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MAKE @ Story Garden Project Partners
MAKE @ Story Garden was a partnership between 
Central Saint Martins, University of the Arts London, 
Somers Town Community Association/The Living 
Centre, Camden Council and Lendlease. Without their 
full participation, advocacy and generous support this 
project would not have been possible. From the summer 
of 2021 MAKE @ Story Garden has been under the 
operational management of Somers Town Community 
Association/The Living Centre. 

Somers Town Community Association is a Charity dedicated to providing 
cohesive, inclusive and innovative services. We strongly support 
empowering our community to create and spearhead an active and 
responsive organisation, this organisation aims to produce a meaningful 
and positive influence at every level of people’s lives and we value 
community in all its diversity and work vigorously to pursue these values.

Lendlease is a global real estate Group with operations in Australia, Asia, 
Europe and the Americas. Headquartered in Sydney, Australia, and listed 
on the Australian Securities Exchange, Lendlease has approximately 9,500 
employees internationally. Lendlease has 23 major urbanisation projects 
located across 10 global gateway cities.

Lendlease was appointed ‘Master Development Partner’ (MDP) of the 
Euston development by the Secretary of State for Transport and Network 
Rail in 2018. We are responsible for the planning and then the building of 
everything above, between and around the HS2 and Network Rail Stations. 
This includes new offices, homes, cafés, shops, community, leisure and 
entertainment facilities, and new public spaces including squares and 
green space. In our role as Master Development Partner, we are working 
with the Department for Transport, Network Rail, Camden, HS2, the Greater 
London Authority, Transport for London, and the local communities to 
set out how Euston could be transformed. We want to make sure that 
we deliver the best possible place at Euston, for residents, businesses, 
passengers, visitors, and workers.

Camden has a proud, rebellious spirit that throughout its history has seen 
communities come together to tackle problems, and to bring about real 
social change. Camden Council serves more than 250,000 residents, and 
our borough is young, diverse and forward-thinking. The borough’s highly 
skilled workforce, transport links, amenities and vibrant high streets have 
made it a destination of choice for some of the most dynamic businesses 
in the world. However, too many local residents are not benefiting from the 
growth they see around them, and are unable to gain a strong foothold 
in the London jobs market.  Our vision is a borough where everyone 
contributes to achieving a safe, fair, creative and active community.

The St Pancras and Somers Town Living Centre is a community centre 
offering health and wellbeing services to the St Pancras and Somers Town 
Community, where local people help to co-design, deliver and use projects 
that tackle their own health, wellbeing, economic and social issues.
The centre offers wide-ranging support and resources for local residents, 
around all aspects of health – from physical to mental health, ageing 
education to financial health education, professional training, counselling, 
career-advancing volunteering opportunities and more.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
MAKE @ Story Garden is a public space for creative collaboration 
in Somers Town and St Pancras in central London. The aim of the 
project was to bring together local people, arts school students and 
staff, and other organisations interested to work in partnership on a 
programme of arts and design activities addressing local issues and 
skills development. As a partnership between Somers Town Community 
Association (STCA)/The Living Centre, Camden Council, Central 
Saint Martins, University of the Arts London (UAL) and the developer 
Lendlease, MAKE was also a testbed for collaborative ways of working 
between organisations across different sectors. 

The physical space comprises two public workshops (reused shipping 
containers) offering specialist tools and resources, including skilled 
technicians and staff. It is open to booking by community groups, arts 
organisations and residents within the area even though the majority 
of the activities offered to participants in this first phase of operation 
were delivered by Central Saint Martins. Located within the Story 
Garden—a temporary garden run by the charity Global Generation 
on a site owned by The British Library—the space has an unusually 
prominent location in Somers Town, between The British Library and the 
Francis Crick Institute within the heart of King’s Cross.

MAKE is a ‘meanwhile’ initiative; making temporary use of an area 
pending development, it opened in July 2019 and continues from spring 
2021 under the management of Somers Town Community Association/
The Living Centre. 

This report presents an assessment of and a reflection on the period 
July 2019 to January 2021. The bullet points below summarise the key 
points and findings.

