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Executive summary and statement of intent 

The goal of TRIPS is to design, describe and demonstrate practical steps to empower 
disabled people to play a central role in the design of inclusive digital mobility solutions. 
In this we are inspired by Liz Jackson: 
 
‘You only need empathy in design if you have excluded the people you claim to have 
empathy for.’ (Jackson, 2019) 
 
We interpret this as a reinforcement of the statement “nothing about us without us” 
(Nothing About Us Without Us - Wikipedia, no date), and in line with this, we are 
committed to creating a framework that lays the foundation for a design research 
process that is created with, for and by disabled people.  
 
The present document establishes the background for one of the project’s main 
deliverables: a tested and validated codesign methodology that can be adapted to 
engage disabled people in open innovation for future mobility solutions. This 
methodology will be piloted in 7 cities - Bologna, Brussels, Cagliari, Sofia, Stockholm, 
Lisbon and Zagreb - and will be co-created, facilitated and co-owned by groups of 
disabled people participating in the project. Each city will have a working group (WG) 
that is constituted by a local user lead (LUL), a core team of 5-7 disabled people and a 
wider pool of participants. The aim is to involve these groups in processes that they are 
not just participating in but potentially controlling, reframing and making use of to their 
own ends.   
 
This document is the first deliverable (D.5.1) of Work Package 5 (WP5), one of 8 Work 
Packages (WP) that work together to deliver the overall goal of TRIPS. D5.1 is intended 
as an internal method framing document that sets the scene for our next task (T5.2) 
where we will engage with each of the 7 working groups that have been established as 
part of WP2 in each city. Whilst WP5 is concerned with all the methodological work of 
the project, it lends its methods from and derives inputs from the research undertaken in 
WP2 and drives the user-centric approach for the Pilot case studies in WP6 and for 
engagement activities in WP8. 
 
The framing proposed here is based on established theories and practices coming from 
Participatory Design Research, Participatory Action Research, Research through 
Design and Design for All. Grounding our methodological framework in these 
participatory traditions allows us to create common ground and understanding between 
disabled people and institutional actors in the TRIPS project, nurturing collaborative 
processes that make mobility concerns and concepts visible, while integrating cultural, 
interpersonal, structural and policy-related viewpoints. 
 
Towards this goal, this present document sets the foundations for the user involvement 
strategies that will be used to engage a wide range of people in the creation of the 
codesign-for-all methodology. These strategies are important because they guarantee 
that the people most affected by a change-process are centred in the planning and 
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development of it - and ultimately are in control of determining what this process is used 
for, and how it will affect their lives. 
 
The intention is that this framework is taken as a living document to be shaped by, with 
and for the participants of TRIPS. We aim for a collaborative and critical learning 
process that operates across access needs, distance and difference, and respects and 
honours the concerns and hopes of disabled people participating in TRIPS. 

List of acronyms / abbreviations 

 

Abbreviations Explanation 

AR Action design 

CUT Core user team 

DfA Design for all 

DMP Data management plan 

LUL Local user lead 

PAR Participatory action research 

PD Participatory design research 

RtD Research through design / Research through Art and Design 

TRIPS TRansport Innovation for disabled People needs Satisfaction 

UD Universal design 

UNCRPD United Nation’s Convention on the Rights of Persons with 
Disabilities 

WHO World Health Organization 

WP Work package 
 

Table 1: List of acronyms/abbreviations 
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Glossary of terms 

Term Explanation 

Accessibility The extent to which products, systems, services, 
environments or facilities can be used by people with different 
capabilities. (European Commission launches survey on 
‘Design for All’ - Inclusion Europe, no date). 

Action Research AR is ‘a cycle of continuous inquiry, action and evaluation, 
undertaken with or by—as opposed to on or for—society’s 
marginalized peoples.’(Macaulay, 2017, p.256). 

Co-creation The act of making together rather than consulting people and 
then producing designs to the pre-set requirements. 

Co-production A way to generate knowledge in collaborations between 
people, technology and society. It is centered on the idea that 
we can come together in difference and collaboratively create 
new ideas and concepts. 

Codesign The action of designing together, while attempting to actively 
involve all stakeholders (e.g. employees, partners, 
customers, citizens, end users) in the design process to help 
ensure that outcomes respect all participants' point of view. 

Data management plan A plan that includes information on the handling of research 
data during and after the end of the project, what data will be 
collected, processed and/or generated, which methodology 
and standards will be applied, whether data will be shared or 
made open access and how data will be curated and 
preserved (including after the end of the project). (H2020 
Guidelines on FAIR Data Management, 2016) (Hatzakis, 
2020). 

Design for All A mandate issued in 2010 by the European Commission that 
aims to eliminate discrimination and improve access for all via 
standards that address the ‘inclusion of accessibility in the 
manufacturing process for manufactured goods and services’ 
(Design for all | European Disability Forum, no date). 

Disability Disability is an evolving concept that results from the 
interaction between persons with impairments and attitudinal 
and environmental barriers that hinders their full and effective 
participation in society on an equal basis with others (United 
Nations Convention on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities, 
2006).  
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Disabled people Persons with disabilities include those who have long-term 
physical, mental, intellectual, or sensory impairments which in 
interaction with various barriers may hinder their full and 
effective participation in society on an equal basis with others 
(Article 1 - Purpose | United Nations Enable, no date). 

Ethos The distinguishing character, sentiment, moral nature, or 
guiding beliefs of a person, group, or institution (Ethos | 
Definition of Ethos by Merriam-Webster, no date). 

Framework The structure and support that may be used as both the 
launching point and the on-going guidelines for investigating 
a research problem.(Labaree, no date). 

Intersectionality The complex, cumulative way in which the effects of multiple 
forms of discrimination (such as racism, sexism, and 
classism) combine, overlap, or intersect especially in the 
experiences of marginalized individuals or groups. Developed 
by Kimberlé Williams Crenshaw (Intersectionality | Definition 
of Intersectionality by Merriam-Webster, no date). 

Methodology  A theory or analysis of how research does and should 
proceed. (Labaree, no date) 

Methods Systematic approaches to the conduct of an operation or 
process. It includes steps of procedure, application of 
techniques, systems of reasoning or analysis, and the modes 
of inquiry employed by a discipline. (Labaree, no date) 

Minoritised Groups resulting from social constructs have been granted 
less power or representation compared to other members or 
groups in society. 
Preferable to: minorities 
 
Benefits 
Minoritised places the emphasis on the power struggle, and 
on the systemic issues at play. It's also an adjective, which 
requires you to add "group" or "people" so it's people-first 
language. 
 
Impact 
It removes the pejorative nature of "minorities", illuminating 
that this is an effect upon the individual or group, rather than 
the singular way to identify the group.  
(minoritised « Definitions « Self-Defined, no date) 

Mixed-Methods  A research approach that uses two or more methods from 
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both the quantitative and qualitative research categories. It is 
also referred to as blended methods, combined methods, or 
methodological triangulation. (Labaree, no date) 

Participatory Action 
Research (PAR) 

A collaborative and active mode of inquiry that brings 
together research and action, and links them through critical 
reflection. 

Participatory Design 
Research (PD) 

A collaborative process that centres the involvement of 
people in the design of their own environment. 

Research data Information, in particular, facts or numbers, collected to be 
examined and considered as a basis for reasoning, 
discussion, or calculation. (H2020 Open Access Guidelines, 
2017) (Hatzakis, 2020). 

Research through 
Design (RtD) 

A way of generating knowledge through the making of things. 
It engages and elicits alternative narratives through a process 
of making, trial and reflection that generates knowledge 
(Stappers and Giaccardi, 2017). 

Universal Design (UD) The design of products, environments, programmes and 
services to be usable by all people, to the greatest extent 
possible, without the need for adaptation or specialized 
design. (United Nations Convention on the Rights of Persons 
with Disabilities, 2006, p.4). 

 
Table 2: Glossary of terms 

 

0. TRIPS participatory framework 

The TRIPS project brings together a multidisciplinary set of concerns and strategies to 
form a practical framework for user involvement. Our methodological framework starts 
with a brief introduction to the theoretical background of four research traditions: 
Participatory Design Research (PD), Participatory Action Research (PAR), Research 
through Design (RtD) and Design-for-All (DfA). The strengths of these four approaches 
are then synthesized into a participatory ethos that contains the guiding principles we 
will take forward to codesign our working process. Next, we specify the components that 
will be used as the building blocks of our process and conclude with practical tools that 
will support the initial engagement with the working groups. These 4 tenets 
(Participatory Inquiry, Participatory ethos; Components; and Practical strategies) form 
the basis of the TRIPS participatory framework, a living structure to be further 
developed to reflect the cultural, interpersonal, structural and policy-related conditions 
unique to each one of the working groups that participate in TRIPS. 
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TRIPS participatory framework 

1 - Participatory 
inquiry 

2 - Participatory 
ethos 

3 - Components 4 - Practical 
strategies 

Participatory Design 
Research 

Politics of 
participation 

Participation Tools of 
engagement 

Participatory Action 
Research 

Addressing 
Intersectional 
experiences through 
design 

Participants Codesiging and 
localising our 
framework 

Research through 
Design 

Transformation of 
social reality 

Knowledge Participation during 
COVID-19 

Design-for-all / 
Universal Design 

Co-creating 
knowledge through 
the making of things 

Making  
Next steps 
 

Table 3: TRIPS participatory framework 

 
Throughout the document, we will be highlighting the elements we are taking forward 
into the TRIPS participatory framework. We show these in tables at the top of each 
section to help summarise and navigate the document. The framework as a whole is 
available in the form of a table at the end of this document, ready to be distributed and 
used in our process. Our intention is that this document is used as a working tool to 
spark and support discussion. 
 
