discipline that unites arts and science and perhaps can go further than either; 

5. and now the idea of designing WITHOUT A PRODUCT, as a process or way of living in itself. “ 

 

Another important design scientist in the Design Methods Movement was Christopher Alexander, especially his early work A 

Pattern Language. His ambition is to make the design process into a science that people can understand. For Alexander, 

design is about logic and thus can be criticised equally by both designers and users, “… A logical picture is easier to criticise 

than a vague picture since the assumptions it is based on are brought out into the open. Its increased precision gives us the 
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chance to sharpen our conception of what the design process involves. But once what we do intuitively can be described and 

compared with non-intuitive ways of doing the same things, we cannot go on accepting the intuitive method innocently. 

Whether we decide to stand for or against pure intuition as a method, we must do so for reasons which can be discussed” 

(Alexander, 1967:8). 

 

Apart from Jones and Alexander, another key design scientist is John Page, who was the first chairman of the Design 

Research Society (DRS) from 1967 to 1969, described by John Chris Jones (2004) as ‘his lifelong friend and early mentor’. 

Jones explained that both he himself and Page were engineers and shifted to industrial design because of “both of [them] 

refusing to engineer weapons or other inhumanities and choosing instead to 'design for people'”. ’Designing for people’ is one 

of the common goals of design scientists, who are influenced by a book by one of the America’s foremost industrial designers, 

Henry Dreyfuss, by the same title. Another goal is to ‘design for the future’. As John Page explained his 55 of years work in 

Jones’ online diary, “The Design of the Future was and still is the human challenge. The future is a global concept. It is much 

more than what I do for my own future and involves everyone living….” 

 

Twenty years after the start of the Design Methods movement, in the 1980s, proponents of this Design Methods/Science 

movement were criticised for giving insufficient attention to the profound social implications of their proposals. There is a gap 

between the two groups within the design community: design researchers who pose questions about spaces and design 

professionals who create the spaces. Although both of them are concerned about those using the spaces, they are looking at 

different aspects of the relationship between users and design processes. Design researchers study user satisfaction as 
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criteria of spatial quality or user requirements for programme development. Design professionals are looking for insights to 

affect the design processes of physical forms. It seems that there is a lack of common language in the research and methods 

of these two groups. This is echoed by Jones’s self-criticism in the new preface of his revised edition of Design Methods that 

on one hand, the design outputs by Design Scientists were criticised to be insensitive to human needs. Then the discourse of 

Design Methods became theoretical and confined to academic discussion with elite abstract language. As Jones described, 

“[t]he words lost touch with how it feels to be a designer and how it feels to inhabit the systems being designed…” 

(Jones: 1981). Design Scientists become theorists using abstract language to discuss how to improve designs that are not 

understood by design users and the level of abstraction of design processes became so complicated that they were not even 

appreciated by design practitioners. 

 
1.1.2.B User-Centred Design – From Universal Design to Inclusive Design 
 
The works of Design Science can be understood as extensions of the Welfare approach to design, which provide a rational 

description of design but do not address the humanistic aspects of design (Tzonis and Lefaivre, 1972). There is another group 

from the design community and design-concerned group that intend to transform design processes for the sake of people, i.e. 

‘designing for people’. Generally, they are called the user-centred design2 group. Instead of developing design methods and 

an understanding of designing in the abstract world (world of designers) like Design Scientists, user-centred design groups 

focus on the application of design in the concrete world (world of people), i.e. from the point of view of use of design.   

                                                
2 Also known as: contextual inquiry, customer-focused design, empathic design, participatory design, usability, usability engineering, 
usability testing, user experience design (UXD), user-focused design, user-friendly design. (Design Council (UK), 2000c) 
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After the initial developments in the 60s and 70s, more contact with users and 

greater awareness of user needs inspired the user-centred approach to design. Two 

of the key user groups addressed in this approach are disabled users and older 

users: which were called ‘extreme user groups’ by Professor Roger Coleman, co-

director of the Helen Hamlyn Research Centre, Centre of Inclusive Design.  

According to Coleman (2005), there are two different strands over the past twenty-

five years: in the USA, designer Ron Mace and others originated to the concept of 

‘Universal Design’ (Ostroff 2001) which has been influential in Japan, Australia and 

elsewhere (Kose 1998). In Europe, this idea is named of ‘Design for all’ which refers 

to a range of initiatives supported by the European Commission and national 

research funding bodies prompted by European aspirations for social inclusion within 

the context of cultural diversity. 

 
 
Coleman (2005) explained the specific development of how Universal Design developed into Inclusive Design in the United 

Kingdom context in conjunction with business development, “The UK focus is on encouraging and supporting businesses in a 

rapidly changing market place to respond to needs highlighted by social and demographic change. In this context, inclusive 

design is seen as a progressive, goal-orientated process, an aspect of business strategy and design practice - rather than a 

genre of design or a performance measure, which is what distinguishes inclusive design from the more prescriptive 

approaches of Universal Design and Design for All.” 
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The distinction between Universal and Inclusive Design is in their 

practices. Universal Design originated with Ron Mace, an architect, 

product designer, educationalist and wheelchair user, in the late 80s in 

the United States. The concept developed further towards social policy 

and guideline oriented endeavours. Gradually, Universal Design has 

become a topic for experts from the ‘abstract’ circle concerning mainly 

political and professional issues focusing on the social rights of disabled 

citizens. For example, the International Conference on Universal Design, 

Designing For the 21st Century, was organised by Adaptive 

Environments, a world-leading Universal Design non-profit organisation 

in the USA. Most of the participants in the conference were universal design consultants, non-governmental disability 

advocacy organisations (NGO) and design/social science academics; the discussion topics were mainly about public policy 

development, guidelines setting and design standard assessment on the behalf of users and design communities. Impetus for 

Universal Design comes from disabled users and design groups. The development of Inclusive Design mainly in the United 

Kingdom is different. There is still some focus on legislation and standards but the most important ambition of Inclusive Design 

is to encourage the design community to work with users in order to develop new design insights. The Helen Hamlyn Centre 

at the Royal College of Art (HHRC) is an example of a research institution pursuing Inclusive Design and the key design 

organisation promoting Inclusive Design through action-research design projects in the UK. From 1999, the Centre has gained 

insights into Inclusive Design through collaborations between users, industry, education and the voluntary sectors with three 
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design communities – students, design graduates, and design professionals (fig.4) 

(Lebbon and Coleman, 2003).  Inclusive Design starts from the design community 

working for social change. It is not only about disabled or older users and other marginal 

user groups; the aim of Inclusive Design is about involving everyone in design 

processes. Among the seven types of academic design research3 defined by the Design 

Council (UK), Inclusive Design can be classified as part of usability research. It is also 

always associated with the term user research. Its main emphasis is not only about 

testing with users like many other types of user research; its main elements are 

designing with social change such as demographic change and designing with empathy for people. 

 
 
1.1.2.C Community Design - Participation in Environmental Design 
 

The final design responses to sociologists’ critique of design isolation and abstraction focuses on specific practices by some 

socially responsive architects. Giancarlo De Carlo, an Italian architectural participation pioneer who was also a member of the 

                                                
3 Seven types of academic design research by Design Council UK (www.designcouncil.org.uk) 

1. Theoretical studies 
2. Design discipline-specific research 
3. Usability 
4. Cultural and historical research 
5. Design pedagogy 
6. Applied research 
7. Design management 

 

Fig.4.The Helen Hamlyn  
Research Centre’s research  
model  
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CIAM-group4 (Congrès Internationaux d'Architecture Moderne) from 1955 and a key figure of Team Ten5, made an important 

manifesto to state the importance of user participation in architectural design:  

“…architecture has become too important to be left to architects. A real metamorphosis is necessary to develop new 

characteristics in the practice of architecture and new behaviour patterns in its authors: therefore all barriers between builders 

and users must be abolished, so that building and using become two different parts of the same planning process…” 

(Carlo, 1992, 2005: 13) 

 

‘Architecture’ is actually accepted as a general term for spatial design: recently called environmental design, i.e. design or 

designing involving the spatial quality of our environment. From a small toilet design to a whole city plan, there are different 

scales of spatial projects, which are all considered as potential study cases of this doctoral design research. However, this 

explanation is based on the traditional definition of design as being about designing objects. The main starting point of this 

research is that designing is changing. Design is not just about creating objects but also more intangible design outputs such 

as design strategies, redefining categories of products, creative design thinking and even design processes. This is the new 

concept of design in the post-industrial society (Branzi, 1984 and Thackara, 2005). Therefore, this research starts with 

rethinking the implications of participation in the environmental design process, proposing new definitions of participation in 

design through mapping the key players in environmental design and some other designers, learning from real life 

                                                                                                                                                                                    
 
4 The advocate of Functionalism and the International Style from the 1920 and 1930’s. 
5 “Initially an offshoot of the canon-defining CIAM, the group criticized the universalizing, technocratic approach of the Modern movement in 
architecture as it had been developed after the war by CIAM itself and others. Rigorous Functionalism, according to Team 10, was prone to 
estrange people from their living environment. Team 10 put people, the community, the district and traditions at the center of an architecture 
which remained nonetheless systematic, technologically informed and modern.” (www.nai.nl) 
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environmental design experiments and synthesising the insights thus gained to develop new knowledge of design 

participation.     

 

During relatively long processes, in addition to solving technological issues, architects and environmental designers need to 

explain their designs to different parties using different media such as drawings, physical models and computer models. 

Because of the scale of environmental design projects, it is time and cost -inefficient to build one-to-one prototypes as is 

typical in product design or fashion design. Therefore, all the communication tools used during the process are 

‘representations’ of people’s everyday experience, rather than ‘prototypes’ of the future designed environment. 

 

Both architects and architectural historians raise the problem of abstraction in the environmental design process. “Architects 

have a number of ways to ignore users or turn them into abstractions, notably the photograph and the architect’s principal 

means of design, the drawing” (Hill, 2003, p25). For lay people, the language architects use to design and express ideas is so 

abstract that they do not understand and can feel ignorant when confronted with such representations. However, this skill of 

abstraction is a common tool of communication within the architectural design community. There is a trend that some 

architectural design methods have become even more abstract, as exemplified by generative design, which uses numbers 

and diagrams to represent the programme or even physical forms of buildings. 

 

Like other design disciplines, architectural design also faces problems of representation of users in user research. Persona is 

a major design tool for companies to understand the needs of users and consumers.  It refers to fictional characters 
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representative of real users. This raises the question of the difference between the actual users and their representatives or 

the imagined users. The main aim of user research is to get insights from usage experts i.e. users. Usually, user profiles or 

persona are created by general information from market research. Some of them are developed from criteria and designers’ 

assumptions. Imagined personae are common tools especially for big environmental design projects such as commercial 

developments or city plans, in which future users are unspecified or many. With this style of representation, actual user needs 

may be misunderstood or misinterpreted and designers do not gain inspiration from direct interaction with actual users. 

 

Another problem in architectural design practice with people is the problem of determinacy. Its effect is that the usage issues 

of space and the meaning of place for users are neglected. Architects determine how people use spaces through their design. 

This is the characteristic of determinacy of architectural design practices. Is there any possible suggestion for the importance 

of the relationship between architect/designer and user in this aspect? The dilemma between the ‘construction game of 

architects’ and the ‘conversion game of users’ (Boudon, 1972) happens all the time. It is important to make a balance between 

these two games in different situations. The case of the Bronx Development Centre is a good example to explain this problem 

(Mitchell, 1993). Richard Meier, one of the famous American ‘New York Five’ architects, designed this award-winning building 

in the USA in 1976. First, the building received a wide range of awards from the architectural design community before it was 

even occupied. The person-less photos in the architectural press indicate that the architectural peer group elevates 

architecture to an art form. In this case, the end users are mentally deficient children, who need special attention in the space 

requirements. However, Mitchell (1993) found that most of the architectural press used the ‘let them eat cake, if they know 

how’ approach in that they reported the project as an extremely refined example of architectural design without taking the end 

users into account. Second, the usual practice of many architects is to interpret the clients’ brief based on their own concerns 
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and aesthetic inclinations. Thus, they transform their own insights into design ideas that follow their own consistent style. Mr. 

Meier is famous for his ‘white house’ approach, i.e. he designs with different white or light colour elements in most of his 

projects. Most of them are masterpieces of logic and order and receive great respect in the architectural design community. 

However, for laymen, these buildings may all look the same. They are all Mr. Meier’s art works and part of his continuous 

experiments with forms and different design compositions. It is clear that there are two fundamental sets of criteria in each 

environmental project: those of the architectural design community about aesthetics of forms and context and those of 

users/clients about occupancy and usage. 

 

This type of story is still happening now and in different part of the world especially due to the ‘star architects’ phenomenon. 

John Thackara (1988:11) expresses his observation of public opinion about the modern movement, “There are two popular 

prejudices about modernist practice: first, that it treats all places and all people in the same way, an approach perceived to be 

a threat to individual identity and local tradition; and second; that it elevates expert judgement over everyday experience and 

learned, tacit knowledge.”  It is easy to recognise Meier’s projects in different parts of the world by their complex composition 

of white elements. The Bronx Development Centre could be seen as designer-driven or style-driven architecture whose 

design is not driven by human needs. Some critics even comment that this type of design practice is an attempt to affirm the 

architect as God (Abercrombie, 1978). 

 

However, there are still some socially responsive architects or urban planners working for different communities, who aim to 

improve people’s life through participation. Since the 1980’s, participation has become an indispensable part of many 
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community projects around the world (Desai, 1995). All these community projects aim at improving people’s lives by involving 

specific users in the creating processes. This phenomenon of general participation is also reflected in the development of 

participation in design. Just as the backgrounds and social situations of users vary, there are many different practices of 

participation in design. Starting from environmental design, especially in planning, there were many movements that were 

started in order to get users involved in design decision-making. 

 

One of the practitioners of Participation in architecture and planning, Henry Sanoff, an American architect and design 

academic, believes that “…with (community) participation, residents are actively involved in the development process; there 

will be a better-maintained physical environment, greater public spirit, more user satisfaction, and significant financial 

savings”. He then elaborates this statement into three purposes of participation: 

1. “To involve people in design decision-making processes and, as a result, increase their trust and confidence in 

organisations, making it more likely that they will accept decisions and plans and work within the established systems 

when seeking solutions to problem. 

2. To provide people with a voice in design and decision making in order to improve planning decisions and service 

delivery. 

3. To promote a sense of community by bringing people together who share common goals”  

(Sanoff, 2000:9-10) 
 

However, not all members of the design community agreed with this new mode of design thinking and many objections were 

made. One famous objection was made by Maxwell Hutchinson, president of the Royal Institute of British Architects (RIBA) in 
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the late 80s, against its former president, Rod Hackney, who strongly supported the Community Architecture movement - a 

Design Participation movement in architecture that developed in the UK from the 1960s. He said, “community architecture is 

dead. It was not simply killed; it was over killed. It was a PR exercise masquerading as a crusade... For a while community 

architecture was capital’s plaything. Money had quit industry and the Welfare State and was amusing itself with minor 

entertainments. Money discovered community architecture, rescued it from the gutter, and glamorized it. And then tired of it” 

(Maxwell, 1989). Starting from this kind of strong objection from the design community, Community Architecture began to lose 

its importance in Britain from the 1980s especially within the design community. Its fall reflects the changing position of 

participation in design because of the decline in public- sector commissions. 

 

1.1.3 Design, Participation, Tactics – design with people but NOT for them and how? 

 
After discussing the background of postmodernity and three different responses or practices of participation within the design 

community, the discussion of this thesis starts with the proposition: Design Participation is about the interaction between 

designer and user.  It should lead to mutual benefit but how?  How can users take part and what are the potential roles of 

users in participating in design processes? In which parts of the design processes can users take part and what are the roles 

of designers and of other stakeholders? These questions indicate that there are many actors (both addressees and 

addressors), processes, and social systems involved. In order to understand the rationale of Design Participation, to define 

the words  ‘Design’ and ‘Participation’ separately within the respective ‘spaces’ of designers and users is necessary. “Both 

words are ambiguous,” Stringer (1972) expressed, “Design can refer either to the design, in the sense of a plan for a product, 
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or to the process of designing. Participation can mean having a piece of something in common with others – sharing the cake; 

or doing something in common with others – playing in a game of football.” Such simple definitions already provide many 

implications. ‘Design Participation’ is a complicated issue and it is important to understand its fundamental meaning from its 

terminology. It is about the interaction between many issues from two spaces: abstract (where designers work) and concrete 

(where users live). Lastly, but also importantly, is to understand the term ‘tactic’ by comparing it with some exacting design 

techniques such as Design Methods, A Pattern Language and Methods of Architectural Programming. This definition of 

terminology extends the discussion of the research background and also explains the title of this thesis before the report of the 

actual research and findings. Referring to Lefebvre’s 1970s concepts of ‘concrete space’ and ‘abstract space’: Concrete 

Space (CS) is the space in which we live and experience and Abstract Space (AS) is the space of vision and geometry, used 

by architects/designers to design our cities. The defining process adapts this model as the analytical framework. The 

discussion will start from understanding design practice from the abstract space where typical designers will work and in which 

they are trained without interaction with people in the concrete space. The focus will then move to look at ‘participation’ from 

the concrete space and then aim to investigate the techniques of ‘Design Participation’ happening in the realm where the AS 

and CS overlap.  

 

Before looking at the terminologies of Design Participation, it is necessary to make a clarification of the meanings and 

relationship between ‘Design Participation’ (DP) and ‘Participatory Design’ (PD). ‘Design Participation’ is not an everyday term 

and it is common that members of the design community will associate the topic of this thesis with Participatory Design. 

Participatory Design can be interpreted as only a type of innovation while Design Participation can be understand as a 

‘paralogy’. As Lyotard (1984:61) explained, “[p]aralogy must be distinguished from innovation: the latter is under the command 

AS

 CS 
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of the system, or at least used by it to improve its efficiency; the former is a move (the importance of which is not recongnized 

until later) played in the pragmatics of knowledge... The stronger the ‘move’, the more likely it is to be denied the minimum 

consensus, precisely because it changes the rules of the game upon which the consensus has been based.”  This is because 

Participatory Design is one of many problem-solving design techniques whereas Design Participation is a way of thinking 

about design, which aims to develop new design through different techniques, of which Participatory Design can be one. In 

Lyotard’s terms, PD is one of the rules to control the design game and DP is a new attitude towards playing the game that will 

try to change the nature of the game. 

 
 
1.1.3.A. ‘Design’ in the Abstract Space: From ‘Designer’ to ‘Design process’ 
 

Let us start from 

the basic question: 

What is design? 

The most direct 

definition of design 

can be in terms of 

outputs (product, 

system, 

environment) or as 

Microsoft® Word X for Mac® dictionary                                                                        Microsoft® Word X for Mac® Thesaurus 
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a verb meaning the actions creating these outputs.  Apart from this simple definition of design, actually it may be more 

important to question the preconditions of design when defining ‘design’. Who is it for? How do designers work?  

 

Over the past few decades, conventional answers to these questions have shifted dramatically, especially from the industrial 

age to the post-industrial age. The term ‘design’ comes from the Italian disegno, meaning drawing. Italian designer and 

theorist, Andrea Branzi, (1984:87) did a comparison between two design ages, “…a new kind of production, given the name 

post-industrial by theoreticians, in which the all-embracing logic of mass-production, which represses changes in taste as an 

unpredictable and irrational variable, was giving way to a search for flexibility. It was no longer society that must resemble the 

factory in every way, but the factory that had to try to adapt to society.”  Such transformation of demand has revealed that the 

aim of design is changing from the production of objects towards society-led consumption. “[T]he product, that is, must 

actively select its own user, promote itself to a particular social group and must avoid apparently objective but substantially 

anonymous qualities” (Branzi, 1984:142). In other words, the goal of designing is “beyond the object” (Thackara,1988: 11-34 ) 

i.e. it is not about designers’ self-expression, but should seek to be an appropriate response to users’ experience and 

expectations to create a coherent and sustainable outcome.  

 

The other definition of design is regarding the definition of designers. As mentioned above, ‘designer’ has become an 

adjective for well-designed, good quality and luxury. Designers are the key characters (even the leading actors) in the creation 

of ‘design’ objects, systems and environments. At the same time, designers are also citizens and one of our obligations should 

be providing our skills to serve society. Under this proposition, there is an increasing number of progressive designers shifting 



I. Design for or with people?        Design Participation Tactics _ Yanki Lee 

 

 51 

their focus from designer-centred to user-centred design, which means emphasizing softer, more human aspects of emotional 

engagement, lifestyle and aspiration in design.  

 

As Mitchell (1993:71) expressed, there has been a wide range of new design approaches focusing on different aspects of 

design, but all reflect the transition from a fixed goal for designing (i.e. the production of physical form) to variable ones (i.e. 

designing for different nuances of user experience). Jones (1991: ix) also wrote about this transition from a more personal 

viewpoint: “If, as I think now, the main purpose of ‘the design process’ is collective learning, the deliberate seeking of new 

ways of living, then we must expect to make changes in our processes and procedures (for this learning often takes the form 

of sudden insights)....” Both quotes 

indicate the importance of the shift 

of design focus: from designer to 

user-focused, from product to 

process-oriented.  This involves a 

rethinking of the relationship 

between designer and user. Should 

the designer act as an authority and 

treat users as subjects for analysis 

or can there be a collaborative 

design process that can lead to new Microsoft® Word X for Mac® Dictionary  
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design output? What is the role of the designer in the new design process? 

 

1.1.3.B ‘Participation’ in the Concrete Space: From ‘User’ to ‘People’ 
 

First of all, in 2004, the UK Government Department of Trade and Industry (DTI) conducted research6 about user-centred 

design (UCD) by visiting top design consultants in the USA to track the development from user-centred design (UCD) to 

people-centred design (PCD). This report adopted the term ‘people’ to replace ‘user’, because “…UCD is often thought to be 

purely about ‘usability’ or making things ‘easy to use’. Frequently, UCD becomes merely ‘user testing’ and is brought in at the 

end of the product development cycle. Users are often conceived in a task-centric way that fits into current technology-led 

business models.”  By introducing the term ‘people-centred design’ (PCD), ”people in their social context rather than task-

centric users should be considered a fundamental source of innovation” (Wakeford, 2004:12). How to decide the term with 

which to describe those who use design has been a long-term and seemingly never-resolved argument. 

Designers, architects, planners, or policy makers create products, services, systems, or environments through design 

processes. ‘Users’ is the general term used to describe those whose lives are directly affected by the material outputs of 

design processes. What does the term ‘user’ mean? To find out the different definitions of users in the design field, it is also 

necessary to define the term ‘users’ in relation with other similar terms. Within many design disciplines, ‘user’ is the common 

term to describe the unknown person who is going to use the objects and systems, as in the ‘user manual’ for computer 

                                                
6 Global Watch Missions The UK government Department of Trade and Industry (DTI) Global Watch Service provides funds to assist small 
groups of technical expects from UK companies and academia to visit other countries for short, fact finding missions. 
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software. The term ‘customer’ is a more personal term to describe future buyers and is commonly used in commercial 

marketing and public relations strategies, as in ‘customer service’ counters at department stores. The term ‘client’ refers to 

those who commission projects and who have direct contact with the project team. When the scale of the design project 

becomes bigger and more stakeholders become involved, as in a building or urban planning project, there are more terms to 

describe different types of users such as  ‘occupant’ and ‘inhabitant’. ‘Users’ is still the most popular term. Forty (2000:312) 

pointed out that architects tend to refer to ‘user’ rather than the other mentioned terms. The reason is that the ‘users’ 

represent a “homogeneous and fictional unit”. Their existence can help architects to formulate their briefs under their own 

control and assumption. This is another manifestation of the technology of abstraction used by architects especially under the 

modernist ideology.  

 

In The Production of Space, Lefebvre (1974:362) explains the meaning of ‘user’ among other vocabularies of modern 

architecture, “The word ‘user’ (usager)... has something vague – and vaguely suspect – about it. ‘User of what?’ one tends to 

wonder... The user’s space is lived – not represented (or conceived)”. This comment indicates the importance of the idea of 

emancipatory power against functional determinism. Some progressive architects, such as the Dutch architect Herman 

Hertzberger, believe that the purpose of architecture is to enable “users to become inhabitants” (1991:28). It is about the 

emancipation of usage to create for “the users the freedom to decide for themselves how they want to use each part, each 

space” (ibid.171). 
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Unlike Forty, Hill (2003) used the role of the ‘user’ as the point from which to demonstrate the changes of the opposition 

between the architect and the user starting from the modernist era. “To use a building is to alter it, by for example physically 

transforming it, using it in unexpected ways, or conceiving of it anew. The user can be passive, reactive or creative, whatever 

the character of the space he or she inhabits, but space can affect use, and each design suggests a certain user” (Hill, 2003). 

For Hill (2003), there are three attitudes of architects towards users, as manifested throughout architectural history. These are: 

‘passive users’ with architects as ‘father figures’, ‘reactive users’ with flexibility, and ‘creative users’ with reformulation of 

subject-object relations in the architectural dialogue.    

 

“By the late 1990s, it appears that ‘user’ had lost its earlier connotation of the disadvantaged and disenfranchised and become 

a means for architects to criticize their own practice” (Forty: 2000,314). Forty concluded his ‘user’ section with this explanation 

for the decline of interest in the ‘user’ and ‘user needs’. This statement indicates that the status of the term ‘user’ is being 

challenged. Henry Dreyfuss Designing for People  (1955) and Byron Mikellides’s Architecture for People (1980) are 

examples of books by progressive designers and architects to demonstrate their special concern about users in their design 

practice. As with Swain (1961), most of these designers prefer to use the term ‘people’ rather than ‘users’. ‘People’ denotes 

the general population and is a more general term than the term ‘user’. On the one hand, using the term ‘people’ can show a 

bigger vision of design. On the other hand, using such a general term responds to Forty’s critiques by suppressing all the 

differences which exist between specific terms such as ‘customers’, ‘clients’ or ‘inhabitants’.  

 

The selection of terms from ‘user ‘ to ‘people’ or ‘citizen’ in the successive working titles of this thesis demonstrates the 

focusing process of this research. Definitely, this research does not intend to use the term ‘users’ since it is based on the 
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belief that people should not be ‘test subjects’ in design processes. Hill (2003:27) pointed out the paradoxical connotations of 

the term ‘users’: the negative connotations are about reducing architecture to a set of functional specifications and reducing 

people to generic abstractions, “however, it is  better than occupant, occupier or inhabitant because it suggests positive action 

and the potential for misuse.” To be more specific to modern life, ‘citizen’ may be a more appropriated term since the majority 

of the world’s population is living in cities. The term ‘citizen’ can extend the idea of using everyday life language and it also 

explains the specification of this research in relation to city/urban development. It belongs to the discourse of citizenship in the 

realm of social science discussion. However, since this research is focusing on the design discipline and some related topics 

from other disciplines, there is no room in this thesis for further investigation of the social study of citizenship which itself is a 

research topic in the abstract space. Finally, the decision was made to use the term ‘people’, a more humanistic term, which is 

common in the concrete space. Facilitation of abstract design language or even exchanging abstract terms for everyday 

language is the cue to enable people’s participation in design processes. 

 

How do people participate? This question relates to the definition of ‘participation’ and how it relates to attitudes of the design 

community towards people.  Fundamentally, ‘participation’ can denote being a part, rather than having or doing a part. In this 

sense, ‘Design Participation’ can be defined as “partaking of the essential nature of design as a product or a process” 

(Stringer, 1972:26). After almost five decades of development, the word ‘participation’ has been in and out of the scene in the 

design field. “We felt that the time was right for a re-evaluation of participation, particularly given a European political context 

in which ‘participation’ had become a buzzword, but with little thought given to the what the word actually meant” (Jones, et al: 

2005:xiii). This is a quotation from a group of architectural design academics that recently published a book entitled 
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Architecture and Participation, which aims to question the meaning of the word with a large number of real world examples. 

They tried to look at ‘participation’ through three aspects: politics, histories and practices. “Because true participation concerns 

real engagement rather than a grazing of the image, it can provide a counterpoint to the image-fuelled world of the media. But 

of course mainstream architectural culture is 

equally obsessed with the image – we can see 

how participation is not merely a means to 

engage users more fully in the production of 

space, but also a means to criticise and redirect 

architectural culture” (Ibid. xv). 

 
‘Participation’ in general use refers to Public Participation. ‘Public Participation’ means different things to different people. 

Some people refer to voting in elections as participation in the political process. Joining a political party, standing for election, 

or doing volunteer work with the elderly all are forms of participation for others (Loh, et al., 2002:11). ‘Public’ Participation can 

be referred to an individual or a member of a group to expressing their views with the aim of changing government policy and 

practice. For ‘Design’ Participation, a similar meaning is adopted, i.e. it is the act through which ‘future users’ (the meaning of 

‘user’ has already been discussed above) of the design work can be involved in the design decision making process with the 

intention of modifying the design proposal and making sure the final work can fit their needs. 

 

The word ‘participation’ became part of the popular political vocabulary in the 1960s. Ironically, British political sociologist, 

Carola Pateman, in her book Participation and Democratic Theory  (1970) stated that the idea of ‘participation’ has had 

Microsoft® Word X for Mac® Dictionary            Microsoft® Word X for Mac® Thesaurus 

 



I. Design for or with people?        Design Participation Tactics _ Yanki Lee 

 

 57 

only a minimal role in the overall discussion of ‘democracy’. She said that classical concepts of ‘democracy’ refer to 

‘totalitarianism’, which means the ideal situation of maximum participation of all people through coercion. The recent idea of 

democracy is more about representative organisation in order to ensure the stability of complex industrialised societies. “The 

collapse of the Weimar Republic, with its high rates of mass participation, into fascism, and the post-war establishment of 

totalitarian regimes based on mass participation, albeit participation backed by intimidation and coercion, underlay the 

tendency for ‘participation’, to become linked to the concept of totalitarianism rather of democracy” (Pateman, 1970:1).  Such 

a development indicates that the crucial question for modern society about participation is not only about adopting the 

ideology but more importantly, how to best execute participation and the appropriate mode and level of participation in the 

process.  

 

Along Arnstein’s ‘ladder of citizen participation’ (1971), the most popular and commonly adopted method nowadays should be 

‘consultation’ (more details of Arnstein’s ladder of participation will be discussed in the next chapter). Verba  (1961) called this 

type of participation “pseudo participation” in his workforce democracy study, which means that this type of participation is not 

a method for alternative decision-making but covers techniques used to persuade employees (people) to accept some 

decisions that have been made by the management team (designer, policy makers or general authorities). Users are being 

consulted without any ‘real’ involvement in the process. Such situations are the focus of much critique from the design 

research community towards design participation practices. “Participatory Design refers to inclusion of users in the design 

team rather than gathering user feedback through observation and testing. The approach has been most influential in 

Scandinavia but has, in turn, been criticised because of the risk of designer-users becoming experts, rather than offering a 
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fresh user perspective” (Black, c2000). This dialectic relationship between designer and user raises the questions of leveling 

of participation in relation to the changing roles of all the stakeholders in the design process and the performance of the 

design output. There is often confusion about the distinction between ‘Design Participation’ and ‘Participatory Design’. One of 

the contributions of this thesis is to make clear this distinction: ‘Design Participation’ is the umbrella term for all design 

practices with participation including participatory design, inclusive design and human-centred design, etc. 

 

1.1.3.C. ‘Tactics’: from  ‘Methods’, ‘Patterns’, ‘Programmes’ to ‘Strategies’  
 
After discussing the terminologies in use in abstract space and concrete space, this thesis will now examine the actual terms 

in which the design community tries to describe the techniques intended to make design more responsive to people.  

 

Among all the terms espoused by the Design Methods movement, the most influential ones are ‘method’ and ‘pattern’. Both of 

these were developed in Britain during the early 1960s. John Chris Jones, a British product design engineer, published the 

first edition of Design Methods, which contains thirty-five different techniques for designers to rationalise their design 

processes. Then, Christopher Alexander, a British trained American architect and academic, published a series of books to 

promote an entirely new attitude towards architecture and planning in the 1970s. This series consist of three volumes, which 

describe this new design attitude from the point of view of theory (volume 1: The Timeless Way of Building), parameters 

(volume 2: A Pattern Language) and implementation (volume 3: The Oregon Experiment). The term ‘pattern’ became the 

representation of this new architectural design process that allows laymen to design their own environments. 
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The main difference between ‘methods’ and ‘patterns’ is in the respective authors’ choice of target audience. Jones developed 

his ‘methods’ as a ‘design strategy’ for designers and members of planning teams to design in a way that is responsive to 

users (Jones, 1970,1982,1992:75). Alexander’s ‘patterns’ or ‘languages’ are different in that they are for any laymen to design 

their own houses, neighourhoods and offices and use them as guidelines to the actual process of construction. “… [Y]ou can 

make a language for your own project, by choosing the patterns which are most useful to you, and leaving them more or less 

in the order that you find them printed here” (Alexander et al,1977: xix). Another difference is the scale distinction between the 

‘methods’ and the ‘pattern language’. “Let us finally explain the status of this language, why we have called it ‘A Pattern 

Language’ with the emphasis on the word ‘A’,and how we imagine this pattern language might be related to the countless 

thousands of other language we hope that people will make for themselves, in the future” (Alexander et al: 1977: xvi). Small 

‘patterns’ form different ‘languages’, which are parts of a bigger network. Such a system provides people with components 

from which to choose and construct what they need. On the other hand, Jones’ ‘methods’ concentrate on the ‘language’ level, 

i.e. ways to manipulate and combine ‘patterns’. Jones (1992:347) concluded and commented, “Alexander tries to bring outside 

the brain the whole of the complicated process by which such patterns are intuitively foreseen and recognized. Unfortunately 

this first attempt at so worthwhile and difficult an enterprise does not entirely succeed.” Design Methods attempts “to 

externalise the design process” (Jones, 1992:45). It proposes an internal transformation within the design community to allow 

the design process to better accommodate users needs. Comparatively, A Pattern Language attempts to empower people 

outside the design community in order to change the traditional way of designing through an externalising of the design 

process, as in Jones’ quote above. 
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In 1977, Henry Sanoff published the book entitled, Methods of Architectural Programming, which mixes ‘methods’ and 

‘patterns’ by introducing the term ‘programme’. Since Sanoff is an architect focusing on environmental research and one of the 

founders of the Environmental Design Research Association (EDRA), he tries different ways to understand people’s needs 

and people’s behaviour by approaches from management studies such as Management by Objectives (MBO), social science 

research techniques such as Participatory Observation and Post-occupancy study in order to design environments to 

accommodate people’s desires. He defines programming as the first sequence of the phases in the design of the environment 

(Sanoff, 1977:3). All the ‘methods’ are employed in the programming phase for problem-identification, information collection 

and information organisation.  

 

Compared to Jones’ ‘methods’ and Alexander’s ‘patterns’, Sanoff’s ‘programmes’ happen in the realm between the design 

community and users/people. It is the realm of interaction or more specifically the realm of collaboration. There is where all 

Sanoff’s approaches such as ‘information retrieval methods’ and ‘methods of transforming’ and ‘design information’ are trying 

to bridge between the design community and the people for whom they design. By acquiring information on people’s desires, 

it is intended that designers can design more responsively to people needs.  



I. Design for or with people?        Design Participation Tactics _ Yanki Lee 

 

 61 

Microsoft® Word X for Mac® Dictionary                                         Microsoft® Word X for Mac® Thesaurus  
 

Finally, it is necessary to discuss the pivotal definition of this section: What are ‘Tactics’? And why is this term appropriate for 

this investigation of Design Participation compared to other related terms? Michel de Certeau, a French philosopher, claims 

that ‘tactics’ represent a kind of reflective action. In the case of Design Participation, ‘tactics’ can refer to designers working 

and developing quick and effective ways of designing to tackle the problems together with people in concrete space. In 

contrast to ‘strategies’, ‘tactics’ are based on time and opportunities. ‘Strategy’ is about the “calculation of power relationships 

that becomes possible as soon as a subject with will and power can be isolated” (de Certeau, 1984: 36).  In this sense, 

‘strategy’ is based on place. “... [A] tactic is a calculated action determined by the absence of a proper locus. No delimitation of 

an exteriority, then , provides it with the condition necessary for autonomy. The space of a tactic is the space of the other. 

Thus it must play on and with a terrain imposed on it and organised by the distance, in a position of withdrawal, foresight, and 
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self-collection: it is a maneuver ‘within the enemy’s field if vision’, as von Bulow put it, and within enemy territory.” (de Certeau, 

1984:37) 

 

Alexander’s ‘patterns’ are ‘tactics’ because they are developed through working with people in the concrete space, then the 

findings are documented and fed back to the abstract space of the design community and not developed further. The time 

issue is not stressed by the ‘pattern’ in the abstract space. Comparatively, Sanoff’s ‘programmes’ tackle the time issue by 

conducting actions with real life cases in concrete space while developing theories in the abstract space. Different pieces of 

tactical knowledge are generated and the roles of designer and user are changing. The actions are begun in the realm of 

collaboration where there are dynamic changing relationships between the spaces of designers and users. 