‘The (e)valuation was designed by Dr Patrycja Kaszynska from the 
Social Design Institute at UAL who is also the lead author of this report 
delivered in collaboration with the other authors.
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•	 1,694 people who engaged with MAKE over the period from July 2019 
to January 2021 benefited in a number of ways.

MAKE positively impacted people’s creativity, confidence and ambition, 
with 98% of those who participated in the facilitated activities “happier”, 
94% feeling “more creative” and 92% “more confident” directly after 
participating. MAKE had a positive effect on the participants’ perception 
of “feeling like part of a community” and it facilitated the formation of 
new social groups with 66% of the participants affirmatively answering 
the question: “Has the activity helped you to understand people who 
are different to you?”. Moreover, MAKE stimulated interest in education 
and training and supported work-readiness. It significantly impacted 
people’s curiosity about new forms of art and culture.

•	 MAKE promoted an open-ended way of cross-institutional working 
and scaffolded the building of relational, operational and strategic 
alignments between the partner organisations. 

The partners behind MAKE—Somers Town Community Association 
(STCA)/The Living Centre, Camden London Borough Council, Central 
Saint Martins, University of the Arts London and Lendlease—were all 
interested in exploring new ways of working together. Through MAKE, 
they built relationships between the individuals and organisations 
involved, reflected on the possibilities of building operational capacity 
across organisations and were given an opportunity to consider cross-
sectoral strategic alignments. Beyond the delivery of instrumental 
outcomes through MAKE, this way of operating creates capacity for 
future opportunities and provides the partners with the means to 
cope with and adapt to future scenarios. Increasingly, this is an issue 
of recognised significance, with firms and businesses, institutions and 
organisations realising that they need new approaches to dealing with 
present uncertainties and future risks.

•	 MAKE can be framed in multiple ways and the choices of 
perspectives influence how we see its value.

MAKE fits a number of descriptions that correspond to different ways 
and traditions of thinking about place-based initiatives, even though 
it was not consciously moulded to fit any single frame. Emphasis can 
be put on the local council’s need to improve outcomes for residents 
including through exploration and prototyping of community spaces 
that address complex public service-delivery challenges (Community 
Hubs) or the need for community organising in online and offline 
environments (Urban Commons). Alternatively, the entrepreneurial and 
innovation perspectives of addressing complex challenges through 
cross-sectoral collaboration can be applied, thereby framing MAKE as 
an instance of multiple-helix innovation involving a higher education 
institution, a business, a public body and the public themselves or, 
more simply, an instance of a university taking on a more active 
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role in improving outcomes for local communities (Living Labs and 
Community Studios). Lastly, MAKE can be approached as part of the 
‘making’ tradition providing a site for so-called “collective alternative 
everyday practices” (CAEP) by virtue of the type of activities it offered 
(Makerspaces and Collective Alternative Everyday Practice). MAKE is 
undeniably a product of its time and place and, yet, can be considered 
as part of multiple, different systems with their unique priorities and 
expectations in relation to value.

•	 MAKE is an enduring relational, socio-technical platform, not a 
project. 

This means that MAKE is a structure that brings together people, 
resources and policies; in other words, an infrastructure that supports 
the building of future relationships, organisational capacity and 
strategic alignment. In doing this, MAKE draws on the well-established 
traditions of Participatory Design (PD) and ‘co-design’, providing a 
practical example of ‘infrastructuring’ and giving a contemporary 
articulation to the idea of ‘design in use’ and ‘continuing design’, i.e. 
rather than finished products or services, what is being designed 
persists by being adapted through use. A key idea behind this 
adaptable platform is to create the conditions for future use, which 
allows for multiple value articulations and does not curtail who gets to 
exercise agency, now and in the future. This deliberate way of working 
with the design method of infrastructuring—oriented towards the 
seeding of latent opportunities which may, or may not, be realised in 
the future—is what sets MAKE apart from other seemingly comparable 
initiatives in Camden and beyond.

•	 MAKE is underpinned by latency and not efficiency,  
with its key contribution being the co-creation of value.