In the following, we outline the main background theories with a view to opening them 
for further exploration and development in the next phase of the project. 
 

1. Participatory inquiry - theoretical background  

Our methodological framework builds on the strengths of Participatory Design Research 
(PD), Participatory Action Research (PAR), Research through Design (RtD) and Design 
for All (DfA). We’ll use the guiding principles of each of these methodologies to lay the 
foundation for a design research process that is created with, for and by disabled 
people. Ultimately this will be expressed in a codesign-for-all methodology framework.  
 
In order to co-create a process that supports participants to drive change, we define our 
theoretical framing in participatory inquiry approaches where knowledge is generated in 
a collaborative and iterative manner and research and action are linked together by 
critical reflection. 
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TRIPS participatory framework 

1 - Participatory 
inquiry 

2 - Participatory 
ethos 

3 - Components 4 - Practical 
strategies 

Participatory Design 
Research 

   

Participatory Action 
Research 

   

Research through 
Design 

   

Design-for-all / 
Universal Design 

   

Table 4: Participatory inquiry 

 
The table above illustrates the structure of the framework, and will be filled as the 
document progresses.  
 

1.1 Participatory Design Research 

Put simply, Participatory Design Research (PD) ‘seeks ways to involve people in the 
design of various aspects of their everyday built environments’ (Sanoff, cited in 
Simonsen and Robertson, 2012, p.2). As a result, PD can be seen as a collaborative 
process that is driven by ‘the participation of the persons who will be affected by the 
output that is being designed.' (Cozza, Cusinato and Philippopoulos-Mihalopoulos, 
2020, p.272). This understanding of participation places a particular emphasis in the 
emancipatory aspect of PD that addresses the power dynamics between those included 
or excluded from decision-making processes. 
 

Power relationships 
PD originated in the cooperative design work developed in Scandinavia between 
researchers and trade unions in the 1970s. These democratic movements argued for 
workers' right to co-determine the conditions of their working lives.  
 
However, investigating the conditions of power in the work environment can be traced 
back even further to the fieldwork conducted in the factories of Industrial England and 
France in the 1850s. These investigations involved interviewing workers to understand 
their environments and can be taken as predecessors to processes that centre workers 
in decision-making about the conditions of their working lives (Simonsen and 
Robertson, 2012, p.47). These studies made explicit the power dynamics at play in 
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factories and this examining of the conditions of power and its subsequent democratic 
undertone is central to all expressions of participatory research. 
  
The Norwegian Iron and Metal project is often cited as one of the earliest examples 
where workers and researches came together to analyse 'the specific problems with 
new technology at the workplace and developed strategies to boost workers’ power in 
relation to management’s technology initiatives.' (Simonsen and Robertson, 2012, p.25). 
These early versions of PD - then referred to as Cooperative Design, Democratic 
Design amongst others - situated design in a worker’s own complete environment and 
most importantly, promoted the empowerment of workers to codetermine the 
development of their workplace (Clement & Besselaar, cited in Hartson and Pyla, 2019, 
p.399) 
 
In the context of TRIPS, we propose to map the power dynamics between disabled 
people and institutional actors with the view to arrive at better understandings and 
empower disabled people to co-determine the drivers and priorities throughout and 
ultimately hold agency and decision-making power.  
 

Knowledge as a resource for action 
The researchers working in the Norwegian Iron and Metal project initially found that the 
research outputs were of little interest to the trade unions because they 'did not fit into 
the reality of the workers' lives; they could not use the knowledge developed as a 
resource for action.' (Simonsen and Robertson, 2012, p.26). 
  
The researchers then changed their tactics and applied action research practices to 
'develop new knowledge geared towards the workers' ability to take action to increase 
their say’ and further specifying that 'Results of the research are not reports and papers, 
but all actions taken by workers (...) that are intended to increase the influence of 
workers on information technology and management in the companies.' (Simonsen and 
Robertson, 2012, p.26). 
 
The TRIPS project follows this strategy up by paying attention to the lived experience of 
participants and a focus on the actionable.  
 

Centring on who benefits from the process 
The central notion coming from the cooperative approaches of the 1970s is that workers 
have not only the right to co-determine the conditions of their working lives, but should 
also be actively engaged in the processes that shape these conditions.  
 
The emancipatory aspect is a defining factor in the Scandinavian tradition of 
participatory practices. This means an active centring on the 'who' benefits from the 
process. Since the 1990s a number of different expressions of PD have been developed 
in the field of Human Computer Interaction, largely focussed on broadening the types of 
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problems and outcomes that can be addressed through PD (Halskov and Hansen, 
2015).   
 
The TRIPS project follows this in opening up the design of the process as well as the 
process itself.  
 

Key takeaways: strengths from PD 
 

1 – Participatory inquiry 

Participatory Design 
Research 
 

PD is a collaborative process that centres the involvement of 
people in the design of their own environment. Key strengths: 
 
Equalising power relationships 
A tradition situated in the workers environments that makes 
the power dynamics explicit with a view of having them 
equalized through the design process. 
 
Knowledge as a resource for action 
As research output knowledge needs to fit into the reality of 
participants' lives so they can use it as a resource for action. 
 
Centring on who benefits from the process 
Workers are actively engaged in the processes that shape 
conditions of their work in such a way that they are leading 
them and ultimately are the main beneficiaries of such 
processes. The ultimate goal is to improve the conditions of 
their lives. 

Table 5: Key takeaways: strengths from Participatory Design Research 

1.2 Participatory Action Research 

Participatory Action Research (PAR) is a collaborative and active mode of inquiry that 
focuses ‘how research can become not only investigative, but transformative.’ (Calderon 
Salazar and Huybrechts, 2020, p.108). PAR establishes self-critical communities 
through collaboration (McTaggart, cited in Macdonald, 2012, p.39) that act as a way for 
people to join in taking collective action for radical social change (Maguire, cited in 
Macdonald, 2012, p.38). 
 
The ultimate aims of PAR are ‘the empowerment of oppressed individuals to partner in 
social change’ (McTaggart, cited in Macdonald, 2012, p.40); and ‘the radical 
transformation of social reality and improvement in the lives of the individuals involved; 
thus, community members are the primary beneficiaries of the research.’ (Selenger, 
cited in Macdonald, 2012, p.39). 
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Focus on social change 
PAR’s focus on change finds its origins in Action Research (AR). Developed in the 
1940s in the US and the UK, AR emphasises: ‘No action without research; no research 
without action’ (Lewin, cited in Adelman, 1993, p.8). PAR promotes three types of 
change: ‘a critical consciousness in participants, improvements in their lives and 
ultimately wider transformations in societal structures’ (Maguire; MacTaggart, cited in 
Macdonald, 2012, p.39). 
 
AR is ‘a cycle of continuous inquiry, action and evaluation, undertaken with or by—as 
opposed to on or for—society’s marginalized peoples.’ (Macaulay, 2017, p. 256). Strong 
emphasis is placed on the iterative nature of the process towards change: ‘PAR is not 
only research that is followed by action; it is action that is researched, changed, and re-
researched within the research process by the participants’ (Wadsworth, cited in 
Macdonald, 2012, p.38). 
 
The TRIPS project follows this strategy by focussing on action and its potential for social 
change.  
 

Challenging social relationships based on dominance: power and voice 
PAR finds its origins in the emancipatory work developed in Latin America in the 1960s. 
Fundamental to PAR is the making of power dynamics visible and ensuring 
marginalized people’s voices and interests are taken as legitimate drivers in processes 
of change.  
 
The question of power and voice is central to the participatory research approaches 
developed in Latin America: ‘Participatory research fundamentally is about who has the 
right to speak, to analyse and to act. (...) It is a process that supports the voices from 
the margins in speaking, analysing, building alliances and taking action.’ (Hall, 1992, 
p.22). 
 
The TRIPS project follows this notion by striving to make power relations visible in order 
to encourage broader participation.  
 