 

Design Participation can be described as design professionals inviting laymen to participate in the design process and the 

ideal situation is to create collective solutions to problems, especially those that are socially related. However, many practices 

of Design Participation become just other means of professionalism. As Banham (1972:16) defined, “Professionalism is a way 

of organising competence, of getting certain specialist skills together in a place and in a condition where they can aid the rest 

of society.”  The crisis of professionalism is actually due to the concept of professionalism itself. Professionals work on solving 

problems. If there is no problem, we do not need experts to help us. In Banham’s word, “professionals are trained to be 

problem-oriented”. However, the way they solve problems is traditionally based on their interpretation of others’ perceived 

needs but not others’ formulation of their own needs. 
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Design Participation needs more tactical techniques that are developed with people and not for users. This need was 

articulated by Certeau (1984:37) who defined ‘tactics’ as “…the indexes of consumption and of the interplay of forces. They 

depend on a problematic of enunciation. In addition, although (or because) they are excluded in principle from scientific 

discourse, these ‘ways of speaking’ provide the analysis of ‘ways of operating’ with a repertory of models and hypotheses.” 

This thesis, Design Participation Tactics, describes an alternative approach to designing with people. Subsequent chapters 

will define the field in which this approach is developed and identify many Design Participation Practitioners and group them 

according to periods, disciplines, countries and ideologies. The other contribution of this design research is to suggest 

directions for the future development of designing with people.  
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2.1 Mapping Design Participation  
 

Time: Oct. 2002 

Location: The Interactive Institute, Space Studio, Malmö, Sweden. 

Cast: Yanki Lee (YL) and Peter Fröst (PF) Swedish architect and researcher  

 

YL: “You guys have just organised the Participatory Design Conference 2002. How do 

you think your works related to participatory design?” 

PF: “We don’t use the term ‘participation’ here anymore (Sweden, Scandinavia), we work 

on collaboration.” 

_____________________________________________________________________________ 

 
While more and more designers are designing 

for users, there are many diverse definitions 

of the term ‘user’.  ‘Design for users’ has 

become a design trend. Are users just a 

subject of analysis or can they be active 

participants in the design decision-making 

process? A new analytic tool (fig.5) is 

introduced to explore different perspectives on Design 

Participation. The diagram of interaction of abstract space (the realm where designers and experts work) 

and concrete space (the realm where people live) provides a new dialectic way to understand Design 

Fig.5 Abstract Space Vs Concrete  
Space and Realm of Collaboration 
(new tool to analyse Design Participation  
Participation i.e. DP analysis tool) 
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Participation. Participation’s roots can be traced back to the widespread growth of community action and social movements 

fighting for social democracy in the 1960s and early 1970s. Since then, there have been a number of attempts made to 

delineate systems of the participation-phenomenon crossing different disciplines.  

 

2.1.1 Hierarchy of Participation  

 
Many Participation practitioners and researchers refer to Arnstein’s ‘ladder of citizen participation’ from 1969. Its intention is to 

map the effect of participation and the degree to which the people are empowered to define 

the ultimate product. This participation ‘ladder’ focuses on the effects of different participation 

approaches on the users. The degree of user involvement ranges from being manipulated by 

experts to becoming involved in decision–making in a partnership relationship with the others 

including different experts. Referring to Arnstein’s (1969, 1996) classic definition of levels of 

participation; the defined eight rungs of participation are grouped into three types of 

progressing participation (fig.6): 

1. Nonparticipation – “ Their real objective is not to enable people to participate in planning or 

conducting programmes, but to enable powerholders to ‘educate’ or ‘cure’ the participants” 

(ibid, 246), 

2. Tokenism -  “When they are proffered by powerholders as the total extent of participation, 

citizens may indeed hear and be heard. But under these conditions they lack the power to 

insure that their views will be heeded by the powerful” (ibid), Fig.6 Eight rungs on the ladder of citizen 
participation. (Arnstein,1969, 1996: 247)  
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3. Citizen Power – “ levels of citizen power with increasing degrees of decision-making clout” (ibid, 247). 

 

Arnstein’s ‘ladder’ is an example of ‘outsiders’ to design processes who apply social science knowledge to analyse the quality 

of design output. Such analytical studies are usually done by design critics and their goal is to make design more responsive 

to social needs and reflect what the users want. These approaches evaluate design outcomes and suggest new social policies 

to provide ways for designers to change their ways of working. Examples of this phenomenon come from the discourse about 

the effect of environmental design (including urban planning, urban design and architectural design) on crime. Works from 

Jane Jacobs (The Death and Life of Great American Cities, 1961), Oscar Newman (Creating Defensible Space, 1970), 

Alice Coleman (Utopia on trial: Vision and reality in planned housing, 1985.) and many others claim that designs of urban 

environments, especially those under the modernist influence, are largely to blame for crime and vandalism because of the 

alienation such designs generated (Gilroy et al, 1995).  Most of these criticisms are raised in post-occupancy studies, many of 

which led to environmental improvements without the involvement of the original design team. These 

researchers study user satisfaction and conduct user research to define criteria of design quality or user 

requirements for new design programmes.  

 

Almost three decades after Arnstein’s ‘ladder of citizen participation’, the world of architecture and design 

generally focuses more on user involvement or participation in design processes. Different designers and 

researchers have adapted these approaches. However, their levels of user participation are varied. Social 

scientist Christina Lindsay (2003) of Philips Design introduced another tool, the ‘pyramid of user-led design 

methodologies’ (fig.7), which aims to illustrate the relationship between user research methods, the kinds of 
Fig.7 Christina Lindsay’s pyramid  
of user-led design 
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information obtained through using them, and the relationship of the designer to the users in the process. At the lowest level of 

the pyramid, designers use ‘user representation’ and ‘I methodology: design for themselves’. These are the most common 

types of user representation, in which the designer projects an imagined user from his or her own experience or assumptions. 

As one proceeds ‘up’ the pyramid, the level of user involvement is raised by introducing qualitative research methods such as 

short interviews and ethnographic observation. Thus, users are treated as ‘valued colleagues’ in the design processes. 

Lindsay is not satisfied with the co-creating process and asks, her final goal is to put users at the centre of the process. This 

‘co-development’ mode is the beginning of the collaborative design process. 

2.1.2 Methods of Participation  

 
More direct systems to understand the relationship between users’ needs and design processes are developed by ‘insiders’ of  

the design community. Through understanding the working attitude of different designers towards their users, design 

researchers have identified different classification systems. Many of their works are associated with design educators and 

intended to persuade design students or practicing designers to design with the involvement of users. Recently, there are 

more and more architects tending to inform their design methodologies by conducting doctoral research. For example, 

Jonathan Hill, currently Professor of Architecture and Visual Theory at the Bartlett School of Architecture, did his doctoral 

study about the exploration of “how architects conceive the user affects what they design and the relations between the user 

and the architects” (Hill: 2003: 3). He defined three types of users with different design ideologies:  

i. Passive users and functionalism 

ii. Reactive users and flexibility  

iii. Creative users and the death of the architect (self-build) 
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Similar practices are happening in commercial design consultancies. IDEO and SonicRim are two 

international design consultancies sharing a similar people-centred design idea and both have developed 

ways to explain and promote their design methods with users.  

 

Jane Fulton Suri, one of the founders of IDEO, aims to help companies innovate through designing products, 

services, environments and experiences. A British trained psychologist and architect with ergonomics 

research experience, Suri believes that design can enhance people’s experiences through  

understanding what people care about and enjoy. In order to find out what these matters are, 

IDEO defined four classes of design/research methods through a design interface called the 

‘Method Card’, which can be shared with other design practitioners (fig.8). Suri describes these 

four types of methods as “ranging from the more objective to more subjective.” She also 

clarified that “Each of these four classes of methods has advantages and limitations such that 

in most cases it is valuable to combine methods and look for convergent patterns rather than 

rely upon a single technique” (Suri, c1990: 44). 

 

Another example is SonicRim, an American consultancy which helps clients to achieve relevant 

innovation by exploring people’s needs and aspirations. Elizabeth B.N. Sanders, President of SonicRim, obtained a PhD in 

cognitive psychology, Sanders is a leader in user/people- centred design and also a pioneer in the field to work with designers 

as a social scientist.  After many years of user-centred design experience, instead of changing the term from user-centred to 

Fig.8 Tables developed  
from IDEO’s ‘Method Cards’ 
(Suri, c1990:43) 

Learning from data 
 
Looking at people in context 
 
Asking people to participate 
 
Trying things ourselves 
 

SAY 
 
DO 
 
MAKE 

Say 
Think 

 
Do 
Use 

 
Know 
Feel 

Dream 

Fig.9. Sanders’ (2002:4)  
diagrams of user research  
tools 
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human-centred, Sanders prefers to use the term ‘participatory approaches’ to illustrate her works. “In participatory 

experiences, the roles of the designer and the researcher blur and the user becomes a critical component of the process. The 

new rules call for new tools. People want to express themselves and to participate directly and proactively in the design 

development process” (Sanders, 2002:2). According to Sanders, the design process should be a collective and participatory 

process and she defines seven activities through which designers can learn from people. She further organises these 

activities into three ways of accessing experience that designers can develop into three kinds of tools (‘SAY’, ‘DO’ and 

‘MAKE’) to understand and establish empathy with people who use products and information systems (fig. 15). Similar to 

IDEO’s methods, Sanders also encourages designers to explore these three tools simultaneously. ‘SAY’ and ‘DO’ tools are 

those belonging to market research and traditional design research. The SAY and DO methods refer to more traditional user 

study methods such as interviews and observation. The ‘MAKE’ tools are “the new tools are focused on what people make i.e. 

what they create from the toolkits we provide for them to use in expressing their thoughts, feelings and dreams” (Sanders, 

2002:4). The MAKE method is a relatively new one, which relates to making tools for users to probe and express their 

expectations and can be called the ‘special tools’, which are focused on what people make, i.e. what they create from the 

toolkits we provide for them to use in expressing their thoughts, feelings and dreams. Most of the tools that are used in many 

studies tended to be ‘MAKE tools’ which are more advanced than the SAY tools and the DO tools, whose aims are to allow 

people to voice their views and understand what they are doing but are not projective. One of the MAKE tools is a probing tool 

developed by designers in collaboration with social scientists to interact with users. How do they work between the concrete 

and abstract space? What is the critique for the success of the probes? By comparing different practicing probe tools in the 

field, the aim is to find the performativity of the probes in different situations. Another people-centred design tool is the 
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application of personas, “fictional characters representative of real users or user groups” (Wakeford, 2004). There are two 

main uses of personas; as defined by Wakeford: 

i.  User–requirements stage of technology development  

ii.  Innovation activities such as workshops and brainstorming sessions 

Activities such as workshops are also commonly used in participatory design and community design. The workshop technique 

is a collective activity for people to work together on creative projects, discuss topics of common interest or study different 

subjects. 

2.1.3 Research into Participation  
 

Referring to the academic works and scholarly research, the intention of this section is to develop a mapping system to 

understand participation in relation to different practices. Referring to the DRS Conference in 1972, John Page, a British 

Design Scientist who was the first Chairman of the Design Research Society from 1967 to 1969, presented a paper titled, 

Planning and Protest  in which he provided a comprehensive and scientific way to understand user participation in design 

processes by a series of diagrams demonstrating different design and planning organisational structures (Fig. 10). Compared 

to other systems, Page’s system avoids a linear way to analyse different practices of Design Participation. Page started with a 

suggestion that the user participation discussion was about the separation of the world of designers and the world of users 

which is similar to Lefebvre’s concept of concrete and abstract space: 

“The designer lives in the world of design isolation. There are effectively two worlds – the design world and the world of users 

– and while the real world contains real users, the designer works with abstract users, whose characteristics he invents. 
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Eventually, when the product emerges from this ‘design god’, it exists in the real external world. It makes an impact on the 

external world but not necessarily a very good one…” (Page, 1972). 

 

Page’s quotation describes the design situation without user participation in the design process, which is shown level 1 in 

Fig.10. Thus, Page continued to use this framework to define different roles for users in design processes. The level 2, low 

level of participation, is about designers working with some sort of official design control framework such as a planning 

control department. In this level, users become initial information suppliers as external users at the beginning of design 

processes. As shown in the two diagrams of level 3 user participation, there is collaboration between designers and users. 

Representative users are invited to give comment throughout the processes. In this model of user participation, the designer 

is still a ‘design god’, but changed to be a “demi – god because they got kicked by some of the angels” (Page, 1972:116). 

Another model (level 4) is called “simulated design”. There are three types of simulated situations that evoke different user 

participation. 

 

When the simulation is set up and controlled by designers, the user’s comments are collected and translated by the designer 

into a workable design. Its aim is to identify user input objectives in design processes. The next modification is that the user 

himself operates the simulator and chooses between alternative designs by simulation. This more sophisticated user 

participation model is called “interactive social design” in which the users and the people, in the environment of the potential 

object, collaborated in the design. The simulation can produce experience for both sides. After agreement has been reached 

through drawings or other media the designers’ work becomes just a technical matter.  
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Finally (as of 1972), Page stated that there are possibilities of user–controlled adaptive design. However, the user is still 

effectively eliminated if the design machine is still working like a black box. In this sense, this black box  (user–controlled 

adaptive design) has taken over the role of the designer. This is another version of ‘design without designers’ in which 

designers create systems and provide choices for users. One of the ways of doing this is through computer systems. This  

encouragement of user participation in the design process, the autonomy of users and the use of adaptive systems became 

components of the starting point of the Computer-Aided Design (CAD)7 development.  

 

Based on the earliest definition from the 1971 DRS Conference, ‘Design Participation’ is about ‘user involvement in the design 

process’. After this conference, the field was more clearly defined and more and more ideologies were developed but the 

actual term ‘Design Participation’ began fading out in the course of further development. At the same time, the aim of the 

conference as a rallying-point began to fade, with everyone moving on to different ideologies with their own definition of 

‘users’. All the sub-titles in the conference (social technology, participation in planning, adaptable environments, computer aids 

and design methods) had been developed into separate interest groups. The new topic of participatory design in IT systems 

inspired an influential group who hold their own conference, the Participatory Design Conference (PDC), organised by the 

Computer Professionals for Social Responsibility (CPSR) since 1990 and held in a different city every two years in different 

parts of the world.  

 

                                                
7 2D or 3D design software package or visualization (Design Council (UK), 2000c) 
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Fig.11 Table of different  
classification systems of  
Design Participation 

Fig. 11 is a comparative mapping of different classification systems in different relations between designers and users in 

design processes. It maps different approaches from different aspects with different outputs but under the same scale i.e. low-

level participation to high-level participation. The common element of these classifications is that they all show the preferences 

of the people who set them up. Actually, all these people prefer a higher level of participation and give bad reviews to those 

forms with lower levels of participation. These schemes are tools to identify and classify Design Participation practitioners into 

different types.  
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2.1.4 Contribution I: Design Participation World Maps 

 
The common feature of most of the classification tools of participation from different fields is the intention to hierarchise 

different practices and their ways to involve people. Different from other classification systems just mentioned, the first step of 

this design research aims to stimulate collaborations between different practitioners in Design Participation by mapping as 

many practitioners as possible as long as their works are related with design, participation or have some sort of user 

involvement. This open approach leads this project to be an exploration of design and participation. First, the mapping 

process was inspired by Jencks’ classic mapping example, Evolutionary tree of 20th century architecture (fig.12), which 

uses the form of a timeline and groups similar ideologies together. I have used the same mapping method to present the 

finding of a Taiwan architectural design scholar, Professor Jeng’s analysis of the participatory design movement.  

 

According to Jeng’s  (1995:66-70) analysis of the Participatory Design Movement, there are three phases of this movement as 

shown in fig.13. “Since the mid-1980s, starting in Scandinavia and then North America, there has emerged a new stream of 

participatory design which focuses on improving the workplace environment and user friendly technology. It sees the users as 

the experts and the designers as the technical consultants. This new trend focuses on the economy and productivity of the 

industrial workplace through the participatory design approach. It has also been applied to the development of computer 

technology as the new approach towards computer systems design in which the people destined to use the system play a 

critical role in designing it” (Jeng, 1995: 69).  
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Fig.12 Jencks’ evolutionary tree of the  
20th century architecture, What is  
Post-Modernism? , St Martins Press,  
NY 1986, Academy, London 1986 
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Fig.13 Participatory Design Movement  
Data from by Jeng (1995) 
Diagram by Yanki Lee 
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Apart from the timeline, geographical factors also play a very important role in this research. This is depicted in the Design 

Participation World Maps: The Design Participation World Map I  (fig. 14) shows forty-three icons of specific individuals and 

projects that have been investigated more in-depth throughout this research. The Design Participation World Map II (fig.15) 

documents over a hundred and fifty individuals’ Design Participation ideologies and practical projects in the world. These were 

explored and documented during the three years research period of this doctoral project. All these individuals and projects 

were explored through library researching, Internet searching, observation, brief conversations and face to face contact at 

different conferences and seminars and action collaborations.  

 

As part of the contribution of this research, the aim in constructing these maps is to expand the boundaries of the field of 

Design Participation and allow for the inclusion of different ways of working. It also provides information for newcomers to the 

field to learn from the pioneers and develop their own ways referring to different situations. These maps also provide a basis 

for the development of a Design Participation Benchmark and taxonomy in the next two chapters. 
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Design Participation (DP) World Map I >>> 

DP World Map I (fig.14) displays people/projects/publications that have aroused more interest during the exploratory phase. 

More contacts and in-depth studies have been made on these people/projects/publications.  Most of them are architectural 

design related.  The ideology behind their design thinking, their methods/tools and their educational values are the three defined 

areas in which their position on Design Participation was studied.  
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Fig.14  

DP WORLD MAP I 
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Design Participation (DP) World Map II >>> 

DP World Map II (fig.15) shows all the people/projects/publications that have been explored during the process of this doctoral 

design research. All the data are mapped along the timeline and divided into three geographical zones: America, Europe and 

Asia. Individual information is organised in a standard way for record and future comparison.  First of all, there are the icons 

that represent the category. Then there is the specific information following the sequence: when,what and where. Finally, a 

colour system was developed to indicate the disciplines that each individual belonged to. There are three disciplines that this 

design research has come across. The main area of exploration is about the participation in architectural design. Since there 

are many developments of participation in other design disciplines especially in IT system design, there are a lot of references 

from design during the exploration process. Besides, there are references from social science such as environmental 

psychology, sociology, political science and philosophy because of the social implications of participation.  
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2.2 Design Participation in Context 
 

Time: Nov 2004 

Location: The General Public Agency Office, near Borough Market, London (UK).  

Cast: Lucy Musgrave (LM), Director of the General Public Agency and Ex-Director of the 

Architecture Foundation  

 

LM:  “In Autumn 1999, I attended a governmental conference where the department of culture 

was talking about their policy proposal about Social Inclusion. I stood up and questioned, ‘I 

just can’t understand that it’s ever going to be deliverable if you haven’t considered the 

physical environment. It is absolutely ridiculous!’” 

____________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 

After defining Design Participation from a theoretical viewpoint by looking at the terms to which it refers and different 

classification systems, this chapter will apply the findings to real life examples of applied tactics for operating i.e. from the 

abstract space to the concrete space. Since Design Participation can be defined as the relationship between designers and 

users, it is strongly related to the development of the society where users live and where designers work.  

 

The first section of this chapter refers to the Design Participation World Maps. Relations between Design Participation 

practitioners from different periods and different countries are mapped with the aim of providing a full picture of everyone 

active in the ‘field’. There are diverse schools of Design Participation Development in the world, which are influencing each 

other. At the same time, misunderstandings between the schools create roadblocks to the development of Design 
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Participation. A comparison of three countries (Sweden, the United Kingdom and Hong Kong), and another between two cities 

(London and Hong Kong) are undertaken for a detailed comparison in order to understand the development of Design 

Participation in different societies. Before analysis in the real life context, a Design Participation Benchmark is developed to 

scale the level of Design Participation activities in different societies and show the different stages of Design Participation in 

different social systems. This is followed by a detailed analysis of these chosen contexts. The findings are intended to answer 

these questions: Why are Design Participation activities more numerous and in a greater variety in some cities than others? Is 

there a correlation between the level of democracy in a society and the level of Design Participation? How does the design 

community engage each of these societies? How do citizens of each of these societies view design? In each of these 

societies, is design a public issue or just an elite practice?  

 

2.2.1 Three Social Systems: Sweden, the United Kingdom and Hong Kong  

 
The United Kingdom, Hong Kong and Sweden are the three social systems in which the most exploration was done for this 

research. Apart from personal background of engagement to these countries, contextually, they also provide an interesting 

framework for comparison.  

 

Hong Kong was a colony of the United Kingdom for 100 years until the handover back to China in 1997. The political system 

and urban development of Hong Kong is based on the model of a British city, including details such as road signs and post 

boxes. At the same time, the social implications of design in these two cities is very different. London is a world-class creative 

city. There are more than five art and design colleges in central London that provide different levels of qualifications in design  
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education, while there is only one university-level design school in Hong Kong. Just by comparing 

the prevalence of design education in London and Hong Kong, it can be seen that design is given 

a higher social value in London than Hong Kong. There are also more high–profile public design 

activities occurring in London every year such as the London Architecture Biennale (LAB) in June, 

London Fashion week and the 100% Design Show as part of the London Design Festival every 

September.  

 

Compared to the United Kingdom, Sweden has fewer design activities but relatively more Design 

Participation projects because of governmental encouragement of design.  According to Jeng 

(1995:69) the Participatory Design Movement was started in Scandinavia and then North America 

in the mid-1980s. This new stream of Participatory Design focused on improving the workplace 

environment and introducing user-friendly technology. For example, the Interactive Institutes’ 

network in Sweden can demonstrate this stream. Over fifteen studios are set up over the whole of 

Sweden (fig.16)  initiated by the Swedish Institute of Computer Science (SICS), which is held by 

the Swedish ICT Research, an organization owned by the Swedish government and industry.  

 

”The studio is a meeting place and collaborative playground for researchers, artist and designers, 

all sharing an interest in the changing ways social space gets constructed and transformed by new 

Fig.16 Interactive Institutes network,  
Sweden (http://w3.tii.se/en/studios.asp) 
Fig.17 Research tools of SPACE studio, 
Interactive Studio, Malm6, Sweden 
Photo by Yanki Lee 
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media… The research approach of the Studio is characterised by a commitment to user involvement in design, an 

experimental approach to the exploration of technological possibilities and a reflective research practice developed in dialogue 

with practitioners…The Studio is part of a new type of research institution actively searching for partnerships both with 

academia and industry.”                                                                    

(Space Studio, 2002) 

This is quoted from the website of the Space Studio, which is one of the Interactive Institute Studios around Sweden, based in 

MalmÖ, a city in southern Sweden near Denmark. The common theme of these studios is to understand people’s desires and 

develop new knowledge about interaction. Research tools (fig.17) for participation (users involvement) and collaboration 

(design together with users) are the shared parameters for the studios to conduct different research on different aspects of 

technology. The geographical and thematic extent of the Interactive Institute network shows the Swedish perspective of the 

importance of design through integrating the fields of art, technology, social research and 

other aspects of people’s lives. 

 

In London, there was a big debate in the year 2005 about the question, ‘who is designer?’ 

The case that spurred this debate is Director of Research at the Design Council, Hilary 

Cottam, winning the Design Museum‘s (UK) £25,000 annual award for the Designer of the 

Year (fig.18). Since the result was announced at the beginning of June 2005, there have 

been a lot of comments and controversies about the result. Sebastian Conran, one of the 

Fig.18 Announcement of the 
 Designer of the Year 2005 
(http://www.designmuseum.org 
/designeroftheyear) 
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Design Museum trustees, for example, said,  “If Hilary Cottam is a designer, then I am going to nominate a major publisher like 

Victoria Barnsley of Harper Collins for next year’s Booker prize” (Observer Newspaper Online, Sunday June 12, 2005). Such 

comments lead to the further question of ‘What do designers do?’ Is design only about tangible products? What about 

intangible outputs such as systems, services or even just creative ideas? From Cottam’s background, we may be able to find 

the answers. As the chair of the jury panel explained, Cottam was chosen because of her innovative way of using design as a 

strategic tool to modernise schools, prisons, and other critically important areas of our lives. In other words, the award was 

given for Cottam’s skill in setting up the platform for designers and users to meet. “I am a facilitator”, Cottam declared, 

expressing the new role of designer, which she is working on defining. She further stated, ”Everybody is a designer.” As a 

graduate from Oxford, Sussex and the Open University, Cottam earned a PhD in social science but has not received specific 

training in design.  Rather she acquired design skills through more practical experiences of working in developing countries 

where consultation work was carried out at a grass-roots level.  A former worker for the World Bank in Africa and Latin 

America, Cottam started to work on the transformation of the public sector by the New Labour Government in 1997. Then she 

started to work on different areas of people’s lives such as schools (School Works), prisons (Do Tank), health-focused projects 

and campaign ‘Touching the state–citizenship’ (RED unit from the Design Council, UK).  Her aim is to apply a design-led 

approach to the public sector. “It’s about having a radical vision,” she says, “It’s a toolkit for bringing together the right people.” 

König (2005) described Cottam’s works as analogous to a film director who pulls in the best experts for a specific project.  She 

also sets up the screens for everyone to perform.   

 

The UK Prime Minster, Tony Blair’s favourite futurist and an associate of the Design Council, Charles Leadbeater also 

appreciated Cottam’s contribution in his recent article (Observer Newspaper, 19 June 2005) about creative consumers: 
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“Hilary Cottam won the London Design Museum designer of the year award 10 days ago because she understands this shift. 

Cottam does not design for people but with them. Her aim is to give users the tools and support to develop their own 

solutions” (Leadbeater: 2005). The ‘shift’ that Leadbeater means is “the challenge for public services (or other traditional 

design practices) to enlist users as co-producers and co-designers in the way the computer games (e.g. the Sims) industry 

has.” 

 

Leadbeater’s  (2005) statement of Cottam’s exploration evokes two design issues pertaining to experts and users, 

respectively.  Designers and other professionals such as architects, head teachers and doctors in Cottam’s projects may feel 

their position threatened by the participation of users. At the same time, users are empowered by technology and want to 

make their voice heard or even become joint authors of the design. These two issues can be demonstrated by a controversy 

that erupted over Cottam’s role in the redesign of Kingsdale Secondary School in South London. ‘When I saw what the press 

was saying about her role in the design of the school, the idea of legal action passed through my mind. The level of injustice is 

so great,’ Steve Morrison, head teacher of the school during the re-designing process said angrily  (Observer Newspaper, 12 

June 2005). Architect of the project, Alex de Rijke from dRMM, also complained and disputed the extent of Cottam’s 

contribution.  De Rijke was quoted as saying (Observer Newspaper, June 12 2005), “She [Cottam] worked on fundraising, 

lobbying and consultation for the project, but she has not been to the school, which is only halfway through reconstruction, for 

three years.”  He also suggested that Cottam should give the prize money back to the school. Leadbeater (2005) counters 

these criticisms by saying, “she has never claimed she designed the building, but she worked for two years to give children at 

the school a voice in the process and develop a way in which the school could operate. Authorship of Kingsdale’s redesign, as 

she acknowledges, is shared among many people” (Leadbeater: 2005). 
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Fig.19 downloaded image from 
www.creativespaces.org.uk 

 

Since voting by members of the public is one component determining the designer of the year award, the awarding of the 

prize to Cottam indicates that the works of ‘middlemen’ are appreciated by the greater public. Like Cottam, Lucy Musgrave, 

director of the General Public Agency (GPA) is also doing interesting things to link up the design community and the general 

public. The aim of the GPA is “to approach regeneration... we draw upon our international networks in regeneration, the arts 

and the environment. We have the contacts and the ability to lobby at government level. And the ability to put together and 

manage appropriate teams of diverse practitioners” (GPA team, c.2003). As quoted in the beginning of this chapter, 

Musgrave’s approach engages design with policy.  It is about bridging and networking which is the crucial work of facilitators 

in the realm of collaboration. As the ex-director of the Architecture Foundation, Britain’s first 

architecture centre established in London, Musgrave (2004) set up a series of live debates 

about the future of London, in 1996. These public forums attracted over 15,000 people in 

total (once a month in seven months and a big one as conclusion) to join the debates.  After 

the success of the public forums, in 1997, the Architecture Foundation initiated the 

Roadshow programme. Jon Rouse described this programme while he was the Chief 

Executive of the Commission for Architecture and the Built Environment (CABE) in the year 

2000, “a pioneering exercise in participatory urban design which served as catalyst to regenerate 

19 dysfunctional sites across three London boroughs” (www.cabe.org.uk). After the Roadshow 

project, they published a book and website called ‘ Creative Spaces’  (fig.19) which contains a toolkit of participatory design 

methods with site stories from the Roadshow project and a database of organisations for further information 
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In the UK context, there has been a rapid increase in numbers of organisations working in the realm of collaboration between 

the design community and people, mainly because of the political reform by the New Labour Government from 1997. This 

New Left government’s political model is named the Third Way, which is a new interpretation of the ‘welfare state’.  Its model 

is about co-operation and partnership and the role of the government as an investor in the future. As stated before, social 

inclusion is the key concept underlying all the policy changes. Many new programmes have been set up to encourage 

public/private collaboration to create a civil society, such as New Deal for Communities (NDC). “Launched in 1998, New Deal 

for Communities is a government regeneration programme aimed at tackling worklessness; improving health; tackling crime; 

and raising educational 

achievement in the most 

deprived neighbourhoods. The 

programme focuses resources 

on small deprived areas, and 

must be delivered by 

partnerships between local 

people, community and voluntary 

organisations, public agencies, 

local authorities and business” 

(The Architecture Foundation, 

2000:63). More and more 

Fig.20 Citizen Map from ‘Touching the state’  
report by RED unit, Design Council UK 
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voluntary organisations, funded by government or charity foundations, act as bridges for different collaborations and their 

efforts are reinforced by government support. These organisations include design consultancies such as Cottam’s School 

Works and Musgrave’s GPA, professional associations such as the Royal Institute of British Architects (RIBA) and charity 

groups such as the Architecture Foundation and Architecture Week.  

 

Among these organisations, the governmental ‘design propaganda’ body, the Design Council, may have the most holistic 

approach to the delivery of different kinds of design knowledge to the general public. Of course, they receive the most funding 

to do their work but it can be argued that these funds are spent in an appropriate way.  Since the Design Council is a 

governmental department, it works closely with government policy changes. Its aim is to raise awareness and quality of design 

in every part of people’s lives, as exemplified by its new project, ‘Touching the State’, which uses design research techniques 

to explore “the encounters we as citizens have with the State’” (Cottam and Rogers, 2004).  It is a new project of the new RED 

unit of the Design Council, which is set up to challenge existing thinking on social and economic issues through innovative 

design practice. One of its parameters is to develop interesting ways to present social phenomena such as the ‘citizen map’, a 

graphic demonstration of the actions involved in citizenship (fig.20). Design becomes a tool and designers are toolmakers for 

different situations with different people. 

 

“The community architecture of the 1980s is a weak version of user interaction, in which a complete deferment to the will of 

the user often ended with the reinscription of conservative spatial and aesthetic values under the guise of liberal ethics. Much 

more interesting are contemporary methods of participatory design being developed by groups such as the Architecture 

Foundation. These are more aspirational and use the conjoined creativity of user and designer alike, resulting in solutions that 
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are at the same time innovative and appropriate” (Till and Wigglesworth, 2002:155).  It may be true that the performance of 

the ‘old’ forms of Design Participation was not as innovative as that of the ‘new’ ones.  Their works are still influencing many 

current Design Participation practices in the UK and other parts of the world. In fact, their struggle with funding and 

disagreement with other design community members provide a good counterexample to newcomers to improve on their 

practices.  

 

Both Cottam and Musgrave carry out Design Participation with young architects because, as Musgrave (2004) expressed, she 

faces objections from the old generation of architectural professionals, not including those from the Community Architecture 

movement. Musgrave hopes to overcome these roadblocks by starting from those young and new architects/designers who 

would like to take Design Participation as a design challenge. However, not all cases are successful. In the context of the 

debate surrounding Cottam’s designer of the year award, Alex de Rijke, chief architect of dRMM architectural practice, 

presented the Kingdale school project to many architects and designers in a seminar organised by the Architecture 

Foundation (10 March 2004, Museum of London) but did not mention his collaboration with Cottam. In a private conversation 

about the project he referred to Cottam’s ‘School-work’ website and refused to discuss his design process with the users in 

the project. Design Participation is about collaboration and collaboration needs understanding. The common problem is that 

all the people invited to the process often do not agree with each other’s ideologies.  

 

Musgrave also works with architectural design practices, but with more satisfying results.  She networks with people, 

especially those interested in Design Participation for the built environment. “We take a multidisciplinary approach. Involving 

not only architecture (housing, transport, space etc), but also artistic practice, community planning, environmental and creative 
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regeneration, design, as well as issues of active citizenship” (the GPA team, c.2003). Instead of contradicting each other, this 

network actually reinforced the development process. Different from Cottam’s practice, Musgrave focused on networking with 

those designers and other experts in the abstract space to develop more interesting ways to interact with people in the 

concrete space. Thus, their collaborators have been stimulated and are more willing to integrate the findings of innovative 

design participation technologies into their design process.  

 

FLUID is one of GPA’s outstanding collaborators who embed the concept of design participation in their design practice 

holistically. FLUID is a multidisciplinary organisation composed of architects, urbanists, communications and marketing 

strategists, who have been heavily involved in community consultation and participatory urban design since their inception in 

1996. They have worked on a range of award-winning New Deal For Communities, urban and social renewal projects in 

London, Liverpool and Derby, spanning consultation, urban master planning and architectural design. Most recently they have 

been working in Kings Cross Central for the developers Argent St. George on all aspects of community consultation, and on 

stakeholder and public consultation on the Olympic regeneration of the Lower Lea Valley as part of the EDAW master 

planning team. FLUID have a long-standing association with London Metropolitan University where their members have 

taught in the Diploma in Architecture course, and helped to set up and run a new MA on Urban Regeneration (Cities; Design 

and Regeneration) and two research clusters, the Cities Institute and the Social and Architectural Research Group (Jones, et 

al. 2005:vii). 

 

Steve McAdam and Pippa Gueterbock (2004), Director and staff member of FLUID, explained their way of Design 

Participation as “two way”, which means that their work involves both people’s groups and the policy makers’ groups who 
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have different ideologies (i.e. the local council in the London context). They are a neutral party and communication medium to 

collect voices from both groups. In FLUID’s Youth Shelters Project in a local park in East London, they addressed the 

question of ownership of public spaces. “Possession, some say, is nine-tenths of the law. Others, including the influential 

social and political philosopher, John Stuart Mill, says it is theft. But beyond the ‘mere’ status of direct ownership, wherever 

the shaky nature of acquisition, lie further, subtler questions about the nature and ownership of place – its design, images, 

necessary protocols and ‘brand’, and 

how these characteristics include 

some and exclude others…” 

(MacAdam and Gueterbock, 2005: 

248). However, the ownership of the 

creating process of urban spaces, 

which can be called the feeling of 

involvement, is also very important, 

especially for sustainable development. The sense of ownership of places can be enhanced by the sense of participating in 

the design of those places i.e. good practice of Design Participation. FLUID’s way of working reflects this idea.  They are the 

directors of the process. They set up the scenes and match the cast. They are also members of the ‘cast’ that contributed to 

the project. For the Youth Shelters project (fig.20), the cast included: 

• “A visionary man from the local authority 

• A couple of people from Fluid, teaching at London Metropolitan University 

• Some architecture students from said university  

• A few young people from 8-18 years of age, not all of them local 

Fig.21 Youth Shelters’ project 
Photos by McAdam,S. and Gueterbock (Fluid),  
at  Architecture & Participation, London and New York:  
Spon Press of Taylor & Francis Group, p.271. 
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• Two youth outreach workers from the Clerkenwell Detached Youth Project 

• A university Reader in Urban Policy, who is also a local resident 

• A well known and highly respected engineer 

• A quantity surveyor  

• Ken Worpole (a brief walk-on, but very significant part)” 

(McAdam and Gueterbock, 2005: 247) 

After construction of the project was completed, some youth claimed it as their own via a graffiti and paint job (MacAdam and 

Gueterbock, 2005: 247). Through their graffiti, the youth expressed their ownership of the final product and showed 

appreciation of their own involvement in the process. However, graffiti as a medium of expression is not universally agreeable, 

particularly with the council management team. Finally, the council repainted the whole shelter and locked the park after dark.  

Looking back at the list of cast members, the management team from the council was missing. This raises the question of how 

big the Design Participation process can be and how many people should be involved. It is impossible to involve everyone.  Is 

the solution simply to ‘try one’s best’ or is there any other way out? 

 
How is the situation of Design Participation in Hong Kong? There are many exciting Design Participation activities in the 

United Kingdom, especially in London and some of the ideas and knowledge are being transferred to Hong Kong through the 

British Council Hong Kong. In March 2005, there was a seminar, Soul of the city: Art and Public Space, organised by the 

Art Centre and the Art Development Council and there was a follow-up project which aimed to engage the community in 

developing public space in Hong Kong. The local council in Hong Kong and the British Council Hong Kong have invited UK 

designer Thomas Heatherwick and urban regeneration specialist and architect Fred Manson to Hong Kong to hold an urban 

regeneration design exercise, a public art project at the Southorn Playground, a local football playground, with local policy 

makers and residents. It is a knowledge transfer exercise that UK experts like Manson, who was involved in the regeneration 
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main social welfare strategies to improve the quality of life in the city through measures aimed at restoring a lost sense of 

community. This has become a principal strategy of the Community Development Programme of the Hong Kong Social 

Welfare Department as stated at their website, “to promote social relationship and cohesion within the community, and to 

encourage the participation of individuals in solving community problems and improving the quality of community life.”  All 

these community participation projects aim at improving people’s lives by involving specific users in the process of creating 

their living environments. Additionally, there are different community development teams from different NGOs but most of 

them only work for social services and tend not to be concerned with design issues.  