MAKE aims to create wide opportunities rather than solely actualising 
narrow impact, with some of the potential produced remaining latent 
and possibly never being activated. In other words, the design of MAKE 
is focused on building relations through shared actions and practices 
where products and artefacts provide destinations for experiential 
journeys. In this way, the pursuit of outputs secures outcomes even 
when outputs are not achieved. In this sense, MAKE supports first and 
foremost the development of a shared capacity to deliver, not the 
provision of specific services; rather than ameliorating problems,  
it works to promote the development of different capabilities in 
different people, depending on what kind of contribution they were 
prepared to make. This means that MAKE produces ‘redundancies’: 
spare capacity providing space for experimentation, through which 
opportunities emerge, even if some opportunities may never be 
materialised. Also, by virtue of its design, this process can lead to 
more plural value articulations in the future—with different people 
activating different opportunities. On the one hand, this affords ways 
of generating value that are not prescriptive and authoritarian; on the 
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other, this carries certain risks—that those individuals who are most 
adept at acting and capitalising on the opportunities will dominate the 
value co-creation process.

•	 MAKE should be evaluated in terms of Service-Dominant (S-D) logic, 
not outcomes-based performance monitoring.

S-D logic is based on a simple idea that, when interacting, humans 
share their skills and capabilities reciprocally and benefit from this 
exchange, giving rise to value. The driving force is not to make or 
exchange ‘stuff’, as is the case in Goods-Dominant (G-D) logic, nor 
even to administer services to passive consumers; rather the goal is 
to work together and, through these interactions, to co-create value. 
This framework, established originally in marketing and management, 
informs how value is produced in the context of public services and 
presents a new and exciting way of re-thinking value creation in the 
public sphere more broadly. Seen from this perspective, the value of 
MAKE can be shown to rest—not in creating internal organisational 
efficiencies at any given time—but, potentially, in a better alignment 
within the institutional and organisational ecosystem of a place and  
in building relations between individuals forming the social collective. 
The enduring infrastructure of MAKE allows the study of the on-going 
 process of value co-creation and how the actors interpret 
opportunities, and experience and influence change over time.  
Thus, the value of MAKE evolves through the life trajectories of those 
involved, and the wider communal, organisational and institutional 
networks this creates. 
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INTRODUCTION
This (e)valuation report aims to establish whether MAKE @ Story 
Garden—a public space for creative collaboration in Somers Town and 
St Pancras in central London—was successful. Inevitably, this prompts 
us to ask what counts as success. A simple answer would consist in 
showing how MAKE delivered on the objectives agreed by the partners: 
Somers Town Community Association (STCA)/The Living Centre, 
Camden London Borough Council, Central Saint Martins, University of 
the Arts London (UAL) and the developers Lendlease. Indeed, this report 
does assess how well MAKE performed against the set expectations. 
A more complicated answer focuses on those aspects of MAKE that 
are difficult to capture using the standard evaluation approaches 
and which could not have been predicted in advance. The latter has 
to account for the fact that, fundamentally, MAKE is a participatory 
practice that is extended in space and time with the intention of 
creating potential, rather than a project set up to address a pre-
defined set of problems. In line with this, the core achievement of MAKE 
consists not in maximising efficiencies but in the co-creation of value. 
This report assesses MAKE in the standard way, providing a means of 
understanding those aspects of MAKE that cannot be captured using 
the outcome-based, objective-specific evaluation. 

This report shows that MAKE had significant accomplishments when 
assessed against the wide-ranging objectives agreed at the outset 
of the project, even though—operating as it did during the time of the 
pandemic—MAKE performed better against some than others (see 
Appendix 1). MAKE positively impacted people’s creativity, confidence 
and ambition and it made 98% of those who participated in activities 
“happier” on that day. It influenced the participants’ perception of 
“feeling like part of a community” and it facilitated the formation of 
new social groups. Moreover, MAKE stimulated interest in education 
and training, and supported work-readiness as well as significantly 
impacting people’s curiosity about new forms of art and culture. 
In total, 189 events were delivered, with 63 activities being either 
community-led or community co-led. To sum up, the 1,694 people 
who engaged with MAKE over the period from July 2019 to January 
2021 benefited in a variety of ways. As the report shows, the partner 
organisations—as stakeholders in the initiative—were able to develop 
a better understanding of each other’s activities and priorities and 
find ways to combine their efforts. Not just that, because of the design 
principles used for planning and delivery, there are grounds to believe 
that these positive effects will last beyond the timespan of the project. 