Co-created knowledge 
In PAR the notion of knowledge is challenged ‘as a representation of the interests of the 
powerful and as a reinforcer of their position in society’ (Habermas, cited in Baum, 
MacDougall and Smith, 2006, p.854). 
 
Finally, PAR is relevant in the context of TRIPS because it is a mode of inquiry 
organically situated in the community and therefore produces knowledge 'dialogical in 
nature, and thus always negotiated and co-created' (Action Research Network of the 
Americas, no date). This approach offers 'a radical alternative to knowledge 
development in its mandate to remain a collective, self-reflective inquiry for the purpose 
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of improving a situation (Koch, Selim, & Kralik; Maguire, cited in Macdonald, 2012, 
p.46). 
 
The TRIPS project follows this by actively broadening what is considered knowledge 
and aiming to create structures where such knowledge is created.  
 

Key takeaways: strengths from PAR 
 

1 – Participatory inquiry 

Participatory Action 
Research 
 

PAR is a collaborative and active mode of inquiry that brings 
together research and action, and links them through critical 
reflection. Key strengths: 
 
Centring minoritised voices 
Emerging from the discourse of PAR is the centring of 
minoritised voices and everyday experience as legitimate 
drivers in processes of change. 
 
Transformation of social reality 
PAR works iteratively and incrementally to support three 
types of change: conscientization at the individual level, 
improvements in the conditions of the lives of the participants 
and transformation of social reality. 
 
Co-created knowledge 
Knowledge as a collective and situated activity that is based 
in lived experience. 

Table 6: Key takeaways: strengths from Participatory Action Research 

1.3 Research through Design  

Research through Design (RtD) is focused on broadening what is considered 
knowledge in research (Frayling, 1994). It proposes the making of things as a way to 
engage with ideas and the world in which they are situated (Stappers and Giaccardi, 
2017; Andersen and Wakkary, 2019). 
 
 
RtD takes creative and open-ended engagements as starting points for knowledge 
production, with the aim to allow different outcomes and narratives to emerge, change 
the remits for design research and allow a broader and more diverse group of people to 
participate (Disalvo et al., 2014). 
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Generating knowledge through the making of things             
Central in RtD is the question of what is considered knowledge in research, and how we 
can make use of the engagement with material to elicit understanding. Stappers and 
Giaccardi describe RtD as becoming operational through the process of making, trial 
and reflection that generates knowledge (Stappers and Giaccardi, 2017). 
 
The term ‘Research through Art and Design’ was first introduced in 1993 by Christopher 
Frayling (Frayling, 1994, p.5). RtD originates in the evolving relationship between 
design and research from having been regarded as separate for a long time, to the 
establishment of design activities as ‘the chief elements in the process of generating 
and communicating knowledge’ (Stappers and Giaccardi, 2017). In other words, 
generating knowledge through making is what defines RtD.  
 
The TRIPS project follows these notions by making use of making as a way to generate 
knowledge.  
 

Things as broadening participation 
In RtD, knowledge is sought so it can be shared with others and 'has a use in guiding 
someone’s future actions in the world.' (Stappers and Giaccardi, 2017). Things function 
as stepping-stones from one idea to the next, gaining a transitional character that 
creates spaces for many different narratives to emerge and co-exists. As 
physicalisations of complexity, things also become sharable in nature (Gaver, 2012) and 
this broadens and diversifies participation. 
 
The making of things supports individual structures of knowledge to emerge, and 
therefore sets up participation towards variation and difference, rather than sameness. 
This is an important addition to the typical use of everyday knowledge and practical 
skills in participatory research because through making we are able to pay particular 
attention to different types of knowledge e.g. explicit, that can be described, vs. tacit, 
that builds on lived experiences. 
 
The TRIPS project makes use of the strategy of making as a way to broaden both 
participation and the understanding outcomes as knowledge.  
 

Playful engagements for allowing alternative knowledge to emerge 
The strength of RtD is to question, speculate and trouble what we take for granted in 
our design and research processes. RtD explores how the building of props and other 
research products might allow different kinds of knowledge to emerge. In playful 
engagements with design things we explore and champion the uncanny, the strange 
and the silly, for the purpose of teasing out serious and sincere knowledge and ideas. 
 
Stappers and Giaccardi use the term ‘doing design’ to emphasize the material 
realization that is central to the knowledge-generating process of RtD because 
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engaging in material speculations opens up possibilities that were not viable before. 
They also offer that as these possibilities come-into-being, the struggles with the 
material elements of realization is an important part of RtD (Stappers and Giaccardi, 
2017). 
 
The TRIPS project will make use of these notions to create engaging experiences and 
inviting participants into the doing of design.  
 
 

Key takeaways: strengths from RtD 

1 – Participatory inquiry 

Research through 
Design 
 

RtD is a way of engaging and eliciting alternative narratives 
through a process of making, trial and reflection that 
generates knowledge. 
 
Generating knowledge through the making of things 
RtD takes the engagement with materials as the starting point 
for knowledge production, with the aim of allowing different 
outcomes and narratives to emerge. 
 
Things as broadening participation 
The making of things supports individual structures of 
knowledge to emerge and sets up a space of variation where 
many different narratives co-exist. 
 
Playful engagements for alternative knowledge to 
emerge 
Through speculative engagements and the building of props 
different kinds of knowledge are manifest. 
 

Table 7: Key takeaways: strengths from Research through Design 

 

1.4 Design for All  

Design for All (DfA) is a mandate issued in 2010 by the European Commission that 
aims to eliminate discrimination and improve access for all via standards that address 
the ‘inclusion of accessibility in the manufacturing process for manufactured goods and 
services’ (Design for all | European Disability Forum, no date). DfA considers the 
diverse needs of the population in the development of products and services, and can 
be summarised as ‘design for human diversity, social inclusion and equality’ (European 
Commission Employment Social Affairs and Equal Opportunities DG, 2010). 
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It is important to note that DfA is not only for disabled people or people with access 
needs. It precipitates the need for design to understand the experience of the built 
environment from multiple axes of identity (Hamraie, 2013) e.g. disability, gender, class 
and race (among others), through which more collective, overlapping and intersectional 
exclusions can be addressed (Hamraie, 2013). 
 
Participation is essential to DfA as ‘the involvement of end users at every stage in the 
design process’ enables equal opportunities to participate in every aspect of society 
(European Commission Employment Social Affairs and Equal Opportunities DG, 2010). 
 
Other terms have been used interchangeably with DfA: universal design, accessible 
design, inclusive design, barrier free design, amongst others. Universal Design (UD) in 
particular is referenced in The United Nations Convention on the Rights of Persons with 
Disabilities (United Nations Convention on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities, 2006, 
p.4) and ‘is the most commonly used term in the Southern Hemisphere region.’ (What is 
Universal Design?, no date). As a consequence, we propose to take the strengths from 
both DfA and UD combined into our participatory framework. 
 
The TRIPS project will adhere to the main tenets of UD while keeping in mind the two 
concerns in the following:  
 

Challenging the notion of universal 
The term, UD was coined by architect Ronal Mace, a wheelchair user, who described it 
as ‘a way of designing a building or facility, at little or no extra cost, so it is both 
attractive and functional for all people, disabled or not.’ (Mace, cited in Hamraie, 2013). 
Mace’s initial definition has been extended into ‘the design of products, environments, 
programmes and services to be usable by all people, to the greatest extent possible, 
without the need for adaptation or specialized design. However, the UNCRPD states 
that UD must ‘not exclude assistive devices for particular groups of persons with 
disabilities where this is needed.’ (United Nations Convention on the Rights of Persons 
with Disabilities, 2006, p.4) 
 
The notion of universal design as a one-size-fits-all approach has been challenged 
(Hannson; Sandhu; Steinfeld and Tauke, cited in Hamraie, 2013) through the 
problematization of the term “universal”. Aimi Hamraie proposes to complicate 
“universal” in order to put forward a version of UD that challenges normativity and 
encourages human variation in order to lessen ‘the dominance of perceived majority 
identities and bodies’ (Hamraie, 2013). This is echoed by Haraways notion that attempts 
at impartiality under the pretense of neutrality may lead us to mark our view of the world 
as universal at the cost of all others (Haraway, 198, p.590). 
 
The TRIPS project will explore these notions by allowing strong personal stakes to co-
exist in our outcomes rather than aiming for the neutral. In other words, we will aim for 
convergence rather than consensus (Galloway, 2006). 
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A social justice orientation 
Building on the notions of disability justice, collective access and interdependence 
Hamraie’s approach expands the reach of UD ‘to include access for a range of 
emotional, cognitive, and sensory capacities, in addition to physical, mobility, or 
strength-related access.’ (Hamraie, 2013). This notion of “collective access” is proposed 
to promote an understanding of intersectionality as ‘the interdependence of disability, 
anti-racist, and gender justice’ (Mingus, cited in Hamraie, 2013). This means 
approaching the experience of the built environment from multiple axes of identity, 
expanding design’s remit beyond the product to consider the relationships between 
those involved and addressing intersectional experiences through design. 
 