2.2.2 Mappings between Spaces 

 
How has Design Participation developed in these different cities? The DP analysis framework follows the same logic 

developed in the last chapter i.e. Design Participation is happening in the designers’ space, the users’ space and also the 

realm where these two conceptualisations of spaces overlap, where the collaboration happens. If the general meaning of 

Design Participation is ‘user participation in design process’, it is important to look at how design practitioners open up their 

design processes to let users participate. Once designers take this initiative, how do people respond? Do they follow the 

designers’ lead or do they try their own way to influence existing design practice? There are some ‘middlemen’ with 

knowledge in design or a design-related field who are working at the realm in-between the spaces of users and designers in 

order to bridge the two spaces.  Combining a mapping approach adopted from Charles Jencks and the Design Participation 

analytical tool of concrete and abstract space developed by the author, diagrams of Design Participation practices within 

different societies have been devised. The United Kingdom and Hong Kong, the local contexts discussed in this section are 
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re-depicted in diagrammatic form within the framework of the DP tool. The development of the tool and benchmark are also 

demonstrated. 

 
2.2.2 A. The United Kingdom Mapping (fig.23) 
 
The New Labour Government in 1997 marked a new era in the development of Design Participation with its social inclusion 

and partnership policies. This development can be called the second generation of UK Design Participation. Within the first 

generation, and according to the relationship to the newly defined realm i.e. the realm of collaboration, five groups in the 

abstract space are defined, which are tackling different aspects of the Design Participation in the UK context: 

 

1. (Working in Abstract Space) Design science – working closely with designers 

This group’s work is based on the basic desire to make design ‘scientific’.  There is no direct user involvement in the Design 

Science group. It is about transformation of the design process from within. The pioneers include Christopher Alexander and  

John Chris Jones from the 1960s and 1970s. Their development gradually moved into the circle of experts such as the 

establishment of the Design Research Society (DRC), and academic instructions such as Nigel Cross Department of Design 

and Innovation of the Open University, as well as and many publications. 

 

2. (Working in Abstract Space) Design Education/Research – for academic purposes 

From the 1970s onward, participation became an important element of community development courses in social science and 

civic education in the UK. Product and system design also started to adopt user participation in design processes as one of 

their training tools for the next generation of designers. Until the second wave of Design Participation after the New Labour 
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Government in 1997, more architectural and urban design courses and schools inserted the element of participation into their 

syllabuses.  

 

3. (Working in Abstract Space) User/Human/People centred Design – design knowledge transfer 

One of the important influences on the development of this group is an advance in technology and tools. The IDEO Methods 

cards and the Cultural Probe by the Interaction Design Research group at the Royal College of Art are two examples of tools 

developed by members of this group. This group is also related to the development of computer-aid design. From Archigram’s 

futuristic architectural ideas in the 1960s to Frazer’s Groningen Experiment about using computer-aided tools to facilitate 

citizen participation, the fast development of technology provides new media to transfer design knowledge to users. 

 

4. (Working in Abstract Space) Housing Development – usage management  

Housing is one of the main design output categories that are influenced by the implications of Design Participation. This 

phenomenon experienced great expansion in the 1970s when there began to be many complaints about the design of public 

housing. Active Design Participation was believed to be a solution to help residents to adapt to their living environment. 

However, these Design Participation activities have progressively turned into an essential practice for housing management 

and different resident associations while losing their relationship to design. 

 

5. (Working in Abstract Space) Community architecture – collaboration with local councils 
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The Community Architecture Movement was started in the 1970s by some individual architects such as Rod Hackney and 

Ralph Erskine. Their collaboration with local councils called attention to the importance of participation in local planning. 

Starting from the 1990s, more and more public projects have been initiated by local councils. 

Apart from the initiations from within the design community, users in the concrete space have also initiated some 

developments in participation increase their involvement in the design output. 

 

Then, there are another two groups working in the other side of the spectrum i.e. the concrete space where users/people live: 

6. (Working in Concrete Space) Community Development – empowerment services 

Most representatives of this group are working in the form of non-governmental organisation s (NGOs) for community 

development and aim to empower people to become active users. A few of them have been developed by members of the 

design community from the Community Architecture Movement.   

 

7. (Working in Concrete Space) DIY culture - self-help  

Another strand of user-led participation is the development of the DIY culture. Home improvement has gradually gained in 

popularity, as evinced by the proliferation of DIY magazines, DIY superstores and ‘home doctor’ TV programmes in the UK. 

There are also some associations set up by architects or designers with grass roots groups that aim to transfer design 

knowledge of the built environment for self-help purposes.  

Finally, There is an increasing number of activities happening in the ‘realm of collaboration’ where abstract and concrete 

space overlap, to facilitate participation between the spaces of experts and people. 
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Recently, there is a new individual group working in the realm of collaboration who aim to bridge the two spaces:  

8. (Working in the Realm of Collaboration) Facilitating agencies 

From the beginning of the 1990s, many government-funded organisations have been set up to tackle different aspects of 

participation. Their common aim is to create a platform for experts and people to meet and develop better environments. 

 

The Hong Kong Mapping (fig.24) 
 

Are there any similar things happening in Hong Kong in terms of Design Participation? Applying the same mapping method to 

organise the Design Participation data for Hong Kong, fig. 24 shows that Design Participation in the realm of collaboration is 

not happening in Hong Kong and the development of different types of Design Participation just started less than a decade 

ago. There are no Design Participation activities initiated by designers/architects in the Housing Development field in Hong 

Kong, although this field has been well developed in London since the 1970s. Comparatively, there are more Design 

Participation activities initiated in people’s space in the form of community development programmes in Hong Kong, This 

phenomenon indicates that the Hong Kong design community still has not realised the importance of Design Participation or 

that Hong Kong designers do not understand how Design Participation can be part of design processes. The biggest 

difference from London is the lack of Design Participation activities in the realm of collaboration in the Hong Kong context.  

There is a ‘gap’ between design experts’ space and people’s space in Hong Kong. There is no direct communication between 

these two spaces. 
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2.2.3 Design Participation and Societies  

 
To be able to articulate differences in the level of developments of Design Participation and their relationship to social 

development, such as those between the three mentioned countries, it is crucial to develop a tool to define different levels of 

Design Participation in varied 

design/decision making processes. 

This tool aims to help in measuring 

these activities by four different levels 

of user involvement: inform, consult, 

participate/interact and 

collaborate/empower. It also can be 

used in comparing Design 

Participation developments in different 

countries. The key issue is how to 

achieve "an effective voice and vote" 

(Gøtze 1997) and develop a process 

that is enjoyable for all the 

participants. 

 
In order to develop a tool to measure 

Design Participation levels in different 

Fig.25 Combination of  
Design Participation Benchmark  
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social systems, a benchmark against which different Design Participation practices may be measured is proposed. Fig, 25 

shows how this new ‘Design Participation Benchmark’ works. This new cognitive tool divides participation into four zones:  

inform, consult, participate and collaborate. They are all classified as ‘participation’ since they are above rung three of 

Arnstein’s ladder, i.e. outside the range of ‘nonparticipation’. They are zones of action but not a definitive typology. “In the real 

world of people and programmes, there might be 150 rungs with less sharp and ‘pure’ distinctions among them. Furthermore, 

some of the characteristics used to illustrate each of the eight types might be applicable to other rungs” (Arnstein, 1969, 

1996:247). According to Arnstein’s self-critique, all the mentioned classifications can be seen as simplistic abstractions trying 

to explain complicated issues of Design Participation and its relationship with the social development.  

 

These four zones also indicate stages of development which parallel the second element: the scale of Design Participation. 

From 0 to 100 percent, it represents different levels of Design Participation. This percentage reflects the importance of Design 

Participation in relation with social development. The percentages were derived through working with developing analytical 

tools of Design Participation from this thesis, i.e. the diagram of abstract and concrete space with the overlap realm of 

collaboration. The percentage of Design Participation in a specific social system is calculated by the total number of Design 

Participation practitioners working in the realm of collaboration, i.e. those working in a new way of design which focuses on 

design interaction that bridges between the experts’ and people’s world. This number is divided by the total of all design 

practitioners with some degree of user involvement in their design/research processes. This percentage gives an indication of 

the degree of development of Design Participation and does not reflect the absolute percentage of designers practicing 

Design Participation, as a proportion of all designers in the given country. 
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One of the main applications of the Design Participation Benchmark is to compare the development of Design Participation in 

different social contexts. From fig. 26, Hong Kong, the United Kingdom and Sweden are identified as contexts with different 

levels of Design Participation. Based on the author’s mapping exercises of these three social systems, in the Hong Kong 

case, there are no Design Participation activities happening in the realm of collaboration (refer to Fig.24). Therefore, even 

though there have been new developments from the 1990s onward in Design Participation, the level of Hong Kong Design 

Participation is still low i.e. less than ten percent which is still in the ‘inform’ stage where people are only being informed in the 

Fig.26 Design 
Participation 

Benchmark in context 
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Design Participation processes but not actively involved (refer to fig.24, total numbers of DP Practitioners are 12 and DP 

Practitioners in the realm of collaboration is 0, the DP index of Hong Kong is 0%).  

 

At the other end of the benchmark, a different situation is found. An example of this social situation is the Swedish context. 

Overall Design Participation activities are not as many as in the United Kingdom context. However, most Swedish Design 

Participation activities are based on the idea of ‘collaboration’. There are many active organisations in the realm of 

collaboration, which stimulate more Design Participation development, especially within the mainstream design domain. 

Comparatively speaking, the United Kingdom context is a more diverse one, Design Participation activities, like other design 

activities, are developing into 

different directions but the 

proportion of activities 

happening in the in-between 

spaces for linking the experts 

and people is not the main 

focus (refer to fig.23, total 

numbers of DP Practitioners in 

1990 are 17 and DP 

Practitioners in the realm of 

collaboration is 6, the DP index 

of UK is 35%). In this case, 
Fig.27 Design Participation Benchmark for 

comparison over time in the United 
Kingdom context 
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Swedish Design Participation development level is higher than that in the United Kingdom, with a well-developed Design 

Participation network spread throughout the whole country. 

 

Another application of the Design Participation Benchmark is in explaining Design Participation development within one 

particular social system. For example, in the case of the United Kingdom (fig.27), Design Participation has been developing 

progressively since the 1960s, since the beginning of the Design Science Movement and the setting up of many Design 

Research Organisations. Since the percentage of Design Participation is based on the relation between overall Design 

Participation activities and those focusing on the facilitating activities, it takes time and external funding for a complex Design 

centre like London or other UK cities to establish more Design Participation activities to encourage more collaboration. 

2.2.4 Contribution II: Implications of Design Participation Benchmark 
 
 
The linear Design Participation Benchmark can act as a quick tool for comparison between social systems and different time 

periods for one particular country or city. However, Design Participation is process-oriented and collaborative. Many Design 

Participation projects are developed over periods of time, different stakeholders from different spaces are involved and there 

are international Design Participation activities networks. The Design Participation Benchmark cannot explain these 

complicated situations unless the Design Participation analytical tool is applied with the axis of time.  

 

First of all, there are Design Participation activities developing over time in the abstract space. Referring back to the United 

Kingdom context and using the DP map (fig.28), shows that there have been technological collaborations between architects 
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and computer–aided design researchers such as John Frazer’s collaboration with architectural projects such as Walter Segal 

‘s Self-Build Experiment and Cedric Price’s Generator Project (More details of these two projects will be discussed in the next 

chapter about Design Participation Typologies).  In the concrete space, there was the development of the ‘planning for real 

pack’ in the 1980s as part of the Neighbourhood Initiatives Foundation, which subsequently gave rise to different groups 

providing national design services to the 

public, such as the Glass-House Trust.  

 

Fig.29 shows two examples of Design 

Participation across spaces, referring to 

those Design Participation activities 

initiated by designers in the abstract 

space and then developed through non-

government organisations (NGO) 

working closely with people in the 

concrete space. Some designers start 

their Design Participation activities from 

the abstract space as a new way of 

design thinking and then move on to 

work in the people’s space. They prefer 

to work closely with users.  After a Fig.28 Design Participation 
development over time (the United 

Kingdom context) 
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period, they will often become organisers of non-governmental organisations to implement their ideas. The first example is 

architect Walter Segal’s development of a self-build method, later called the Segal method, for the self-build programme 

organised by the London 

Borough of Lewisham in 

the 1970s. This “build it 

yourself” experiment 

started as a design 

innovation in the abstract 

space, even though Segal 

developed this method by 

working with self-builders. 

Thus, the method moved 

from abstract space to 

people’s space to develop 

a network of self-build 

community agencies 

including the Segal Trust. 

  

 Fig.29 Design Participation development over 
spaces (the United Kingdom context) 
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Similarly, the Community Movement was developed in the abstract space as a part of a process of rethinking of architectural 

practice in terms of community development. The climax of its development was during the beginning of the 1980s when 

community architect, Rod Hackney, became the President of the Royal Institute of British Architects (RIBA), the official 

organisation of British architects. Afterwards, the movement received great pressure from mainstream architects and many 

community architects moved on to work in the people’s space to provide design advice directly for residents. One of them is 

Nick Wates who has published a series of community architecture handbooks that aims to transfer architectural design 

knowledge to the public. 

 

Another limitation of the Design Participation Benchmark is that it cannot adequately depict Design Participation activities that 

span across countries and time periods. First, the Open Building Network  is an international design network based on the infill 

system developed from Supports, a 1960s publication by Dutch architect and educator, John Habraken. After over forty years 

of development, this idea is widely adopted worldwide. There is a sub-branch in Hong Kong to implement this ‘open building 

idea’ in an Asian context.  Another example of knowledge export  is the proliferation of the skill of community design by 

American architect Henry Sanoff. Sanoff has worked internationally to demonstrate his community design ideology. In Japan, 

Taiwan and Hong Kong, there are followers of Sanoff’s methods.  

 

Conclusion: Understanding tool for Design Participation  
 
Through personal experience and observation in different social contexts, the first and most important element for Design 

Participation application is about understanding and defining the precedents of different schools and models of practice. Both 

the Design Participation World Maps and the Design Participation Benchmark are tools developed for understanding the 
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general and social issues of Design Participation. The feasibility of these two tools is demonstrated through analysing 

experience in three countries and two cities. Different design ideologies of Design Participation are the focus of the next 

chapter, which provide another level of understanding of Design Participation. 
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2.3 Design Participation Typologies  
 
Time: May 2004 

Location: Spark! Design for Locality Conference in Oslo, Norway  

Cast: Yanki Lee (YL) and Paul Gall Krogh (PGK), Associate Professor, Aarhus School of 

Architecture, Denmark 

 

YL: “What do you think about ‘participation’ in architecture?” 

PGK: “We are new boys in the old car!” 

____________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 

Who are the practitioners of Design Participation? The process of answering this question starts by identifying existing 

classification systems of participation in different fields and their relationships to design. A comparison of these systems is 

made as the reference for the creation of the Design Participation Taxonomy. This new Design Participation analysing 

framework is inspired by Lefebvre’s social space concept of concrete and abstract space, from which this analytical tool is 

developed to explain the new interpretation of Design Participation. Through the construction of this taxonomy, different 

ranges of design outputs were mapped under different scales of Design Participation, the transition from ‘user-centred’ to 

‘people centred’ as well as the different levels of Design Participation through different classification systems. There are two 

implications of the Design Participation Typology and Taxonomy. The first is that they aim to re-group all the designers who 

care about ‘users’ together in a new way i.e. to re-map the field of Design Participation and link many seemingly unrelated 

practices, especially those involving ‘users’ in their design processes without using the term ‘participation’. The aim is to 

encourage collaboration between Design Participation practitioners through a basis for mutual understanding. As Jones (1970) 
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stated, the aim of Design Participation is to externalise the design process. The second aim is to externalise the Design 

Participation process and co-develop with ‘people’ who should help to refine the relationship.  

 
This new classification system starts with the question of where the Design Participation happens i.e. the space of operation. 

Following the logic of abstract (designers’) and concrete (people’s) spaces, Design Participation is happening across the three 

zones in this conceptual space in which the participation actions are happening (fig.30). Then the second question is ‘what is 

Design Participation for?’ Four potential answers to this question are identified. It also represents the purpose of the specific 

type of design participation. Lyotard (1984) identified two major narratives for the legitimisation of modern science: narratives 

of speculation and of emancipation. As McGuigan (1999:12) elaborates, “[narratives of speculation] comes closest to scientists 

holding the exclusive right and power to legitimise their own work: ‘science for science’s sake’...  narratives of emancipation 

have stressed the social usefulness and purpose of science and modern knowledge generally.” Although there is no 

hierarchical intention in the new classification of Design Participation, there is a difference between the uses of names. Design 

for ‘innovation’, ’collaboration’ and ‘emancipation’ are all initiated by designers but they have different designer/user 

relationships.  In Lyotard’s terms, the ‘innovation’ and ‘collaboration’ Design Participation practitioners are working on the 

system of performativity, that is, “the optimisation of the global relationship between input and output” (Lyotard 1984:11). They 

are mission-oriented. For them, knowledge is reduced to its instrumental value.  They are conducting Design Participation 

activities with designers only for people while the ‘emancipation’ practitioners are designing with people.  
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Space of operation What’s Design  
Participation for? 

The relationship between 
the designers’ space and 
the users’ space 

The role of ‘designers’ The role of ‘users’ 

 

1. Designers’ space Innovation  

(designer only) 

        

Masters/ authorities Imagined 

user/representatives 

Collaboration  

(designer-driven) 

         

Co-designers/ facilitators 

 

Co-workers/ partners 2. Realm of collaboration 
(between designers and 
people) 

Emancipation  

(user-driven) 

         

Stimulators Creative people/advisers 

3. Users/people spaces 
 

Motivation  

(user only) 
        

Craftsmen/builders Active clients 

Fig.30 Four Types of Design Participation 

 

The ‘motivation’ category is about design processes that are motivated by people. With this type of Design Participation, the 

users have autonomy to steer the design process. In order to make the designer-user game more interesting, it is better to 

have no fixed rules. This is called “The Alternative Culture” for Design Participation by Banham (1972:17), who concluded that 

the only real Design Participation is ‘do-it-yourself’ in which the people invent their own rules. However, this “Alternative 
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Culture” totally neglects the role of designers. Therefore, by adapting Lyotard’s terminology, Design Participation for 

‘emancipation’ was introduced. The goal of this type is not only in the context of a specific mission but for general human 

improvement. Compared to Design Participation for ‘motivation’, DP for ‘emancipation’ has involvement of the design 

community. However, design professionals do not take the role of authorities, but rather that of co-workers  with many other  

stakeholders striving to develop new and better ideas to improve people’s lives. 

 

As emphasised, Design Participation is a two-way development i.e. between designers and users. The changes in the 

relationship between the spaces of these two groups are the results of the changing roles of designers and users in different 

social backgrounds. The biggest change is from the ‘motivation’ to the ‘innovation’ modes at the start of the era of 

professionalism. The American social scientist, D.A Schön, expressed in his book, The Reflective Practitioner, that we are in 

a ‘knowledgeable society’ or ‘post-industrial society’ that is organised around professional competence and he also pointed out 

the importance of professions in our society especially the profession of ‘architecture’, “The family of design professions, of 

which architecture is the best known, includes urban design, regional planning, and the type of town planning that produces 

plans for the physical structures of cities. ...[T]he fact that the boundaries of architecture are continually shifting, and even 

among practices clearly labelled ‘architecture’ there are many variations. The field of architecture proper has been constricted 

by the emergence of newer professions such as planning, construction engineering, and landscape design” (Schön, 1984:76-

77). As ‘architecture’ is the mother profession with the longest history with many legally bonded professions under its umbrella, 

the role of ‘designers’ is grounded in the building industry. From master mason to architects, these professions affect our lives 

since they deal with a subject that we cannot avoid i.e. our city and built environment.  
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2.3.1 Design Participation for Innovation (working in the abstract space) 
 

This first type of Design Participation comes with the separation of the designers’ space and users’ space with the 

development of professionalism. As Giancarlo De Carlo, Italian architect and a key figure in Team Ten, a radical 

architectural group that criticised the shortcomings of the Modern Movement and sought a new direction, 

commented on the ambiguity of the architect’s role, ”Bourgeois society, famous for taking care of everything and 

leaving little room for manifestation of independence to insinuate themselves, also tried to classify the role of the 

architect, situating it within the more general concept of the profession. As a professional, the architect became a 

representative of the class in power “  (De Carlo, 1992, 2005:5), The architects’ power forced the abstract space 

(where designers work) to separate from the concrete space (where people live). When the two spaces separated, designers 

focused mainly on the design outputs and architecture was driven into the realm of specialisation, “where only the problems of 

‘how’ are important, because the problems of ‘why’ are considered solved once and for all” (De Carlo, 1992,2005:5).   

  

The main parameter of this model of Design Participation is the denial and the control of users by the designers, described by 

Hill (2003: 10) as the ‘passive user’ model. The autonomy of the design process is under the control of designers. Design 

Participation happens in an imaginary or remote way. People are pulled into the abstract space as passive subjects for 

analysis for new design concepts. Designers’ aim in this designer-user relationship is challenging user perception and 

providing new design experience/concepts for users. 
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The best examples are those under the influence of scientific management such as 

Taylorism, Fordism, and Functionalism. “...Fordism is a highly centralised, rationalised 

and rigid form of production which creates a limited range of products through the use 

of special-purpose machinery, market research, prototypes and the standardisation 

and fragmentation of tasks according to Taylorist principles“ (Hill, 2003:12). This is 

exemplified by the Frankfurt Kitchen which was designed in 1926 by Austrian architect 

Margarete Schütte-Lihotzky for the social housing project Römerstadt in Frankfurt, 

whose design was based on the scientific management of labour to design efficient 

space for cooking. Designers imagine how the future users will use their designed 

spaces by determinism, i.e. the idea that users’ actions are predictable and that every 

event has a cause (ibid, 2003:15). 

 

Prototyping is a very popular component of design processes within functionalism. It is important to test the product before it 

goes into mass production. Thus, people are pulled into the design process to ‘give comment’. In the development of 

architecture, ‘exemplar’ is the term for prototyping. Since the famous housing experiment, the Weissenhof Siedlung in 1927, 

there are many similar projects especially addressing housing issues in different parts of the world to test new housing ideas 

with the inhabitants for further development  (Fig. 30). Actually, prototyping is also a common parameter for 

user/people/human centred design in order to involve users.  Designers create prototypes of their concepts and invite potential 

users to test them for further improvement.  

 

Fig.30 Housing Experiment at  

Malmö, Sweden  
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Apart from prototyping, another design tool used by designers to understand users has been developed and 

promoted by another user-centred design group, Inclusive and Universal Design, who promote the design of 

products, services and environments to better match the needs of those previously excluded or denied 

access by inappropriate design (Bicknell & McQuiston, 1977). Designers from a variety of disciplines have 

been instrumental in developing these ideas. While in her 20s, American industrial designer Patricia Moore 

spent three years  (1979-82) travelling throughout the US and Canada disguised as an 85 year old woman, 

visiting over 200 cities and experiencing life through the eyes of an old woman (Moore, 1984). Moore’s 

experiment is described as “the first substantial piece of user research to address the implications of 

population ageing’” (Coleman, R. et al., 2003). Her innovative methods inspired a range of simulation and 

immersive studies and methodologies such as a training programme, ‘Through Other Eyes’,  ‘age suits’ and 

other simulation tools. They aimed to help designers and business decision makers to understand the 

challenges faced by older and disabled people while developing their products. The other influence of 

Moore’s design experience is inspiring the origination of a range of user research methods by different design 

consultancies such as IDEO, individual designers including Moore and research institutes and design schools 

like the HHRC at the RCA and HUSAT at Loughborough University (Coleman, R. et al., 2003:19-20).  

However, unlike Moore’s experience, there is no user involvement in these tools. One example of this type of 

tool is an optical glass (fig.31) that lets designers understand the visual experience of older people or visually 

impaired people for whom they are designing products. Such ‘usability study’ or ‘post–occupancy study’ in 

architecture are two common terms to describe user involvement in the later stages of the design process 

and the role of users in these testing processes is passive.  

Fig.31 Simulating tool at the user 

research workshop, 

The Helen Hamlyn Research Centre, 

Nov 2003. Photo by Yanki Lee  

Fig.32 Cultural Probe by Bill Gaver and  
Anthony Dunne, Interaction Design, 
Royal College of Art,London. 
Photograph from The Netherlands  
Design Institute (1995),  
Presence: New Media for Older People. 
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Many designers who seek interesting design concepts develop various ways to understand their users in hope of getting 

inspiration from the interaction. One of these design methods is the ‘probe study’. Probes are physical tools that aim at 

enabling empathic interactions between users and designers. There are important questions regarding how probes are 

created and implemented: Who designs the probes? What do they expect from the probes? How do the probes work in the 

whole design process? How does one analyse the data gathered by the probes? What is the role of the users in the 

processes of creating the probes and analysing the results? The most famous probe studies example is the “Cultural Probes” 

study (fig.32), which was carried out by a group of design researchers from the Computer Related Design (later changed to 

Design Interaction) Department at the Royal College of Art, London The aim of the probe tools was to understand the private 

lives of the elderly in different cultures. Packs containing disposable cameras, maps with instructions, stickers and pre-

stamped postcards were sent to different focus groups in different parts of the world, to be used in recording the subjects’ 

daily lives and returning the records to the researchers. Designers used the collected information from the probes as 

inspirational materials to develop new design concepts for information technology. Although the researchers in the ‘Cultural 

Probes’ study criticised their own process as lacking formal analysis  (Gaver and Dunne, 1999), they set a good example of 

how to draw the attention of designers to the importance of user involvement.  

 

Alternatively, there is another design group who use technology to provide autonomy to people in traditional design practice,  

As principal investigator of SAR, a Dutch architectural research group set up in the 1960s, N.J. Habraken developed the SAR 

or ‘support-infill’ system and later formed the Open Building Network with members all over the world. Adaptive Housing was 

the original area investigated and the result was a new design/construction technology to build mass-produced dwelling and 

other types of environments in a way that allows the inhabitants to have a say in the design through use and modification. 
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2.3.2 Design Participation for Collaboration (1st model  - working in the realm of collaboration) 
 

This type of Design Participation is based on the spread of community action and social movements 

fighting for social democracy in the 1960s and early 1970s. These projects and proposals are 

reactions from the design community to critiques from the public, especially those against 

functionalism and form-oriented design practice.  These groups react and work in an area where 

abstract and concrete space merge. They form platforms for designers and users to interact in order 

to get better design feedback. Some design community members have developed new methods to 

interact with users and are initiators of Design Participation for collaboration. Their aims are to encourage user involvement as 

an extension of design processes and an enhancement of user experience. These new methods can be divided into two main 

applications: community based environmental design and product development, especially in IT system design.  

 

Design Participation in the built environment becomes more important with an increasing awareness of a sense of community 

in many societies. Since architectural design processes are longer in timeframe and influence more people, the practice of 

architecture can only involve a small group of representatives of the users. Design ideologies under this type of Design 

Participation include Christopher Alexander’s Pattern Language (1972), Newman’s Defensible Space (1972), Sanoff’s 

Community Design and Social Architecture (1977), Wates’s Community Architecture (1972) (fig.34) and Day’s 

Consensus Design (2003). All these architectural practices are process-oriented and try to overcome the shortcomings of the 

traditional consultation process, which limit the individual citizen’s ability to participate in planning. These points suggest that 

people involvement is limited to design processes by badly organised public meetings because of the lack of notice or not 
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enough access to information before the meetings which can provide barriers to people’s 

involvement (King et al, 1989:4). At the other pole of the processes, design professionals, 

especially those who are inexperienced and passionate, are also discouraged and 

disappointed by the consultation process of design. 

 

Another environmental design concept of Design Participation for collaboration is ‘advocacy 

planning’ initiated by Paul Davidoff in the 1960s, which is a practical extension of pluralism in 

the role of architectural professions. “The planner as advocate would plead for his own and his 

client’s view of the good society. The advocate planner would be more than a provider of 

information, an analyst of current trends, a simulator of future conditions, and a detailer of 

means. In addition to carrying out these necessary parts of planning, he would be a proponent of specific 

substantive solutions” (Davidoff, 1965, 1996:392). The advocacy-planning concept encourages a positive role of 

citizens and works against the totalitarian formalisation of citizen participation. “The difficulty with current citizen 

participation programmes is that citizens are more often reacting to agency programmes than proposing their 

concepts of appropriate goals and future action” (Davidoff, 1965, 1996:392). A good example of advocacy and 

community is the Byker redevelopment in Newcastle-upon-Tyne (1969-1975) (fig.35). Architect Ralph Erskine 

opened an on-site office and permitted tenants an unprecedented degree of participation in the design of their new 

housing.  

 

Fig.34 from Community Architecture (1972) to  
The Community Planning Handbook (2000)   
by Nick Wates 

Fig.35 Byker Wall Housing Estate, 
 Newcastle, UK 
Photo by Yanki Lee   
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Another project that demonstrates this particular type of Design Participation is Kroll’s planning and design process for the 

Medical Faculty buildings at Woluwé-St Lambert, Brussels (fig.36). The project started in the late’ 60s, the Catholic University 

decided to move its medical faculties from Louvain to Brussels, and the result of the consultation with students and their 

organisation ‘La Maison Medicale’ (Mémé) about the new development was that a more fluid kind of organisation was required 

but the University proved unsympathetic to the students’ requirement. “Disappointed, the students turned to our office, inviting 

us to design the buildings of their ‘social zone’ with their involvement. Thus arose the opportunity to conceive a varied series 

of buildings amounting to some 40,000 square metres floorspace, with direct participation by clients and inhabitants” (Kroll, 

1986:38). Technologically, Kroll’s team adapted and reinterpreted the SAR modular with fixed ‘functional zones’ and infill 

partitions. Being one of the pioneers of Design Participation, Kroll’s team constructed a large and robust (1:20) model of the 

project and invited future inhabitants to participate in a design workshop 

about the mobility system. “This mobility was pursued initially for two 

reasons: most obviously and primarily to allow evolutionary change, but 

above all also to allow users to create their own spaces as they had 

already done 10 years earlier thanks to an ‘industrial’ product…With 

people who are committed and interested, participation is straightforward 

and enjoyable” (1986:62). This design process was a typical example of 

Design Participation for collaboration which is described as “an area of 

freedom to help creativity” (Kroll, 2005:186).    

 
Fig.36 Medical Faculty buildings, 
Woluwé-St Lambert, designed by Lucien Kroll (1970s) 
Photo by Yanki Lee 
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A new process of Design Participation in environmental design is evolving, Co-design has been the inclusive term since King 

et al (1989:ix) entitled their book Co-design: A Process of Design Participation, wherein they define co-design as a 

combination of a community, cooperative, and collaborative design. Their aim is to recapture the idea that architecture is a 

community concern related with social issues like social alienation and inhuman environments and by co-designing with 

community aims to encounter these concerns (King et al, 1989:3). The Co-design practitioners with background in the design 

of the built environment from the abstract space become architectural facilitators in the realm of collaboration. The main 

method of Co-design is design workshops that are organised, facilitated and visualised by designers in order to bridge 

between the community and experts.  There are seven defined steps (fig.37) of the co-design workshop programme that 

gather people’s ideas for the design of improvements to their environment.  

The term ‘co-designing’ has become widely used since then and has spread to other disciplines.  In 2000, a CoDesigning 

conference was held in the United Kingdom and followed with a new journal, CoDesign, issued in 2005. The starting point of 

this journal is not only about encouraging more designers to work in the realm of collaboration for design knowledge 

transferral but according to S.A.R. Scrivener (2005), editor of CoDesign and researcher in Human-computer Interaction, it is 

1.Listing 
the 

activities 

2.Taking 
a 

sitewalk 
3.Visualising 
ideas 

4.Rating 
Priorities 5.Producing 

concept  
design 

6.Exhibiting in 
 the community 

7.Report on 
ways to achieve 

aims 

Fig.37 Steps of the co-workshop 
programme developed by  
King et al (1989:20) 
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also about encouragement of information exchange across the boundaries of the disciplines contributing to collaborative 

design. Another example of this model of Design Participation for collaboration in IT system design is the group, Computer 

Professionals for Social Responsibility (CPSR). They organise the Participatory Design Conference (PDC), which was started 

in 1990, to address user participation in the design of IT systems and human-computer interaction. “Participatory Design (PD) 

is a diverse collection of principles and practices aimed at making technologies and social institutions more responsive to 

human needs. A central tenet of PD is the direct involvement of people in the co-design of the systems they use.” People can 

be involved in the design process in different but direct ways. Although there are more design practices in environmental 

design practicing this model of design participation, there is more room in IT systems design for new ideas to be developed. 

This development is reflected in the different directions of collaboration between the spaces. 

 

“I use design to tackle some of the more intractable social issues of our day. I see myself as a facilitator, problem solver and 

inventor. All the projects are developed by a team which includes designers, other professionals from a range of disciplines, 

front-line workers and members of the public who, with me, are challenged through the design process to abandon their initial 

preconceptions and co-create something new and beautiful that works” (Cottam, 2005). As designer of the year 2005, 

Cottam’s vision of design can demonstrate the notion of Design Participation for collaboration. This model is not about the 

final outcomes, it may be architecture or an IT system or other designs, but focuses about how designers work with people as 

part of the collaboration. 
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2.3.3 Design Participation for Emancipation (2nd model  - working in the realm of collaboration) 
 

The other type of Design Participation within the realm of collaboration is Design Participation for emancipation. Compared to 

other models, this type of Design Participation is more towards users or even initiated by 

people. Diagrammatically, the design expert’s space is surrounded by the people’s space 

which indicates that designers are part of the public i.e. people and designers have different 

roles but a similar social status. It is about enabling, empowerment and evolving.  

In the field of architectural design, editor of Non-Plan: Essays on freedom participation 

and change in modern architecture and urbanism, Jonathan Hughes (2000:182) claimed 

that the involvement of the users of architecture in the design process had become a serious and realizable consideration, 

and such involvement was greatest in mass-housing projects supported by public funding, and in which the social difference 

between an overwhelmingly middle class architectural profession, who design the building, and the typically working class 

residents, who live or are going to live in the housing, proved to be one of the key reasons for the failure of public housing.  

The first group of architects or designers of this model tried to enable people to have control over their built environment. From 

Archigram (published between 1962-1964, London) and NATO (Narrative Architecture Today, published in 1983 by Coates 

et al) to the recent Sexy Machinery, one of the most influential ways to critique existing design practice is through publishing 

a design magazine. Among these magazines, New Society (fig.38), a weekly magazine of social inquiry, which was founded 

in 1962, is a pioneer in the British context. The paper, Non-Plan: An Experiment in Freedom, was published in 1967 in New 

Society as a collaboration between the urban geographer Peter Hall, the design and architecture historian Reyner Banham, 
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the architect Cedric Price, and Paul Barker, the magazine's editor. As Barker stated, ”Non–plan was 

essentially a very humble idea; that it is very difficult to decide what is best for other people” (Barker, 

2000:7). The paper aims to question the concept of planning by conducting precise and carefully 

observed experiments in non-planning which Barker described as ‘thinking the unthinkable’. 

Referring to this sub title of the Non-plan paper, through two case studies in North London interwar 

suburbia and in a shopping mall and its surroundings, this new planning concept suggested an 

essentially humble approach to design: people's own choices should be respected through the 

design process.  

Empowering people by allowing them to actually design is another example of this model of design 

participation, which worked better for small-scale projects in which designers work closely with their 

clients. Clients are not just brief givers but active partners in the design process. The ‘users’ had 

ideas about what they wanted and sought out designers as their ‘master masons’ to realise their 

dream but not to dominate the process as ‘masters’. Self-build Design Participation can be well 

illustrated by the UK architect Walter Segal. Introduced in 1986, a special timber-frame construction 

system, the Segal method, was a simplified building method for laypeople to build their own homes (Fig.39). This flexible self-

build system lets users make their own design and make changes to improve it over the years. After two decades of 

development, this method has provided professional help for people to participate in the process of designing their own 

environment and has been developed into the Walter Segal Self Build Trust (WSSBT). Its aim is to help people to build their 

own homes and community buildings through educational programmes and professional advice to different organisations. The 

Fig.38 New Society, 20 March  
1969, cover from  
Non-plan: essays on freedom 
Participation and change in modern  
architecture and urbanism, 
Oxford, Boston: Architectural Press, 
p3 
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Segal Method is an exemplar of architectural implementation of process-oriented design, which 

focuses on transforming the conventional way of architectural design and empowering passive 

users. Through transferring design knowledge, people are set free and are given control of the 

design process of their own built environment.  

Both enabling and empowering examples underwent a similar development in terms of technology. 

These innovative participatory design processes were developed with the invention of interactive 

device systems. Design/architectural academics, Professors John and Julia Frazer, worked with 

architects like Cedric Price and Walter Segal and designed electronic devices for users to visualise 

their design through interactive systems. Fig. 40 is the ‘self-builder design kit’ that is the result of a 

collaboration between Frazer and Segal which aimed to develop 

another way to transfer abstract design knowledge. 

The last example of empowering users by enabling them to design 

for themselves is cultural jamming, which can be defined as the 

extreme example of emancipating design through participation. In 

the Wikipedia free encyclopedia, cultural jamming is defined as 

“the act of transforming existing mass media to produce negative 

commentary about itself, using the original medium's communication 

method. It is a form of public activism, which is generally in 

Fig.39 Self-build village, 
Walter Way, London 
Photograph, Yanki Lee  

Fig.40 Self-builder design kit, working electronic system (left)  
and user demonstration (right) , designed by John and Julia Frazer, consultants, with  
John Potter, research assistant, for architect Walter Segal, 1982. 
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opposition to commercialism, and the vectors of corporate image. The aim of culture 

jamming is to create a contrast between corporate image and the realities of the 

corporation.” This term refers to a practice that started with radical critiques of 

perceived hegemony of popular culture through artistic expressions and developed 

into social activities especially regarding the discourse of city development. Some 

cultural jamming activities are critiqued as too racial and may disturb social order. 