(e)valuating MAKE requires understanding what MAKE is and how it 
relies on participatory infrastructuring and asset-based approaches 
to design. In a nutshell, at the heart of MAKE is the goal of “building 
long-term relationships with stakeholders in order to create networks 
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from which design opportunities can emerge” (Hillgren et al., 2011, p.169). 
As a contemporary articulation of “continuing design” (Karasti et al., 
2010), MAKE’s internal objective is to create an enduring foundation for 
possible future ways of acting. Working in an asset-based way, MAKE 
builds on the existing strengths, rather than identifying the needs 
and plugging the gaps. This gives MAKE an ability to stay relevant to 
the local context and to adapt easily. Initiatives of this kind do not 
typically fit standard approaches of evaluation because of their long-
term, relational outlook and their preoccupation with creating wide 
opportunities rather than actualising narrow impact. With respect 
to the partners who supported MAKE, this ambition was translated 
into building relations, operational capacity and possible strategic 
alignments (see section “The why: motivations behind MAKE”), with the 
understanding that not all of the seeded opportunities will be realised 
and that it will only become apparent with time which ones are most 
useful and relevant from the point of view of collaborative working. 

This report shows that, as an exemplar of this approach, MAKE is 
focused on building relations, rather than delivering products; it 
supports first and foremost the development of a shared capacity to 
deliver, not the provision of specific services; rather than ameliorating 
problems, it works to promote the development of different capabilities 
in different people, depending on what kind of contribution they 
are able and willing to make. The crucial thing emphasised in this 
context is the phenomenological, experiential perspective that sees 
value as a product of a situated interpretation of individuals placed 
in various institutional contexts. In this sense, MAKE shares some of 
the assumptions behind social innovation, notably that “people are 
competent interpreters of their own lives and competent solvers of 
their own problems” (Mulgan, 2019, p.16) but insists that people are 
networked and co-dependent in ways that make the collective co-
creation of value more than the sum of its individual parts.

This means that MAKE affords ways of generating value that are not 
prescriptive and authoritarian but leave room for individual choices 
and agency in relation to which opportunities should be carried 
forward and which types of value should be realised, while prioritising 
collective action. If accompanied by sufficient awareness that social 
and material conditions influence individuals’ ability to act, this can 
lead to more plural value articulations in the future, with different 
people activating and acting on different opportunities (Ostrom, 
1990; Marshall, 2008). Thus, potentially, MAKE has the means to support 
inclusion, which allows for diversity in the creation of value. However, 
the process has to be supported to ensure that this possible effect is 
not overridden nor trumped.

The kind of flexibility embodied by MAKE is increasingly demanded 
of people, organisations, firms and institutions acting in situations 
characterised by uncertainty, where adaptation is needed but 
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predictions cannot be made (Hipel and Ben-Haim, 1999; Wiltbank, 
Dew and Sarasvathy, 2006). By de-emphasising the central planning 
approach in exchange for more adaptive and flexible solutions, MAKE 
can be seen as piloting adaptive approaches to addressing goals and 
challenges in conditions of contingency and unpredictability. In relation 
to this, MAKE presents itself as amenable to interpretation in a variety of 
ways, and so it can be seen as an incarnation of a Community Hub, an 
Urban Common, a Living Lab and a Community Studio. Lastly, MAKE can 
be framed as part of the ‘making’ tradition and collective alternative 
everyday practices (CAEP). This ‘chameleon-like’ adaptability can be 
seen as desirable for those operating under  conditions of uncertainty 
and institutional fluidity, where the old ways of working are being re-
defined with the shifting relations in institutional ecologies (Etzkowitz 
and Leydesdorff, 1997).