In this approach, the notion of participation is also expanded to include engagements 
with structural conditions that exclude users from having access to decision-making 
processes, expanding the reach of UD to a social justice dimension. This can be taken 
forward as a ‘broad and intersectional social justice method through which designers 
can address a variation of exclusions from the built environment.’ (Hamraie, 2013). 
 
The TRIPS project will pay attention to underlying concerns of social justice.  
 

Key takeaways: strengths from DfA/ UD 

1 – Participatory inquiry 

Design for All / 
Universal Design 

DfA / UD propose the full integration of disability into 
citizenship by eliminating discrimination and improving 
access for all. We propose to use this in combination with 
Hamraie’s conception of UD ‘as a broad and intersectional 
social justice method through which designers can address a 
variation of exclusions from the built environment.’ (Hamraie, 
2013). Key considerations: 
 
Challenge false value-neutrality positions in design 
There is no universal neutral position in design. Question the 
universal nature of positions that use neutrality as a cover for 
the unmarked privilege of normative bodies. 
 
A social justice orientation 
In this approach the notion of participation is also expanded 
to comprehend an engagement with the structural conditions 
that exclude users from having access to decision-making 
processes (Hamraie, 2013). 
 
Addressing Intersectional experiences through design 
The notion of “collective access” is proposed to promote an 
understanding of intersectionality as ‘the interdependence of 
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disability, anti-racist, and gender justice (Mingus, cited in 
Hamraie, 2013).This means understanding the experience of 
the built environment from multiple axes of identity and 
addressing intersectional experiences through design. 
  

Table 8: Key takeaways: strengths from Design for All/ Universal Design 

 

2. Participatory ethos  

In TRIPS, we take the strengths of PD, PAR, RtD and DfA / UD as described above, 
and combine them into a participatory ethos that provides the guiding principles for a 
design research process that is created with, for and by disabled people. 
 

TRIPS participatory framework 

1 - Participatory 
inquiry 

2 - Participatory 
ethos 

3 - Components 4 - Practical 
strategies 

 Politics of 
participation 

  

 Addressing 
Intersectional 
experiences through 
design 

  

 Transformation of 
social reality 

  

 Co-creating 
knowledge through 
the making of things 

  

 

Table 9: Participatory ethos 

 
Methodologically speaking we build upon PD, PAR, RtD and DfA / UD and approach 
them as ‘a family of proposals that have a common democratic will with participation 
and cooperation between the parties involved, sharing a vision of social transformation’ 
(Thiollent, 2011, p.161). In the context of TRIPS this means the active involvement of 
disabled people as equals in the project, holding as the ultimate aim to facilitate a 
process that is led by its participants. 
 
Towards this aim our approach will focus in four main areas: 
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2 – Participatory ethos - guiding principles 

Politics of participation 
 
Equalising power dynamics and centring on who ultimately benefits from the design 
process. Critical to participation is an engagement with the structural conditions that 
exclude people from having access to decision-making processes. 

Transformation of social reality 
 
Challenging social relationships based on dominance and generating knowledge as a 
resource for action and social change. 

Co-creating knowledge through the making of things 
 
Playful engagements for alternative knowledge to emerge and the making of things as a 
method for broadening participation. 

Addressing Intersectional experiences through design 
Considering experiences from multiple axes of identity. Understanding the notion of 
access from ‘the interdependence of disability, anti-racist, and gender justice. 
Table 10: Participatory ethos - guiding principles 

 
This focus is combined with three definitions for collaboration that are commonly used in 
social justice design work. These are Co-production, Codesign and Co-creation. It is 
worth noting that different disciplines define these concepts with some variation, but for 
the purpose of this project we have arrived at the following definitions of how they are 
interlinked: 
 
We work under the umbrella of Co-production (ethos, attitude and approach), making 
use of both Codesign (systems, scope and shared notions) and Co-creation (production 
of explicit design material).    
 

2 – Participatory ethos - collaboration 

Co-production - the idea 
 
Co-production is a well-established way to generate knowledge in collaborations 
between people, technology and society. It is centered on the idea that we can come 
together in difference and collaboratively create new ideas and concepts. Everyone 
shares their knowledge, skills and resources. This also means everyone shares 
responsibility for making the process successful.  
(We think of co-production as the idea.)  

Codesign - the action 
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Co-design describes the action of designing together, while attempting to actively 
involve all stakeholders (e.g. employees, partners, customers, citizens, end users) in 
the design process to help ensure that outcomes respect all participants' point of view. 
The aim is to make sure that the process is shared and the participants feel engaged 
with the outcomes.  
(We think of co-design as the action.)  

Co-creation - the making 
Co-creation is the act of making together rather than consulting people and then 
producing designs to the pre-set requirements. Co-creation involves all actors in the 
process as active creators of their own futures.  
(We think of co-creation as the making of design material.) 
Table 11: Participatory ethos – collaboration 

 

3. Components of codesign-for-all methodology 

Building on the methodological framing above, we unpack the main components that we 
will use to practically structure our working process. These 4 components can be taken 
as the building blocks for our codesign-for-all methodology, to be expanded and built 
upon with the participants in TRIPS in the upcoming tasks. 
 

TRIPS participatory framework 

1 - Participatory 
inquiry 

2 - Participatory 
ethos 

3 - Components 4 - Practical 
strategies 

  Participation  

  Participants  

  Knowledge  

  Making  
Table 12: Components of codesign-for-all methodology 

 

3.1 Participation 

The concept of participation is at the core of our methodology, and it is therefore critical 
for us to define what we mean by the term. Put simply, by participation we mean that 
people should take an active part in determining and shaping the environments of their 
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everyday lives. We consider this type of participation a political, socially organised and 
situated activity.  
 

Participation is political 
‘The concept of genuine participation reflects the idea of design as democracy’  (Mazini 
and Margolin, cited in Cozza, Cusinato and Philippopoulos-Mihalopoulos, 2020). The 
democratization of the design process is enabled by including people in ‘decision-
making processes that will affect them' (Simonsen and Robertson, 2012, p.6). 
Participation is political because it promotes the democratization of the design process. 
 
From the TRIPS methodological background, we also take forward that an engagement 
with the structural conditions that exclude people from having access to decision-
making processes is fundamental to enable participation (Hamraie, 2013). 
 

Participation is a socially organised and situated activity 
The TRIPS project will take participation as made from the social interaction between 
people as they learn ‘to create, develop, express and evaluate their ideas’ together 
(Simonsen and Robertson, 2012, p.8). Creating our working process (the methods, 
tools, theoretical frameworks, language, procedures, etc) as a social activity is important 
because participation is shaped by the design process itself.  
 

Mapping participation  
In the context of TRIPS, participation can be operationalised in the full and active 
involvement of participants at all levels of the research process (Selenger, cited in 
Macdonald, 2012, p.39). Participation can vary greatly depending on (1) Who is 
participating and who is not; (2) How participation is being enabled and taking place 
over time; and finally, (3) What for - who is ultimately benefiting from this process. 
Therefore, an important first step in TRIPS will be to map the initial landscape of 
participation that identifies the existing power dynamics between participants and the 
power structures under which they operate.  
 

3.2 Participants 

We’ve established the major principle of participation of people as co-researchers in the 
design process. Here, we explore how defining who gets to participate becomes about 
deciding on who bears influence in a given process and consequently engaging with the 
power dynamics in which such a process operates.  
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Nothing About Us Without Us 
“Nothing About Us Without Us” is a slogan from the disability rights movement that 
encapsulates the idea that no decision should be made without the people who will be 
affected by it (International Day of Disabled Persons 2004 | United Nations, no date). 
 
‘Participatory research fundamentally is about who has the right to speak, to analyse 
and to act. (...) It is a process that supports the voices from the margins in speaking, 
analysing, building alliances and taking action.’ (Hall, 1992, p.22)  
 
From PAR we bring forward the commitment to ensuring that the voices of those who 
will be most affected by a decision-making process are heard (Simonsen and 
Robertson, 2012, p.6), paying particular attention to those that have historically been 
excluded from decision-making processes that impact them and to focus on their voice 
and everyday experiences (Young, cited in Macdonald, 2012, p.41). 
 
The criteria in determining who might be constituted as a participant is that those who 
will be impacted by a process have the right to have a say in it. Asking ‘By who, for 
whom, what for and who benefits in what way?’ grounds the discussion on who is 
included, who is excluded and whose interested are driving the process. 
 