However, the basic question of cultural jamming is to use media as a tool to 

question and understand social practice and this implication is well accepted in the 

art and design world. For example, in 2003, Pavlov Media, a Dutch multi-media 

group, organised a 24-hour multi-media workshop in Groningen, a northern 

Netherlands city, called ‘City in a room’ in collaboration with Professor John Frazer and Chris Moller from the architectural 

practice S333. It was about building a city through an evolutionary process in 24 hours in one room (fig.41). They called it a 

multi-media ‘Jam’, which was a thought experiment in order to interpret and collectively represent Frazer’s idea of ‘computing 

without computers’ in real time, engaging all senses. Five shifts of multi-disciplinary teams were invited to think, build and 

translate the ideas of a city into a process of cultural jamming. As explained on its website, “This experiment doesn’t aim for 

an utopian image; it seeks to bring together the dynamic powers that are at work in cities and reflect on the unpredictable 

outcome… Is it not time to think outside convention, to think sideways, to tap the energy and creativity that this could offer? 

[City in a Room] is an event intended to do just this, to explore new creative tools beyond convention, to engage in 

spontaneous ways of imagining city. To discover clues that such a multi-media jam might reveal.”  

Fig.41 Floor plan of ‘city in a room’, 
Starting from the ‘dinner’. 
Drawn by Yanki Lee 2003 
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As a result of this cultural 

jamming (fig.42), 

participants from different 

cities were stimulated 

and encouraged to 

discuss general urban 

issues and rethink their 

own city. As Kalle Lasn, 

creator of Adbusters, the 

Canadian magazine 

which initiated the term 

‘cultural jamming’, has 

said, “culture jamming: 

will become to our era 

what civil rights was to 

the '60's, what feminism 

was to the '70's, what 

environmental activism 

was to the '80's" (Heath and Potter, 2004). The methods of cultural jamming can represent the idea of emancipation that 

artists and designers set up the situations or events and let people become involved in the discussion and open up long-term 

Fig.42 Collage of 
‘City in a room’ programme 
Drawn by Yanki Lee 2003 
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dialogue. Like the case of ‘city in a room’, all the participants have different backgrounds and they were attracted to join this 

jamming because they are interested in the discussion of the ‘city’ development. After the jamming, everyone left with more 

questions and this aroused more rethinking in their own communities related to city development. Raising awareness and 

stimulating people to take an interest in fighting for participation are the important causes and also results of emancipation. 

Artists, designers and architects can offer interesting and creative ways to make this happen, especially if our roles can 

change to be facilitators and event organisers. 

 

2.3.4 Design Participation for Motivation (working in concrete space) 

 
 
 

The final model of Design Participation works in situations in which there is no separation 

between the designers’ space and users’ space. In other words, there is no distinction 

between the ‘designers’ and the ‘users’. There is one space which means people are the 

designers. It is about the self–motivation of people in the design participation process that 

they create. 

 

The most direct example is vernacular architecture, in which the owners are usually the builders of their own houses. These 

ordinary houses are built based on the owners’ own experience or collective knowledge from a particular local living 

experience. When ‘architecture’ becomes a profession, architects are in charge of public buildings and big public and private 

commissions. Thus, there is distinction between vernacular and formal buildings. Before Venturi, et al’s Learning from Las 
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Vegas (1977) and Habraken’s The structure of the ordinary: form and control in the built environment (1998), in 1964, 

there was already an exhibition showing the beauty of ‘non-pedigreed’ architecture. The 

exhibition and the book Architecture Without Architects aimed at showing how, “the 

philosophy and know-how of the anonymous builders presents the largest untapped source of 

architectural inspiration for industrial man” (Rudofsky, 1964). In other words, it intended to 

change our perception of the art of building by introducing the unfamiliar world of non-pedigreed 

architecture. Apart from ‘vernacular’, these types of buildings can also been called anonymous, 

spontaneous, indigenous, rural, local (fig.43) etc. Rudofsky (1964) also attacked orthodox 

architectural history, which emphasises the work of the individual architect while this collection of 

non-pedigreed architecture is more about communal enterprise. He quoted Pietro Belluschi, “a 

communal art, not produced by a few intellectuals or specialists but by the spontaneous and 

continuing activity of a 

whole people with a 

common heritage, acting 

under a community of 

experience.” 

 

Nowadays, in many parts 

of the world, people 

Fig.44 Favela at the hillside of Rio de Janeiro Brazil  
Photograph, Yanki Lee (Left) and Hoi Ming Chan (Right)  

  

Fig.43 Local built house at Macau, China 
Photo by Yanki Lee 
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cannot afford to buy ‘designed’ houses or flats. They build their own living environment illegally. Famous examples include the 

Kowloon Walled City in Hong Kong, which was demolished in 1994, and the favelas (fig.44) along the edges of the city of Rio 

de Janeiro. Favela means shantytown or slum area and they are built by local grass-root groups with local materials on illegal 

invaded lands. They are spreading over many areas of the city. The Brazilian government tries many different ways to get rid 

of them but they develop uncontrollably like a viral outbreak. Ironically, the favelas have become internationally famous tourist 

attractions. Visitors are amazed by the creativity of the inhabitants. In these cases of illegal constructions and other 

modification works, people built their own environments that fit their lives without the involvement of professional architects or 

designers. 

 

Finally, the last example of self-motivated design practice by non-professional people is the do-it-yourself culture. Do-it-

yourself  (DIY) has been called the only real Design Participation in which the people invent their own rules (Banham, 1972:7). 

This practice has developed since the publication of early design magazines such as Practical Householder in the 50s. Its 

development is also like what Banham suggested as ‘an alternative design culture’, which is not manipulated by the design 

community. While more and more DIY superstores such as B&Q, are opening around the world and with the help of DIY 

television programmes, this ‘alternative’ culture is providing power to people and encouraging the transformation of Design 

Participation for motivation.  

 

Not many design ideologies are formally developed in this model of Design Participation because this Design Participation is 

motivated by the users. Designers are just helpers. Design ideologies are common beliefs developed by a specific group from 

the design community who try to impose new thinking to change the design process. When Design Participation activities are  
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started from the concrete space by people, there will be no fixed orders of the cases. The Design Participation processes are 

controlled by those outside the design community i.e. the users, which is different from members within design community 

working out some similar work patterns and developing specific design ideologies. Actually, some involvement of the design 

community in some of these activities can encourage their development and stimulate people to express their desires and 

needs and get what they want or require. They include self-help tool kits or guidelines (Fig.45) by architects like Walter Segal 

(discussed in the model of emancipation) or cartoons by W. Heath Robinson from his 1950s book, How to live in a flat, which 

teaches people how to adapt to their small flats in a playful manner.   

 

2.3.5 Contribution III: Design Participation Taxonomy  

 
The discussed typologies of Design Participation with different architectural or design examples provide data from which to 

form the Design Participation Taxonomy. The Design Participation Taxonomy is another new tool to identify the Design 

Participation characteristics of different design activities or processes. It works with the idea of divided operating spaces i.e. 

the world of design practice like other parts of social practices also divides into the abstract and concrete space. There is the 

realm of collaboration in-between, which is introduced by this thesis.  

 

2.3.5.A. Five factors of Design Participation 
 
First of all, the Taxonomy is divided into four types of autonomy, which indicate its operating spaces: designers initiate DP 

from abstract space, people/users start DP from concrete space or some hybrid of designer-users working in the in-between 

space. After defining its autonomy, the next factor is the purposes by the distinction between the designers (experts) 
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autonomous and user autonomous design participation: Innovation, Collaboration, Emancipation and Motivation. Then, each 

purpose is further divided according to the levels of the participation process: form one to one interaction to community 

involvement. Then, the stages addressed by the process, which is classified based on Burns’ (1979) classification of 

participation into four experiences:  

1. “Awareness  - discovering or re-discovering the realities of a given environment or a situation so that everyone in the 

‘Take Part’ process is talking the same language based on their experiences in the field where change is proposed. 

2. Perception- from awareness of the situation to understanding it, and its physical, social cultural and economic 

ramifications. 

3. Decision-making - make actual physical designs based on their priorities for professionals to use as resource to 

synthesise alternative and final plans. 

4. Implementation. Many community-based planning processes stop with awareness, perception and decision-making, 

often with fatal results to a project because it ends people’s responsibilities just when they could be of most value: 

when the how-to, where-to , when-to and who-will-do –it must be added to what people want and how it will look. 

People must stay involved, throughout the processes, in other words, and take responsibility with their professionals 

to see that there are results (Hurwitz, 1975)” 

                                                                                                                                                                (Sanoff, 1992: 56) 

The last factor of Design Participation is the output of the process and the scales of the expected design outputs can help to 

group similar projects into different types of Design Participation. Then a code system was developed to explain these five 

factors: [autonomy_purposes_levels_stages_scale]. 
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Fig.46 explains the identification process used in the Design Participation Taxonomy. In the case of IDEO, an international 

design consultancy practicing innovative design through understanding people, their method known as IDEO methods can be 

classified as Design Participation practice in abstract space i.e. Design Participation for Innovation. The aim of most of their 

projects is to understand what people want and how people do things. Through working with different user groups, IDEO 

works are about helping big companies to make design decisions. As Matt Hunter (2005), designer from IDEO, mentioned in a 

presentation at the Royal College of Art, IDEO works cover a wide range from “Designing a product, Defining a product, 

Reinventing a category of products and Designing the company strategy”. From the Design Participation Taxonomy, IDEO 

methods and works can be named as [designer_inn_M_C_1] (details refer to fig.47) type of Design Participation, which means 

Design Participation for innovation in the 

designer space which is working with 

medium size project working with small 

group and about later stage of design 

development for product development.  

 
 

Fig, 46 Configuration diagram of Design Participation  
Taxonomy of five factors:  
a. Autonomy (designer/ designer+user/ user+designer/ 

user) _  
b. Purposes (innovation/ collaboration/ 

emancipation/ motivation) _  
c. Levels (S=one to one > M= small group > L= 

community) _  
d. Stages (A – awareness > B- perception > C- 

decision-making >D- implementation) _ 
e. Scales (1- product > 2-system > 3-building > 

4-district) 
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2.3.5.B. [autonomy_purposes_levels_stages_scale] - Understanding Design Participation 
 
As Tzonis (1978) stated at the Leuven Seminar on Participatory Design, there were three clear tendencies in the relationship 

between designers and users at the end of the 20th century: 

The value of ‘authenticity’ as expressed in vernacular and commercial style elements e.g. Learning from Las Vegas by Venturi; 

Fill-in concepts by architects that aim to develop large scale structure that users can fill in the details. e.g. The CIAM dissidents 

(Team X, for instance)  

 ‘Advocacy Movement’ (‘designers interpret the user’s wishes and translate them into plans and defend them from intended 

government action and official plans) and the ‘Self-help Movement’ (suggesting that the user should conceive and construct for 

himself, or should assemble pre-conceived components). 

                          

Although most of these identified design ideologies fit the criteria of one of the models in the classification system, most of 

them are actually working on the margins between those models i.e. they do not belong to one model but work across different 

models. Thus, one should ask what is the reaction of the ‘users’? Are they aware of the efforts of members from the design 

community to integrate them in the design process? Alternatively, the crucial question is who the ‘users’ are. As Lefebvre 

(1991:93) expressed, the category of ‘user’ was a particular device used by modern societies, which deprived those living in 

the space of experience by turning this space into a mental abstraction. Lefebvre extended his comment to a further ironic 

situation that modern societies even turn the inhabitants themselves into abstraction so that they are unable to recognize 

themselves within the space of experience. Under these post-modern situations, the main aim of Design Participation is to 

make Design Participation an inclusive ideology and encourage more people to get involved and to develop it through mutual 

understanding and collaboration.  
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Taxonomy of Design Participation  (Fig. 47) 

 

Functionalism, Design Research and Design Methods all belong to Design Participation for innovation at the pole of designer 

autonomous design participation. The next two types are those working in the in-between spaces. Community Architecture, 

Participatory Design, Collaborative Design, and Inclusive Design are examples of Design Participation for collaboration that occur in 

the mixed realm of designer + user. The next category includes practices involving users in order to emancipate them and transfer 

design knowledge, which include Self-Help, Cultural Jamming, and Non-plan experiments. The final type is at the other pole of user 

autonomous design participation, which includes DIY and vernacular architecture under the model of motivation. With the help of the 

Design Participation Taxonomy and the coding system, many more design practices can be classified as different types of Design 

Participation.  
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3.1 ETHNOGRAPHY AND ACTION RESEARCH  

 

Time: 11th Dec 2004  

Location: Rio de Janeiro, Brazil 
Cast: Professor Patricia Moore (PM), keynote speaker at the Designing for the 21st Century 

Conference 

 
PM: “…As designers, we need to provide choices for people…without choices, we will lose 

control of the quality of life!” 

____________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 

“After my initial experiences in character in the spring of 1979, I became gradually more adventuresome. I 

was living two lives; in one of them I was a designer and graduate student, and in the other I was an ‘old’ 

woman.” 

                                                                                                                                             (Moore, 1985:90) 

 

These two statements are by Patricia Moore, an industrial designer from New York, who did a ‘disguised’ 

experiment (fig.48) in the United States in the 1980s. It was part of Moore’s doctoral research in order to 

understand how to design for the aging population. Moore decided to get the understanding through first-

hand experience. She disguised herself as an 85 years old woman (Moore was in her 20s) and travelled 

around the US and Canada seeking inspiration for her design research. Moore’s self-experiment inspires 
Fig.48 Book Cover with photo of  
Patricia Moore as herself and in 
character 
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this research with the starting point of investigating creative ways to design with users. It also set up a way for designers to 

conduct research that can inspire designing. 

 

3.1.1 Self exploration and Experimentation  

 
The most important inspiration from Moore’s experiment for designers is about empathy with users and passion to design. As 

Moore expressed, “As much as I appreciated the salary I earned at traditional design firms, the work itself was not very 

satisfying. It took me to interesting places and put me in touch with important people, but it had little relevance to my own 

particular design interest – that of creating better products and environments for consumers throughout their life span” (Moore, 

1984:91). This 

expression reflects 

the motivation for 

this doctoral 

research.  

 

The research 

started as an 

exploration in the 

defined field: 

Fig.49 Wall of ideas  
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Design Participation. With the question of “what is Design Participation?” this design research began with a flexible and 

inclusive way of working including table research, online searching and meeting with many individuals and organisations. 

During this fluid process, all the data were recorded as either text or diagram. They were constantly ‘mapped’ and changed. 

Fig. 49 shows one version of the wall of ideas full of data. This ‘wall’ became a medium for discussion with others. Peter 

Downton, Research Director of School of Architecture + Design at the RMIT University, one of the first programmes to 

introduce doctoral design research by project, described his research method as a “cheerful eclecticism” that borrowed from 

other disciplines into design. “There is no one method of research called design research. There is a possible collection of 

methods, approaches, ideas and practices that might collectively be called design research, and many of these, along with 

ideas from outside design, need to be discussed to elucidate and elaborate ideas about design research” (Downton, 2003:13). 

The goal was to explore Design Participation in a more systemic way, like Moore’s and Downton’s experience, learning from 

other disciplines like the social sciences, which have a longer history and more developed systems with which to conduct 

research and communicate findings.  

 

3.1.2 Engaging Presentation 

 
By adopting the method of Action Research, this research thesis extends the rejection of the ‘superior status of researcher’ by 

treating the thesis as a sharing of personal experience with a direct structure, simple everyday language and diagrammatic 

presentation. 

 
3.1.2.A. Structure: personal narratives  
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The first parameter to engage with readers is the structure of this research 

thesis. The intention is to share a more than three-year exploration through 

first hand experience in a step-by-step structure. The story starts from the 

proposition and continues through research phases before the construction of 

the thesis, which explains the process and findings (fig.50). There are two 

main contribution parts in the final presentation: UNDERSTANDING and 

TACTICS. They are interspersed with the INTRODUCTION (theoretical 

background of why), METHODOLOGY (this chapter of how) and SYNTHESIS 

(conclusion and next steps). 

 

Fig.51 shows the balance between theory and practice throughout the 

research process. The results of this ‘learning through doing’ exercise are 

separated into two main contributions. The UNDERSTAND part explains the 

key terms used in the title and explores Design Participation in different social 

contexts with a comparative study between different developments within the 

design communities. This part concludes with a mapping of a taxonomy of 

Design Participation. The TACTICS part presents the practical work in the 

focus phase. There are three modes of participation: Public (P1), Community 

(P2) and Design (P3). In total, three groups of cases are documented using 

Fig.50 Doctoral research structure 1 

Fig.51 Doctoral research structure 2 

Fig.52 Doctoral research overall structure 
(constructed at the mid way review) 
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the same framework:  

1. preamble,  

2. players,  

3. issues,  

4. process, 

5. outputs, 

6. lessons and next steps. 

.  

Finally, in the SYNTHESIS part, three areas of the research topic, Design Participation, are discussed: agenda, methods and 

epistemology. They are synthesised from desk research at different libraries around the world and online resources, individual 

contacts with worldwide scholars in the relevant field and personal experiences from different cases as design experiments.  

The three research phases, four mapped theoretical frameworks and three types of practical design experience provide the 

information to generate new tactical knowledge for Design Participation (fig.52). 

 

3.1.2.B. Language: accessible and everyday 
 
This thesis provides information about Design Participation to encourage different interpretations of participatory design 

processes and allow new insights.  The primary target audiences of this thesis are members of the design community and 

other experts. However, it is important to make this thesis accessible to the general public who constitute the other half of the 

design participation system. This concept of a dialectic system of Design Participation is the framework of the contribution of 

this thesis, i.e. concrete and abstract space. In order to facilitate transformation in this system, the presentation of this thesis 

needs to be inclusive. If a layman can understand the new ideas of Design Participation proposed in this thesis, regarding the 

changing role of design experts and encouraging more public autonomy in the Design Participation process, people with 
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different backgrounds will appreciate it and more collaboration in pursuit of this transformation can be expected. Its engaging 

writing style with simple language also matches the idea of this thesis as a personal narrative. It is about experience sharing 

and story telling. 

 

To make an accessible presentation, the priority is to avoid using professional jargon. Referring to easily accessible 

information from the Internet and information in everyday language with a careful design layout aims to make this thesis 

suitable for reading by ordinary people and encourage discussion. For example, rather than using traditional print dictionary 

references, key terms in the thesis are defined by definitions from Microsoft® Word for Mac® dictionary and Mac® thesaurus 

which draw content from the Encarta World English Dictionary and new thesaurus developed Microsoft by Bloomsbury 

Publishing which is named as “Dictionary of the future” by The New York Times. 

 
 
3.1.2.C. Hybrid presentation of verbal and graphic communication 
 

Apart from its up-to-date information, the interface of this online dictionary is consistent with other Internet interfaces that are 

engaging and easy to use. Throughout the thesis, these verbal and visual hints are used to explain and link the points of 

discussion. This special graphic arrangement makes this thesis within the design discipline different from traditional doctoral 

research theses. At the same time, it shows that it is done by a designer who aims to make design a more accessible 

profession in order to encourage the collaboration in design participation of everyone in society. Diagrams have been 

important tools for developing ideas over the course of this research. Organising the diagrams develops the content of the 



III. Participation = Learning through Doing            Design Participation Tactics _ Yanki Lee 

 149 

thesis. This diagram - oriented thesis also contains a few large mappings as part of the findings and a designed graphic 

guidance strategy to help people to understand the complexities of the discussion. 

 

‘Working like a designer’ has been the working slogan while pursuing the research, especially when working in the defined 

fields with other stakeholders.  Our roles as designers are changing in terms of the ways in which we share our knowledge 

and empathy with people. As a design professional, I have taken on the task of introducing design thinking to everyday life.  

This research and thesis are also part of this design experiment itself to explore creative ways of conducting research and 

presenting findings.  

 

3.1.3 Methodology I - Ethnographic Research: participatory observation  

 
The first social science research method adopted in this research was from ethnography. In 1998, Sage’s Qualitative 

Research Methods Series stated: “…qualitative research is an ethnographic process. Generally, the fieldworker – whether 

trained in cultural anthropology, sociology, political science, or another social science – seeks to develop insights about a 

targeted culture by practicing some form of participant observation. It is the convention to report research results in an 

ethnographic volume, article, or report...” 

 
Thus the key element of Ethnographic Research is the assignment of well-defined fieldwork(s), which aim at providing an 

experimental ground for researchers to take part, observe and analyse the prescribed social issues. Stewart (1998:p.5-8) 

defined five important methods advised for researchers to carry out ethnographic research: 
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1 Participant observation – ‘everyday’ settings need to be studied. The ethnographer’s own inquiring experience is one 

focal research instrument, 

2 Holistic description – need to create a holistic construct of ‘culture’ or ‘society’ and wide-ranging comprehensive 

data, 

3 Contextualisation – explain one set of observations in terms of connections with others and with concepts used for 

their fit with the context (Agar, 1986b), “Ethnographers usually prefer a model of complex, unique systems subject to 

situational logic, interpretation, and narration” (Van Maanen 1988,p43), 

4 Socio-cultural description – personal involvement in human contexts, is the detailed depiction and analysis of social 

relations and culture (Wolcott 1992), 

5 Theoretical connections – the use (framework) of anthropological (or sociological) theory, transcends the theory, 

espouse some theories. “Theory matters, then, but ethnography is not as focused on theory, or on concepts, as is 

ground theory” (Stewart 1998:p.8). 

                                                                                          

This research methodology has been widely adopted by the design community,  “Ethnography: Of particular relevance to 

designers is ethnographic research – observing users (and users interacting with products etc.) in real life situations. The 

development of small video cameras and desktop editing software make this a very fertile and rapidly expanding form of 

design research in both social sciences and the design community” (Coleman, R. Lebbon, C. Clarkson, J. and Keates, S., 

2003:602). Video and visual ethnography are two common ethnographic applications within the design community. The 

international design consultancy IDEO has also developed this method into a more designer-oriented one, included in their 

research tool, ‘method cards’. It is called ‘rapid ethnography’ and classified as a ‘LOOK’ method. 
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“HOW: Spend as much time as you can with people relevant to the design topic. Establish their trust in order to visit and/or 

participate in their natural habitat and witness specific activities. 

WHY: This is a good way to achieve a deep firsthand understanding of habits, rituals, natural language, and meanings around 

relevant activities and artefacts.” 

(Method Card by IDEO) 

  

These are examples to demonstrate how designers adopt social science research methods into their design process and get 

inspiration. However, the application of ethnographic approach in this design research is different but is more about changing 

the role of designers to work like sociologists in a selected field i.e. to explore the issues of Design Participation in different 

social situations. After exploration, this design research was conducted through participant observation as the first step of 

ethnographic research to find out how Design Participation practitioners work. There were many struggles shifting between the 

role of designer and sociologist throughout the process.  

 

Again, Moore’s experiment provides a good reference of participant observation by a designer. “A potential problem was that I 

was not trained as a sociologist; I did not have a PhD in any area of behavioural science, and I respected those who did, so I 

was somewhat reluctant to press my views about old people on them…There was much debate in academic circles at that 

time about advisability of participant-observer research, in which the subjects are, in a sense, fooled by the researcher” 

(Moore, 1985). In 1979 (at the beginning of Moore’s experiment), there was a conference in Boston examining issues involved 

in the use of humans as research subjects in behavioural science.  After a special arrangement, Moore appeared as the old 

woman on the first day and then attended a workshop about discussion of the role of deception in research and on the next 
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day she appeared as herself again. After intense discussion of Moore’s experiments, the chair of the workshop, Dr. Stanley 

Milgram, one of America’s best known psychologists, summed it up: “Ms. Moore’s work is an extension of theatrical technology 

for investigative purposes. Her role playing the old woman meets the definition of participant-observation and is therefore a 

valid research application” (Moore, 1984:95).  

 

Even though Dr. Milgram clarified its value and validity as a research technique over two decades ago, Moore’s experiment is 

still an extreme case of participatory observation and her methods are still a discussion topic for many social science 

methodologies discourses. The main concern is about the ethical issues of people being researched. Do they want to 

participate? Are we intruding on people’s lives? I was cognizant of such questions throughout different my projects. I applied 

ethnographic methods to conduct intensive and long-time participatory observation in all cases. In this research, ethnographic 

methods are the first step and their result formed the first contribution of this study i.e. understanding Design Participation. 

After developing a holistic understanding of the situations, some cases developed into action research projects with design 

applications as the second contribution i.e. tactical knowledge of Design Participation. 

 

3.1.4 Methodology II - Action Research (AR): Learning through doing 
 

“[Action Research] is based on the principle that people have a universal right to participate in the production of knowledge 

that directly affects their lives” (Smith 1999). This is reiterated by Greenwood and Levin (1998), ”a better and freer society can 

be built through promotion of broad participation in research processes; and support actions are expected to lead to a more 

satisfying situation for all the stakeholders”. Thus, Action Research can refer to a relationship between the ‘researcher’ and the 
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‘researched’, seen as an inter-subjective and interactive relationship characterised by joint action, joint involvement and 

shared responsibility. 

 

Fig. 53 is a conceptualised diagram that displays the relational framework of 

Action Research described by Hans van Beinum (1996). As indicated, the 

triadic relationship features the ‘Researcher(s)’ (A) and the ‘Researched’ (B), 

who are jointly involved in addressing an ‘Issue’ (X) that embraces a series of 

modalities of reality. Each Action Research setting is unique contextually and 

historically, and there is a different A, B and X in each system. In my research 

framework, researched (B) refers to stakeholders including members from the 

design community and my role is that of the researcher (A) with design 

knowledge, i.e. a professional designer working as a researcher. The 

investigated issue (X) is the design participation process within different social 

contexts.  

 

Another model to explain the AR process is called the co-generative approach, 

which is based on understanding AR as a ‘meaning-construction’ process. The 

insider (the owners of the problem) and the outsider (the professional 

researchers) are working mutually on solving pertinent problems in a local 

context (Greenwood, 1989). These two different roles have different 

Fig 53  

 

Fig 54 
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responsibilities in the AR process. The outsiders (design researchers in this research) work as facilitators to support the 

process by bringing in special knowledge. The insiders (stakeholders in society in this research) are the decision makers and 

the focus of the process.  (Fig.54) 

 

There are three elements or basic commitments that are essential in the AR process, namely Research, Participation and 

Action (Greenwood and Levin, 1998:7). Research is part of the knowledge generation process. Participation is another 

important element to democratise the process and everyone involved takes part of the responsibility. Action is the second 

phase of participation, and democratic reforms are the research tasks that increase self-management and self-realisation of 

participators. For this doctoral design research, the ‘research field’ is a series of situations in which design participation may 

occur. These situations do not necessarily have designer involvement because a plural role approach is introduced: as 

ethnographer, design researcher and designer. All the cases in this design research project are investigated in order to 

explore different issues in the practice of design participation. In some cases, only observing as an ethnographer and 

exploring the issues with other stakeholders such as social workers, administrators, end users and other facilitators. These 

cases can be called ethnographic studies and exemplify the ‘research’ element of the AR process. Some other cases also 

start from the ‘research’ elements and as the project developed, more and more ‘participation’ elements are inserted with 

mutual trust from stakeholders. My role shifts from design researcher back to designer offering help to execute some design 

work as part of the process.  

 

According to Small (1995), there is no prescribed methodology for Action Research as it emphasises practical problems. Like 

other action-oriented processes, the aim of Action Research is to inform policy and practice and lead to social action/changes. 
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The most important implication of Action Research for my doctoral research process is its reflection of a postpositivist 

conception of social science and research. Most Action Researchers reject mainstream social science’s conception of 

objectivity and the separation of researcher and the researched (Oquist, 1978). They are also against the idea of the 

superiority of the researcher as expert and the ability of the research process to be value neutral (Susman & Evered,1978). 

Action Research can be described as a  ‘learning through doing’ process. Through doing actions, more information on specific 

topics is found. This characteristic of Action Research matches the working pattern of most design researchers who want to 

develop new insights about design through realising design projects.  

 

In summary, in this design research project, my role is that of a design researcher with practical design training who is using 

ethnographic methods to develop a holistic understanding of the defined field, i.e. the social implications of design 

participation. All cases in this research project are based on existing situations in their natural settings. At the same time, I also 

explore possible opportunities for actions after the ‘research’ and ‘participation’ phases. 

 

“Participation: the slogan of community architects in Britain, of political radicals and community activists everywhere, 

something seemingly more connected with social science, politics, and management than with architecture, design, getting 

jobs as architects, and earning money. It started for architects as something trendy and then became necessary, but it is still 

viewed by the mainstream as benevolent, the domain of do-gooders, a bit further to the left than is usually comfortable, an 

ideology born of the 1960s and not easily taught or accepted in schools of architecture – something that, all said and done, 

gets in the way of professional freedoms, of building houses and making architecture…Community participation as 

incorporated into the official jargon of planning and design is an ambiguous and powerful idea. It usually refers to the process 
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by which professionals, families, community groups, government officials, and others get together to work something out, 

preferably in a formal or informal partnership.” 

(Hamdi, 1991:75) 

 

This passage from Hamdi’s (1991) book, Housing without Houses: Participation, Flexibility, Enablement, provides a short 

but clear summary of how design professions adopt participation. It also introduced the term ‘Community Participation’ and its 

relationship with Design Participation, was redefined in this research study after the 1972 Design Participation Conference. 

The aim of this chapter is to examine how the term ‘Design Participation’ relates with other types of participation in the bigger 

social context. 

 
First, what is ‘community’ and why is community development important in urban studies and why has it become important in 

governmental social policies and design strategies? Ellin (1996:14) introduced the term ‘postmodern urbanism’ to refer to the 

reaction from architectural professionals worldwide to the big shifts of the Western Landscape that she called, ‘de-

territorialisation’ and ‘placelessness’. She elaborated that in order to suppress the sense of loss and deep nostalgia for the 

‘world we have lost’ i.e. the world before modernism, postmodernists try to recapture the past through encouraging a sense of 

community, a neighbourhood, a vernacular, diversity, meaning, innocence, origins, roots, certainties, leadership, and heroes, 

etc (ibid: 13). The critiques of this pervasive sense of placelessness, especially referring to the community development and 

the built environment, appeared from the 1950s to the early 1970s in sociology in writings such as The Quest for Community 

(Nisbet 1953) and The Private Future: Causes and Consequences of Community Collapse in the West (Pawley 1973). 

With more and more critiques about the vanishing sense of community, there are also comments regarding the loss of a 
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centre such as discussed in the 1961 book, The Death and Life of Great American Cities by American Activist Jane Jacobs.   

“Today barbarism has taken over many city streets, or people fear it has, which comes to much the same thing in the end. ‘ I 

live in a lovely, quiet residential area,’ says a friend of mine who is hunting another place to live. ‘the only disturbing sound at 

night is the occasional scream of someone being mugged.’ It does not take many incidents of violence on a city street, or in a 

city district, to make people fear the streets…” (Jacobs,1961). Although Jacobs’ concerns are focusing on the safety of our 

cities, her studies indicated that the sense of community is vanishing rapidly, in part because of the pervasiveness of certain 

types of urban redevelopment.  

 

From the critiques of disappearing community and centre, in the 1970s and 1980s, the discussion developed further to 

questions about the whole society and urban life. For example, Packard (1972) writes that, during this period, “a great many 

people are disturbed by the feeling that they are rootless or increasingly anonymous, that they are living in a continuously 

changing environment where there is little sense of community”. Another description of this placelessness is from Raban’s 

book, Soft City, he wrote, “To live in a city is to live in a community of people who are strangers to each other’” (Raban,1974). 

Indeed, the sense of community is the basic element, which can give spaces life and make them become places where 

people live. This idea of ‘Architects as placemakers’ was explained in the synopsis of the book, Placemaking: A 

Collaborative Approach to Creating Community in which R. Schneekloth, L. (1995) expressed that, being members of a 

community, architects need to become active placemakers and participate with others in our communities in thoughtful, 

careful responsible action. Wright (1988) suggested that architectural historians and theorists should extend their purview not 

only on designer intentions and aesthetic value but also address social issues such as community support, site planning or 

even people’s reactions to the built environment. At the same time, practitioners in other disciplines also started to devote 
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more attention to the built environment, and new fields of study addressing the relationship between people and their 

surroundings in cities appeared, such as urban studies, urban sociology, urban anthropology, environmental studies and 

environmental psychology (Ellin, 1996:15). Many governments also have adopted community development as one of the main 

social welfare strategies to improve the quality of life in the city through measures aimed at restoring a perceived lost sense of 

community. For example, in Hong Kong, community development has become a principal strategy of the Hong Kong Social 

Welfare Department. As quoted from the Hong Kong Social Welfare Department website, among the Department’s goals are  

“to promote social relationship and cohesion within the community, and to encourage the participation of individuals in solving 

community problems and improving the quality of community life.” Community development projects aim at improving people’s 

lives by encouraging citizen participation in different stages of the design and making of their living environments. 

 

3.1.5 Three Modes of Participation  

 
In  1978, the ‘International Laboratory of Architecture and Urban Design’ (ILAUD) organised a seminar in Leuven, Belgium, to 

discuss the applications of participatory design in architecture, focusing in housing design. Although all the participants taking 

part in the seminar believed and practiced user participation in design, there were still different perspectives on the definition 

of the term (transcript from 1978 Leuven Seminar on Participatory Design): 

1.  “Participation, for me, is the relationship between the user and his house, with the environment where he is going to 

live in. The real problem started, I think when between the user and his house came some institution (especially for social 

housing).”  

Frans van der Werf, Dutch Architect, interested in industrialised building methods 
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2. “Participation, ‘taking part’ is for me not only a tool for helping the disadvantaged, but an instrument for reintegrating 

our culture... for disassembling brute generalisation. Participation is not only a way of improving the building patrimony but it is 

also a way of improving the culture.” 

                       Donlyn Lyndon, American architect and academic, partner of M.L.T.W. (with Charles Moore) 

 

3. “The problem of participation is 

fundamentally one of people related to 

each other in connection with their task 

(housing, educational, etc.) There was 

always a kind of institution between 

users and products, there were always 

rules.”  

Alexander Tzonis, Greek – 

American architect and pioneer 

in populism in Architecture and 

Design. 

 

All these views on participation are from 

design community members. They 

show that the term ‘participation’ can 

Fig.55 Design, Public and Community Participation in the abstract and  
concrete space 
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mean different things for different people in societies or even the same community. Based on the dialectic model of concrete 

and abstract space, three modes of Participation are defined which are working in the different spaces (Fig.55). First of all, 

Design Participation (DP) is the centre of this thesis, involving a process of re-possessing  participation in the design field, 

inspired by the 1972 Design Participation Conference. It is about working across spaces. Additionally there are some other 

participation activities that refer to participation in public policy decision-making processes and some other general social 

responsibilities such as voting and doing volunteer work. They can be called Public Participation (PP), which aims to 

facilitate active citizenship. The activities of Public Participation involve a lot of expert involvement and try to enable the public 

to take part in public decision-making. Alternatively, another mode of participation, which can be called Community 

Participation (CP), has a close relation to community development activities.  Its programmes usually follow bottom-up 

approaches sometimes initiated by social workers or users organisations that try to influence public policies. As stated before, 

it is the most common practice of participation and has a longer history. 

Types of 
Participation 

Operating Space Initiator  Expected 
Outcome 

Approach The roles of 
architects and 
designers 

Community 
participation 

User World, 
Concrete Space 

Social workers from NGOs or 
users, especially from 
grassroots community 

Social service -
oriented (social 
justice) 

bottom up 
approach 

Advisers to give 
professional advice 

Public 
Participation 

Expert World, 
Abstract Space 

Policy –makers or public 
service agents/ public sector  

Policy-oriented 
(civic education) 

top down 
approach 

Producers under the 
instruction of public 
policy makers 

Design 
Participation 

From Realm of 
Collaboration 
extends to the other 
spaces 

Designers or users  Design –oriented  
(design 
innovation) 

can be top-down 
or/and bottom-
up 

Strategists aiming to 
develop innovative 
design or better 
design to improve 
people’s lives. 

Fig. 56 Table of Comparisons between community, public and design participation 

 



III. Participation = Learning through Doing            Design Participation Tactics _ Yanki Lee 

 161 

Fig. 56 intends to distinguish between different ways in which people practice participation and articulate their characteristics. 

Nambi (1995) commented that bottom-up innovation from people has made government officials feel a loss of power while 

planners and architects feel troubled throughout the development of participatory planning and design. This refers to the fact 

that many participation projects are characterised by conflicts between the different parties working for users. For the design 

community, Community Participation projects become part of Design Participation when there are a lot of design inputs in the 

processes or when designers take the initiative. When Public Participation projects involve design, especially involving the 

public realm, they will start to merge with the domain of Design Participation. Who initiates the process is the main criterion to 

classify the three modes of participation: 

 
 
3.1.5.A Community Participation (CP) 
 
Compared to Public Participation, Community Participation projects are more about problem solving than strategic 

development. Most of them are initiated by social workers or NGOs who work closely with people providing social services to 

help people’s lives.  These workers are working in the world of people and the participatory processes are customised to deal 

with the needs of specific communities. The aims are to empower people to fight for social justice within the experts’ world. 