This demands new ways of understanding value, not in terms of impact 
delivered but potential generated and as arising in the context of 
necessarily networked and interactive activities. Value here is not a 
result of exchanging goods but of sharing capacities and capabilities 
by acting together. The paradigm of Service-Dominant logic (Vargo 
and Lush, 2004)—as encompassing the early articulations of value 
co-creation (Normann and Ramirez, 1993) through perspectives 
from public sector management (Osbourne, 2016) and stretching to 
the more recent articulations of ecosystem and multi-actor service 
systems (Vink, et al., 2020)—provides a canvas for understanding this 
process of value co-creation but, primarily, value is narrated in terms 
of the individual stories and experiences of those involved. Seen 
from this perspective, the value of MAKE can be shown to rest—not 
in internal organisational efficiencies at any given time—but in the 
individually interpreted and collectively activated opportunities for 
value realisation in the life trajectories of those involved. In this sense, 
MAKE allows us to trace how actors influence and experience change 
over time and how the enduring infrastructure of MAKE supports and 
sustains the on-going process of value co-creation.
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CHAPTER 1. PUTTING MAKE 
IN CONTEXT(S)
This chapter sets the scene for (e)valuating MAKE. It does this by 
introducing two possible lenses that can be applied to MAKE: as a 
place that can be interpreted using different concepts that have 
been applied to similar initiatives; and as occupying a moment in 
time at the intersection of evolving design and policy discourses. Even 
though MAKE was not moulded consciously to fit any singular frame, 
this ‘trying on of different hats’ is illuminating insofar as it alerts us to a 
range of features in MAKE that are not immediately visible and show 
that different frames shape what we consider to be valuable about 
MAKE. So, this chapter puts in place a foundation for (e)valuating 
MAKE in terms that are critical, contextual and self-reflexive (exhibiting 
awareness of how the framework we are using is constructed, why it 
is constructed in the way it is and how it shapes our thinking, including 
our assessment of value in MAKE). 

One place—multiple framings 

MAKE has been many things to many people. On a basic level, this 
simply reflects that the space was versatile and, secondly, that 
different people had different ideas about how to use it. This is indeed 
the case, as discussed later in this report. On a deeper level, however, 
and what is at issue at the moment, is that the initiative can be 
framed in a number of ways, appealing to different concepts and 
traditions for thinking about place-based initiatives. The focus can 
be put on the local council and community, emphasising the space’s 
potential to address complex public service-delivery challenges, but 
also as an instance of community organising (Community Hubs and 
Urban Commons). Emphasis can be placed on entrepreneurial and 
innovative perspectives, seeing MAKE as an instance of multiple-
helix innovation (see Box 1) involving a higher education institution, 
a business, a public body and the public themselves (Living Labs 
and Community Studios). Lastly, MAKE can be framed as part of the 
‘making’ tradition and collective alternative everyday practices (CAEP) 
by virtue of the type of involvement it offered (Makerspaces and 
Collective Alternative Everyday Practice). Each framing concept comes 
from a different discursive tradition and emphasises a different type 
of stakeholder, picking out different features of MAKE. Even though 
MAKE was not consciously moulded to be one or the other (and the 
concepts offered below are illustrative not exhaustive), it is illuminating 
to consider the question of ‘fit’ as it highlights different ways that MAKE 
can be valued.
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Community Hubs 
MAKE was a community space. In this sense, MAKE could be considered 
in relation to the evolving conception of a community centre, even 
though MAKE was never intended to take on the whole range of 
services and activities delivered through the community centres 
supported by local councils. This evolving conception sees the 
model of the community centre change over the years, from a place 

BOX 1. HELICES OF INNOVATION

The multiple-helix innovation (MH) describes an interactive 
arrangement based on the operation of overlapping institutional 
spheres. In the initial formulation these were: university, industry, 
government (Etzkowitz and Leydesdorff, 1997), later extended to 
include civil society (Carayannis and Campbell, 2012)—as explained 
at length in SDI Working Paper no. 4 (Kaszynska, 2021b). Quadruple 
helix innovation, also known as open innovation 2.0, refers to an 
approach to innovation that integrates the interests, expertise 
and resources of government, university, industry and community/
citizens (Carayannis and Campbell, 2009; Yawson, 2009). The 
European Commission refers to Open Innovation 2.0 (EU OISPG, 
2017) as a new approach for tackling the complex challenges we 
face in our societies. It breaks down the traditional silos between 
government, industry, academia and civil participants, bringing 
these multidisciplinary viewpoints together in an environment that 
promotes team working, collaboration and the sharing of ideas. 
By working together, this quadruple helix approach can create 
new shared value that benefits all participants in what becomes 
an innovation ecosystem. Technology plays a key role in creating 
networks and connectivity. Value is characterised by a long-term 
view, focusing on improved social conditions as well as company 
performance. And success is measured for the ecosystem as a 
whole, rather than individual units.