Who benefits from the process? 
The topic of power is central to all participatory research traditions we’ve discussed thus 
far and is a fundamental consideration for the TRIPS participatory framework. Making 
explicit who is benefiting from the design process is an important aspect to monitor 
throughout a project. On this matter our approach is guided by the following principles: 
 

• Community members are the primary beneficiaries of the research (Selenger, 
cited in Macdonald, 2012, p.39). 

• The overall aim is to improve the life of the community members involved 
(Selenger, cited in Macdonald, 2012, p.39). 

• This can be achieved by promoting ‘capacity building in all who participate’ 
(McTaggart, cited in Macdonald, 2012, p.46) and ‘greater awareness in 
individuals’ own resources that can mobilize them for self-reliant development.’ 
(Selenger, cited in Macdonald, 2012, p.39) 

 
In addition to this, we will explore the wider benefits the TRIPS project can bring to each 
of the seven pilot cities, taking into consideration their local and historical settings, as 
well as acknowledging and contributing towards work that has or is already happening 
locally/ nationally on accessible public transport. Our efforts will also be focussed on 
planting the seeds for long term impact, to outlast the duration of TRIPS by enabling 
new collaborative ways of working between citizens, local governments and transport 
providers.    
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What we put forward is a commitment to a design process that ‘promotes a critical 
consciousness in participants, improvements in their lives and ultimately wider 
transformations in societal structures’ (Maguire; McTaggart, cited in Macdonald, 2012, 
p.39)  
 

Defining participant 
Our methodological foundations actively blur the distinctions between researchers, 
practitioner and user (Harder, Burford and Hoover, 2013, p.42). This elicits a need to 
make the terms of participation explicit, collaboratively and iteratively throughout the 
project in such a way as to bring the power dynamics between participants to light.  
 
Being explicit about the relations between participants is the first step in a process that 
proposes to equalize power dynamics. This is done acknowledging that both roles and 
dynamics are not static and will fluctuate throughout the project.  
 
We take participants as those who are actively involved in the process as equal 
contributors, meaning their interests are considered valid drivers and they hold agency 
and decision-making power throughout the design process. To be an active participant 
people also need 'access to information, resources (time, money and expert assistance) 
and the power to influence decisions' (Simonsen and Robertson, 2012, p.22). For 
TRIPS this means that participants' knowledge and ideas will be contributing in defining 
and achieving the aims of the project. 
 
In TRIPS participants can come from three main pools: 

• Users 
‘Individuals ‘"inhabiting" the area of concern' (Kensing, cited in Simonsen and 
Robertson, 2012, p.xv) who have first-hand knowledge about the issue that is 
being addressed and as such can be taken as the authoritative knowers 
(Hamraie, 2013). 
 

• Stakeholders 
Any partner institution / organisation that has a stake in the process. 
 

• Design team 
In the widest sense of the term, are all those professionally responsible for 
enabling the process e.g. designers are responsible for the element of design in 
a project (Bødker et al., in Simonsen and Robertson, 2012, p.117)     

 
As part of WP2, working groups have been established in the seven cities that are part 
of the TRIPS project. As described above, each working group is constituted by a local 
user lead (LUL), a core team of 5-7 disabled people and a wider pool of participants. In 
working together with these groups, our aim is to involve participants in not just the 
processes that they are participating in, but the design of those processes themselves. 
In this we aim to soften the distinctions between users, stakeholders and designers, not 
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in terms of their knowledge and expertise, but in terms of how they are related to the 
authority over the framing of concerns and recommendations.  
 

3.3 Knowledge 

"No action without research; no research without action" (Lewin, cited in Adelman, 
1993, p.8). Action Research (AR) was meant as a criticism of the traditional separation 
of knowledge and action in other research fields. We follow this commitment to take 
knowledge as a resource for action to improve the lives of the community members 
involved (Selenger, cited in Macdonald, 2012, p.39). 
 
In order to be actionable, knowledge has to fit into the reality of participant’s lives. This 
entails challenging notions of knowledge that only represent and reinforce the position 
of those in power (Baum, MacDougall and Smith, 2006, p.854) and can be achieved 
through the use of methods that enable participants to use their everyday knowledge 
and practical skills.  
 
Examples of this are ‘design-by-doing methods, such as mock-ups and prototypes’ and 
‘designing for design after design’ that acknowledge that ‘design is completed in use’ 
and explicitly supports unanticipated uses (Simonsen and Robertson, 2012, p.66). This 
signals our commitment to counter expert-centred approaches (Harder, Burford and 
Hoover, 2013, p.42) and also promotes mutual learning between participants, a 
fundamental element in participatory inquiry. 
 

3.4 Making 

One of three main areas of focus, coming from our methodological framing, is the 
making of things as a way of arriving at knowledge. This comes from RtD that as a 
method questions the nature of what is considered knowledge in research and proposes 
that ‘embodied making processes support a nonverbal form of thinking.’(Andersen, 
2017, p.87). 
 
Engaging with material practices means generating knowledge through practical inquiry 
and reflection. Open-ended making allows for a broad range of knowledge to manifest, 
including underlying personal desires. Using making as a tool enables more complex 
understandings of diverse and diverging visions, rather than outcomes that aim to reach 
consensus and conclusions. In this way, the making of things supports knowledge to be 
shared and co-created with others. 
 

Engaging with future speculations 
Material practices manifest possibilities that were not viable before, and therefore open 
a segway into alternative futures. In engaging with future speculations we’re also 
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reflecting upon the present (Andersen, 2017, p.83) in the sense that we’re exploring 
‘alternative nows: how things could be right now if we had different values.’ (Dunne and 
Raby, cited in Andersen, 2017, p.25).  
 
Made things act as containers for ideas that can be marked and discussed giving us the 
‘opportunity to reflect on our everyday lives through the imagination of impossible 
things’ (Andersen, 2017, p.89). Through making, a broad range of narratives about the 
future come-into-being, and in this space we can negotiate our situatedness in potential 
alternative realities. Such critical making can be seen as ‘taking part in the definition of 
the technical and material aspects defining independent-living’ (Sánchez Criado, 
Rodríguez-Giralt and Mencaroni, 2016). 
 

Main takeaways 

3 – Components of codesign-for-all methodology 

Participation We consider participation as a political, socially organised 
and situated activity. In the context of TRIPS, participation 
can be operationalised in the full and active involvement of 
participants at all levels of the research process. Engaging 
with the structural conditions that exclude people from having 
access to decision-making processes is fundamental to 
enabling this notion of participation. Furthermore, we 
understand participation as made from the social interaction 
between people as they find ways of working together. 
  

Participants We take participants as those who are actively involved in the 
process as equal contributors, meaning their interests are 
considered valid drivers of the process. Participants have 
access to information, resources, and hold decision-making 
power throughout the design process. The main beneficiaries 
of the design process are the participants paying particular 
attention to promoting individual and collective resources for 
self-reliant development. 

Knowledge We are committed to the notion of knowledge as a resource 
for action to improve the lives of the community members 
involved. 
For knowledge to be actionable, it has to fit in the reality of 
participant’s lives. This can be achieved through the use of 
methods that enable participants to use their everyday 
knowledge and practical skills e.g. mock-ups and prototypes. 
 

Making We propose to use the making of things as a way of arriving 
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Table 13: Main takeaways - components of codesign-for-all methodology 

4. Practical strategies 

In the following section, we unpack the practical strategies that will be used to action the 
next phase of the project: engaging with the working groups in the seven participating 
cities.  
 

TRIPS participatory framework 

1 - Participatory 
inquiry 

2 - Participatory 
ethos 

3 - Components 4 - Practical 
strategies 

   Tools of 
engagement 

   Codesiging and 
localising our 
framework 

   Participation during 
COVID-19 

    
Next steps 
 

Table 14: Practical strategies 

These practical strategies signal our commitment to contextualise our framework 
with/by/for the working groups, so that it reflects and serves the cultural, interpersonal 
and structural conditions unique to each of the locations and participants of TRIPS. 
Together we will define how this framework will be implemented in practice, what for 
and to whose benefit. 
 

at knowledge. Using making for inquiry enables underlying 
personal desires to surface and drive the imagination of new 
things that foster strong individual commitments in a design 
process.   
We also propose to engage in material narratives about 
alternative futures to prompt participants to explore and 
negotiate alternative realities. 
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4.1 Tools of engagement 

The guiding principle that determines the suitability of a tool is its ability to be 
incorporated into the individual’s practice (Hansen, 2016), this means that we will build 
upon the tools people are already using and familiar with, and introduce new ones 
accordingly. With this in mind, we propose the following tools as the initial foundation for 
user involvement: Workshopping, Brainstorming, Interviews and Sketching. 
 
In addition, we will pay special attention to three aspects of engagement: language, 
material and timing. We consider these three strategies as variations of making that can 
be used to increase the degrees of participation and complexity of output from user 
involvement. We will elaborate on these as the project evolves. 
 