This bottom-up approach requires advice from different experts such as designers or architects to generate strategies to deal 

with experts who have an influence on the built environment, especially governments or big corporations. 

 
3.1.5.B Public Participation (PP) 
 
‘Have Your Say’ or ‘ We Need Your Voice’ are the common slogans of public participation projects. The organisers, usually 

governmental departments, publish consultation papers and invite people to express opinions on particular issues. The idea is 
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that people are invited to influence the decisions made by the organizers by expressing their positions. People are encouraged 

to take the opportunity to have their say. Their comments are then collected using different methods and are used to inform 

policy reforms or civic education campaigns. These consultations are initiated by policy-makers, public service agents and 

other public sector figures. Since most of these projects are policy-oriented, their aim is to understand some specific public 

issues from the policy makers’ perspectives, i.e. top down approach from the world of experts. Designers are part of the expert 

group that give advice on the construction of the project. 

 

3.1.5.C Design Participation (DP) 
 
This term was first adopted collectively by the 1972 Design Research Society (DRS)’s conference entitled ‘Design 

Participation’. It developed as a type of participation in this research. These types of participatory projects are initiated by 

designers, design-related stakeholders or users groups. They spread across the worlds of experts, users and the realm of 

collaboration. Their common aim is to generate user-centred design.  They can be for innovation, collaboration, emancipation 

and motivation as discussed in Chapter 2.3  in the classification of Design Participation Typologies. Designers take on the role 

of actively trying to improve design and at the same time people’s lives.  

 

3.1.6 Defining the cases 

 
This research study aims to articulate the role of designers in different social situations, especially those design practices 

involving people’s interaction, the research starts at identifying different projects across three modes of participation. 

According to Ragin ‘s introduction to his edited book, What is a case? Exploring the foundations of social inquiry, social 
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scientists anchor a number of basic precepts 

that are rarely questioned by practitioners like 

architects and designers and one of them is 

the idea of having cases which is central to 

the logic of analysis (Ragin, 1992:1). He also 

expresses that there are different conceptions 

of the term ‘case’. The direct example is the 

different uses of the terms by quantitative and 

qualitative research:quantitative researchers need many cases for analysis and qualitative researcher like the ethnographer 

will conduct one case and call it a case study (ibid: 4). In this qualitative research, selected projects become case studies and 

work as part of the development of insights into Design Participation Tactics. 

From the dialectic difference of cases, Ragin further elaborates and develops into two dichotomies yielding four definitions of 

cases (fig.57). The first dichotomy is about the question of cases as empirical units versus theoretical categories. It is about 

the distinction between cases as existing situations that are investigated by the researcher versus cases as situations created 

under the interests of investigators. The second dichotomy concerns the generality of the case categories. Is the case specific 

or general? Referring to these two dichotomies, most of the cases of this doctoral study are found. Since the value of ‘active 

users’ is a basic belief of this research, most of the projects are found cases to some extent and there is an intention to avoid 

‘white mouse’ experiments or situations set up by the investigator. Most of them are existing situations in a real world context 

with stakeholders who have some actual problems they want to be solved and need some help. That is what Ragin described 

as the belief in ‘the world systems’, i.e. networks of interacting and interdependent human societies, which are fundamentally 

Fig. 57 Concept map for answers to “What is a case?” by Ragin C.C (1992).’ Introduction  
: Cases of  “What is a case?’” in: What is a case? Exploring the foundations of social inquiry. 
 USA: Cambridge University Press. 
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important empirical units for understanding the history of human social organisation. Researchers who work under this belief 

may seek to determine the empirical boundaries of various historical world systems. The main difference between finding 

cases and constructing cases is the theoretical significance. During the process of case identification, some cases constructed 

by others were found in this study.  

 

 
3.1.6.A Working with ‘made cases’ and from ‘found cases’ to study objects 
 
For this study of participation, it is better to work with found cases since participation is working in the ‘world system’ and the 

researchers do not manipulate the stakeholders as is more likely in ‘made cases’. However, due to insufficient labour 

resources and an intention to understand existing participation practice, parts of the actions work with ‘made cases’ by others 

who are working on existing participation projects. Involvement in these cases helped in gaining an understanding by 

observation of existing practices of participation and trying out some new ideas in these existing situations by inserting new 

elements. This research is qualitative in nature since most of the cases “tend to coalesce as specific categories in the course 

of the research” (Ragin, 1992:9). The conducted cases tackled different specific aspects of participation in relation to design 

as a profession. Apart from working with other made cases, some found cases about specified situations of participation in 

related design areas changed into study objects of the research. After understanding the needs of the stakeholders within 

found cases, some of the cases were adapted as instruments for investigation. ‘Cases are objects’ pertains to those cases 

that started as empirical cases with conventional units or certain specific cases that are developed into explorations of generic 

processes.  
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3.1.6.B What are cases? 
 
Fig. 58 lists all the cases of this doctoral design research project.  They are a mixture of participation situations and unique 

developments. Starting from a typical Community Participation project in Hong Kong Public Housing Development and its 

comparison with other design situations, this study explores what is happening in different participation situations and what 

designers can offer through intensive participatory observation and actions. All the projects are space-related and address 

different-scaled spaces in the city: from individual office design, small residential flat design, small group exhibition design, a 

community housing estate to the city scale. They also cover a wide range of participation practices, from conventional 

community participation in housing environments to new probing design participation inspired by IT systems development. 

The projects also represent a spectrum of topics: from general environmental awareness, group spatial preference to 

individual spatial requirements.  

 

As defined, there are three modes of participation across the abstract space (experts’ world) and the concrete space (users’ 

world): Community, Public, and Design Participation. Thus, based on these three types of participation, cases were conducted 

as design projects across the three realms in order to develop a detailed understanding of existing practices of participation 

with specific research questions. The aim is to develop new tactical thinking regarding participation in environmental design 

processes, i.e. concern about the issues of ‘how’ participation is actually practiced related to design. 

 

One main contribution of this research is the introduction of the Design Participation analysis tool, i.e. the concept of abstract 

and concrete spaces and the positioning of Design Participation practices within this conceptual construct. After introducing 

the realm of collaboration, the in-between space, this tool is further developed as a framework to explain the process of 
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different projects in the form of diagrams depicting flows between the different spaces of operation.  Another contribution is the 

introduction of new roles of designers and tactical design practices through explaining by the DP analysis tool in next section: 

4.1. Design developers (design with participation) – transforming Design Participation methodology and methods  

4.2. Design facilitators (design in participation) – transferring design knowledge in concrete space 

4.3. Design generators (design through participation) – translating professionals practice in abstract space  
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Mode of 
participation 

Name Case Background Duration Findings 

1. 
Community 
Participation  
(main 
project) 

1. LNTK project Found case Working with social workers 
and residents regarding the 
future development and design 
of social housing in Hong 
Kong 
 

14 months 
(Jan 2003 – 
March 2004) 

The most complicated case – From 
observation to implementation to 
evaluation.   
Design as an abstract discipline 
working with participation activities to 
re-engage with the people’s world. 

2A. HHRC project Found case Working with a group inclusive 
designers to co-design an 
exhibition  
 

6 months 
(April 2004 to 
Oct 2004) 

A complex design project from 
collective workshops to design 
execution.  
Designer as a generator working 
through participation activities to 
develop new Design Participation 
process. 

2B. ‘Design your 
home’ pack 
 

Made case Working with a young couple to 
co-design their future home 

3 months (July 
2003 -Oct 
2004) 

2.Design 
Participation  
 

2C. ‘Design your 
office’ pack’ 
 

Made case Working with psychologist to co-
design her new clinic-office 

1 months (Sept 
2003 -Oct 
2003) 

 

Insights of developing co-design process 

3A. Clean LNTK 
project 
 

Made case Working with a Hong Kong 
public policy think tank, Civic 
Exchange 

3 months 
(June – Sept 
2003) 

A public awareness project. 
Designer as a generators for 
participation activities to encourage re-
thinking of expert practice and why 
design can help. 

3B. Linear City 
workshop 
 

Found case Design and facilitate a 
community design workshop for 
a Hong Kong railway company 
(KCRC) 

1 months (June 
2004 -July 
2004) 

3. Public 
Participation  

3C. HOME project Made case Research and design Public 
Participation activities  

6 months (Jan 
2003 – June 
2003) 

 

Insights of developing co-design process 

Fig. 58 Table of all participation projects conducted for this doctoral design research 
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4.1 Tactic I: Design Developers  (working with the design community) 
 
Time: Oct. 2004 

Location: Chirs Moller’s flat in Groningen (North Netherlands) with his son. 

Cast: Yanki Lee (YL) and Chris Moller (CM), New Zealand and British trained architect and urban 

designer who is based in the Netherlands. He organised the ‘City in a Room’ activity in Groningen, Dec 

2003. 

 

YL: “From your experience of working in Hong Kong, what would be the special aspect if you were to 

organise another ‘City in a Room ‘ for the Hong Kong Citizenship?” 

CM: “It must be a monopoly game because Hong Kong is a money-oriented city. It is important to 

arouse people interests to participate in the tool. For the Hong Kong case, money is the best 

stimulation. “ 

________________________________________________________________________________ 

4.1.1 Design WITH Participation 

 
 “It is becoming increasingly clear that there is a need to begin developing tools and methods to help 

facilitate negotiation between different interests and stakeholders with the ambition of reaching a 

broader collective understanding. For the workshop series in the Nieuw Vennep project, S333 invented and built a game with 

rules (fig, 59), pieces and monetary restrictions specific to the constraints of the project. This allowed the workshop 

participants to begin to engage in the complexities of the plan, ‘playing out’ a series of potential development scenarios.” 

(Moller, 2005).  

 

Fig.59 Vennopoly – a new game designed 
by S333 for the Nieuw Vennep project.  
Image from “The 1970s is here and now”,  
Architectural Design (AD Summer 2005) 
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Inspired by Moller’s dialogues and works (Moller also was one the initiators of Design Participation Project, ‘City in a Room’) 

the first level of Design Participation Tactics is about the practice of Design Participation from the viewpoint of the actual 

design process. The discussion starts with a series of exploratory projects with individual clients. The ‘Design your SPACE 

Packs’ project aims to reinterpret the simple one-to-one relationship between designer and client by developing a new way for 

clients to express their needs or even provide tools for clients to co-design with designers. Then the ‘HHRC’ project is situated 

in a more complicated setting that involves more stakeholders and a longer time frame. The projects described in this part all 

address Design Participation issues directly from actual design processes and also start from the Design Participation domain 

and are based on existing practice of environmental design in order to develop tactics to design with participation. 

 

4.1.2 Developing New Participation Design Tools and Process 

 
People respect designers and architects as a profession and those who can afford it will employ them to design their home, 

office or other spatial projects. The practice is that clients give designers design briefs explaining what they want. Then 

designers transform their ideas to spatial designs to apply to their properties. However, in the process, difficulties of 

communication and misunderstanding do happen all the time. Do people know what they want and can they explain their 

ideas clearly? Is there any misinterpretation during different parts of the process?  

 
 
These small-scaled design projects started as in ordinary commercial design practices in Hong Kong, i.e. clients employ 

architectural designers to design and supervise their projects. However, the clients of these projects were invited to 
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experience an unconventional way of designing, in which designers are not designing the projects for them but with them and 

at the same time enabling them to control the process.  

The ‘Design your HOME pack’ project and Design your OFFICE pack’ projects, these two design projects became projects for 

HOME and OFFICE Pack 
1. Preference study 
2. DIY Planning Design 
3. Process involvement and  
comments on modification 
4.  New Design tools 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
Fig.60 
‘Design your SPACE pack’ 
Project Flow Map (2B&2C) 
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the testing of a developing design process with users because they are just other environmental projects with direct designer-

client relationship. From the experience of working intensively with a Hong Kong social housing community in the LNTK 

project (case 1), a comprehensive process for Design Participation was developed, which includes three stages/steps: 

Preference, Planning and Process. In this 3P process shown in fig.60, users without formal design training or experience can 

understand design issues in a step-by-step manner and thus can express opinions more articulately and become empowered 

to influence design decisions in their future spaces. The new processes were based on an ordinary designer-client 

relationship with three new added steps within the existing sequences of design practice.  

 

After a few discussions with the clients, visual images reflecting the clients’ preferred style were collected, organised and 

presented to them to construct a visual reference of what they want. This new step was added in order to find out more about 

what clients want and also guide them to understand their needs and develop the exact brief with the designers. The idea was 

to insert these three developing new steps (developed from the LNTK project) into a conventional design process in these 

environmental design projects. Each step was re-interpreted and the aims were to embed design knowledge in each tool by 

designers in order to encourage clients’ to be creatively involved in design even without the presence of designers. The results 

of these two projects showed that both clients were emancipated and transformed their usage knowledge into designs that fit 

their needs through the new Design Participation tools in the threestep process. Through this process, designers and users 

developed a common language (Fig.61 and 62) that could allow for a better articulation and address of clients’ real needs in 

the design process.  
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Fig.62 The final design floor plan (left) is base on the client (the  
psychologist) drafted plan, which was created after ‘playing’ the new  
design tool. 

Fig.61 Client designed floor plan – 
 created from Planning Game Pack 

 

4.1.3 Designers Become Users  
 
4.1.3.A The case of a Design Participation project 
for an inclusive design exhibition  
 - Design process of the Helen Hamlyn Research 
Associates Show 2004 (The HHRC project) 
 
 
In order to understand how the switching of the 

traditional roles of users and designers can affect 

the design process, the second part of this 

questioning process from the mode of Design 

Participation was based on this action research 

project that was set up to design with ‘extreme 

users’, i.e. designers themselves. The group of 

users was composed of new design graduates from 

the Helen Hamlyn Research Associates 

Programme. This programme is part of the inclusive 

design education and constitutes a year long design 

research project for new Royal College of Art (RCA) 

graduates. In 2004, the fifth year of this programme, 

there were 12 Research Associates (RA) from five 

different art and design departments of the RCA. 
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Their projects are collaborations with industry and voluntary sector partners aimed at developing user-centred design skills for 

specific design issues (Myerson and Gheerawo, 2004). The RAs work on their individual projects within groups of design 

graduates sharing similar research narratives. Four research narratives were developed in the year 2003-2004: health, home, 

office and city mobility. The annual symposium and exhibition show the results of their one-year work. Through this public 

event, the learning-by-doing experience about inclusive design is shown and shared. Under these circumstances, the RAs 

explore and demonstrate new inclusive design thinking to the design community and the general public. “In recent years, the 

view of design as an essentially individual creative activity has come under increasing question. Instead, for a variety of 

reasons, design is being viewed, studied and developed as a collective, collaborative, even community process.” (Scrivener, 

Ball, Woodcock, 2000) This is an argument from the CoDesign Conference 2000, which addressed the collective nature of 

design. The main message is that design is changing from a collection of individual creative activities to a group decision or 

discussion process. All the stakeholders including designers and users are invited to take part. The roles of stakeholders are 

merging and everyone may play an equally important role in the design process. Apart from developing new designs through 

interaction with users with inclusive design approaches, this group of young designers were also invited to design their 

exhibition together through a collective design process led by a design researcher of the design team as part of the study of 

participation in design. 

 
4.1.3.B The Players: who participated in the HHRC project? 

 
 
a. The author, a design researcher (a volunteer, hoping to test the hypothesis of a new design process of Design 
Participation) and also belonging to the design team and aiming to merge design research and design realisation; 
 
b. 12 Research Associates working for different inclusive design projects sponsored by the Helen Hamlyn Research Centre 
(HHRC) and external business partners.   All of them are design graduates from different departments of the Royal College of 



V. In the Design of People   Design Participation Tactics _ Yanki Lee 

 177 

Art: 3 from interaction design, 4 from industrial design engineering, 1 from communication, 1 from vehicle design and 3 from 
architecture and interiors; 
 
c. Staff members of the HHRC, which set the brief and paid the design and construction fee of the exhibition;  
 
d. Design team, which designed and executed the exhibition. They are employed by the HHRC.   
 
e.  Public audiences of the exhibition who are interested in inclusive design implications and commercially sponsored design 
research projects. 
 
 
 
4.1.3.C The Process: Action and Participatory Research 

A series of design workshops were designed in order to create a platform for generating collective ideas. The Design 

Participation process consists of three steps: Preference, Planning and Process, which are further developed and tested in 

this project with a bigger group. This new design process with user participation was applied for the Helen Hamlyn Research 

Associates Show 2004, which meant that the design researcher who set up the new design process was also a member of the 

design team for the final design output, i.e. the exhibition. The notion of designing is changing. Although more and more 

collaborations between different design disciplines are happening, the actual skills and practices of collaboration are still in the 

development phase. The intention of this new project was to provide a platform for designers from different disciplines to 

understand how other designers work and try to learn to work together. At the same time, they were treated as active users of 

the design output; their design exhibition showed their research projects.  

 

In the Preference (P1) stage, a common expectation and design brief was developed. The Planning (P2) stage was about 

decision making and setting up a final action plan. Finally, the Process (P3) stage included various ways of prototyping and 

trying to re-input the voice of the participants into the design process.  
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Fig. 63 shows how the HHRC project flowed between three types of participation. This project was an action research project that 

was set up to explore putting designers in the role of users within the process of designing an exhibition for the Helen Hamlyn 

Research Associates Programme, a pioneer programme to promote inclusive design through collaboration with design industry 

partners. At the end of a one-year programme, all the research associates presented their works at a symposium and collective 

exhibition. It was a co-design process undertaken by 12 Helen Hamlyn Research Associates in 2004 in designing their annual 

inclusive design exhibition. The project started from the domain of Design Participation and people’s expectations about design 

(point 0). Then a series of collective design workshops (point 1,3,5) were done, which work at the realm of Design Participation 

for collaboration to link up the other design activities (point 2,4,6) from the concrete and abstract space. The results lead to two 

contributions:  

1. Toward Community Participation - Design exhibition as an execution of the Design Participation project (point 7). It was 

well received and the new design process became part of the public inclusive design demonstration process. 

2. Toward Public Participation - This process was documented as a research paper and presented at the Include 2005 

Conference (point 8). It aimed to deliver the collaboration message to the expert world through the channel of Public 

Participation.  
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0. (Designer) reference research/ (user) past 
experience of exhibition 
 
1. Collective Design Workshop 1 

 
2. (Designer) zoning study / (user)  
    expectation of the coming exhibition 

 
3. Collective Design Workshop 2 

 
4. (Designer) space and form study / 
     (user) spatial association 

 
5. Collective Design Workshop 3 

 
6. (Designer) prototype study and detail 
design 
 
7. Final design output 

 
8. (Design academic) Include  
    Conference 2005 paper presentation  
   
 
Fig.63 The HHRC Project Flow Map (2A) 
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4.1.3.D the tools: collective design workshops for collaborative design 
 
Each workshop employed a series of ‘make tools’ to enable users-designers to understand the design situation and develop 

the design brief through collective creation sessions. Since most of the designers did not have architectural training, different 

levels of abstraction of spatial design were tackled through different tools. In two-dimensions and three dimensions and at 

different scales of representation, a common ground was created to map the thoughts and ideas of designers from different 

disciplines and perspectives. They worked at three different levels: as individuals, in research narrative groups, and as a 

whole entity as a representative group of the research centre. 

 

The Preference Workshop  (Fig.64) aimed at enabling designers to anticipate problems and opportunities in their up coming 

exhibition by commenting on past exhibition designs. A number of different Preference (P1) tools were used in this 

workshop. First, a graphic questionnaire was given to each designer and personal opinions and expectations were expressed. 

Fig.64 Preference (P1) Workshop and tools: 
Participants (research associates) are filling in the graphic questionnaire expressing expectation of their annual exhibition, 
finished questionnaire on the wall for group discussion, participants are discussing their reactions of the past exhibitions, 
group comments are recorded. 
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Note pads and stickers were given to each research group, which were used to express positive and negative reactions to 

aspects of past exhibitions. The aim of these simple collective design tools was to provoke participants’ interest in the 

workshops. The result was that participants started to get involved in the process and a preferred programme was developed 

and articulated in the form of a list of programmatic elements. 

 

In the Planning Workshop, the chosen programmatic elements were converted into icons by the design team. Scaled floor 

plans were given to each group. They were asked to locate the icons in those plans and explained their preferred 

arrangement of the exhibition to the others. After that, there was a discussion session between groups to make a compromise 

overall floor plan and identify a common experience for their audience/final users. The Planning (P2) tools (fig.65) allowed 

designers to get their hands dirty and create a useful design expression through discussion. At the beginning, some of the 

Fig.65 Planning (P2) Workshop and tools: 
Icons of programme were developed, 
floor plan to indicate group preference, 
group decision about the final layout, 
final layout – floor plan to define groups location. 
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designers were confused about the concept of two-dimensional floor plans and they did not have a clear idea of the relation of 

plan scale to actual scale. Then they started to associate the grid floor plan with the actual floor pattern. After many collective 

conversations and the active involvement of the organiser of the exhibition, i.e. staff members of the Helen Hamlyn Research 

Centre, a well-considered floor plan was created. This compromise floor plan became the blueprint for the final exhibition 

design and the basis for future design development.  

 

Finally, the Process Workshop (Fig.66) tackled complicated issues of the project such as the detail design and the 

implementation of the exhibition. It is very difficult even for designers to associate the final products with different 

representations of the design. Therefore, the Process (P3) tool was a three-dimension model of the exhibition space, which 

was based on a modular concept in order to act as a tool for the users/designers to get the feeling of ‘building the exhibition 

together.’ The idea of modularity was introduced as a tool to allow the designers to express their ideas in a common system. 

Fig. 66  Process (P3) Workshop and tools: 
modular idea model, 
group discussion facilitated by concept model, 
final decision through model making. 
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Fig.67 Final Design Output – The Helen Hamlyn Research Associates 
Show 2004 

The modular units were conceived in small, medium and large sizes to act as a bridge to solve the problem of mediating 

between different scales. The intention of the model is for the designers to associate the modular units in the model to the real 

life scale. Although it is easier for people to understand three-dimensional representations of space than two-dimensional 

ones, it is more difficult for individuals to understand the relation between a scale model and the space it represents. This 

issue was shown clearly by a group of designers who have design training and experience, yet who spent most of their 

discussion time to clarify the design situation rather than create an actual spatial design of the future exhibition. With the help 

of the modular system, researcher/designer and designers/users developed a common language that was extended to 

become the design tool for the design process of the final exhibition. Another aim of this tool was to allow participants to 

foresee problems that could arise during the represented construction process. This collective learning experience 

encouraged more conversations about the overall 

process.  

 

4.1.3.E The Outputs: Double Inclusiveness for 
inclusive design implementation 
 
Instead of interacting with the final users, i.e. the 

audience of the exhibition, this design experiment was 

set up to work with the exhibitors who are a group of 

inclusive designers. This situation presents an 

opportunity to reflect on the inclusive design process 

for the organiser, i.e. the Helen Hamlyn Research 



 
 

 184 

Centre, an inclusive design centre. The positive feedback on the exhibition (Fig.67) shows that it is a successful project in 

terms of promoting the design identity of the organiser, i.e. the Helen Hamlyn Research Centre. The comprehensive 

participatory design process created more discussion sessions and a better flow was developed for delivering the message of 

inclusive design in practice in a more direct and effective way. This project becomes a good exemplar for inclusive design and 

process-oriented design projects. 

 

However, problems happened during the implementation of the project. First of all, it was difficult  for the participants to shift 

the role from designers to users even for people-centred designers such as inclusive designers. The Inclusive design process 

can be defined as a mutual working relationship between users and designers. The first step for inclusive designers is to 

empathise with users and the next step should be a collaborative relationship. This designer-as-user design experiment 

showed problems and inspired insights for the future of inclusive design education. The problems that arose in communication 

and representation indicated that inclusive designers are not always prepared to work inclusively in situations where they play 

the role of users rather than end-designers. For example, because of poor communication between research groups, there 

were different isolated spaces that did not work with the rest of the exhibition.  

 

Even though the use of modular design solved some communication problems, it is still a representation of the space, which 

requires imagination on the part of the users and a collective working relationship between different stakeholders. This 

experience drew attention to the importance of the development of research tools such as design probes and the participatory 

design process for future people-centred design development with people of different disciplines and backgrounds. During this 

exhibition design process, there was a lack of involvement from the designers-users in producing creative output as expected. 
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This raises another level of the issue, which is about the level of involvement of participants and how to get people involve. 

Inclusive designers try hard to get people involved in their design research but they sometimes seem not willing to take part in 

other design researchers’ projects. In this case, establishing mutual trust and respect may be the crucial step before 

participation.  

 

4.1.4 Transformation from the Realm of Collaboration 

 
Developing from the Community Participation project, LNTK project, the three-step process of Design Participation was tested 

in design projects that led to design outputs directly. The aim was to find out how to develop design process with participation 

through working within conventional design practice. Basically, Design Participation can be defined as a relationship between 

design experts and users; there can be many different types of Design Participation. More and more public building projects 

are coming under the influence of participation; involving people in those huge developments is still very difficult since people 

cannot easily associate their own lives with these large-scale processes. Therefore, after initial explorations in complicated 

Community Participation projects, the projects in this chapter focus on simple designer-user relationships.  

 

As an alternative to ‘black-box’ design process into which it is difficult for ordinary people to gain insight, the holistic Design 

Participation processes with the three workshops and tools developed from the LNTK project into design tools to let people 

become involved in designing, especially through creating and understanding the floor plans of the projects. The results are 

not trying to provide ‘better’ design solutions, which is in any case difficult to prove. The main endeavour is to demonstrate 

ways in which a common language can be shared between professionals and people. For people, these new channels of 
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communication can stimulate rethinking of their real needs for design brief development. As a designer, I acquired a better 

understanding of what my clients want through my new role as design facilitator. Although the processes are not co-design 

processes, better relationships between designer and user were established and more useful communications about design 

happened during and after the processes.  

 

These two levels of Design Participation projects provided hands-on experience to test the developing new design process 

with participation. The aim was to get people involved in design processes and to give them a sense of ownership of these 

processes. As stated before, the results are difficult to criticise in term of aesthetic quality but it can be argued that a better 

designer-user relationship was established. The issues at stake had more to do with the feasibility of this new process and its 

conflicts with the existing division of roles in the conventional design process. 

 
 
4.1.4 A Feasibility of Design Participation  
 
Design processes can be very stressful especially in commercial settings. Those projects described in this chapter, unlike 

many other participatory design projects, are working with non-commercial clients such as Sanoff’s and Davidoff’s advocacy 

works for grass-roots groups in America. Therefore, timing is the crucial issue for the development of design processes with 

participation for commercial projects. Designers working under stress will not have time to involve users or they will just 

involve them at a later stage of the process to fulfil regulations such as disabled access evaluations done by disabled users 

after the buildings are finished. In order to encourage a holistic participatory design process in stressful design practice, some 

quick references of people’s needs like persona and tools like the simulator pack to understand different people’s capabilities 
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may be some of the solutions for the problem. Including Design Participation as part of design/architectural education is 

another way to get designers/architects familiar with the processes and develop quick reactions while working with people. 

 
 
4.1.4 B From processes to role changing and influences 
 
Beyond design researchers developing tools to help designers to understand people; the most important thing is how 

designers respect the people’s knowledge in using design.  This requires a realignment of roles. Designers are people with 

design knowledge and users are people with knowledge in using specific products, services or systems. Sometime other 

people may need to join in the team to deliver participatory design solutions that everyone can use. If designers become 

design facilitators, one of the tasks is to set up co-design processes that mix with different stakeholders. This situation can be 

managed when the relationship between stakeholders are simple. The tricky part is to encourage an exchanging of roles, 

which may contradict accustomed existing social practice. This reflects strongly from the case of the HHRC project. Those 

design graduates and even the client (the Helen Hamlyn Research Centre) were not used to the collective design process and 

always reverted back to conventions of design practice. 

 

Like all other projects undertaken in this doctoral research; these Design Participation projects were part of the pilot study for 

the development of new design processes with participation. They are part of the process of gaining an understanding of 

participation in design and its relationship with other social practice. Their direct influence was a new experience of the design 

process for those involved. Judging from their feedback, most of the stakeholders appreciated the extra input by the designer 

who also worked as design facilitator. They questioned the feasibility of this new process because of the limited time and 
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complicatedness of most design projects. It is important to develop flexibility in the actual process and derive various tools for 

different design situations. 
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4.2 Tactic II: Design Facilitators (designing with people in the 
concrete space) 
 
Time: February 2004        

Location: The International Housing Conference organised by the Hong Kong Housing Authority, 

Presentation of the LNTK project (the case described in this chapter) by author 

Cast: Mr. Vincent Tong,  (VT) Deputy Director (development and construction)  

The Hong Kong Housing Department 

 

VT: “I would like to express my opinion to this project. I have been responding throughout the process 

as a government officer and I really appreciated their effort. It is a very meaningful exemplar project 

and we should encourage more of this type of Community Participation projects to happen. Well 

done!” 

____________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

4.2.1 Design IN Participation 
 

“Probably the most well-known concept of Design Participation is that of a wider participation in urban and regional planning” 

(Cross, 1972:12). Before the Design Participation Conference in 1972, participation projects in planning and other 

environmental design issues had been developed. After three decades of development, they are still the most conventional 

design field to work in the area of participation and they are always related to housing and community development issues. As 

design has developed as one of the professional disciplines, design as knowledge is limited to specific professional groups. 

Apart from those socially responsive designers such as community architects, there is not much involvement of design 
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professionals in Community Participation for disadvantaged or marginal groups in societies who do not share the abstract 

language used by design community members. Therefore, the second level of the Design Participation Tactics suggests that 

design experts should work in concrete space to design with people and become design facilitators to emancipate people to  

become involved in design. This is the starting point of the exploratory case, in which I worked as an advocate 

designer/researcher for over one year and a half with intensive interaction with social workers and representatives from local 

residents’ groups.  The main aim was to research and re-establish the relationship between design professionals and 

participation for community development and to investigate what designers can bring into this process. 

 

4.2.2 Exploratory Advocator 

 
4.2.2.A Preamble: the case of a Community Participation project for a public housing estate resettlement 
 – The LNTK project - The Empowerment Game  - How can design knowledge be transferred to people?  
 
The extreme density of Hong Kong led to it’s becoming a popular city for experimental housing studies. The majority of Hong 

Kong citizens are living in high-rise housing (both public or private) and many of them belong to the low income group that 

lives in social housing provided by the Hong Kong Government. Residents living in those social housing estates have a great 

concern for governmental community development policies. This housing situation provided a good platform to look at 

Community Participation. Because the concept of participation is comparatively underdeveloped in Hong Kong design 

practice, there is more work to be done but also more areas of Design Participation to be explored in the Hong Kong context. 
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In 1985, the Comprehensive Redevelopment Program of the Hong Kong Housing Authority announced the planned clearance 

of all sub-standard public housing, especially those built in the 1960s or before. After almost twenty years, most old public 

housing from the 1960s had been cleared for redevelopment. The Lower Ngau Tau Kok Estate (LNTK) (fig.68) is one of the 

oldest surviving public housing estates in Hong Kong and is among the last on the clearance list. The estate, built in 1967, 

comprises about 4,500 households, with a combined population of 11,000. Over 30% of the residents are elderly, living either 

alone or as couples. The value of this locality lies in the social networks among the residents, who are distinguished by their 

activeness and passion, a strong sense of community and articulate views about their needs and demands. 

Under the original plan of the Comprehensive Redevelopment 

Program, the LNTK estate was to be demolished by 2004 and 

residents displaced to different newly built subsidised public 

housing estates elsewhere in Hong Kong. After two years of 

negotiation with different governmental departments, many 

protests, resident meetings and self-motivated surveys, the 

residents achieved their first success with the assistance of a 

community development team of a local NGO8 (non-government 

organisation): a resolution that the whole community will be moved 

together to a nearby reception estate rather than a site distant 

from their current home. The empathic social worker, Chu, who is 

the key figure in this action, expressed that this was a significant achievement by the residents’ group, not only because they 

Fig.68 The Lower Ngau Tau Kok Estate (LNTK). – one 

of the oldest public housing estates in Hong Kong, built 

in the 1960s, Photo by Yanki Lee 
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would be re-housed in a nearby reception estate, but also because they got a reflection on their attitudes and values 

concerning the community affairs. Looking back on the beginning of this participation process, Chu recalled that there were 

some residents feeling sceptical that the Housing Department would be at all receptive to residents’ expressing their needs 

and opinions. The general opinion seemed to be that the authority would not consider the residents’ voices as it already had 

its own comprehensive plan and policy for the re-housing process. Other residents were merely complacent and trusted 

blindly in the Housing Department to arrange for their resettlement. However, Chu was happy that some residents who have 

interest in influencing their future felt helpless that they did not know how to express their opinions and let the Housing 

Department hear their voices (Chu, Lee, Ku and Jachna, 2004). This group of residents were the core members of the 

concern groups who were actively involved in the participatory process. They became the mediators from the residents’ side 

and worked together with social workers and  the design researcher in the realm of collaboration and delivered the message 

back to other residents in the people’s world. 

 
 

4.2.2.B The Players: who participated in the LNTK project? 
 

a. A social worker from the Hong Kong Sheng Kung Hui Ngau Tau Kok Community Development Centre (Local NGO 
community development group); 

 
b. The author, a design researcher (a volunteer, hoping to get experience through this social action and develop new 

design theories in design participation); 
 

c. A group of elderly residents who belong to an elderly flats concern group which is organised by said NGO;  
 

                                                                                                                                                                                    
8 The Hong Kong Sheng Kung Hui Ngau Tau Kok Community Development Centre (NTKCDC) 
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d. A group of family and middle-aged residents from an estate 
redevelopment concern group, which is also formed under the help of 
said NGO; 

 
e. A group of advisers - a gerontologist, an architect (also an architectural 

professor), a sociologist and an environmental design professor (also 
an architect). 

 
 

4.2.2.C The Issues: How did the participatory design process meet the 
community development process? 
 

Fig.69 shows how a typical social process works with a new layer of design 

imported. Phase One was the social process of bringing individuals to join the 

action and the common practice of community development programme 

organised by a local NGO in Hong Kong. Under the social workers’ 

arrangement, residents grouped into different groups and went to visit new 

public housing estates in Hong Kong. Many protests and other methods of 

expression and social actions were organised. The first result of this social 

process was the government’s resolution that ‘the whole community will be re-

housed to a nearby reception estate. This is an example of a typical social 

action led by trained social workers and activists. 

 

‘What will our reception estate look like? How is its design?’ These are the 

questions from the Phase Two actions. After fighting for the site of their future 

Fig.69 Timeline of the LNTK project  

End of the involvement of 
design researcher 
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estate, the residents wanted to know more about the design of their future home. It is at this point that they felt the need for 

the advice of a design professional in order to understand architectural drawings. This was when the author, a trained 

architectural designer, joined the team and worked intensively with social workers and residential group members to define 

the problem and find the solution together. The design researcher’s role was a catalyst for this ongoing social process with 

empathy with residents, aimed to develop a working relationship that is with them rather than for them.  

 

Although all the residents will move as a whole community and remain in the local area, it is hard for the residents to imagine 

how their lives will change in the new housing estate. Most of the LNTK residents have lived at this estate since it was built in 

the 1960s. That was the time in the middle of the phase of public housing construction spanning from the 1950s to the 1970s, 

when the greatest need was to provide a large number of rental housing units with basic facilities to accommodate those 

cleared from squatter areas, those left homeless by fires, and those with low 

incomes (Yeung and Wong, 2003). Over the past forty years, the residents 

have tried to adapt their lives within a fixed physical environment, built to the 

Hong Kong 1960s public housing standard: a single room with no partition, 14-

27 metres square average unit floor area for families with 4-8 persons, single 

slab blocks with central corridor access and 32-58 units at each level in 8-15 

storeys. With improved space standards and quality of design, their future 

estate will have various standard units to suit different sizes of households, 

from 17 to 52 metres square ranging from one-person units to 3-bedroom units. 
Fig. 70. A comparison of Hong Kong public housing 
layout design – 1960s typical 4-person studio flat  
and 2000s one-bedroom flat 
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The typical housing estate campus also developed from pure residential usage with 

simple shops at the ground floor level to mixed use of commercial blocks and 

recreational areas around the high-rise housing blocks. This design represents the 

new model of Hong Kong public housing in the new millennium. Figures 70 and 71 

compare typical public housing design in Hong Kong in the 1960s and 2000s. The 

main purpose of Phase Two is to help the residents to relate their daily life 

experience in the concrete space to architects’ abstract depictions of space such as 

drawings and models. Since the future estate has not yet been built, all the 

information is still in the realm of the abstract space. It is important for the residents 

to understand the authorised architects’ representations in order to participate in a 

discussion of the future design. 

 

4.2.2.D The Process: Awareness Workshops with  Empowerment Games 
 

‘Empowerment games’ is the term invented by this author to describe a series of 

game-like tools for community workshops, which are designed as interfaces to 

inspire the participants to raise their awareness of their living environment. These 

tools are used in the context of community workshops called awareness workshops. 

Different scales of urban living problems are tackled through different games. Fig. 71. A comparison of Hong Kong public housing layout design – 
the LNTK estate designed in 1967 (above) and the new LNTK estate  
designed in 2004 (below) 
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Association is the main design method. The workshops are a series of exercises for participants to understand the 

complicated architectural design process by association with their everyday life experience. The aim of these workshops is to 

help the resident group members understand the design process and language of design. Through these new experiences, 

knowledge of design is transferred from design researcher to resident group members and to other residents. 