These models—living labs and MH innovation—have become popular 
in understanding the involvement of HEIs in collaborative working but 
do not come without criticism. Notably, the lack of empirical evidence 
that they do in fact deliver innovation or other projected outcomes 
(Vallance et al., 2020) and the sometimes formulaic application of 
the model that is not sensitive enough to the conditions of local 
implementation (Jongbloed et al., 2008) have been considered as 
problematic. In the context of design specifically, the call on HEIs to 
‘pick up’ on the aspects of public sector responsibilities where the 
neo-liberal state is retracting has been identified as contentious 
(Julier, 2017). Significantly, however, the MH model can also be related 
to thinking in management and business about dealing with risk and 
uncertainty across environments that cannot be easily controlled or 
predicted (Chesbrough, 2006).
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providing essential social services to a much more varied and  
multi-functional model of a community hub.

Urban commons
It is also interesting to look at MAKE as a ‘commoning’ space, through 
the prism of ‘the commons’ and the way it is linked with ideas of self-
governance and collective ownership (Ostrom, 1990). This could imply 
thinking of MAKE as a collective resource that stands in tension with 
commodified and privatised space or, in a more limited sense, a place 
in which some aspects of communing practice takes place. In line 
with the latter, a number of studies have applied this notion to the city 
specifically (Cordts et al., 2016), including meanwhile spaces (Petrescu 
et al., 2020).1

1. �Meanwhile uses can be as diverse as permanent uses—London has pop-up shops, bars, 
allotments, art galleries and football pitches—as well as housing or workspace created on a 
meanwhile basis. Meanwhile uses are usually defined by their short timeframe, which makes 
them relatively affordable. Most landowners charge low or no rents for meanwhile spaces, 
because these spaces are second-hand and time sensitive: they may need investment to 
be fitted out, but there is only a short time period to recoup that investment (Bosetti and 
Calthorpe, 2018).

BOX 2. COMMUNITY HUBS

Historically, the community centre movement in the UK can be 
traced back to the National Council of Social Service, founded in 
1919, and through the ‘boom’ after the Second World War when 
the community centre was considered an essential amenity in 
public service provision (Wilton, 2012). The present-day model of a 
centre is different in that the focus has shifted from providing the 
‘essential’ social service to a more educational focus and a base 
for community groups and clubs (c.f. Wilton, 2012). This is highlighted 
further in the context of personalisation and service integration 
that underpins the new form of “community hub” (Carr, 2010). Hubs, 
as shaped in contemporary policy are “a way of developing social 
networks, encouraging enterprise and improving access to work 
opportunities” (Needham, 2013, p.97)

BOX 3. URBAN COMMONS

In parallel or, as some would suggest, in reaction to the 
transformation of the community centre into the hub, new forms 
of community engagement focused on self-governance and 
commoning practices have emerged (Linebaugh, 2014). They draw 
on the idea of “the commons” (Ostrom, 1990), defined as a dynamic 
and collective resource that stands in tension with commodified 
and privatised space (Gidwani and Baviskar, 2011). Thus, often, 
commoning is linked to producing and sustaining common good 
in relation to forms of mutual and collective ownership. Indeed, in 
recent years, a number of studies have applied this notion to the city 
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Community studios
Community studios—the term originating in the US context of 
community art therapy practice (Adamson and Timlin, 1984)—has been 
used increasingly to describe partnerships between communities and 
universities. It reflects the need to bridge institutional boundaries and 
to create neutral spaces. In the UK context, the term “third spaces” 
has been used for places to establish neutral collaboration grounds 
(Comunian et al., 2015). As much as there is a need to recognise 
universities as ‘publicly’ useful, the growing popularity of these terms 
also reflects the pressures on Higher Education Institutions (HEI) to play 
a greater role in the provision of public services (See Box 4). 