Workshopping 
Through workshopping we aim to create an experience where individual narratives 
coexist with complex understandings of collective knowledge that leads to a great 
diversity in outcomes (Andersen and Wakkary, 2019, p.1). Special attention will be paid 
to making workshops accessible to cater for varying access and communication needs. 
A practical example of this is the ‘Access Rider Exercise’ (Lange, no date) that prompts 
thinking by asking: ‘What kind of relationship are we setting up? What conditions need 
to be in place for you to be able to gain access? What boundaries do you need to be 
collectively guarded to participate?’. Starting with individual needs can be used to gently 
on-board participants into a collaborative setting that respects the needs, concerns and 
hopes of its participants. 
 
Workshops are commonly used to gather input for design and research processes and 
to explore a design space or problem. We propose to go beyond a somewhat limiting 
positioning of participants and outcomes as resources for design and research, towards 
a workshopping experience that allows participants to challenge the nature of the 
workshop and re-frame it’s central concerns, bias and assumptions providing ‘each 
individual participants potential for agency and control of the narratives they participate 
in.’ (Andersen and Wakkary, 2019, p.11).   
 
Continuing to challenge the subject-object relationship typical of research traditions, we 
also propose to include analysis and reflection activities within the workshop itself so 
that the interpretation of insight is not outsourced to the second-hand interpretation of a 
professional researcher and the participant, as the authoritative knower (Hamraie, 2013) 
remains in charge of the narratives resulting from research. In this sense, we are 
committed to the tradition of AR as ‘a cycle of continuous inquiry, action and evaluation, 
undertaken with or by—as opposed to on or for’ participants (Macaulay, 2017, p.256). In 
here, we also bring forward from PAR this notion of research as ‘action that is 
researched, changed, and re-researched within the research process by the 
participants.’ (Wadsworth, cited in Macdonald, 2012, p.38). In the workshop we see the 
potential for the redistribution of the design research inquiry that nurtures individual 
personal strategies to emerge (Andersen and Wakkary, 2019, p.11).   
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An important but often underreported aspect of workshops, is the notion of the reluctant 
participant (Stengers, 2004). We aim to design workshops that respond in real time to 
the potential misgivings of participants, allowing them to change scope and remit for the 
engagement in recognition of the Haraway’s notion of ‘staying with the trouble’ 
(Haraway, 2016). With this, we mean that the role of workshop facilitator may include 
allowing some things to be unresolved and without solution. We do this to allow 
outcomes that favour variation over sameness, dialogue across difference and 
convergence over consensus.  
 
Rethinking the norms of workshopping serves participants in developing radically 
personal visions and critical positions, and also benefits the project as it promotes 
greater diversity in outcomes and the opportunity to arrive at more complex 
understandings (Andersen and Wakkary, 2019, p.1) 
 
Note that the formats of workshopping will be modified and continually re-addressed as 
we respond to the complications associated with COVID-19 over the span of the TRIPS 
project.  
 

Brainstorming 
Brainstorming allows for a broad range of knowledge to manifest, be shared and co-
created. This has a dual effect in user involvement: it generates possibilities and equally 
improves the social dynamics of exchange - a basis for shared meaning (Faste et al., 
2013, p.1351).  
 
Brainstorming was first formalised in the 1950s as an ideation technique part of a wider 
creative problem solving process (Faste et al., 2013, p.1343). Brainstorms are often 
conducted in the beginnings of projects and serve two main purposes: the generation of 
a larger and complex set of inspiration, and more importantly the creation of a shared 
group understanding of common concerns.  
 
Brainstorming is a way to elicit creative responses from people and to generate large 
amounts of quick and spontaneous ideas (Andersen, 2017). Such ideas involve the 
expression and interpretation of ‘possibilities resulting from a collision of shared 
meanings.’ (Faste et al., 2013, p.1351). This means that brainstorms can be somewhat 
performative in nature, the threshold for participation is low and the insights gained 
important.  
 
Although generally conceived as individuals working collaboratively, we will also 
consider other social configurations of idea generation such as the ones conducted 
individually and paying particular attention to the ones that don’t happen in physical 
proximity or simultaneous presence (Faste et al., 2013, p.1345).  
 
Although mainly conceived with the goal of generating ideas, the social exchange 
component is equally important in brainstorming. Building on ideation models where ‘the 
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act of sharing is the source of the ideation’ (Faste et al., 2013, p.1351). we propose to 
focus on the exchange of knowledge between participants that creates ‘new 
combinations of ideas not previously considered’ (Harvadon, cited in Gerber, 2009. p. 
97) and results in shared meanings. 
 
In the TRIPS project we will make use of various kinds of modified brainstorming, 
including formats that can be executed at a distance, in relays and online. 
 

Sketching 
Through sketching we aim to explore notions of collaborative visual thinking in which 
nonverbal techniques like drawing are used to represent unified action. Drawing is 
thinking, says Milton Glaser (Glaser, 2008) so it makes sense to use it as a tool to 
facilitate collective thinking. Sketching has particular relevance in participatory contexts 
because it nurtures debate and creates a common ground that allows participants to 
work together (Hester, 2005, p.194). 
 
Sketching is a powerful technique to collaboratively think through ideas, synthesize 
imagined worlds and explore the paths of collective meaning. As a method it can be 
taken as a way of co-authoring representation through a ‘back and forth between 
community and designer’(Hester, 2005, p.176), an under researched topic to which we 
hope to make a contribution. 
 
The visual mapping of insight allows us to see and make connections that could not be 
seen before and produces visual representations of collective narratives (Hester, 2005, 
p.192). This is enabled by putting things together side by side, which facilitates for 
drawn things to exchange between them, and this in turn triggers further debate 
between participants. In simple terms, through visual representations we are able to 
explore shared meanings we would not be able to access otherwise. 
 
We propose to use sketching as an interface for discussion, that hints at the unknown 
and at what might be (Andersen, 2017, p. 28), to serve as a unified memory that 
heightens a sense of community and ‘helps even disjointed groups imagine that they 
could come together with the confidence to achieve a common goal.’ (Hester, 2005, 
p.188). 
Over the span of the TRIPS project, we will explore how sketching can be used in new 
ways to make sense of complexity.  
 

Interviews 
Interviews elicit individual knowledge and narratives. We propose to use them as open 
engagements, where personal stories guide participant and interviewer in the sharing of 
lived experience. 
 
We also view interviews as powerful tools to engage in collaborative thinking. 
Traditional interviews are often fully structured and quantitative with predefined 
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questions and answers, where the interviewer reads out the question and sometimes 
the answers, then checks which answer fits the response given by the interviewee 
(Kaltman, 2002). However we increasingly see open, unstructured, narrative interviews, 
where the interviewer asks questions that are designed to spark narration from the 
interviewee, while the interviewer can adapt and ask follow-up questions wherever 
necessary (Bernard, 2013). 
 
We believe that interviews are opportunities for open engagements: Nigel Rapport 
describes interviews as extraordinary encounters (Rapport, 2015 ref) where interviewer 
and interviewee engage in a shared process of telling and retelling. Allowing the stories 
to “breathe” (Frank, 2010) and meander in the direction determined by the interviewee, 
followed and supported by the interviewer.  
 
This mirrors a similar shift in user testing where user involvement has evolved from a 
traditional approach of metric testing of already designed systems, to understanding of 
users and their context through ethnographic methods and scenarios. Wright and 
McCarthy state that ‘knowing the users in their lived and felt life involves understanding 
what it feels like to be that person, what their situation is like from their own 
perspective.’ (Wright and McCarthy, 2008, p. 638). 
 
In the TRIPS project, we follow the position of McCarthy et al. when they state that to 
create ‘an environment where personally significant aspects of a person's life can be 
referenced and paid attention to is to engage with and respect the concerns and hopes 
of another person.’ (McCarthy et al., 2006). Interviews are an opportunity to engage with 
and pay attention to this personal space. 
 

4.2 Codesigning and localising our framework 

Our notion of participation is grounded in people's ability to determine and shape the 
environment of their everyday lives. In the TRIPS project, we extend this principle to our 
own process: participants will determine and shape the conditions of their own 
participation in the project and the extent to which this affects their lives. In other words, 
our codesign-for-all methodology is going to be codesigned itself. 
 
Situating our research process in the community means that our ‘ways of working flow 
from those involved and their context‘ (Hall, 1992, p. 20) and that what is being 
addressed ‘originates in the community itself and is defined, analysed, and solved by 
the community.’ (Selenger, cited in Macdonald, 2012, p. 39).  
 