 

Game 1 (Fig.72) aimed at enabling participants to anticipate problems and opportunities in their future home by associating 

their perception of positive and negative environmental factors in several newly built housing estates in Hong Kong with issues 

that may possibly play a role in the design of their own future homes. The aim of this first simple awareness workshop was to 

provoke participants’ interest in the workshops. The result was that participants were actively involved in the process and 

many useful dialogues about environmental issues were developed. For example, the discussion about the design of the 

rubbish collection system was an interesting dialogue. Participants thought that this is a good design but need to be improved. 

Fig.72 Game 1 for awareness workshop 1 –  
Photos were taken by residents during new housing estates visits.  
The photos were organised and pinned according to different visits.  
Participants were instructed to use green dots to call attention to things they see as  
positive and orange arrows to indicate problems. 
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One of the suggestions was to change the opening mechanism from a hand-operated one to a step-operated one, solving the 

problem of the dirty handle discouraging use of the system.  

 

In awareness workshop 2 (Fig.73), participants arranged icons representing the furniture and items of their day-to-day life 

within a plan of their future flat. These individual flats were then placed within the context of the overall layout of the building 

block. The game 2, which allowed participants to gain an understanding of the relationship of their private space to the 

communal space and overall building ensemble, as well as encouraged projection of the patterns of their daily existence into 

Fig 73. Game 2 for awareness workshop 2 – Different sized flats were introduced to participants.  
They chose the floor plan of the flat that they are going to move into in their future estate. Then they  
needed to arrange given furniture, wall and door icons on the chosen floor plan to show their  
future layout. During the process, there were a lot of associations between their existing usage patterns  
and the future ones. The results were unexpected and different than the architects’ designs. After 
understanding their own flats, participants were instructed to place their ‘designed’ floor plan into  
the whole building floor plan and discuss the relationship between flats and the building setting. 
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the space of their future flats, leading to insights about spatial division and organisation. At the beginning, participants were 

confused about the concept of a two-dimensional floor plan and they did not have a concept of the relation of plan scale to 

actual scale. Then they started to associate the cartooned icons with their mental maps of their existing home. After many 

collective conversations, all participants overcame those problems and made the game into a useful tool for them to design 

their future home. Many creative spatial use scenarios developed.  

 

Floor plan is a common tool for architects and designers but it is too abstract for people without architectural training to 

understand. Therefore, many socially responsive designers/architects and researchers have been developing different 

methods to represent or reinterpret  ‘floor plans’.  The design of Game 2 is referring to other pioneers in the field such as 

American community architect Henry Sanoff’s preferred activities game board and the usage game used by the Research 

1 2 3 

Fig.74 (1) Sanoff’s preferred activities game board, (2) Usage Game* by the Urban Research Group on Urban Space and  
Culture, School of Design, Hong Kong Polytechnic University and (3) Usage game for the LNTK project by Yanki Lee. 
*Designed by Yanki Lee (the author) under the supervision of Dr. Jackie Kwok, chief investigator of the Urban Research 
Group on Urban Space and Culture, School of Design, Hong Kong Polytechnic University where the author was a research 
student of this group. 

 



V. In the Design of People   Design Participation Tactics _ Yanki Lee 

 199 

Group on Urban Space and Culture at the School of Design at the Hong Kong Polytechnic University. These two examples 

(fig.74) represent two ways of two-dimensional representation. The first one is programme-driven which suggests spatial 

sequence and preference of activities. The second one is a practical version which focused on solving specific problems and 

the possibility of different usage layouts. The usage game (Game 2) adopted for the LNTK project is a mixture of these types 

since there is ‘room’ for participants to express their preferences but there are also constraints based on the practical 

implications of certain decisions.  

 
 
Awareness workshop 3 (Fig.75) tackled the most complicated issue of the project – the overall design of the estate. It is very 

difficult for end users to associate the tremendous scale of a whole estate with their daily experience on the basis of plans 

alone. Therefore, game 3 was designed based on a conceptualised construction process, intended to give the participants an 

understanding of the constructive logic of their future estate. The other issue is to create a chance for participants to 

experience the 

transformation from 

two-dimensional 

architectural 

blueprint to three-

dimensional 

conceptual model. 

This collective 
Fig 75. Game 3 for awareness workshop 3 – Participants were instructed to organise the ‘puzzles’ collectively. Each puzzle piece 
represents one floor of each block. Then, participants stacked all the related puzzle pieces together and constructed  
the re-presentations of all the blocks of their future estates. Finally, they needed to locate the ‘built’ blocks onto the prepared 
landscaped model.  
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learning experience encouraged more conversations about the overall planning. Through this conceptualised process, the 

main aim of the game 2 and game 3 was to explain to residents the design concept of their future estate from the Housing 

Authority. 

 

The design of this three dimensional 

Design Participation tool can be seen as 

part of a long history of development of 

such tools. Thomas C. Mitchell (1993) 

developed a kit of modular scale models 

while exploring the possibility of a system 

of collaborative environmental design. 

Similarly, Dr. Jackie Kwok from  the 

Research Group on Urban Space and 

Culture at the School of Design at the Hong 

Kong Polytechnic University also adopts 

this type of three-dimensional tool (fig.76). 

The result is that people are more engaged compared to the two dimensional spatial presentation. Comparatively, game 3 for 

the LNTK project was more focused on understanding a complicated building and organisational process than actual design 

generation. This also reflects the nature of the project, in which the design of the future estate is fixed and the resident groups 

Fig.76 The modelling system used by Mitchell (1993:75) which was originally 
Developed by Alton J. DeLong, for use in the design of a Conference Headquarters  
Office for the Indian University Conference Bureau (left). Three dimensional model- 
Game for an elderly housing project by the Research Group on Urban Space and  
Culture at School of Design at the Hong Kong Polytechnic University (right). 
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members just intend to understand their home and give comments for improvement. It is not a direct Design Participation 

project but a design knowledge transfer exercise in the domain of Community Participation. 

 

These games were all designed to help the participants to understand their own problems and formulate their own questions 

regarding their living environment. It is important to rethink the ability of the users to understand complicated design 

processes, and to develop such awareness exercises to prepare them to play an active role in the participatory design 

process. With this type of preparation, users are better able to identify and express their own needs, which can be a much 

more efficient and accurate path than attempting to analyse the situation as an outsider. After these new experiences, 

participants are well equipped to share what they learn with other residents and develop the negotiated power to perceive and 

ask for what they want. 

 

4.2.3 Transferring Design Knowledge 
 

Through Awareness Workshops, a series of customised design workshops 

with the ‘Empowerment Games’ research tools, allowed design knowledge 

to be transferred from an architectural designer to resident group members 

and co-workers, the social workers. The next step was to help the resident 

group members to organise briefing sessions to share what they learned 

with other residents (fig.77). For participatory research, apart from the 
Fig.77 Knowledge transfer exercise  - 
Briefing session to the majority of residents  
by the resident group members 
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participation of citizens in the research process, another important feature is its emphasis on empowering the research 

participants (Small, 1955). It is about empowerment and emancipatory education. As Freire  (1982:27) expressed about adult 

education and participatory research, “ If I perceive the reality as the dialectical relationship between subject and object, then I 

have to use methods for investigation which involve the people of the area being studied as researchers; they should take part 

in the investigation themselves and not serve as the passive objects of the study”.  

 

This LNTK Community Participation project is just the beginning of a long-term process. Design Participation is influenced by 

the relationship between designers and users. After the users have been empowered, the next step is to involve the designers 

of the future housing estate in the participatory process. The first parameter is to co-write a paper with different stakeholders 

in the process such as our presentation at the International Housing Conference (Feb, 2004) organised by the Hong Kong 

Housing Authority where expert discussions happened. It was well received and one of the collaborators of the project, Dr. Ku 

(2004), a Hong Kong and UK trained sociologist, concluded in our co-written paper for this conference, “The project is one of 

the pioneers in Hong Kong's housing development, which has opened the channel for the local groups to voice their view on 

the urban planning and renewal process of the living environment, as well as their housing preference. The findings of these 

projects have also enriched our greater understanding of the need of the underclass citizens and uncovered the problem of 

the government's planning and housing policy.”  This presentation made the project visible and drew awareness from both the 

design community and policy makers. The project attracted a lot of attention and offers such as a funding proposal from the 

Hong Kong Housing Authority for publication of book to document the LNTK community development process.  
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Fig.78 Diagram from the LNTK phase 
three proposal – Design Festival with  
different research activities with groups. 
1. older users 
2. multi-generational 
3. community /children 
  

After successful presentation and residents’ briefing sessions, the LNTK team proposed activities for Phase three called the 

Community Design Festival, which was planned as a series of day events with different community participation activities to 

engage local residents in understanding the 

design and generation of ideas for their future 

reception estate. Many game-like activities 

(fig.78) will be designed to raise awareness of 

environmental issues, sense of community, 

generating design ideas and eliciting residents’ 

opinions of their future estate. Professional 

architects organisation and government officers 

will be invited to join the event. This event aims 

to be the platform to improve communication 

between those who design and those who use 

(for details of the proposal refer to Appendix).  

 

While the LNTK project was still collaboration 

between social workers and residents, it was a 

simple Community Participation. Involvement of the author as a design researcher started at the middle of Phase one as an 

observer. The relationship became dynamic as more design ideas were inserted into an existing and typical social process 

from abstract space to concrete space, from Community Participation to Design Participation. Everyone enjoyed the new 
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The LNTK project flow map (Fig. 79) shows the development of this Community Participation project. Since this project 

is a typical community development project in Hong Kong, which was organised and initiated by social workers from a 

local NGO, the working pattern is similar to other community development projects. The goal of this social welfare 

activity is to get voices from grass root communities to the government authorities and influence their decision making 

by social pressure. This is the bottom-up movement from the people’s world to the expert’s world in order to fight for 

social justice, i.e. from point 1 to point 2. The difference is my involvement as a volunteer working as an advocate 

design researcher to reinforce the process by inserting my design knowledge. The starting point is still from community 

participation (point 3) but the end point (point 8) entered the realm of Public Participation through the Design 

Participation process (from point 4 to point 7). Actually, the result is the hybrid awareness in both Design Participation 

and Public Participation because of the presentation at the Hong Kong International Housing Conference to raise 

interest and awareness of people of both domains, experts and non-experts. 

 

design process. However, after the success of Phase two, the relationship became more complicated and conflicts developed 

between stakeholders during the movement towards the domain of Public Participation or moving back to the concrete space 

without any design inputs. 
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1. Protests for better relocation    
    arrangement 
2. Meetings with Housing Authority 
3. Visiting new housing estates 
4. Awareness workshop 1 
5. Awareness workshop 2 
6.Awareness workshop 3 
7.Induction sessions for all residents   
   organised by resident groups 
8.Presentation at the Hong Kong  
   International Housing Conference 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Fig.79 The LNTK project flow diagram  
          (1A) 
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4.2.4 Social Responsibility of Designers towards the Concrete Space 

 
The LNTK project was the first project of this action research and the longest in duration, i.e. over sixteen months including 

observation, preparation and design actions. It was the exploratory project that aimed at positioning different types of 

participation and understanding their practices. From the process of mapping the flow diagram (fig.79), which helped to 

rationalise the understanding of the whole process, three main issues were raised and learned across the realms: 

 
4.2.4.A the role of creative users in the concrete space 
 
The LNTK project started as a community development project in Hong Kong, initiated by a local NGO; the Hong Kong Sheng 

Kung Hui Ngau Tau Kok Community Development Centre (NTKCDC) commenced the Community Development Service in 

February 2000 to serve residents of Blocks 8-14 of Lower Ngau Tau Kok Estate (II). The NTKCDC assisted the residents in 

various matters arising from the resettlement plans, including ensuring that the residents be re-housed in a location near their 

former home. This is social action led by an assigned social service organisation to serve grass-roots communities in Hong 

Kong. Through defining the problems together, a mutual trust relationship was developed between collaborators:  social 

workers, resident groups member and the author as a design researcher. This development echoes the definition of 

Participatory Research which is an attempt to break down the distinction between the researchers and the researched or in 

other words between the subject and the objects. It is a people-for-themselves participatory process and the research during 

the process is not only a process of creating knowledge for researchers but also an education and development of 

consciousness and of mobilisation for action of the participants (Gaventa’s, 1988:19). Everyone in the process provided his or 

her expert knowledge. Social workers used their skill in facilitating to act as middlemen. Resident group members shared their 

way of living to give comments for the framework of future housing design. The author was the design researcher who offered 
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knowledge of Design Participation and who customised specific methods for the group. Other experts invited by the social 

workers also helped the groups to solve specific questions such as elderly rights issues and public housing policies, etc. The 

division of labour fulfilled the goal of enabling the disadvantaged and powerless to gain access to scientific knowledge in order 

to achieve greater social justice and equality (Gaventa, 1988). 

 

There is a combination of three activities in the participatory research process: research, education and action (Hall, 1993). 

This is the procedure that was adopted when the author first joined the LNTK team as a voluntary researcher.  This approach 

relates to action research, which is generally recognised as having been introduced by Kurt Lewin in 1946.  He promoted this 

new approach to social research that involved the researcher trying to change the system while at the same time generating 

critical knowledge about it (Lewin, 1946). As Small (1995) stated, “Many action researchers are also interested in contributing 

to the development of scientific knowledge.” As stated before, the LNTK project was initiated by the social workers when the 

author first participated and her goal was to research the application of Design Participation in a community development 

context as the exploratory case for her doctoral study. During the process, the author was impressed by the passion of the 

residents and their efforts to respect and protect their homes. It was very touching for the author who would like to contribute 

her knowledge, as both architectural designer and design researcher, to help residents to achieve their wishes in this pioneer 

project of resident participation in Hong Kong public housing development. This is a very simple wish of the residents but it is 

impossible to fulfil with the present design and construction system of Hong Kong public housing. Among all the residents, 

there were two outstanding characters who I called Mr. Plumbing and Mr. Balcony. Mr. Plumbing is in his seventies and was 

very concerned about the waste plumbing and piping system since the SARS outbreak in Hong Kong just two months before 

the visits, i.e. June 2003. He went straight to the toilets in every visit, making a detailed investigation of the plumbing systems 
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and taking photos of the components (fig.70). Every time he invited other members to discuss his findings. Similarly, Mr. 

Balcony was obsessed about the balcony issue in the design of public housing. He is a middle-aged member who raised the 

question of ‘where to hang clothing if there is no balcony in the new public housing design?’ In Hong Kong housing design, a 

balcony has become a symbol of luxury in middle-class high-rise housing. He insists that the function of a balcony is more 

than just drying clothing. Therefore, his photos collection is full of explorations of users’ ways of hanging clothing without 

balconies (fig.80).  

 

The creativity of the people inspired the rethinking of the roles 

of users from those being researched to co-researchers or co-

designers of the processes.  However, many participatory 

researchers or designers do not share this base reflection. 

According to Hong Kong Sociologist, Ben Ku (2002), those 

working in the field of community development and urban 

planning in Hong Kong make increasing use of participatory 

research methods that respond to factors such as  mounting 

discontent among the public with professional domination, growing frustration among community practitioners, urban 

designers and policy makers with the lack of relevance of traditional research findings and an increasing desire among social 

scientists to conduct research that has greater social relevance and concern. Many of these policy-led or design-led 

researches or projects are not inspired by the creativity of people and as a result, people are still treated as ‘passive users’.  In 

his self-reflection paper, Ku (2002) shares his “problematic experience as a researcher in a participatory design project” with 

Fig.80 New estate visit photo, (left) plumbing system, 

(right) hanging cloth 

Photos by members of LNTK resident group 
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the Research Group on Urban Space and Culture of the School of Design at the Hong Kong Polytechnic University, “the 

pioneer in Hong Kong‘s academia, which has opened the channel for the marginal groups to voice their view the urban 

planning and renewal process of the living environment, as well as their housing preference.” ‘What is participation?’ Ku 

comments that this crucial question is not addressed in either participatory research or design in the Hong Kong context. He 

expresses that “[s]cholars in different disciplines in Hong Kong often casually pick up the hot term but without giving a clear 

explanation of their understanding of the concept.” Participation can be defined as a holistic process of user involvement, from 

defining the problem to elaborating the solution and evaluating the results (Sanoff, 1992:57). If users are just invited to take 

part in pre-designed research processes by academics, these types of participatory design/research projects cannot be 

counted as full participatory processes because the degree of citizen participation is low and the projects only have limited 

impact on the community development. Ku (2002) criticised, ”Whose aims are served, the academics’ or their collaborators’?” 

He is questioning many participatory design /research projects in Hong Kong, which are initiated by academics and tend to be 

abstract space projects that aim to create knowledge for elite discussion instead of raising awareness and education in the 

concrete space.   

 

 
4.2.4.B the authorship conflicts within power structure in the abstract space 
 
The collaboration in the LNTK project was ended when the co-written funding application proposal was submitted without 

proper acknowledgement to the author and the proposal was submitted under the name of their social service centre. The role 

of the author remained as a volunteer. Thus, the project turned back into a working relationship between the Community and 

Public Participation, which is the usual practice in community development projects for social justice. Designers are involved 
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only as consultants on technological issues. Design Participation is not part of the community development practice in this 

case. 

 

The primary aspiration to start this project had to do with ‘Design with Participation’, which involved questions of how 

designers work with people and other professionals in order to influence them with creative design thinking and co-develop 

new ways of making things. The problem is that roles were not defined in the first place and it is difficult to define since the 

aim is to explore the practice across the three participation modes and develop new ways to insert design elements into these 

different practices. The result is that this exploration conflicted with the existing power structure. The social workers are the 

service providers in the Community Participation domain and they ‘help’ residents especially the disadvantaged ones to assert 

their rights in dealings with experts and governmental organisations in the abstract world. In Hong Kong, it is unusual to have 

designers’ involvement in community development projects and these activities are mainly controlled by social service 

organisations, who set up the scenes and arrange the roles. To redefine and reinterprete the role of designers in different 

types of participation projects is to encourage collaboration. However, people from different domains work in different patterns. 

The case of the LNTK project shows that there is a standard practice for Community Participation projects by which social 

workers empower passive residents. My involvement as a design researcher aimed to stimulate different levels of 

collaboration. As expected, there were many conflicts happening during the process regarding pushing the limits of existing 

practice. “You cannot directly contact the residents. If you want to talk to them, please contact us and we will help to transfer 

your message,” said the social worker who initiated and was in charge of this Community Participation project. Residents are 

‘protected’ and the participation process is controlled by the social workers. The involvement of the design researcher as 
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volunteer was changing or upsetting the system especially in the encouragement of more active interaction with the residents. 

It was criticised by the social workers as a transgression of the boundaries. 

 

 
4.2.4.C A developing Design Participation process  
 

The lessons from the process can be divided in two main areas. The first one regards the actual process. The project’s flow 

diagram (fig.69) shows that the movement is in one direction only: from Community Participation to Design Participation and 

into Public Participation. There seems to be a lack of mutual development between spaces. Throughout the process, a few 

architects/designers from design academia tried to join the team but they interacted with the social workers only. Under this 

situation, over six months of observation at the beginning of Phase 2 was spent to understand the social workers’ practice and 

try to engage with residents before commencing Design Participation activities. After attending many residents meetings and 

precedent estate visits with different groups, an in-depth understanding of the issue was developed. Following a series of 

‘awareness workshops’, i.e. preference, process and planning, residents’ awareness of the relationship of daily issues and 

design are raised. However, this holistic process only tackled the needs of residents without transforming design experts’ 

practices, i.e. the residents are brought into the Design Participation domain without the participation of the designers who will 

eventually design their future home.  

 

As stated before, the residents are protected by the social workers and residents are also not used to the language of 

designers. This explains why Design Participation required more time and special studies in order to break these barriers. The 

second insight into the Design Participation process is that the design of user interacting interfaces, or so-called ‘games’ as 
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Sanoff and other community architects/designers named them, requires more consideration and empathy about the reactions 

of people. Based on previous studies and experience with other design researchers, some insights were gathered, which 

influenced the design of the ‘empowerment games’. These tools use different design techniques to transfer abstract design 

information and methods in order to engage people to advise in design or even co-design. Due to the complicated process of 

Design Participation and engagement of different stakeholders, the design of the tools for user interaction needs to be further 

developed. 

 

“Not all the work of an advocate planner would be of an adversary nature. Much of it would be educational. The advocate 

would have the job of informing other groups, including public agencies, of the conditions, problems, and outlook of the group 

he represented. Another major educational job would be that of informing his clients of their rights under planning and renewal 

laws, about the general operations of city government, and of particular programme likely to affect them” (Davidoff,1965). 

Even though the author’s involvement in the LNTK project was ended due to conflicts between different stakeholders, this 

project still performed its task as an awareness and design transferring exercise. On the other hand, it also acted as a good 

platform to get a basic but holistic understanding of Design Participation and its relationship with other participation activities. 

It demonstrated how the role of designers can change and how designers work in other spaces than the traditional ‘abstract’ 

space of their profession. This was the first of step of this study and it explored many aspects of working with people. The next 

step is to investigate how to work with design community members and other professionals in participation practices.  
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4.3 Tactic III: Design Generators (collaborating with professionals in 
the abstract space) 
 

Time: 14 Nov 2005 

Location: The Helen Hamlyn Research Centre, Royal College of Art, London 

Cast: Professor Roger Coleman (RC) and Yanki Lee (YL) 

 

YL: “What do you think about the use of the term ‘user-centred design’  in the UK and US 

contexts?” 

CL: “I would use a descriptive term rather than a prescriptive one like a noun such as user-

centred design. The crucial thing is not about what you call it but how you do it!” 

____________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

4.3.1 Design THROUGH Participation 

 
Since people have begun to ‘have their say’ and understanding and responding to customers has become a key element in 

expressing social responsibility by both governmental departments and big corporations, there have been many participation 

projects, especially those happening in the Public Participation domain. However, most of these projects can be classified as 

tokenisms according to Arnstein’s (1969,1996) Ladder of Citizen Participation. The third and final level of Design 

Participation Tactics is to bring the lessons from the realms of Design and Community Participation back to the domain of 

Public Participation in order to transform the practice of professionals by inserting creative design thinking and empathy with 

people’s creativity into different participation projects. Through participating in different Public Participation projects, which are 

mainly research-oriented, in which people’s opinions are collected for the development of policy or strategies, different 

settings of these projects provided a comparative base to discern changes of roles for designers and the influence of these 
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changes throughout the participation processes with involvement of different professions. The common situation of these 

Public Participation projects is that the implications of design are just part of other bigger public political projects or 

campaigns. This also indicates that ‘Public Participation’ is a well-developed area within its own practice but its integration with 

other participation domains seems not yet explored, especially in terms of design implications.  

 

4.3.2 Collaboration for Participation 

 
Since most participation practices in the abstract space tackle specific social issues with 

intangible output like recommendation or policy suggestion, the first common practice of a 

Public Participation project is to work within or along other existing participation projects 

especially with Community Participation. This collaboration balances and provides 

alternative contexts and outputs from the same social issues.  

 
4.3.2.A. Preamble: A Public Participation Project to enhance public awareness of social 
hygiene - The Clean LNTK project  
 
 
In summer 2003, while working on the Community Participation project in the LNTK 

estate, the author eye-witnessed the stressful state of the situation in the community, 

which was a hot spot after the Severe Acute Respiratory Syndrome (SARS) outbreak in 

Hong Kong. In order to ‘cheer up’ the community, a Public Participation project with the 

collaboration of a local private think tank, the Civic Exchange was organised to work along 

with the Community Participation project. The SARS outbreak started in a private housing estate that is next to the LNTK 

Fig. 81 Outdoor food preparation at the 
LNTK estate, the oldest public housing in HK 
Photo by Yanki Lee 
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estate. Since personal contact is the main way in which the disease is spread, this outbreak also raised awareness of the poor 

state of hygiene in old public housing estates in Hong Kong like the LNTK estate, which was believed to be one of the main 

causes of the spread of SARS. Poor cleaning behaviour like inappropriate refuse disposal and food preparation (Fig. 81), 

dish-washing in communal areas, improper treatment of sewage and falling objects were common phenomena. Unattended 

rubbish could be found everywhere in the old housing estate areas. These hygiene problems were not only eyesores, but also 

posed serious health and safety threats to the residents, particularly the elderly. 

 

4.3.2.B. The Issues: Can experts help? 
 
That was the time after SARS outbreak, when many people in Hong Kong tried to ‘cheer up’ our depressed city and people. 

Campaigns such as  ‘Hong Kong Unmasked’ or Fearbuster (www.fearbuster.org.hk) were introduced in order to try and bring 

life in Hong Kong back to ‘normal’. This project was a sidetrack of the LNTK project, a Community Participation project 

working with people in the concrete space. It also responds to those campaigns and provides a different angle on the on-going 

bottom-up participatory project at one of the SARS hot spots, the LNTK estate. The role of residents changed from specific 

problem and process owners to research analysis subjects. After working intensively with social workers and LNTK residents 

in a community participation project in a consensual way, it was very different to work with staff members from a public policy 

think tank who look at the lives of residents in the public estate as study data on two civic issues, i.e. environmental issues 

and people’s behaviour pattern. The project was carried out from the abstract space with involvement of experts: throughout 

the project, many experts from different backgrounds from the Civic Exchange network joined in the project to offer advice on 

public hygiene. The job of the research team (author and researchers from Civic Exchange) was to bridge between the world 

of experts and that of people, informing experts about the local situation (most of the experts are non-local or do not have any 
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experience living in Hong Kong’s dense living environment) and then transferring the experts’ knowledge to the local 

residents. The project was treated as an exemplar project to find out solutions to raise public awareness of public hygiene to 

prevent the spread of SARS and other diseases. These solutions were tested and analysed so that the lesson can be applied 

to general situations in Hong Kong.   

All Public Participation projects have a common starting point in the domain of Public Participation. These Public 

Participation projects all started from specific research questions about arousing public awareness of these specific social 

issues. They are more about getting input from the public for policies or social service reforms. In the case of this Clean 

LNTK project, an extension of the LNTK project and collaboration with a local public policy think tank, the project followed 

a procedure of civic education research, which focused on the works in the Public Participation domain: 

In fig.80, Point 1 is about data collection and survey, typical social research techniques that were adapted to understand 

social phenomena. Point 2 is the publication of a pamphlet with findings of the survey. Both points happened in the 

domain of public participation, which were about collaboration between different experts including a design researcher. In 

addition, the design researcher tried to inject more design elements and design some experiments for ideas testing (point 

3). All the information from the survey and the ideas for design experiments were presented in the public event (point 4) 

which included a seminar, demonstration and exhibition back in the realm of Public Participation.  
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0. Clean LNTK Project 
1. Survey of cleaning 
   behaviour with public estate  
   residents 
2. Publish reports and  
    pamphlets to  promote  
    proper cleaning habits  
3. Cleaning seminar  
4. Design suggestions for future  
    development 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Fig.82 
Clean LNTK Project Flow Map 
 (3A) 
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4.3.2.C The Process: Research of cleaning behaviour at the LNTK estate  

The project was entitled ‘Clean Ngau Tau Kok Project - Civic Exchange’s Summer Programme (July – September 2003)’. 

After a co-written project brief, researchers from the Civic Exchange managed to raise money from a private sponsor for our 

project. The funding included out of pocket costs for the Project Team and summer helpers as well as the cost of local travel 

and refreshments, production of pamphlets and material costs, write-up and production of the final report (bilingual) and a final 

party for residents. Everyone was working as volunteers and most of the funding was used for publishing materials and 

reports to report and promote our findings for further development. With my knowledge and network with the social workers 

and some LNTK residents, the project was based on Civic Exchange’s research project 

framework. Christine Loh, CEO of Civic Exchange and a former social officer, called it a ‘ 

knowledge transfer exercise’. The Project was divided into four main phases (information based 

on the final report written by Yanyan Yip from Civic Exchange): 

1. Phase one: Understanding Lower Ngau Tau Kok (II) Estate (late May – July 2003) 

including:  

a. Site visits – observation including a team of researchers and experts on 

cleaning and waste management who went to visit one resident’s flat after a 

special arrangement (Fig.83)  

b. Survey and interviews - the second part of data collection is finding out what 

residents and commercial tenants think about the state of hygiene of the Estate 

and how they react. A set of Chinese questionnaires (refer to Appendix) in three 

Fig.83 Clean LNTK project team first 
 visit to LNTK estate. Christine Loh 
 chatted with the owner, Ms. Mok 
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rounds of surveys were conducted in July 2003 in order to gauge the views of residents and commercial 

tenants separately. Volunteers and resident group members worked together to conduct the survey. The 

result was that 293 residential cases and 58 commercial tenant cases were documented. All the interviewees 

were co-operative and willing to participate in the next step of the research. 21 out of 298 residential cases 

were chosen to take part in in-depth interviews for them to express their views about hygiene problems in 

detail, account for the causes of the problems and make recommendations to the Government on how to 

solve the problems. 

c. Other information of hygienic arrangement of the estate was obtained through contact with the Housing 

Management Office of the Estate for basic demographic information on the residents and the pre-SARS 

situation of the Estate. 

 

2. Phase two: Developing sustainable cleaning methods and well-being activities (August 2003) 

a. With the information from the survey, interviews, and table research, we managed to identify the main public 

hygiene issues in the estate by pointing out the ‘black spots’. A pamphlet was produced (Fig. 82) and 

distributed to inform residents, the Housing Management Office and other governmental departments of these 

findings. With experts’ advice, we also synthesised a set of recommendations on how to improve the hygiene 

situation on the other side of the pamphlet. These recommendations included paying attention to personal 

and family hygiene, better waste management, regular communal cleaning and proper complaint 

mechanisms.  
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Fig.84 Civic Exchange ‘s ‘Clean LNTK summer project’ distributed  
pamphlet designed by Yanki Lee (original size: A1, two-sized) 
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b. While brainstorming the recommendation list, ideas for conducting several design experiments were designed 

to observe resident’s behaviour. Different simple design ideas had been developed during the survey period 

and aimed at helping residents and commercial tenants to understand the problems and hopefully to change 

their behaviour. By applying these ideas to one selected test site in the estate, the aim was to use the 

research process to provoke the involvement of residents i.e. residents were invited to give comments on the 

designs and help to implement the experiments. Three ideas for design experiments were developed: 

Idea 1: 
 
Hygienic problem: Rubbish 

everywhere – one reason is that the 

arrangement of rubbish collection 

changes all the time and is 

misinterpreted by different residents 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

Design solution: A new communication system of rubbish collection will be applied to 

the test site to find out the reaction of residents. 
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Idea 2: 

Hygienic problem: “Inward-looking”- 

lack of sense of belonging of public 

areas 

 

Design solution: Inserting a community 

zone where residents can share a common 

area with their neighbours.  

 

Idea 3: 

Hygienic problem: residents do not 

file complaints about hygienic 

problems because they say that it is 

useless. 

 

Design solution: Develop a channel for 

residents to complain and give 

comment. The sense of involvement 

can help to increase their awareness of 

the hygienic state of their estate. 

 

 

However, these experiments did not lead to further action due to the running out of funding and labour. Another problem is 

that approval would be needed from the Housing Authority, the landlord of Hong Kong public housing estates, to change their 

public /communal areas. It would be very difficult to get this approval since this research was conducted without any 

collaboration with governmental departments. 
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3. Phase three: Transferring knowledge from experts to residents 
 
 
Other than the production of the pamphlet, a talk and a personal health exercise demonstration, a discussion session was 

conducted (fig.85) about how to clean the living environment in a 

more effective and cost efficient manner and the pamphlets which 

summarise our findings from our surveys with LNTK residents were 

distributed. About 80 residents attended the talk and each of them 

received a copy of the pamphlet. Volunteers helped to explain our 

findings and recommendations to the elderly with an exhibition area 

of our findings in order to get comments from residents (fig.86). This 

event was the conclusion of the summer project but it only achieved 

part of the intended 

knowledge transfer 

exercise.  

 

 

 

 

Fig.86 Elderly resident reading the pamphlet (left) 
A resident expressing comments at the Civic Exchange community  
event  (right) Photo  by Yanki Lee 

Fig.85 Community event of the ‘Clean LNTK project) (opening > exercise  
demonstration > discussion session)  
Photo by Yanki Lee  
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4.  Phase four: Generating intellectual capital 

As part of the Civic Exchange ‘knowledge transfer’ exercise, their researchers documented the whole process and published a 

final report for the sponsor (Final Report by Civic Exchange attached in Appendix). This report also helped the project become 

an exemplar for other interested parties to organise community projects in other parts of Hong Kong.   

 

4.3.2.D The Output: An exemplar project for more collaboration 
 
The talk was not only a platform for transferring knowledge. It also facilitated the involvement of outside experts and residents 

of the Estate.  A wider network has been built, which has helped lay a solid foundation for further collaboration among the 

parties. However, there were no further actions on specific projects after the final report was distributed. It was concluded by 

sending a formal letter (attached in Appendix) to Mr. Donald Tsang, the Chief Secretary of the Hong Kong Government (later 

to become the Chief Executive of Hong Kong in 2005) about our findings and collective recommendations. 

 

Since the project was funded through the Civic Exchange, the research process was monitored and followed Civic Exchange’s 

existing research method. The whole process was well planned by the researchers and residents did not have a voice in the 

planning of the process. Opinions were collected regarding the research questions that were set by the researchers. This is a 

typical practice of scholar or expert research. It can be called a top-down research approach while Community Participation 

relies more on communication with people with a bottom-up working method. Design Participation works in-between these two 

types, it may offer some help to make Public Participation more people–centred.  This influence seems to have worked in this 

collaboration: the graphic style of Civic Exchange’s new projects pamphlets started to become more user-friendly and easier 
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to understand. This collaboration experience indicates that designers can offer help to translate the languages used in the 

abstract space into something people in the concrete space can understand.  

 

4.3.3 Design Participation Consultancy 

 
As in the Clean LNTK project, the exchange between experts becomes another common practice in Public Participation 

projects. After experience in working in design 

and participation, the author began to become 

a Design Participation consultant after building 

up the expertise and starting to be invited to 

participate in other Public Participation projects. 

However, these experts’ projects always face 

the similar problem of passive people 

involvement and lack of self reflection on the 

part of professional practices. 

 

4.3.3.A Case for big corporation – design 
becomes tools for Public Participation 
 
The case of working for big corporations 

reflects the fundamental problem of self-

Fig.87 The Linear City Project Flow Map (3B) 
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reflection. The ‘Linear City Project’ is a two-year research project initiated by the Kowloon – Canton Railway Corporation 

(KCRC) of Hong Kong. Different academic parties were invited and the KCRC employed a local NGO, St James Settlement, 

to conduct user research about usage patterns and public preferences for their railway station network. This project flow map 

(fig. 87) shows that the two paths (through two points 1) of this Project that happened at the same time from the space of 

Public Participation. First, the KCRC appointed an architectural design academic to 

conduct research on railway station and network design. At the same time, a local social 

service NGO was employed to conduct user research about public preferences for the 

railway services. Point 2 was a community design workshop organised by a design 

researcher who worked with the NGO. This part is Design Participation for collaboration 

and concludes the user research. It aimed to transfer comments on services to experts, 

so that they could formulate input for the design research. 

 

The project started with user research by the local NGO and looking at the software, i.e. 

what people think about the existing KCRC service and what can be improved. The next 

step of this user research phase was to bring all these people’s comments on the KCRC 

service from the realm of software to the actual design of stations, i.e. to the hardware 

implications. At that point, the author was invited to organise and design a one-day 

community design workshop to solidify the user research results and hand them onto the 

architectural design research team. This one-day community workshop (fig.88) was 

Fig.88 Transfer two-dimensional programmatic ideas to 
three dimensional concept model 
Photo by Yanki Lee 
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called a Consensus Building Workshop. Its first goal was to collate and evaluate the collected data from the user research and 

build a consensus among the research partners through creating a platform for all stakeholders to meet and express their 

opinions.  

 

The workshop happened on a summer Friday at a local community centre near the selected study station. Representatives of 

different stakeholders groups were invited. They included local community group representatives: elderly, women, youth, as 

well as social services teams, community leaders, school representatives, NGO representatives and social workers. Also 

involved were professional representatives: architects/ planners, tourism related interest groups; government officials and a 

District Council member, KCRC staff members (the client) also took part. The workshop was well received. Based on the 

results of the workshop, a schematic design proposal was developed for the selected testing station. Information of personal 

inter-station experience and collective practical suggestions for the operation of new station programmes were given to the 

architectural design research team to carry out a feasibility study of the people’s preferences and ideas in the actual station 

and railway station design.  

 

In this next Public Participation project initiated by a big corporation, the role of designers was just as facilitators i.e. designing 

the exhibition and the community workshop. From the reaction of the participants, especially participants, this collaboration 

worked well in developing mutual understanding and helping them to express ideas more easily. However, the other research 

partners seemed not to share these concepts. First, the client separated the user research and the design research, which 

meant that there was no formal role of designers in the user research phase. Second, the design research team participated 

in the community design workshop but could not add any input because of the division of labour set up by the client. Finally, 
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most of the expert committee members did not understand Design Participation or participatory design, they performed as 

authorities to discuss the project with academic jargon and pre-determined answers, and seemed annoyed by users or 

community comments. In this case, designers became passive tools of the corporation in this Public Participation project.    

 

4.3.3.B Case with architectural design centre - design researchers use design to facilitate Public Participation 
 
This design research project was a half-year research 

project, which was part of the bigger research project 

entitled the HOME Project initiated by the Architecture 

Foundation, the UK’s leading independent 

architecture centre. ‘This project addresses two 

questions: what makes housing desirable, and how 

can architects respond creatively to desires and 

aspirations about the home?’  