The ‘living lab’ is a concept used for public-private partnership in which 
citizens, public authorities and companies work together to prototype 
and test new services, technologies and solutions in a real context 
(Westerlund et al., 2018). Often involving universities, living labs are an 
articulation of innovation systems comprising multiple stakeholders 
across different sectors working in a networked way, often with a 
view to promoting open innovation (Edquist, 1997; Westerlund and 
Leminen, 2011). In this context, and as related to the idea of “multiple-
helix innovation” (Etzkowitz and Leydesdorff, 1997; Carayannis and 
Campbell, 2012), the living lab approach has been applied to the urban 
transformation process (Maiullari and Timmeren, 2017). 

BOX 4. COMMUNITY STUDIOS

Originating in art therapy literature and community practice 
(Adamson and Timlin, 1984; Timm-Bottos, 1995) and supported by 
findings that showed that engaging communities increases the 
relevance and uptake of research ideas related to health outcomes, 
community studios emerged in the US in response to the increasing 
pressures on universities to become “more relevant and embedded”, 
as well as to partner with communities in order to co-create 
economic and environmental solutions (Fourie, 2003; Timm-Bottos 
and Reilly, 2015). In the global context, this can be linked to attempts 
to create greater cross-sector alignment in complex institutional 
systems which, according to models such as the triple and 
quadruple helix, can lead to substitution occurring when, in addition 
to fulfilling their traditional functions, participating actors swap 
institutional roles, for instance, when universities support directly the 
delivery of services normally carried out by the state (see Ranga and 
Etzkowitz, 2013).

specifically, suggesting that commoning practices can be used to 
foster a sense of community through community gardens (Eizenberg, 
2012), parks (Gilmore, 2017) and meanwhile spaces (Petrescu, 2020), to 
name some.
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Makerspaces and Collective Alternative Everyday Practice (CAEP)
Making (Crawford, 2010) and critical making (Ratto et al., 2014) have 
become increasingly popular over the last 15 years, as have the 
spaces where these practices take place. Simply put, “makerspaces 
are community-based workshops where people access the tools, skills 
and collaborators to design and make almost anything they wish” 
(Smith, 2017, p.1). Because of this open-endedness, makerspaces have 
often been associated with collective alternative everyday practices 
(CAEP), which can include anything from furniture making and repair 
cafes, through clothing swaps and sewing workshops, to community 
gardens and upcycling groups (Blühdorn and Deflorian, 2021; Deflorian, 
2020). Paradoxically, the development of makerspaces and CAEPs have 
been linked with both support for socially marginalised and vulnerable 
communities on the one hand, and gentrification and the entrenching 
of class privilege on the other.

Although not shaped directly to be any single one of them, MAKE can 
fit any of these concepts. This, as already suggested, shows that MAKE 
is a versatile space; furthermore, this is a sign that the model of MAKE 
evolved over time, as the next chapter reveals. This is also a good 

BOX 5. LIVING LABS 

The way so-called Urban Living Labs operate varies but, looking 
at the over 200 members of the European Network of Living Labs 
(ENoLL), what they have in common is the foregrounding of the 
importance of real-life contexts and of users’ role in innovation. 
The role of users has, however, not been an uncontested issue. As 
a number of commentators have pointed out recently, living labs 
can be criticised for creating artificial lab environments where users 
can be “observed” and “interpreted” by experts (Nyström et al., 2014; 
see also Kaszynska, 2021b). Relatedly, as Björgvinsson et al. (2012) 
suggest explicitly, echoing Buur and Mathews (2008), some living 
lab approaches have been too focused “on technology and too 
little on the match between people, technology and context” (p.131). 
This criticism gave rise to the concept of design labs foregrounding 
user participation in terms of collaborative learning and future-
making environments, where a chain of translations occur across 
organisational community boundaries (Binder, 2007). In this 
context, the need to consider living labs in less managerial and 
more agonistic terms—without presupposing or forging consensus 
between all those involved—has been voiced (Hillgren, 2013). The 
expansion of the triple (academia, government, industry) into the 
quadruple helix model (academia, government, industry, citizens)  
is motivated by the acknowledgement that not only the ‘users’ but 
also the public have to be acknowledged as playing an integral  
role in driving innovation. A quintuple helix model is also proposed,  
in which the natural world is located as an integral actor in 
innovation processes.
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indication that there have been a number of different stakes and 
expectations invested in MAKE.