We also consider that participation cannot be imposed (Thiollent, 2011, p. 169) as a 
one-size-fits-all approach. It needs to be localised and negotiated by participants, so it 
becomes relevant to their current situation in a meaningful and culturally appropriate 
way. This means that while the TRIPS project will design an overall methodology, not all 
techniques and strategies will be appropriate to all situations and contexts.  
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We’ll explore the notion of locality as place-specific design actions based on the unique 
qualities of a place and culture (Hester, 2005, p.192). We’ll take stock of the local/ 
regional/national level initiatives and ask: How can TRIPS contribute to what is already 
happening? At the same time, we’ll aim to work in the acknowledgement of each 
participant's lived personal experience, their individual needs and personal motivations. 
 
In short, our codesign-for-all methodology will not be one solution that works for all 
participants and situations, but rather a framework that is spacious enough to account 
for complexity and difference.  
 
In our next phase of the TRIPS project, we aim to further expand the notions of 
participatory design and codesign. To do this we’ll explore Liz Jackson’s critique of 
codesign and the concept of designing with mutuality defined ’as a radical act by an 
individual or group of individuals intended to create space for sustainable participation 
within a system or institution that benefits from representing or serving us.’ (Jackson, 
2019). 
 
 

4.3 Participation during COVID-19 

The methodological foundations we build upon tend to prioritise physical presence and 
face to face modes of inquiry. When working together and looking for consensus in 
group work, physical co-presence has long been considered a requirement and driver. 
However, due to the ongoing situation around COVID-19, we are having to reconsider 
and mitigate our strategies to allow the intended spirit and ethos of participation to 
potentially be conducted without physical co-presence. This means that we will make 
use of telecommunication, turn taking and delayed timing.  
 
In addition to this, through the process of devising these mitigations, we have been 
reminded that disabled people have always faced additional barriers to mobilizing 
physically, as underlined in the main driver of TRIPS: access to public transport for full 
participation in society and independent living.  
 
‘The disabled community has always lived in an inaccessible world. Now, due to 
COVID-19, the country as a whole is experiencing what it’s like to have limited access 
to daily needs.’ (Torres et al., no date) 
 
“We know how to stay in touch remotely, be socially connected while physically distant, 
make limited resources work in tight situations, make plans and adjust on the spot, build 
care webs that support each other, and work through challenging circumstances,” says 
Elizabeth McLain, Embracing disability wisdom during COVID-19.’ (McLain, no date) 
 
This means that we now have a double incentive to go beyond physical proximity. We 
believe that it may bring advantages towards accessibility praxis, and it is made even 
more urgent in the current situation. 
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The TRIPS project has already made mitigations due to the COVID-19, changing the 
shadowing studies to social media analysis and conducting face-to-face interviews by 
phone or online. We intend to develop these strategies further while paying special 
attention to methods where absence and delays can be considered qualities rather than 
problems. This will be further developed in Task 5.2 where we will specify the tools of 
engagement for our participatory strategies. These are our initial considerations: 
 

• Mixed Presence 
We will be experimenting with ways of being together at a distance. In this we are 
particularly interested in mixed presence: What meaningful exchanges can be 
created not online, not in person but in between? 

 
• Critical approach to online tools 

We will use online tools designed for meetings and teaching with the intent to use 
them for co-creation, conversation, brainstorming and making. In this process, 
we will maintain a critical approach to the additional accessibility and privacy 
challenges of these tools.  
 

• Absence as a feature 
When re-considering the traditional modes of participatory inquiry, we will pay 
extra attention to the potential advantages of absence. These might include: time 
for reflection, broader participation, more equal attention.   

 
• Personalised and localised 

This manner of working will potentially allow us to tailor each interaction to local 
and personal preferences. This may mean that not everyone has the exact same 
experience but that we will work towards shared understandings and 
convergence through an array of interactions and strategies.  

 
In this work, we will look specifically to RtD for strategies of participation. A strong 
example here is the Design Probes by William Gaver (Gaver et al., 2004) where 
participants are provided with predesigned kits, encouraging participation through 
photographs, maps, postcards and other ways of creatively sharing concerns and 
knowledge. A more recent example is the Bespoke Booklets (Desjardins et al., 2019) by 
Audrey Desjardins, Cayla Key, Heidi R. Biggs, and Kelsey Aschenbeck, where 
participants are provided with booklets that function as diaries and collections of 
artifacts in order to generate a physical record of a shared design co-speculation. In 
T5.2, we will explore such methods further to look for strategies for engagement over 
distance.  
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Main takeaways 

4 – Practical strategies 

Tools of engagement Workshopping 
Through workshopping we aim to create an experience where 
individuals' narratives coexist with complex understandings of 
collective knowledge, leading to a great diversity in outcomes. 
 
Brainstorming 
Brainstorming allows for a broad range of knowledge to 
manifest, be shared and co-created. This has a dual effect in 
user involvement: it generates possibilities and equally 
improves the social dynamics of exchange as a basis for 
shared meaning.  
 
Sketching 
Through sketching we aim to explore notions of collaborative 
visual thinking in which nonverbal techniques like drawing are 
used to represent unified action.  
 
Interviews 
Interviews elicit individual knowledge and narratives. We 
propose to use them as open engagements where personal 
stories guide participant and interviewer in the telling of lived 
experience. 
 

Codesigning and 
localising our framework 

Participants will determine and shape the conditions of their 
own participation in the project so that it becomes relevant to 
their current situation in a meaningful and culturally 
appropriate way. 
Our aim to work in the acknowledgement of each participant's 
lived personal experience, their individual context, needs and 
personal motivations. 
 

Participation during 
COVID-19 

Due to the ongoing situation around COVID-19, we are 
having to reconsider and mitigate our strategies to allow the 
ethos of participation to go beyond physical proximity. We 
propose to draw from the strategies already employed by 
disabled people to stay in touch remotely, be socially 
connected while physically distant, together with paying 
special attention to methods where absence and delays can 
be considered qualities rather than problems. 

Table 15: Main takeaways - practical strategies 



 

 
 
This project has received funding from the European Union’s Horizon 2020 Research and 
Innovation Programme Under Grant Agreement no. 875588 

37 
 

5. Next steps 

This document has focused on setting the scene for user involvement in the project. Our 
theoretical foundations build on the strengths of PD, PAR, RtD and DfA/UD. These 
traditions share an ethos for equal participation, that is supported through shared cycles 
of research and making, linked together by critical reflection (Stappers and Giaccardi, 
2017) with the overall goal of supporting participants to drive change. Our aim is to 
broaden the extent to which participants can take control of and reframe the focus of a 
problem space beyond the context of the TRIPS project itself.  
 
The next steps for WP5 are to repurpose and co-develop new methods to create and 
scaffold creative and open participant involvement in TRIPS with the working groups 
that have been established in the seven participating cities. Our aim is to involve 
participants as more than informants in the project so that ultimately the working groups 
are in control of determining what this process is used for, and how it will affect their 
lives.   
 
In order to do so, we will engage in extensive design and field work, report and analyse 
outcomes, while keeping in mind a number of structural concerns: 
  
 

• What qualifies as a pluralistic insight? 
What works in one context might not work in others.  
 

• What matters to the participant?  
The difference between a local and personal concern and one that matters 
beyond a given context.  
 

• How do we trace and document complex engagements? 
Different methods are needed for documentation and analysis.  
 

• How do we determine impact? 
We will need to understand the difference between effect and impact in both the 
short and long term.  
 

• What qualifies as a successful outcome? 
Problems may go beyond the remit of our project. 

 
Our user involvement activities will be conducted in acknowledgement of these 
concerns. While we are deeply committed to finding ways to empower our participants, 
we are also highly cognizant of the wide and intrinsic structural problems involved. This 
means that we will work for short term effects that aim for long term impact, without 
defaulting to solutionist design thinking. Ultimately, we will devise a codesign-
methodology-for-all with accessibility principles of engagement and a strong stance on 
access and participation. 
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Annex 

TRIPS participatory framework 
The TRIPS project brings together a multidisciplinary set of concerns and strategies to 
form a practical framework for user involvement. Our methodological framework starts 
with a brief introduction to the theoretical background of four research traditions: 
Participatory Design Research (PD), Participatory Action Research (PAR), Research 
through Design (RtD) and Design-for-All (DfA). The strengths of these four approaches 
are then synthesized into a participatory ethos that contains the guiding principles we 
will take forward to codesign our working process. Next, we specify the components that 
will be used as the building blocks of our process and conclude with practical tools that 
will support the initial engagement with the working groups. These 4 tenets 
(Participatory Inquiry, Participatory ethos; Components; and Practical strategies) form 
the basis of the TRIPS participatory framework, a living structure to be further 
developed to reflect the cultural, interpersonal, structural and policy-related conditions 
unique to each of the working groups that participate in TRIPS. 
 
Our intention is that this framework supports the initial user involvement and is taken as 
a living document to be shaped by, with and for the participants of TRIPS. We are 
proposing it as an initial blueprint to be contextualised by the working groups so that it 
becomes relevant to the cultural, interpersonal and structural conditions unique to each 
one of the seven cities and the people participating in the project. 
 