(www.architecturefoundation.org.uk/framesets/f 

005.html). The specific research question of this short-

term project is about the desirability of housing 

design, planning and construction. Its aim was to 

investigate the design of housing, particularly patterns 

of occupation and the effects on design of central and 

Fig.89 The HOME corridor project Flow Map (3C) 
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local government legislation on space standards. Even though it started as a design research project, its whole process was 

started from the experts’ world and the result also referred to public policy in housing design. It is a Public Participation project 

with a more simple (only collaboration between a design researcher and the architectural design organisation) and direct 

(raising public awareness about a specific design issue, housing design) approach. In fig.89, points 1 to 3 represent the 

research process of this public exhibition at the 100% Design Show. Point 1 is the survey and table research, which are 

common research techniques in Public Participation and other research practices. Then the project entered the realm of 

Design Participation by both design researchers from the Royal College of Art and the AF.  Point 2 is about the collaboration 

with a design consultancy of the 100% Design Show to develop innovative research tools in the realm of design participation 

for innovation. The final presentations are two Design Participation exercises to interact with users. Point 3 is the exhibition 

mainly for design professionals and point 4 is part of the inclusive design exhibition to link business, design academics and 

design students. Both exercises are encouraging participation through design.  

  

After many long discussions among the research team members, a final list of case studies was fixed. It also represented a 

typology of housing and our definition of ‘housing’ that we are researching. Six types of housings are defined:  

       a.  Key worker Housing _Homes for London’s vital service workers 

 b.  Elderly Care_ Retirement homes with resident support 

 c.  City Worker _ Mixed housing association and ‘affordable housing’ - private ownership apartments for people who  

      want to live in the heart of the city  

d. Rehabilitation Housing _Semi-independent and independent flats and houses formed around a shared courtyard for  

      people with mental health concerns 

e. Family Community Housing _ A mixed tenure development featuring social housing and private ownership  
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Fig.90 Research Diagram for the HOME corridor and its linkage  
to the HHRC inclusive Design exhibition 

      apartments, wheelchair accessible, family and rehabilitation homes. 

f.  Home for life _ Fully adaptable homes for people over 55 with in-house education and leisure facilities  

 

The other part of the preparation phase was to define the factors of desirability of housing. They are the desirability 

parameters to determine why people want to 

live in specific housing projects: 

a. Geography, e.g. location/ shopping 

facilities / transportation/ neighbourhood 

b. Identity e.g. being part of special places, 

anonymity of place (e.g. terrace and 

square, etc) or specific community, sense 

of place 

c. Finance e.g. cheap rent, mortgage rate  
d. Security e.g. physical safety, e.g. gate or 

security guard, and psychological safety, 

e.g. lighting and alarm system 

e. Internal space e.g. internal layout, 

finishing, functions, decoration 

f. Technology e.g. heating system, green 

facilities, sustainable environment, smart 

technology 

g. Leisure e.g. gym or sport facilities, pub or 

restaurant to meet friends, park 

h. DIY e.g. potential to do modifications  
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Fig.91 The HOME corridor at the 100% Detail   
at the 100% Design Show, London 
Sept 2004, Photo by Yanki Lee 
 
 

Based on these factors, a set of questions was created for interviewing residents 

of the selected projects. The key research questions were to find out: What 

aspects of a home make it more or less desirable to the people who live there? 

What is desirable to different ages, social and ethnic groups? The questions aim 

at asking residents’ reaction to the physical environments, their adaptation and 

personal experience about their home environment. Selected residents from each 

project were interviewed through special arrangement by the housing associations 

or the developers of the projects. All interviews were video-recorded and edited 

into a short film for the public exhibition. All the data collected in the survey was 

grouped to show in the HOME corridor, a fifteen metre long corridor (fig.90), at the 

100% Design Show at London. The exhibition was curated and designed with the 

collaboration of the research team and another design consultancy. The final design (fig.91) was a customised room setting 

with a television for each type of housing to show the residents’ interviews videos next to architects’ drawings, photos and 

statements. When visitors walked through the corridor, they passed six different rooms with comparison of the architects’ 

intention and residents’ reaction to different housing projects. Since the HOME corridor was exhibited at the 100% Detail 

exhibition, which was part of the 100% Design show that was mainly targeting the architectural or design related professions, 

most of the visitors are architects or design related professions. It was well received by the professions but there was a lack of 

response from the public even though it was a public event.   
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This project was a small part of the on-going design research of a complicated urban and social issue: people’s homes. There 

were no specific formal findings after this six-month investigation. The collected data were archived by the Architectural 

Foundation for further development of housing design policy.  In this case, design was used as tool offering a way into the 

Public Participation domain to facilitate experts’ discussion. 

 

4.3.4 Implications of Design in Public Participation Projects  

 
These three Public Participation projects worked with different experts for participation. Because of the high level of experts’ 

involvement in these projects, many issues regarding division of roles and the effects of the actions are raised. The actual 

design actions are relatively less important because these projects are part of bigger social discussions that involve many 

stakeholders and long term development; design elements in these contexts are not as essential as other political, economic 

and social factors. 

 

Among the three projects, the highest respect from co-workers and best communication was in the Clean LNTK project. Social 

hierarchy can explain these situations. The Clean LNTK project involved collaboration between Public Participation experts 

(researchers from Civic Exchange) and myself as an emerging expert in the field of Design Participation. The interpersonal 

relationships in the other two projects were based on hierarchical relationships, either as employer to employee or as adviser 

to assistant.  This suggests that if the roles of stakeholders reflect their social status and the actions are not set based on 

equal contribution, participation practice may be classified as tokenism and not carried out for social justice. 
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Another factor is about the use of language between different stakeholders, especially between experts. Design elements 

become enhancers to these Public Participation projects. Comparatively, the actual configuration of Public Participation 

actions is less important than the setting and the influence. This is reflected in the Clean LNTK project report written by 

collaborators from Civic Exchange, which was only presented in a way typical to civic education or social service experts. 

Actually, since the Clean LNTK project is a Public Participation (or called Civic Participation referring to Civic Exchange’s 

terminology) working in the Community Participation domain through my initiation as a Design Participation researcher, a new 

way of presentation may be needed to show this complex combination between different spaces. 

 

Finally, the most important design factor affecting Public Participation is the agenda of each project. Since most Public 

Participation projects are usually process-oriented or part of research processes about understanding specific social issues, it 

is difficult to define their influence without referring to their original agenda. Both the agendas of the Linear City design 

workshop and the Home Corridor project were not clear and not within a well-defined research framework. The results were 

unrelated or isolated activities that became part of the learning path of the researchers and did not bring any effect to the 

general public. It is also common that agendas of Public Participation are related to civic education and awareness-building 

exercises. In such cases, the projects may lead to an articulation and awareness of social concerns, but do not produce 

tangible results.  
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5.1 Design Participation Tactics for the populist world  
 
What I hear, I forget. 

What I see, I remember. 

What I do, I understand. 

Lao Tse, Ancient Chinese Philosopher 

____________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

 
Among all the design experiments, the Lower Ngau Tau Kok (LNTK) project is the most detailed study done in the course of 

the research. It was the main case study with the longest fieldwork duration (one year and two months). This project also 

covered more complicated issues over a larger spectrum covering Public, Community and Design participation. The 

discussion is generated by comparisons between the LNTK case, which constituted an exploratory case for this research, with 

other experimental cases. First, it is about the agenda of Design Participation and the core question is about the initiation of 

projects. It is about the WHY of Design Participation. The second question is about the HOW of Design Participation. The 

tools and methods used in different projects are analysed and compared with existing practice. Finally, addressing the ‘WHAT’ 

is the epistemology of Design Participation projects for different design communities and societies? 

How can the generated knowledge be transferred?  

5.1.1 Agenda of Participation: Role-changing in Concrete Space 

 
The first aspect to define in order to understand participation projects is the agenda or starting 

point, i.e. in which mode did the project start? Fig.92 compares the agendas of all the cases done 

for this research. The agenda of each project suggests the type of participation that the projects 
Fig.92 Starting points of all the cases 
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belonged to. They also define the combination of stakeholders and their roles. Although more Public and Design Participation 

projects were conducted during this study, the most time was spent on the LNTK project, the only Community Participation 

project.  A lot of time was used to understand its background and configuration before any actions (design workshops) were 

done. From this experience, the finding is that the concrete world is more complicated than the other two spaces, in terms of 

complexity of characters and situations. It is defined by complex relationships of people. 

 
This reflection addresses the main questions of the mode of participation. Who is the participatory process for? This question 

can be elaborated to ‘who initiates the process’ and ‘is the process a collaboration or manipulation? The Community 

Participation project, the LNTK project was started with these rethinking questions in mind. After choosing the site of their 

future estate, the residents wanted to know more about the design of their future homes. With advice and help from the social 

workers, LNTK resident groups tried to seek academic advice. Well-established academic research groups rejected them 

because the project was ‘not aligned with the group’s objective’. It was at this point that the author started to work as a 

volunteer to offer help to the groups. As a trained architectural designer, the author joined the team and worked intensively 

with social workers and residential group members, helping them to define the problem and find the solution together. Working 

as a design researcher, the role of design facilitator was performed to generate a customised participatory design process for 

this ongoing social process. This working attitude throughout author’s participation in the LNTK project reflected what 

Thackara (2000:9) called the completely new way of thinking about the design process, which let us understand what it means 

to design with people rather than for people. Since participation is a social issue involving many stakeholders, there are a lot of 

conflicts during the process. One useful way to manage conflicts is to define the roles of each stakeholder. Who should make 

each decision? Who is the one who initiated the project? Alternatively, who is the one who benefits from the project? The 
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process of rethinking the agenda of participation starts with the transformation in the relationship between people and experts, 

and lead to the next two steps: redefining the methods and how the movement between realms (fig.93) and repositioning the 

epistemology and influencing the operating spaces (fig.97). 

5.1.2 Methods of Participation: Creative Tools for Holistic Process and New Communication Language in    Abstract 
Space 
 
After defining the division of roles, the second aspect is about how designers work in participation 

projects. It is about the methodology developed from the Design Participation. What are the tools 

and processes? Based on the DP analytical tool/diagram, this aspect is about movement of the 

projects between spaces. The discussion is based on the methods developed through three 

cases starting from different spaces (fig.93):  the LNTK project (1) (Community Participation 

project from concrete space), the community design workshop for the Linear City project  (3B) 

(Public Participation project from abstract space) and the HHRC project (2A) (Design 

Participation project working across the spaces).  

 

Inspired by newly developed user research supports like Sanders’ SAY, DO and MAKE tools, the intention of conducting the 

cases was to understand the application of these tools and to develop a holistic process. For the LNTK project (case 1), the 

purposes of the three empowerment games (fig, 94) fit Sanders’ classification. Empowerment Game 1 was a visual 

ethnography study with high participatory nature. Participants (in the LNTK case, the residents) were invited to take photos 

during a few visits to other new housing estates in Hong Kong and then they were required to express their preference 

through selecting some of their photos to show and explaining their choice. This is a typical example of a ‘SAY’ tool.  For the 

Fig.93 Movement between three spaces  
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second workshop, a ‘DO’ tool, Empowerment Game 2, was designed for residents to question their existing living space and 

express their ideal living situation. This self-study tool is a transformation of an abstract design tool to a user-friendly, 

cartoonish and game-like form.  

 
‘SAY’ tool for  
preferring 
 
 
 
 
 
‘DO’ tool for  
planning 
 
 
 
 
 
 
‘MAKE’ tool for 
processing 
 
 
 
 
 Fig.94 tools for the LNTK project, 

Community Participation project 
Three evening workshops over   
one and a half months 
 

Fig.95 tools for the Linear City  
project. Public Participation project – 
One day workshop 

 
 

Fig.96 tools for the HHRC project, 
Design Participation project - 
Three morning design workshops 
over three weeks 
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Finally, a ‘MAKE’ tool was made to let residents participate in a collective model construction workshop. Empowerment Game 

3 aims to recreate the building construction process in a symbolic way and let the future inhabitants assemble the model 

together in order to gain a sense of ownership. These three tools applied in three steps of this Community Participation project 

directed the project into multiple directions. The usual trajectory for a Community Participation project is towards the Public 

Participation mode and the expert world. The involvement of a design researcher pushed the project into the domain of 

Design Participation and let all the stakeholders gain new design experience. The holistic Design Participation process 

collected different levels of information: ‘SAY’ tools help participants to express their preference and engage through verbal 

description of the tasks, ‘DO’ tools offer participants a chance to take part in the preliminary planning exercises of discussing 

the issues and arousing more in-depth discussions, ‘MAKE’ tools are usually three-dimensional tools to allow people to ‘get 

their hands dirty’ and develop a sense of ownership of the processes in order to create actively. 

 

The construction of a one-day community design workshop for the Linear City project (Public Participation project) built on the 

experience from the LNTK project and a three-steps process with a series of design tasks. Fig. 95 illustrates the three 

activities developed from the ‘SAY’. ‘DO’ and ‘MAKE’ tools of the LNTK project. However, these tools were designed as part of 

the workshop which happened in the later part of the research process. The participation tools never developed as part of the 

research process itself. Therefore, even though they were designed with the same logic, they can change the mode of 

participation during the course of the project i.e. this project started as a Public Participation project with a corporate client, a 

research consultancy and social science and design academics, it still ended as an elite discussion in which people were 

invited to take part as research subjects only. Similar results happened in the HHRC Design Participation project (Design 

Participation project), which started with the research question: ‘what are the implications when the users in the design 
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participation process are themselves professional designers?’ Further-developed and specific tools were designed for the 

three collective design workshops (fig.96). In this case, both the tools and processes were similar to those in the LNTK project 

but the project was not still in the original domain i.e. Design Participation with a minor part in the Public Participation domain.  

 

These three projects were working with a series of developing tools; one of the main differences was about the timing. Among 

the three projects, the LNTK project was the best received and had the biggest influence and it also had the longest 

engagement time. It was also a non-commercial setting and time pressure did not dominate the process. Although the 

residents still had very strong goals, the whole process was a trial and nobody was expecting solid results. In other words, a 

design output was not expected. It took over a year to understand the background of the project and the tools were 

customised to the process. The long period of observation enriched the detailed design of the tools. Then the developed tools 

and processes were synthesised and applied to different situations. It seems the specification of the tools is very important in 

participation projects. The Linear City design workshop was a combined version of the three steps developed from the LNTK 

project but because of the limited time there was not enough time for debriefing between tasks. As a result, the outcome 

became conventional and not many interesting discussions happened.  

 

Since the tools and processes were well received within the grass-roots local community in Hong Kong, this raises another 

issue which is about the mixed functions of the tools, i.e. that they are both research and design tools. They were working 

along with the research process. This explains the limited result of the HHRC project. Apart from the long and intensive 

observation period, this project had a similar time frame to the LNTK. There were three workshops and there was at least a 

week between them for digesting and response to the workshop materials. However, the project started with the assumption 
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of ‘designer as user’.  The main problem was that the tools did not work well within the situation especially with this different 

set of users i.e. designers.  

 

Compared to the LNTK (1) project, a grass-roots Community Participation project, the experience of working with experts or 

designers as users in the HHRC project has shown that more sophisticated tools like ‘MAKE’ tools, which emphasise 

complicated social and aesthetic issues, are required. This finding also relates to the use of language in different spaces. 

Participation should be understood as a knowledge transfer exercise, the tools are the vehicles to explain abstract ideas. 

Constructing these research or design tools for participation by using an inclusive language that everyone can understand 

may help the ease of participation. 

 

5.1.3 Epistemology of Participation: Interactive Roles in the Realm of Collaboration 
 

How can one inspire designers to use and develop probes as tools? How can one encourage users 

to participate in the design process? The final aspect that will be addressed here is the 

epistemology of Design Participation. It is about the influence and end-results of these processes 

(Fig.97). This goes back to the basic questions of the foundations, scope and validity of Design 

Participation.  Or, put simply, does it work? And in what types of situation does it work? Who is it 

for?  

 

Fig.97 the influencing of participation 
projects 
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“As designers, we began to shift our thinking from a focus on buildings and objects, to a concern with flows, rhythms, 

exchanges, transactions, and connections. Rather than design things, however big, we started to think of ourselves as the 

designers of situations: activities, settings, happenings and encounters. We found ourselves discussing hospitality, 

conviviality, and well being. We evaluated experiments dealing with living history, embodied knowledge, and situated learning. 

Above all, we grappled with the necessity for open planning, and collaborative place design.”  

(Thackara, 2004:19) 

 

How can designers work with other experts in participation projects? From experience of working with big corporations, public 

policy think tank and an architecture centre, the role as a designer or design researcher was changing from Design 

Participation activities consultancy to research collaborator and back to design researcher/designer. Through working in these 

different situations, participation came to be understood as a complicated issue with many variations on the roles and 

contributions of designers. The key idea developed from this design research is that part of designers’ jobs should be in the 

realm of collaboration in order to bridge between the experts’ world and the people’s world. Apart from users, designers also 

work with other experts to execute participation in different ways. It is about inserting design thinking into existing participation 

projects to encourage new interpretations of participation practice.  

 

The involvement in Public Participation projects can show how participation knowledge is transferred from the Community and 

Public Participation domains. For the Clean LNTK project (3A), an existing research method by the Civic Exchange, a think 

tank founded by local public policy experts and social scientists, provided an easy start for the project in issues such as fund-

raising and volunteer recruiting.  Since this project was a collaboration project between design and public policy researchers, 
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design elements were gradually inserted through trial-and-error in different phases. It was also a difficult task to make 

changes in a well–established public policy research system. Researchers from the domain of Public Participation have 

developed methods to collect citizens’ opinions on different social issues. The involvement of designers in these methods is 

rare or in a very passive role. For the Linear city project (3B), the customised one-day design workshop delivered a more 

interactive and creative way for this big corporation to consult consumers. It helped the experts from the big corporation to 

meet the public directly even though some of the participants including experts and users were not fully engaged in the 

process. The design elements were not adopted in this case because designers were just employees to execute a specific 

task and were excluded from the research and decision phases. This was the issue of power structure in participation 

practice. For the Home Corridor project (3C), the importing of design elements was comparatively simpler than in the previous 

two cases. However, like the other two cases, this project also started at the domain of Public Participation, but the difference 

is that this project was initiated by a non-profit organisation of architects and designers, which is already active in the Public 

Participation domain. Using design to understand and make change in social issues is the main aim of AF. Its aim is to ’pull’ 

different architects and designers into the domain of Public Participation and develop innovative ways to engage with people 

about the issues of the built environment. However, their approaches, like many other Public Participation projects, are 

focused on awareness raising and knowledge building rather than actual design executions. There is a lack of linkage 

between their research methods and the design processes 

5.1.4 Analytical Tool to Understand Design Participation and Its Limitations 
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After explaining the process of the cases and exploring their possible issues in relation with Design Participation, the lessons 

from these cases are elaborated into the three discussed germane aspects of research. These discussions are then all related 

to the main contribution of this research i.e. the introduction of the analytical tool to understand Design Participation. The 

Design Research Society’s (DRS) 1972 Design Participation Conference and Lefebvre’s social spaces study of the distinction 

between concrete and abstract space inspired this new way of defining and articulating Design Participation. Fig. 98 shows 

the evolution of this new analytical tool, the DP analytical tool: from a simple defining tool to a complex diagram for mapping 

the flow of projects. Step 1 was based on Lefebvre’s social spatial concept that divided the world into two worlds or practices: 

abstract space for experts and concrete space for people. From mapping different people-centred design practices, the in-

between space called the realm of collaboration was introduced in Step 2.  Applying this tool to design practice, ‘designing 

with designers’ and ‘design close to user’ are opposite poles of an axis that can be mapped parallel to this diagram of the new 

relationship between the three spaces. More design practices were studied and a detailed re-definition of Design Participation 

was established in Step 3. Design practices working in abstract mode with limited contact with users are called Design 

Fig.98 Evolution of analytical tool for Design Participation 
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Participation for innovation. At the other pole, people are working as designers for their own projects and these practices are 

called Design Participation for motivation. More complicated Design Participation practices are happening in the realm of 

collaboration. The common ones are those Design Participation practices for collaboration, which aim to encourage co-design 

processes.  Comparatively, Design Participation for emancipation requires more time and effort to conduct but its effects are 

longer-term.  These four types of Design Participation brought about a rethinking of its relationship with the bigger social 

system. In Step 4, three modes of participation are identified and distinguished including Public Participation (PP) in abstract 

space, Community Participation (CP) in concrete space and Design Participation (DP) across the overlap space of the realm 

of collaboration.  

 

A possible critique of the Design Participation analytical tool developed from this study is that the tool may be too simple to 

allow insights into unexpected and complicated issues like Design Participation. The introduction is the first and only part 

trying to define and explain the term ‘Design Participation’ and what others thought of it. However, the main part of the thesis 

aims to identify the practitioners and understand their motivation of Design Participation through a series of mapping and self-

exploration experiences. The application of this method is influenced by some earlier observations of participatory design that 

Design Participation is such a complicated issue involving complex relationships between stakeholders. The reaction is that it 

is a basic tool for understanding and encourages different interpretations for further explanation. Therefore, it is necessary to 

be simple as a starting point. 

 

Another possible limitation of the DP analytical tool is about the complicatedness of operation between design and 

participation. One main aim of this new tool is to identify cases of tokenism in design and participation. However, after the 
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redefining process, Design Participation turns out to be a more complicated process than expected and a whole system was 

developed to understand what distinguishes different practitioners. More practitioners and more types of participation projects 

are included. Design Participation can be understood as a set of activities consisting of multiple components and multiple 

stages. Hence, the classification becomes more complex and it is very difficult to identify definite tokenisms or other kinds of 

participation over time. However, the new tool can help to document the evolution of each participation project through 

different spaces. 
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5.2 Towards pluralist role of designers  
 
My intention was not to deal with the problem of truth, but with the problem of the truth-

teller, or of truth-telling as an activity. 

Foucault, 2001 

____________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 

From Lefebvre’s definition of abstract and 

concrete space, the relationship of stakeholders 

in both spaces are changing all the time. 

Therefore, Design Participation needs to work in 

a tactical way more than a strategic way so that 

it can deal with the never-settled relationship 

between the spaces over time. Under this 

finding, what are the new roles of designers? 

Unlike ‘architect’, the term ‘designer’ is not 

legally bound and it is generally used to 

describe anyone who is designing.  Every 

designer has a different way of working.  

 
Fig.99 action plan of Design Participation Tactics - 
more collaborations between those from different operating spaces 
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The action plan (fig.99) is developed on the basis of the DP analytical tool with the three modes of participation. My role as a 

designer will be to become a free agent with special knowledge of Design Participation i.e. designing with people and trying to 

work with three groups from the three modes of participation. These multi-directional weaving activities aim to encourage 

more collaboration and more tactics to deliver different forms of participation in different operating spaces.  

 

The primary action is to work directly with different groups in the design community, for transformation of the practice. 

Findings from this research indicate that there are different roles for designers and the important point is how designers 

should work in a flexible way and shift between different roles for different situations. This is the first meaning suggested by 

the title, Design Participation Tactics. Design is not about strategy but more about tactics. The essential job of designers is 

to develop new channels of communications with stakeholders and creative design processes.  

 

Referring to the definition of ‘design community’ by the Helen Hamlyn Research Centre, three groups are defined: design 

students, design graduates and design professionals. It is comparatively easier to deliver this new idea of designers’ role 

through design education where new ideas are being introduced and evaluated all the time. Design education can also be 

separated into two groups: students and academics. The action will start with postgraduate design students because they are 

the ones who have experience in the primary traditional role of design, i.e. designing tangible outputs. They are also the ones 

to question the design process through designing works at colleges in an experimental environment. From experience working 

with postgraduate design students, more Design Participation tactics will be developed through design education to deliver 

messages to different design students. 
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Defining who will be the users of the design is always a difficult task for designers. An even more difficult task is to understand 

users. Therefore, the second intention of Design Participation Tactics is to encourage designers to work in the concrete 

space with people, using our design knowledge to make people understand design.  The empathy with users gained in this 

process is a very important and powerful design tool. As James Dyson, the designer of the Dyson vacuum cleaner, said, 

working with people is a way to understand people’s needs and use our imagination to provide a responsible solution. That 

also requires transferring our design knowledge to help people to try our new ideas and comment on them. Among different 

types of design, the environmental design process is the most complex, with longer timetables and more stakeholders. The 

real test of the feasibility of this redefined role of designers will be in the realm of environmental design. 

 
The long-term action is about the reaction to professionalism. Professionalism is one of the basic reasons for the separation of 

abstract and concrete operating spaces. Experts like architects are working in abstract space and people are living in concrete 

space. Although designers are not legally recognised as a profession, there are a lot of professionals who like to use the term 

‘designer’ to describe their work in order to set up more fluid status to explore different things. For example, architectural 

designer, landscape designer and industrial designer. These terms seem to give a softer side to the professions.  

 

Working with other professions, designers need to consolidate the design processes and make them understandable to other 

professions. Through collaboration between practitioners from modes of Public Participation and Design Participation, two 

results are expected. The first one is that designers can ‘pull’ the professions to work close to people’s space. In this case, 

designers are working in the realm of collaboration to facilitate the concrete experts and concrete people. The other level is 

that designers can help to transform the way professionals work by inserting more creative thinking. Therefore, the final goal 
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of Design Participation Tactics is to develop the creative design processes with participation and make them a model for 

other professional practices to work with people. If people can actively participate in the design of their built-environment, they 

can also be enabled to participate in business development, medical service and other social policy making. 

 

This research started from personal questions about designing with people and the process was also a personal experience 

as well as a self-experiment in the field of Design Participation to understand the practice of other participation practitioners 

which can be seen in the timeline (fig. 100) spanning across different zones. Therefore, this thesis also concludes with a 

personal viewpoint of designers’ obligation to society. In other words, this is my future action plan after this study, with the aim 

of developing as an exemplar to influence other designers. It urges that the role of designers must change by becoming free 

agents with Design Participation knowledge to work across different spaces to enable people to become involved in design 

processes and co-develop better designs.  
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The Timeline (fig.100) >>> 

This is the timeline depicting the course of development of this doctoral design research study.  

It is constructed based on the ‘concrete and abstract space’ concept developed by the French philosopher, Henry Lefebvre. 

Design and Participation happens in three zones: design with designers, design with users and a zone of collaboration where 

these two zones overlap. The analysing research and design experiments of this study were carried out in all three of the zones in 

order to investigate different situations of design participation in four periods: 

(PERIOD A) The research started like other design research projects by working with other design academics and designers in 

the abstract space to question about designing with user participation. Other disciplines such as sociology and philosophy were 

studied while exploring the meaning of design participation in a broader social context. 

(PERIOD B) Then the project moved to work in the concrete space with a grass-roots community in Hong Kong. Through 

participation in a Community Participation project, many reflections about design and society were raised and fed back into the 

discussion in the abstract world of experts within the design community or other professions. 

(PERIOD C) Afterwards, many other design experiments were set up in the realm of collaboration in order to understand the roles 

of designers and the means of communication and their application in different situations.  

(PERIOD D) To bring this doctoral study to a conclusion as a scholarly work, all the data and experiences were brought back into 

the abstract space for synthesising and new knowledge production. 
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A. Design Participation Map 
 
A1. DP World Map I (1st draft) 
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B. The LNTK project documents  

 
B1. Paper for the Hong Kong International Housing Conference (Feb 2004)  
B2. The LNTK project proposal for Phase 3 (in Chinese) – co written by Lee, Y.  and Chu, S. F.  
B3. Community Participation Exercise  (draft) by The Hong Kong Housing Authority – based on the LNTK project proposal for 
Phase 3 (item 2) 
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2004/05 年 度 公 民 教 育 活 動 資 助 計 劃  

詳 細 計 劃 內 容  

 

申 請 團 體 名 稱 ： 香 港 聖 公 會 牛 頭 角 社 區 發 展 中 心  

活 動 計 劃 名 稱 ：「 齊 齊 動 手 建 社 區 」 居 民 參 與 計 劃  

 

1.  申 請 團 體 簡 介  

香 港 聖 公 會 牛 頭 角 社 區 發 展 中 心 乃 香 港 聖 公 會 福 利 協 會 屬 下 社 會 服 務 單 位 ， 於 二 零 零 零

年 二 月 獲 社 會 福 利 署 資 助 ， 為 牛 頭 角 下 邨 （ 二 區 ） 第 八 座 至 十 四 座 受 房 屋 署 整 體 重 建 計 劃 影

響 的 居 民 提 供 社 區 發 展 服 務 。 本 中 心 致 力 為 區 內 居 民 提 供 適 切 的 服 務 ， 目 標 為 培 養 居 民 對 社

區 歸 屬 感 ， 並 透 過 社 區 組 織 、 互 助 小 組 、 社 區 教 育 及 社 區 照 顧 手 法 ， 推 動 居 民 關 心 及 參 與 社

區 事 務 ， 共 同 解 決 區 內 問 題 ， 改 善 居 民 生 活 質 素 ， 從 而 建 立 一 個 互 助 、 互 愛 及 互 相 關 懷 的 社

區 。  

 

2. 申 請 團 體 在 過 去 兩 年 曾 舉 辦 有 關 公 民 教 育 活 動 的 概 況。（ 請 註 明 活 動 是 否 獲 本 委 員 會 贊 助 及

贊 助 詳 情 ）  

 

 本 中 心 在 過 去 兩 年 曾 舉 行 不 同 層 面 的 公 民 教 育 活 動 ， 繼 有 關 懷 獨 居 長 者 、 重 建 資 訊 、 鄰

舍 義 工 、 以 及 健 康 社 區 教 育 等 工 作 ， 活 動 內 容 包 括 以 下 ：  

舉 行  

日 期  
活 動 名 稱  活 動 目 的  活 動 成 效  

是 否 由

公 民 教

育 資 助  

1/02-  

3 /02 

長 者 歲 晚 家 居 清 潔 計 劃

及 新 春 探 訪  

~培 訓 區 內 失 業 及 待 業 人

士 參 與 半 義 務 工 作 ,協 助

有 需 要 的 獨 居 長 者 進 行 家

居 清 潔 及 慰 問  

~共 動 員 區 內 約 50 位 義 工 參

與 此 計 劃 ,認 識 服 務 長 者 的

意 義  

~成 功 為 393 戶 長 者 清 潔 家

居 及 探 訪 約 1558 戶 長 者  

否  

 

 

 

 

1 /02 重 建 資 訊 多 面 睇  ~透 過 參 觀、展 覽、資 料 冊

及 論 壇 讓 居 民 認 識 有 關 的

重 建 政 策 ,及 掌 握 重 建 權

益 資 訊  

~超 過 480 位 居 民 參 與 論 壇

及 參 觀 房 委 會 模 擬 單 位 中

心  

~共 派 發 4500 本 重 建 小 冊 子

予 居 民  

否  

 

11/02-  

1 /03 

長 幼 共 建 關 懷 社 區 計 劃  ~招 募 區 內 義 工 在 長 者 日

探 訪 區 內 獨 居 長 者 ,送 上

慰 問 及 派 發 「 長 者 社 區 支

援 服 務 資 訊 卡 」  

~透 過 舉 行 分 享 會 介 紹 區

內 社 區 支 援 服 務 予 長 者 認

識  

~動 員 約 120 位 區 內 及 區 外

的 義 工 親 身 上 門 探 訪 超 過

1000 戶 長 者  

~約 有 200 多 位 長 者 及 居 民

出 席 分 享 會 ,認 識 及 了 解 有

何 社 區 支 援 服 務 協 助 長 者

在 社 區 內 生 活 ,並 協 助 申 請

有 關 服 務  

否  

 



 

4 /03-  

6 /03 

「 獨 居 長 者 防 炎 支 援 」

計 劃  

~因 應「 沙 士 」招 募 區 內 義

工 以 「 配 對 」 方 式 探 訪 區

內 獨 居 及 身 體 狀 況 較 弱 的

長 者 ,為 他 們 提 供 預 防「 沙

士 」 的 資 訊 及 教 育 他 們 一

些 保 持 家 居 清 潔 的 常 識  

~成 功 招 募 13 位 義 工 探 訪 區

內 約 10 戶 的 長 者  

~提 供 防 炎 的 資 訊 、 簡 單 身

體 檢 查 及 家 居 清 潔 服 務 等  

否  

 

7/03-  

11/03 

「 健 康 社 區 齊 齊 講 暨 健

康 社 區 大 使 」 計 劃  

~透 過 社 區 教 育 的 居 民 會

及 成 立 居 民 互 助 小 組 關 注

牛 頭 角 下 邨 環 境 衛 生 及 推

動 鄰 舍 互 助 清 潔 社 區  

~成 功 與 居 民 制 定 健 康 社 區

約 章 ， 與 居 民 一 同 實 踐  

~招 募 共 20 位 健 康 社 區 大 使

負 責 推 廣 健 康 訊 息 及 監 察

區 內 環 境 改 善  

否  

 

3.  申 請 活 動 計 劃 詳 情 ： 包 括 活 動 名 稱 、 目 的 、 活 動 內 容 、 舉 辦 時 間 及 地 點 、 對 象 及 參 與 人 數

等 。  

 

3.1 背 景 ：  

牛 頭 角 下 邨 (二 區 )8-14 座 為 東 九 龍 區 及 整 體 重 建 計 劃 最 後 一 期 的 重 建 公 共 屋 邨 ， 屋 邨 約

於 1967 年 建 成 ， 至 今 已 是 一 個 超 過 卅 七 年 的 舊 型 公 共 屋 邨 ， 現 時 區 內 總 戶 數 約 4,172 戶 (約

11,000 人 )， 當 中 超 過 三 成 五 為 獨 居 或 兩 老 同 住 的 長 者 ， 約 佔 1,489 戶 (約 2,000 人 ） 1。 由 於 區

內 長 者 人 口 眾 多 ， 重 建 對 居 民 有 著 莫 大 影 響 ， 故 一 直 以 來 本 邨 的 居 民 對 於 重 建 消 息 及 有 關 安

排 更 加 關 注 。  

 

 經 過 過 去 兩 年 多 居 民 積 極 表 達 意 見 ， 及 與 房 委 會 進 行 磋 商 和 溝 通 ， 房 屋 委 員 會 策 劃 小 組

委 員 會 終 於 在 2002 年 6 月 7 日 通 過，牛 頭 角 下 邨（ 二 區 ）重 建 計 劃 的 清 拆 日 期 將 延 至 2008-09

年 進 行 ， 為 了 切 合 居 民 「 原 邨 安 置 」 的 要 求 ， 該 小 組 決 定 作 出 配 合 ， 承 諾 以 牛 頭 角 上 邨 第 二

及 第 三 期 的 公 屋 作 為 居 民 的 接 收 屋 邨 。  

 

 牛 頭 角 下 邨 （ 二 區 ） 居 民 成 功 獲 得 房 委 會 承 諾 安 排 「 原 邨 安 置 」， 不 但 令 居 民 體 會 到 房

委 會 及 房 屋 署，能 以 開 放 態 度 聽 取 及 接 納 居 民 的 意 見；更 令 居 民 感 受 到 官 民 溝 通 和 互 相 尊 重

的 重 要 性。而 牛 頭 角 下 邨（ 二 區 ）居 民 亦 希 望 繼 續 關 注 接 收 屋 邨（ 即 牛 頭 角 上 邨 第 二、三 期 ）

的 社 區 規 劃 及 單 位 設 計 ， 特 別 在 「 非 典 型 肺 炎 」 事 件 後 ， 使 居 民 意 識 到 社 區 本 身 的 規 劃 、 衛

生 條 件 和 家 居 的 配 合 ， 以 至 區 內 的 各 種 設 施 ， 均 對 日 常 生 活 及 健 康 有 很 重 要 的 影 響 。  

 

3.2 活 動 名 稱 ： 「 齊 齊 動 手 建 社 區 」 居 民 參 與 計 劃

 

3.3 目 的 ：  

1.  透 過 居 民 「 動 手 建 社 區 」 參 與 社 區 規 劃 ， 讓 居 民 認 識 及 增 強 對 社 區 的 歸 屬 感 ， 令  

                                         
1資料來自牛頭角下邨（二區）房屋辦事處及截至 2004 年 1 月 31 日。區內人口資料只作為參考，一切以房屋 

 署公佈為準。  



他 們 更 關 心 及 認 識 自 己 的 社 區 ， 關 顧 區 內 長 者 們 的 需 要 ， 促 進 鄰 舍 間 的 互 助 和 關  

懷 。  

2.  過 往 公 屋 重 建 歷 程 較 少 有 機 會 透 過 不 同 專 業 人 士 的 合 作，提 供 另 類 經 驗 讓 房 署 有 機 會 與 居

民 共 同 合 作 建 設 社 區 。 一 方 面 ， 以 工 作 坊 令 居 民 學 習 及 意 識 到 自 己 是 有 能 力 參 與 社 區 營

造 ； 另 一 方 面 ， 推 動 署 方 與 居 民 進 行 直 接 對 話 ， 嘗 試 透 過 溝 通 和 互 相 理  

 

解 ， 明 白 彼 此 的 考 慮 和 需 要 ， 從 而 建 立 一 個 共 同 的 目 標 ─ ─ 建 設 一 個 合 適 的 居 所 、 社 區 予 重

建 居 民 。  

 

3.4 活 動 內 容 ：  

 

3.4 .1  「 牛 頭 角 口 述 歷 史 」  

   活 動 日 期 ： 2004 年 6 月 底 至 8 月 中  

 活 動 時 間 ： 待 定  

活 動 地 點 ： 牛 頭 角 下 邨 8-14 座  

活 動 內 容 ： 透 過 不 同 形 式 讓 居 民 表 達 對 自 己 社 區 的 意 見 ， 特 別 是 訪 問 一 些 老 街  

坊 ， 了 解 他 們 對 社 區 的 感 受 和 觀 感 ， 記 下 牛 頭 角 下 邨 的 一 些 歷 史 ，  

以 及 讓 居 民 表 達 和 參 與 對 新 社 區 設 計 的 意 見  

 活 動 形 式 ： 訪 問 、 攝 影 、 徵 文 及 廣 場 設 計 繪 畫 、 樓 宇 名 稱 設 計 比 賽 等 ， 所 有 參 選  

作 品 會 邀 請 區 內 團 體 及 社 區 人 士 （ 如 學 校 校 長 、 區 議 員 、 房 屋 署 代 表  

等 ） 擔 任 評 審 工 作 ， 以 增 加 地 區 人 士 的 參 與  

 對 象 及 人 數 ： 區 內 居 民 及 學 生 約 50 人  

 

3.4 .2  齊 齊 來 認 識 之 「 社 區 睇 真 D」  

活 動 日 期 ： 2004 年 8 月 1 日 及 8 月 8 日  

 活 動 時 間 ： 上 午 9 時 至 下 午 4 時  

活 動 地 點 ： 牛 頭 角 上 邨 、 油 塘 邨 、 鯉 魚 門 邨 及 寶 達 邨 及 觀 塘 區 社 區 服 務  

活 動 內 容 ： 透 過 走 訪 牛 頭 角 及 觀 塘 區 的 公 屋 及 社 區 設 施 ， 了 解 現 況 並 進 行 拍 攝 ，  

設 計 社 區 追 蹤 及 問 答 遊 戲，令 參 加 者 對 社 區 有 較 深 入 的 認 識，從 而 表 達 需 要

怎 樣 的 社 區 設 施 及 增 強 其 對 社 區 的 歸 屬 感  

 活 動 形 式 ： 安 排 旅 遊 車 帶 領 居 民 作 社 區 巡 視 ， 介 紹 社 區 的 特 色 ， 並 進 行 簡 單 的 問  

答 遊 戲 及 集 體 遊 戲 ， 推 動 鄰 舍 互 助 認 識  

 對 象 及 人 數 ： 區 內 居 民 約 110 人  

 

3.4 .3  「 齊 齊 動 手 建 社 區 」 工 作 坊 義 工 訓 練  

活 動 日 期 ：  2004 年 7 月 上 旬 至 8 月 上 旬 (共 5 次 ) 

活 動 時 間 ： 晚 上 8 時 至 10 時 或 下 午 3 時 至 5 時  

活 動 地 點 ： 牛 頭 角 下 邨 11 座 地 下 28 室  

活 動 內 容 ： 邀 請 專 業 設 計 、 建 築 系 學 生 及 社 會 學 講 師 *(見 備 註 )合 作 ， 培 訓 一 班 關 心 社 區

的 義 工 ，透 過 工 作 坊 、講 座 及 互 動 遊 戲 提 供 一 些 專 業 的 知 識 ，在 理 論 上 強 調 社

區 自 主 與 居 民 參 與 、社 區 意 識 的 凝 聚 ，來 推 動 社 區 的 建 設 ，並 協 助 設 計 工 作 坊



讓 其 他 居 民 有 參 與 的 機 會  

 活 動 形 式 ： 講 座 、 遊 戲 、 角 色 扮 演 、 戶 外 體 察 、 訪 問 、 技 巧 訓 練  

 對 象 及 人 數 ： 區 內 居 民 及 學 生 約 40 人  

 

*備 註：此 計 劃 已 初 步 與 香 港 理 工 大 學 設 計 學 系 博 士 研 究 員、社 會 科 系 學 系 講 師 及 中 文 大 學 建

築 學 系 教 授 等 聯 繫 ， 如 獲 審 批 ， 他 們 會 協 助 此 計 劃 推 行 。



 

3 .4 .4  「 齊 齊 動 手 建 社 區 」 居 民 參 與 工 作 坊 **（ 見 備 註 ）  

活 動 日 期 ： 2004 年 8 月 18 日 至 21 日 （ 共 四 次 ）  

活 動 時 間 ： 待 定  (下 午 2:30-4:30 或 晚 上 8:00-10:00)  

活 動 地 點 ： 租 用 慈 幼 會 聖 鮑 思 高 小 學  (暫 定 ) 

活 動 內 容 ： 為 不 同 年 齡 的 居 民 設 立 工 作 坊 ， 讓 他 們 認 識 規 劃 中 的 社 區 設 施 的 設  

計，協 助 參 加 者 思 考 日 常 的 社 交 生 活、消 費 模 式 等，怎 樣 才 能 配 合 長 者 在 社

區 內 居 住 ， 或 怎 樣 才 能 配 合 兒 童 作 為 獨 立 的 發 展  

 活 動 形 式 ： 遊 戲 、 訪 問 、 砌 模 型 及 貼 相 (初 步 構 思 見 下 圖 一 至 二 ) 

 對 象 及 人 數 ： 區 內 學 童 、 家 庭 主 婦 、 長 者 、 成 人 約 80 人  

 

1. 透過圖片展示區內現況及社區設

施  

2,3. 收集居民舊傢俱，製作牛頭角上

邨二、三期的模型，讓居民可以預

見將來的新社區模樣      

 

 

圖一  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

圖二 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



3.4 .5  齊 齊 動 手 建 社 區 日 暨 頒 獎 禮 **（ 見 備 註 ）  

活 動 日 期 ： 2004 年 8 月 22 日 (星 期 日 ) 

活 動 時 間 ： 上 午 11:00-下 午 4:30 

活 動 地 點 ： 租 用 慈 幼 會 聖 鮑 思 高 小 學  (暫 定 ) 

活 動 內 容 ： 集 合 前 四 次 工 作 坊 所 收 集 的 意 見 、 工 作 坊 的 成 果 及 居 民 的 構 思 ， 公 開  

讓 其 他 居 民 參 與 ， 將 牛 頭 角 上 邨 第 二 、 三 期 的 設 計 以 不 同 方 式 展 現 ，  

再 邀 請 居 民 參 與 表 達 意 見 ， 並 嘗 試 邀 請 房 署 建 築 師 出 席 頒 獎 禮 ， 見 證  

居 民 的 心 思  

 活 動 形 式 ： 簡 介 會 、 設 計 工 作 坊 、 影 帶 播 放 、 問 卷 及 頒 獎 禮 (初 步 構 思 見 下 圖 ) 

 對 象 及 人 數 ： 區 內 居 民 約 300 人  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

1. 討論行人通道設計 

2. 設計工作坊 –居民動手砌

社區及給予意見 

3. 簡介會及影帶播放 

4. 頒獎典禮–邀請房署建築師

頒獎及聽取居民意見 

 

 

 

 

 

**備註：由於舉辦工作坊及社區日的籌備工作需具備專業知識，建議以計劃形式聘用一位具有相關 

專業知識的活動總務(如設計系或建築系學生)負責策劃及推行，以便活動能順利推行。 



 

4. 活動計劃的籌備工作、宣傳策略及評估方法 

 

日 程  籌 備 工 作 項 目  內 容 /宣 傳 策 略  

現 時 至 6 月 初  ~聯 繫 學 院 設 計 系 及 社 會 學 系  

~聯 繫 區 內 學 校 推 介 此 活 動  

~準 備 培 訓 及 工 作 坊 構 思  

~查 詢 房 屋 署 有 關 牛 頭 角 上 邨 第

二 、 三 期 的 設 計 資 料  

2004 年 6 月 初 至 中 旬  ~收 到 審 批 結 果 後 隨 即 展 開 宣 傳  

~與 居 民 商 議 計 劃 開 展 工 作  

~以 橫 額 、 海 報 及 單 張 作 宣 傳  

~往 區 內 各 學 校 進 行 宣 傳 及 邀 請 參

與 設 計 比 賽  

2004 年 6 月 底 至 8 月

中  

~開 展 「 牛 頭 角 口 述 歷 史 」 環  

節 ， 進 行 訪 問 工 作  

~舉 行 各 項 設 計、攝 影、繪 畫、徵

文 及 樓 宇 命 名 比 賽  

~開 展 「 齊 齊 動 手 建 社 區 」  

工 作 坊 義 工 訓 練  

~宣 傳 齊 齊 來 認 識 之 「 社 區 睇  

真 D」 活 動  

~以 橫 額 、 海 報 及 單 張 作 宣 傳  

~往 區 內 各 學 校 進 行 宣 傳  

~在 區 內 擺 放 宣 傳 站 招 募 居 民 參 與  

~訪 問 區 內 居 民 及 進 行 義 工 訓 練  

 

2004 年 8 月 初 至 8 月

中 旬  

~舉 辦 齊 齊 來 認 識 之 「 社 區 睇  

真 D」 活 動  

~舉 辦 「 齊 齊 動 手 建 社 區 」 工  

作 坊  

~舉 辦 「 齊 齊 動 手 建 社 區 日 暨  

頒 獎 禮 」  

~進 行 社 區 追 蹤 及 走 訪 拍 攝  

~以 橫 額 、 海 報 及 單 張 作 宣 傳  

~往 區 內 各 學 校 進 行 宣 傳  

~在 區 內 擺 放 宣 傳 站 招 募 居 民 參 與  

2004 年 8 月 底 至 10 月  ~與 義 工 舉 行 檢 討 會 及 撰 寫 報  

告 書  

~與 義 工 們 製 作 「 齊 齊 動 手 建 社  

區 」 居 民 參 與 計 劃 報 告 書  

 

 

評 估 方 法 ：  

 

1.  每 個 活 動 均 會 設 有 參 加 者 意 見 表 ， 讓 參 加 者 表 達 參 與 感 受 及 意 見 ；  

2.  「 社 區 睇 真 D」 會 設 有 簡 單 問 題 ， 測 試 參 加 者 於 活 動 完 結 後 對 社 區 的 認 識 程 度 ；  

3.  「 齊 齊 動 手 建 社 區 」 工 作 坊 義 工 訓 練 ， 會 有 參 與 前 後 的 問 卷 ， 以 了 解 義 工 在 經 歷  

   整 個 計 劃 後 有 何 得 著 ， 並 鼓 勵 由 義 工 撰 寫 參 與 心 聲 ；  

4.  透 過 訪 問 或 以 不 同 方 式 (如 徵 文 、 參 與 設 計 繪 畫 、 樓 宇 命 名 、 攝 影 等 )積 極 表 達 他  

   們 的 意 見 ；  

5.  活 動 完 結 後 會 與 參 加 義 工 舉 行 檢 討 會 ， 收 集 他 們 的 意 見  



 
Upper Ngau Tau Kok Phase 2 & 3 (UNTK 2&3) 
Community Participation Exercise 
 
A.  Objective 
 

 The objective of the proposed “Community Participation Exercise” is to 
enhance social sustainability in the proposed redevelopment estate through 
community participation in the design process, in particular the design of external 
public space.  
 
B. Involving Outside Organizations 
 
Five ? organizations are proposed to be approached for exploring possibilities of 
co-operation in the exercise of community participation. The selected five 
organizations and the reasons for choosing these organizations are listed as follows: 
 

 
Select Organizations Reasons for selecting the organizations 

 
a)  Sheng Kung Hui, 

Ngau Tau Kok 
Community 
Development Centre 
(SKH) 

• SHK is one of the most active local community 
organizations with very good local connections.   

• SHK organized many community activities in LNTK 
such as ………  

• SHK initiated the community participation for the 
reception estate ….. 

 
b) Department of 

Architecture, The 
Chinese University of 
Hong Kong (CUHK) 

 

• CUHK has been granted a research fund for the study 
of community participation 

• CUHK is experienced in organizing community 
projects and has completed the “Live - Architecture” 
including the “Chair - Maker”, a chair design 
competition held in 7/03 at Lower Ngau Tau Kok 
Estate.    

• Architectural students could help convening the 
Community Workshop      

c)  Hong Kong 
Polytechnic 
University (HKPU) 

 

•  

d) Hong Kong Institute 
of Architects (HKIA)
 HKIA 

 

• HKIA has much successful experience in organizing 
community design workshops.   

• The Board of Local Affairs and the Heritage and 
Conservation Committee have shown interest in this 
exercise in partnership with HD.  

?? •  
 



C.  Proposed Action Plan 
   
  1.   Brief History and Socio-Cultural Study (Background Survey)  
  Collect record materials such as photos, articles, paintings, drawings and artifacts 

showing the local community history and activities through oral interviews and 
questionnaires. Identify key persons who have interesting stories to tell.  

 
  2.   Survey on the Activities for Various Age Groups (Background Survey) 
  One particular essential information for designing external public spaces is the matrix 

of various age groups against the yearly timeframe in various spots, e.g. what are the 
activities in the plaza (or existing football court in LNTK) during normal daytime and 
nighttime, summer and winter, festivals, and who are the major users.  

   
3. Community Design Workshop A 
Community Workshop to be organized jointly by SKH, CUHK, HKPU, HKIA, HD 
and District Office (and …???). District Board members, target local residents are 
invited to the Community Workshop to generate ideas on the use of external public 
spaces.  

  Target group: elderly, housewives, etc. 
 
  4. Community Design Workshop B 
  Target group: teenagers and students, etc. 

 
 
D.  Proposed Programme 
 
Planning & Preparation : 4/04 
Background Survey  : 5 - 6/04 
Community Workshops : 6 - 7/04 (at least one workshop before 7/03) 
Incorporation into Design  : 6 - 7/04 
DDRP : 7/04 
Community Workshops : 8/04 (if required)  
 
Tentative dates for the whole exercise span the summer holidays from May to August 
2004 for easy mobilization of workforce by CUHK and other organizations.  
 
E.  Justification for co-operation with outside organizations  

 
The “Community Participation Exercise is highly recommended for the following 
reasons: 
  



1)  One key initiative of “Building Business Plan 03/04” is to “capture wider 
input form the community and end-users for determining functional and 
design requirements”. The proposed community participation exercise will 
contribute to this initiative. It will also help to enhance HD’s image by 
enhancing customer-focus service.  

 
2) Involvement of third parties like SKH, HKIA and architectural schools will 

help to act as buffers between HD and the local residents and to make the 
occasion more like a community activity than a political consultation venue. 
The areas of participation could be more easily controlled in the form of 
community workshop. 
 

3) Enhance the development of long-term partnering relationship for HD with 
local organizations, universities and professional bodies.  
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C. The Clean LNTK project documents 

 
C1. Brief of “Clean Ngau Tau Kok Project”, Civic Exchange’s Summer Programme (July- September 2003) 
C2. Clean LNTK project questionnaire (Chinese) 
C3. Survey Findings 
C4. Hygienic report by cleaning experts (Chinese) 
C5. Clean LNTK project pamphlet 
C6. Letter to Donald Tsang, Chief Secretary of Hong Kong (2004) 
C7. Final Report by Yip Yan-Yan 
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“Clean Ngau Tau Kok Project” 
Civic Exchange’s Summer Programme (July – September 2003) 

 

Introduction 
The SARS outbreak has reminded Hong Kong people that a clean environment and good 
public hygiene are important to ensure the health of the community.  The challenge for Hong 
Kong is to sustain public interest to improving living conditions, particularly in the worse 
areas of the city.   
 
Project Aims 
Civic Exchange’s Ngau Tau Kok Summer Project is a research and empowerment 
programme aiming to: 
1) Identify any hygiene problems at the Lower Ngau Tau Kok Estate (a SARS hot spot 

during the outbreak) as well as any building structural problems that could have an 
impact on the public hygiene of the Estate; 

2) Educate residents and commercial tenants there about hygiene problems and to help 
change behaviour where necessary; and 

3) Focus their attention on how to clean their living environment in a more effective and 
cost efficient manner. 

 
Project outline 
Phase one: Understanding Lower Ngau Tau Kok Estate 
The project team will: 
1) Collect information about the current hygienic situation of the Lower Ngau Tau Kok 

Estate through surveys, interviews and observations; 
2) Identify and invite cleaning professionals (e.g. a reputable cleaning company) to advise 

the team on i) what facts are required from the residents and ii) the most effective way to 
keep the Estate clean at the least cost.  Residents and commercial tenants of the Estate 
are encouraged to actively take part in the process to provide required information; and  

3) Invite individual architects and engineers to identify the structural problems in the Estate 
that may be affecting public hygiene in the area. 
  

Deliverables:  
1) Fact sheet of the Estate’s current hygienic situation; and  
2) Fact sheet of the Estate’s structural problems that could have been the cause of the poor 

public hygiene of the Estate. 
 

Phase Two: Developing sustainable cleaning methods and well-being activities 
Based on the information collected, the project team will identify sustainable cleaning 
methods and new devices to help residents and commercial tenants keep the area clean 
and test the methods at the Estate.  New devices may include communication tools and 
environmental improvement methods. 
 
At the same time, the project team, architects and engineers will explore ways to minimise 
the adverse effects of the identified structural problems on public health in the area.  
Relevant government departments may be engaged in this exploration process to help 
address the issue. 
 
Deliverables:  
1) User-friendly pamphlets to capture the essence of the information collected.  These 

pamphlets are for distribution to the residents and commercial tenants of the Estate; and  
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2) A list of possible options that to address the identified structural problems.  The list will 
then be forwarded to relevant government departments for their further actions. 

 
Phase Three: Transferring knowledge from cleaning professionals to residents and tenants 
The project team will organise various activities to help residents and commercial tenants to 
understand the problems and change their behaviours.  This phase includes knowledge 
transfer from the cleaning professionals to the project team, residents and commercial 
tenants.  At the end of the project, a community “party” will be held to celebrate the efforts of 
residents and tenants and to reinforce the purpose of the project. 
 
Deliverables: 
1) Various activities, such as demonstrations and seminars to engage residents and 

commercial tenants; and  
2) A community event at the end of the project 
 
Phase Four: Generating intellectual capital 
The project team will record and analyse the whole process so that what has been learnt can 
be scaled-up and more easily transferred for others to use in their community projects. 
 
Deliverable: A final project report. 

 
 

Project Coordinators 
LEE Yan-ki, School of Design, Hong Kong Polytechnic University 9717 6413 
YIP Yan-yan, Civic Exchange 2893 0213 
 
 
Project Time Frame 
Team and project plan formation (recruitment of volunteers included) – May 2003  
Phase One – June 2003 
Phase Two and Phase Three – July and August 2003  
Phase Four – September 2003  
 
 
Resources 
Funding to cover HK$55,775 in total: 

 Out of pocket costs for the Project Team and summer interns e.g. local travel and 
refreshments [estimate HK$5,000] 

 Production of pamphlets and material costs [estimate HK$7,000 – assuming design 
costs can be done pro bono] 

 Write-up and production of the final report (bilingual) [estimate HK$35,000] 
 Final party for residents [estimate HK$1,500] 
 Overheads and contingency 15% [estimate HK$7,275]. 



 
 
 

 
思匯政策研究所網頁:  www.civic-exchange.org 

 
香港中環雲咸街六十九號賀善尼大廈七零一室 

電話： (852) 2893-0213       傳真： (852) 3105-9713 

1

清潔牛頭角下邨運動 
問卷調查 

 
你好！我哋係思匯政策研究所既義工，宜家我哋做緊一個關於清潔牛頭角下邨既活動，我哋想

同你做一個簡短的問卷調查，想了解一吓你對牛頭角下邨環境質素既意見同埋你既日常清潔習

慣，唔知方唔方便？ 

 
1.  非典型肺炎爆發之後，你有冇更加注意自己既個人衞生？ 

□ 有 （試舉一例：_______________）  □ 有少少  □ 冇   

 
2. 非典型肺炎爆發之後，你有冇更加注意自己屋企既清潔？ 

□ 有 （試舉一例：_______________）  □ 有少少  □ 冇   

 
3. 你宜家平均每星期清潔屋企幾多次？_______次 

 
4. 你每次清潔邊 D 地方？______________ 

 
5. 非典型肺炎爆發之後，你有冇更加注意牛頭角下邨既整體環境衞生？ 

□ 有 （試舉一例：_______________）□ 有少少 □ 冇  □ 唔知道，因為一向都無注意 

 
6. 你宜家滿唔滿意牛頭角下村邨既衞生狀況？ 

□ 十分滿意 □ 滿意 □ 可以接受 □ 不太滿意 □ 難以忍受 □ 無意見 

 
7. 你認為牛頭角下邨宜家最嚴重既衞生問題係咩嘢？__________________________ 

 
8. 你認為牛頭角下邨宜家邊度最污糟？（可列舉一至三個地方） 

______________________ 
______________________ 
______________________ 

 
9. 你認為牛頭角下邨宜家邊 D 地方需要優先清潔？（可列舉一至三個地點） 

______________________ 
______________________ 
______________________ 



 
 
 

 
思匯政策研究所網頁:  www.civic-exchange.org 

 
香港中環雲咸街六十九號賀善尼大廈七零一室 

電話： (852) 2893-0213       傳真： (852) 3105-9713 
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10. 你認為[訪問員逐一代入]響保持牛頭角下邨環境清潔方面有幾盡力？ 
□ 無盡力 □  可更努力  □ 已盡本份 □ 已盡全力 □ 唔知道 
[(a) 政府聘請既清潔工人 (b) 義工 (c) 牛頭角下邨居民  (d) 牛頭角下邨商舖    (e) 

自己] 

 
11. 你有冇用屋邨內既廢物回收箱？ 

□ 有    □ 沒有 

 
12. 你有冇幫手清潔屋邨既公眾地方？ 

□ 有  □ 冇 

 
13. 你有冇試過因為牛頭角下邨地方污糟而向屋邨管理處投訴？ 

□ 有  □ 冇 

 
14. 你一般響邊度攞到有關個人衞生既資訊？ __________________ 

 
15. 你熟唔熟悉你既鄰居？ 

□ 非常熟悉  □ 熟悉  □ 不太熟悉  □ 完全唔認識 

 
16. 你有冇參加社區中心的活動？ 

□ 有   □ 沒有 

 
17. 你願唔願意接受進一步訪問？ 
 □ 願意  □ 唔願意 
[如受訪者回答「願意」，請追問他 / 她的聯絡方法。] 

 
– 完 – 

 
受訪者：________________（第 _____ 座 _____ 室） 

 
訪問員：________________ 
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LNTK Survey Findings - A Quick Summary 
Prepared by YIP Yan-yan 

 
Background 
In order to better understand Lower Ngau Tau Kok Estate and how the residents, the 
commercial tenants see the state of hygiene of the Estate, survey and interviews were 
conducted between 5 July and 28 July 2003. 
 
More than 300 households were approached and 293 successful cases were obtained.  
Among the 293 successful cases, 21 of them were chosen to take part in in-depth interviews, 
where they were given an opportunity to describe the problems in a greater detail and make 
recommendations to the Government on how to solve the named hygiene problems.  Other 
than residents, more than 90 commercial tenants were approached and 58 cases were obtained 
successfully. 
 
Survey findings - Awareness of personal and household hygiene (residents only) 
Survey results showed that over 80% of the respondents claimed that they paid more attention 
to personal and household hygiene after the SARS outbreak, but fewer residents stated that 
they paid more attention to the state of hygiene of the Estate.  About 10% of the respondents 
reported that they had not paid attention to the environment of the Estate even before the 
SARS outbreak.  These survey results indicated that residents were still very much 
“inward-looking”.  They were more aware of the aspects where their perceived immediate 
interests rested in and thus they were more eager to clean up their immediate surrounding 
areas, ie. their flats or for few residents, the areas in front of their doors.  Communal areas 
were usually neglected.  (See below survey findings on major black spots in the Estate.)  
However, the failure to take into account the state of hygiene of the Estate could have adverse 
impacts on both personal and household hygiene of residents.  For example, few respondents 
reported that rats entered their flats.   
 
Survey findings – Satisfaction level towards the state of hygiene of the Estate 
Residents 
About 27% of the respondents were either not satisfied or not quite satisfied with the state of 
hygiene of the Estate while about 38% thought that the situation was acceptable.  Another 
28% of the respondents said that they were either satisfied or very satisfied with the 
environment of the Estate.  Such a high level of satisfaction could be seen as an appreciation 
of efforts put in cleaning up the Estate after the SARS outbreak by various parties, such as, 
the Government, residents and commercial tenants.  However, it could also be a result of a 
comparison between pre-SARS situation and the current status of the Estate.  It should be 
noticed that residents could still pinpoint black spots in the Estate and give details of the 
hygiene problems found in the area.  Survey results even showed that residents shared a 
similar view on the black spots.  Improvements in the state of hygiene of the Estate no doubt 
changed people’s perception on the Estate environment, but continuous improvement work 
still needs to be done. 
 
* The number of respondents living in Blocks 9, 10, 11 and 13 who were not quite satisfied or 
not satisfied with the state of hygiene of the Estate was higher than those who claimed the 
opposite.  The presence of food stalls on ground floor of Block 9 could be the cause of a 
relatively high level of dissatisfaction (about 2/3 of Block 9 interviewees) towards the state of 
hygiene of the Estate as shown in the survey results. 
 
Commercial tenants 
About 46.6% of the surveyed commercial tenants stated that the state of hygiene of the Estate 
was acceptable while 32.8% claimed that they were either not quite satisfied or not satisfied 
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with the situation.  Survey results clearly showed that commercial tenants were comparing 
the pre-SARS condition and the current status as those who said that the situation was 
acceptable revealed that the streets were cleaner and there was less sewage on the ground.  
Besides, they saw people cleaning up the area more frequently than before and the overall 
situation was improved.  However, what was interesting was that about 1/5 of those 
respondents who said they were not quite satisfied with the situation did admit that the state 
of hygiene of the Estate was improved despite the fact that there was room for further 
improvement.   
 
A simple conclusion could be drawn.  Residents and commercial tenants witnessed a 
positive change in the state of hygiene of the Estate after the SARS outbreak.  However, 
more work needs to be done in order to clean up the black spots in the Estate. 
 
Survey findings – Major black spots in the Estate 
The three major black spots picked by interviewed residents included: food stalls (especially 
those located on ground floor of Block 9), refuse rooms (each floor) and staircases (each 
floor). 
 
The three major black spots picked by interviewed commercial tenants included: refuse rooms 
on ground floor, food stalls and public toilets. 
 
It was found in the survey that residents and commercial tenants shared the same view that 
food stalls were major black spots in the Estate.  Food debris and sewage generated by food 
stalls were the main causes of hygiene problems named by interviewees.  However, it should 
be noted that none of the food stalls or stores interviewed pointed their fingers at each other.   
 
Refuse rooms, whether they were on ground floor or on each floor of each block, were other 
black spots indicated by interviewees.  Refuse collection systems may need to be revisited 
and the ways in which residents and commercial tenants dump their rubbish may deserve a 
closer look. 
 
Survey findings – Hygiene problems and the party that should bear the responsibility 
The top five hygiene problems indicated by interviewed residents included: Rubbish 
everywhere, refuse rooms (sewage overflow and awful smell), food stalls (kitchen fumes and 
sewage), spitting and littering. 
 
The top five hygiene problems pointed out by interviewed commercial tenants included: 
Falling objects (for example, food debris, cigarette butts), food stalls (food debris which 
attracted rats and back alleys), rubbish everywhere, refuse rooms and littering. 
 
When commercial tenants were asked which party should bear the responsibility for the 
named hygiene problems, about half of them stated that the Government should be held 
responsible as they saw the Government was not doing a proper job in cleaning up.  Only 8 
respondents stated that everyone in the Estate should share the responsibility.  Survey results 
reflected that most respondents relied on the Government for cleaning up the area and did not 
see keeping the Estate clean was everyone’s responsibility. 
 
Survey findings – Satisfaction level towards efforts put in keeping the Estate clean 
Residents 
Survey results revealed that the interviewed residents were least satisfied with the 
performance of commercial tenants in keeping the Estate clean.  Such results match the 
residents’ perception that commercial tenants (food stalls in particular) were “polluting” the 
Estate environment and food stalls were major black spots in the Estate. 
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Among the various parties, over 72% of the respondents said that they were satisfied with 
their own efforts in helping to keeping the Estate clean.  However, refuse rooms and 
staircases (each floor in each block) were named as major black spots in the Estate by the 
residents. 
 
Commercial tenants 
It was shown in the survey that commercial tenants were least satisfied with residents’ efforts 
in keeping the Estate clean and none of the respondents were dissatisfied with their own 
efforts in this regard.   
 
Survey results showed that it was always “other people” who created hygiene problems.  
Interviewed residents stated that food stalls in particular were a main cause of hygiene 
problems in the Estate while surveyed commercial tenants claimed that falling objects 
(residents threw rubbish out of their windows) were a main hygiene concern in the Estate. 
 
* It should be noted that many of the interviewed residents were elderly and few of them 
stated that they had problems even with cleaning up their own flats.  They had to rely on 
volunteers’ help. 
 
Survey findings – Complaints about hygiene problems 
Residents 
Only 15.3% of the respondents reported that they had complained about hygiene problems to 
the management office.  83.9% of the interviewees said that they had not filed a complaint to 
the management office and at least 6% of them thought that complaining to the management 
office would not help. 
 
Commercial tenants
Half of the interviewees claimed that they had not filed a complaint while another half 
claimed that they had done so.  The major reason for not complaining was “No Use” and 
about 38% of them gave this reason.  However, even about 50% of the respondents said that 
they had file complaints, about 40% of them stated that complaining yielded no improvement 
in the situation.   
 
Survey results indicated that despite the fact that half of the surveyed commercial tenants 
stated that the Government should be held responsible for the hygiene problems in the Estate, 
half of the interviewees had never complained to the management office.  This could be 
attributed to the negative experience (complained but yielded no improvement) gained by 
those who made an effort to complain.  However, it should be borne in mind that 
collaboration among all relevant parties would be needed to keep the area clean.  Changing 
people’s behaviours and mentality would be a solution to the problem.   



牛頭角下邨清潔報告 
二OO三年六月十六日 

 
本人今日到上址實地考察清潔狀況，有以下發現： 
 
A) 樓層 

1) 走廊空氣侷促，宜加強通風系統。 
2) 每層之通窿牆身舖滿塵積及垃圾 (圖 1，2)，宜每季最少清理一次。 

 

   Fig.1           
Fig.2 
 

3) 在樓層多處地方發現有已用過之口罩被隨處拋棄 (圖 3)。 
 

     Fig.3 
 

4) 每層放置無蓋垃圾籮 (圖 4)，容易滋生蟲害蟑螂，應以有蓋垃圾桶取代，

衛生情況便會改善。 

   Fig.4 
 

5) 一樓平台發現大量貓糞 (圖 5)，貓糞含菌量高，容易傳播疾病，有礙衛

生。應即時禁止飼養貓隻，避免情況惡化。 
 



     Fig. 5 
 
B) 垃圾房 

1. 垃圾房為開放式 (圖 6，7，8) 應四周加上帆布簾，避免垃圾臭味四散，

有礙衛生。 
 

    Fig.6         
Fig.7 
 
 

     Fig.8 
 
 
 
總結 :  
 
整體的清潔狀況以舊樓來看，不算太差，由於居民的衛生習慣差，仍有到處拋

棄垃圾，令環境衛生惡劣，易滋生蟲害鼠患，應大力宣傳提高公德心，保持公

眾地方清潔才可解決衛生問題。 
 
 
報告人 : 趙善基 
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5 August 2003 
 
The Hon. Donald Tsang 
Chief Secretary 
Chief Secretary Office  
Government Secretariat 
Lower Albert Road, Hong Kong 
 
Dear Donald, 
 

Re: Civic Exchange’s Clean Ngau Tau Kok Summer Project 
 
Further to my letter dated 30 May 2003, I am writing to share with you the latest 
development of the captioned summer project.  I hope our work may also be useful to “Team 
Clean” and your efforts to sustain a cleaner environment in public housing estates.  We also 
need one favour from you.  
 
Civic Exchange’s Clean Ngau Tau Kok Summer Project was formally launched in June 2003 
with the following aims: a) Identify any hygiene problems at the Lower Ngau Tau Kok Estate 
(a SARS hot spot during the outbreak) as well as any building structural problems that could 
have an impact on the public hygiene of the Estate; b) Educate residents and commercial 
tenants there about hygiene problems and to help change behaviour where necessary; and 
c) Focus their attention on how to clean their living environment in a more effective and cost 
efficient manner.  
 
In order to better understand Lower Ngau Tau Kok Estate and how the residents as well as 
the commercial tenants see the state of hygiene of the Estate, a survey was conducted 
between 5 July and 28 July 2003 by the project team. 
 
More than 300 households were approached and 293 successful cases were obtained.  
Other than residents, over 90 commercial tenants were approached and 58 cases were 
collected successfully.  The survey greatly assisted us in understanding the current state of 
public hygiene of the Estate and we believe that the survey results will also help the 
government in knowing more about the perception of the residents and commercial tenants 
on the issue.   
 
From the survey, we found out that: 
 
1. Residents of the Estate are still very much “inward-looking” and they are more aware of 

the aspects where their perceived immediate interested rested in.  This could help 
explain why they are more eager to clean up their immediate surrounding areas, ie. their 
flats or for few residents, the areas in front of their doors.  Communal areas are usually 
neglected.   

 
2. Residents and commercial tenants witnessed a positive change in the state of hygiene of 

the Estate after the SARS outbreak.  About 2/3 of the interviewed residents and 30% of 
the interviewed commercial tenants stated that the current state of hygiene of the Estate 
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is acceptable or they are satisfied or very satisfied with the present condition.  Such a 
high level of satisfaction could be seen as an appreciation of efforts put in cleaning up 
the Estate after the SARS outbreak by various parties, such as, the government, 
residents and commercial tenants themselves.  However, it could also be a result of a 
comparison between pre-SARS situation and the current status of the Estate. 

 
3. Despite the fact that interviewees are generally satisfied with the state of hygiene of the 

Estate or think that the condition is acceptable, they could still easily pinpoint black spots 
in the Estate and give details of the hygiene problems found in the area.  Survey results 
even showed that residents and commercial tenants shared a similar view on the black 
spots in the Estate.   

 
4. The three major black spots named by interviewed residents include: food stalls 

(especially those located on G/F of Block 9), refuse rooms (each floor) and staircases 
(each floor).  The three major black spots picked by surveyed commercial tenants 
include: refuse rooms on G/F, food stalls and public toilets.  Residents and commercial 
tenants share the same view that food stalls are major black spots in the Estate.  Food 
debris and sewage generated by good stalls are the main causes of hygiene problems 
named by interviewees.  Besides, refuse rooms (whether they are on G/F or each floor of 
each block) are other black spots indicated by respondents.  Few residents are confused 
by the current refuse collection systems and lack of effective communication between 
the management office and residents could be a cause. 

 
5. The top three most serious hygiene problems named by residents include: Rubbish 

everywhere, refuse rooms (sewage overflow and awful smell) and food stalls (kitchen 
fumes and sewage).  For commercial tenants, falling objects (eg. food debris, cigarette 
butts), food stalls (food debris attracts rats) and rubbish everywhere are the three major 
hygiene concern. 

 
6. When commercial tenants were asked which party should bear the responsibility for the 

hygiene problems indicated, about half of them stated that the government should be 
held responsible.  Despite the fact that almost 1/3 of the commercial tenants are satisfied 
with government’s efforts in keeping the Estate clean, they still see that there is room for 
the government to improve their cleaning efforts.  Survey results reflected that most 
respondents rely very much on the government for cleaning up the area and they do not 
see keeping the Estate clean should be everyone’s responsibility. 

 
7. Over 80% of the interviewed residents have never filed a complaint about hygiene 

problems to the management office and at least 6% of them think that complaining will 
not help.  For commercial tenants, half of the surveyed tenants have at least complained 
once while the remaining half has not.  The major reason for not complaining is “No Use”.  
However, even about 50% of the respondents have filed complaints, about 40% of them 
stated that complaining has yielded no improvement in the situation.  Survey results 
showed that despite half of the surveyed commercial tenants stated that the government 
should be held responsible for the hygiene problems in the Estate, half of the 
interviewees have never complained to the management office.  This could be attributed 
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to the negative experience (complained but yielded no improvement) gained by those 
who made an effort to complain. 

 
8. Over 70% of the surveyed residents have never used the recycling bins placed in the 

Estate.  Few of them even claimed that they did not know the existence of these bins.  
Lack of proper publicity or promotion could be a cause.  For commercial tenants, 50% of 
the survey commercial tenants have not used the recycling bins and few of them stated 
that the bins had been moved and which slightly hindered their intention to use them. 

 
Based on the survey results, a pamphlet is being produced to show the black spots in the 
Estate and the actions that residents and commercial tenants can take to help keep the 
Estate clean.  We aim to engage the residents and commercial tenants in order to help them 
change their behaviours and various design experiments have been designed to find out 
how the changes to the surrounding environment would influence people’s behaviours.  A 
test site will need to be selected in order to carry out the experiments and we will soon 
contact the management office for permission. 
 
In addition, we are also interested in exploring more effective pest control in the Estate and 
one of the experts involved in the project would like to test a pest control drug in the Estate.  
We would be grateful if you could direct us to the appropriate official for further liaison work 
in this regard.  Detailed information of the pest control drug is enclosed for you. My 
colleague YIP Yan-yan will call your office to see who is the right officer.  
 
Thank you very much. 
 
 
 
Yours sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
(YIP Yan-yan) 
For Christine Loh, CEO of Civic Exchange 

 
 

Encl. 
 
cc. Mr. Michael Suen, Secretary for Housing, Planning and Lands 
      Ms. Shelley Lee, JP, Permanent Secretary for Home Affairs 
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