The framework can be contextualised in D5.1 Method framing document, intended as 
an internal method framing document that sets the scene for our next task (T5.2) where 
we will engage with each of the seven working groups that have been established as 
part of WP2 in each city. In D5.1 we have used the tables to synthesise the key notions 
we are taking forward to the next phase of the project, displayed below.   
 
The overall aim is to create a truly collaborative and critical learning process that 
operates across distances, differences and access needs, that respects and honours 
the concerns and hopes of disabled people participating in TRIPS. 
 
 

TRIPS participatory framework 

1 - Participatory 
inquiry 

2 - Participatory 
ethos 

3 - Components 4 - Practical 
strategies 

Participatory Design 
Research 

Politics of 
participation 

Participation Tools of 
engagement 

Participatory Action Addressing Participants Codesigning and 
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Research Intersectional 
experiences through 
design 

localising our 
framework 

Research through 
Design 

Transformation of 
social reality 

Knowledge Participation during 
COVID-19 

Design-for-all / 
Universal Design 

Co-creating 
knowledge through 
the making of things 

Making  
Next steps 
 

Table 3: TRIPS participatory framework 

 

1 – Participatory inquiry 

Participatory Design 
Research 
 

PD is a collaborative process that centres the involvement of 
people in the design of their own environment. Key strengths: 
 
Equalising power relationships 
A tradition situated in the workers environments that makes 
the power dynamics explicit with a view of having them 
equalized through the design process. 
 
Knowledge as a resource for action 
As research output knowledge needs to fit into the reality of 
participants' lives so they can use it as a resource for action. 
 
 
Centring on who benefits from the process 
Workers are actively engaged in the processes that shape 
conditions of their work in such a way that they are leading 
them and ultimately are the main beneficiaries of such 
processes. The ultimate goal is to improve the conditions of 
their lives. 

Participatory Action 
Research 
 

PAR is a collaborative and active mode of inquiry that brings 
together research and action, and links them through critical 
reflection. Key strengths: 
 
 
Centring minoritised voices 
Emerging from the discourse of PAR is the centring of 
minoritised voices and everyday experience as legitimate 
drivers in processes of change. 
 
Transformation of social reality 
PAR works iteratively and incrementally to support three 
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types of change: conscientization at the individual level, 
improvements in the conditions of the lives of the participants 
and transformation of social reality. 
 
Co-created knowledge 
Knowledge as a collective and situated activity that is based 
in lived experience. 
 

Research through 
Design 
 

RtD is a way of engaging and eliciting alternative narratives 
through a process of making, trial and reflection that 
generates knowledge. 
 
Generating knowledge through the making of things 
RtD takes the engagement with materials as the starting point 
for knowledge production, with the aim of allowing different 
outcomes and narratives to emerge. 
 
Things as broadening participation 
The making of things supports individual structures of 
knowledge to emerge and sets up a space of variation where 
many different narratives co-exist. 
 
Playful engagements for alternative knowledge to 
emerge 
Through speculative engagements and the building of props 
different kinds of knowledge are manifest. 
 

Design for All / 
Universal Design 

DfA / UD propose the full integration of disability into 
citizenship by eliminating discrimination and improving 
access for all. We propose to use this in combination with 
Hamraie’s conception of UD ‘as a broad and intersectional 
social justice method through which designers can address a 
variation of exclusions from the built environment.’ (Hamraie, 
2013). Key considerations: 
 
Challenge false value-neutrality positions in design 
There is no universal neutral position in design. Question the 
universal nature of positions that use neutrality as a cover for 
the unmarked privilege of normative bodies. 
 
 
 
A social justice orientation 
In this approach the notion of participation is also expanded 
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to comprehend an engagement with the structural conditions 
that exclude users from having access to decision-making 
processes (Hamraie, 2013). 
 
Addressing Intersectional experiences through design 
The notion of “collective access” is proposed to promote an 
understanding of intersectionality as ‘the interdependence of 
disability, anti-racist, and gender justice (Mingus, cited in 
Hamraie, 2013).This means understanding the experience of 
the built environment from multiple axes of identity and 
addressing intersectional experiences through design. 
  

Table 16: Participatory inquiry 

 

2 – Participatory ethos - guiding principles 

Politics of participation 
 
Equalising power dynamics and centring on who ultimately benefits from the design 
process. Critical to participation is an engagement with the structural conditions that 
exclude people from having access to decision-making processes. 

Transformation of social reality 
 
Challenging social relationships based on dominance and generating knowledge as a 
resource for action and social change. 

Co-creating knowledge through the making of things 
 
Playful engagements for alternative knowledge to emerge and the making of things as a 
method for broadening participation. 

Addressing Intersectional experiences through design 
 
Considering experiences from multiple axes of identity. Understanding the notion of 
access from ‘the interdependence of disability, anti-racist, and gender justice. 

Collaboration 
 
We work under the umbrella of Co-production (ethos, attitude and approach), making 
use of both Codesign (systems, scope and shared notions) and Co-creation (production 
of explicit design material).   

Co-production - the idea 
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Co-production is a well-established way to generate knowledge in collaborations 
between people, technology and society. It is centered on the idea that we can come 
together in difference and collaboratively create new ideas and concepts. Everyone 
shares their knowledge, skills and resources. This also means everyone shares 
responsibility for making the process successful.  
(We think of co-production as the idea.)  

Codesign - the action 
 
Co-design describes the action of designing together, while attempting to actively 
involve all stakeholders (e.g. employees, partners, customers, citizens, end users) in 
the design process to help ensure that outcomes respect all participants' point of view. 
The aim is to make sure that the process is shared and the participants feel engaged 
with the outcomes.  
(We think of co-design as the action.)  

Co-creation - the making 
 
Co-creation is the act of making together rather than consulting people and then 
producing designs to the pre-set requirements. Co-creation involves all actors in the 
process as active creators of their own futures.  
(We think of co-creation as the making of design material.) 
Table 17: Participatory ethos - guiding principles 

 

3 – Components of codesign-for-all methodology 

Participation We consider participation as a political, socially organised 
and situated activity. In the context of TRIPS, participation 
can be operationalised in the full and active involvement of 
participants at all levels of the research process. Engaging 
with the structural conditions that exclude people from having 
access to decision-making processes is fundamental to 
enabling this notion of participation. Furthermore, we 
understand participation as made from the social interaction 
between people as they find ways of working together.  

Participants We take participants as those who are actively involved in the 
process as equal contributors, meaning their interests are 
considered valid drivers of the process. Participants have 
access to information, resources, and hold decision-making 
power throughout the design process. The main beneficiaries 
of the design process are the participants paying particular 
attention to promoting individual and collective resources for 
self-reliant development. 
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Table 13: Components of codesign-for-all methodology 

 

4 – Practical strategies 

Tools of engagement Workshopping 
Through workshopping we aim to create an experience where 
individuals' narratives coexist with complex understandings of 
collective knowledge, leading to a great diversity in outcomes. 
 
Brainstorming 
Brainstorming allows for a broad range of knowledge to 
manifest, be shared and co-created. This has a dual effect in 
user involvement: it generates possibilities and equally 
improves the social dynamics of exchange as a basis for 
shared meaning.  
 
Sketching 
Through sketching we aim to explore notions of collaborative 
visual thinking in which nonverbal techniques like drawing are 
used to represent unified action.  
 
Interviews 
Interviews elicit individual knowledge and narratives. We 
propose to use them as open engagements where personal 
stories guide participant and interviewer in the telling of lived 
experience. 

Codesigning and 
localising our framework 

Participants will determine and shape the conditions of their 
own participation in the project so that it becomes relevant to 

Knowledge We are committed to the notion of knowledge as a resource 
for action to improve the lives of the community members 
involved. 
For knowledge to be actionable, it has to fit in the reality of 
participant’s lives. This can be achieved through the use of 
methods that enable participants to use their everyday 
knowledge and practical skills e.g. mock-ups and prototypes. 

Making We propose to use the making of things as a way of arriving 
at knowledge. Using making for inquiry enables underlying 
personal desires to surface and drive the imagination of new 
things that foster strong individual commitments in a design 
process.   
We also propose to engage in material narratives about 
alternative futures to prompt participants to explore and 
negotiate alternative realities. 
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their current situation in a meaningful and culturally 
appropriate way. 
Our aim to work in the acknowledgement of each participant's 
lived personal experience, their individual context, needs and 
personal motivations. 

Participation during 
COVID-19 

Due to the ongoing situation around COVID-19, we are 
having to reconsider and mitigate our strategies to allow the 
ethos of participation to go beyond physical proximity. We 
propose to draw from the strategies already employed by 
disabled people to stay in touch remotely, be socially 
connected while physically distant, together with paying 
special attention to methods where absence and delays can 
be considered qualities rather than problems. 

Table 14: Main takeaways - practical strategies 
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