One moment in time—the overlapping discourses 
of design and policy

The previous section suggests a number of place-based concepts 
that can be applied to MAKE and spaces like MAKE. This section looks 
at MAKE as positioned in time at an intersection of design and policy 
discourses, building on the well-established traditions of participatory 
design and co-design (see Box 7), as well as reflecting some of the 
preoccupations of social innovation (see Box 8), a relatively well-
established concept in policy and, ultimately, as fitting seamlessly into 
the narrative of the Service-Dominant logic (S-D) (see Box 9), which has 
been gaining prominence in management and marketing steadily and, 
more recently, in service design and public service management and 
administration. Looking through these lenses allows us to understand 
MAKE and, crucially, what is valuable about it.

Participatory design and co-design
The tradition of Participatory Design (PD) originates in Scandinavian 
workplaces in the 1970s as a response to the perceived lack of 

BOX 6. MAKERSPACES AND COLLECTIVE ALTERNATIVE EVERYDAY 
PRACTICE (CAEP)

While, in some contexts, the development of makerspaces is linked 
with support for socially marginalised and vulnerable communities 
(Sanabria et al., 2020), recent findings show increasing gentrification 
and the appropriation of the makerspaces and CAEPs by the 
middle and upper middle classes (Deflorian, 2021). In the latter 
context, these activities have been linked with post-materialist 
agendas and prefigurative politics and various ambitions to socio-
ecological transformation (Eversberg and Schmelzer, 2018). Several 
commentators have, however, questioned whether the anticipated 
transformation follows by pointing out that engagement in CAEPs 
often goes hand-in-hand with unsustainable consumer lifestyle 
choices (Deflorian, 2021; Kallis et al., 2018). In the same way, the status 
of making and its consequences remain contested. The main point 
here is that makerspaces are contested, as is making itself. Whereas 
some see making as a contributor to good mental health (Crawford, 
2010) and social “connecting” (Gauntlett, 2013), others criticise the 
recent turn to making as overtly romantic and even complicit with 
the neo-liberal agenda (MacGregor, 2021; Smith, 2017). In the words 
of Smith, “as innovative spaces, makerspaces have a complicated 
history, which shapes the way they are framed simultaneously as 
socially transformative, educationally useful and entrepreneurially 
promising. Makerspace activities are being pulled and pushed in 
different directions” (Smith, 2017, p.17).
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representation of the worker’s voice in workplace decision-making 
(Bødker et al., 2000; Björgvinsson et al., 2010; Smith et al., 2017). Even 
though coming from a different tradition (Sanders and Stappers, 2008), 
co-design shares with PD the need for engaging non-designers as 
“experts of their experiences”. This said, the level of engagement can 
vary when comparing PD to co-design (Visser et al., 2005). PD and 
co-design rely on different processes, use different tools and have 
different assumptions about the role of design expertise. 

Social innovation and design
Social innovations have been described as “innovations that are social 
both in their ends and their means”: 

They are social in their ends because they are motivated by the 
goal of meeting a social need. They are social in their means 
because they leave behind a stronger social capacity to act, and 
are usually, though not exclusively, spread through organisations 
whose primary purposes are social (Mulgan, 2019, p.10). 

BOX 7. PARTICIPATORY DESIGN AND CO-DESIGN

The difference between PD and co-design is that, in the latter, the 
process is still said to be managed by design professionals who are 
responsible for facilitating engagement and accessing the lived 
experiences of non-professionals (Sanders and Stappers, 2008). 
In PD, the roles of designers and non-designers are more blurred, 
with the process said to be owned collectively by the group and 
thus not privileging professional design expertise (Björgvinsson et 
al., 2012). It has been suggested that whereas co-design aims to 
‘solve’ problems, for PD a key intended outcome is mutual learning 
(Bratteteig et al., 2012). The role of reflection and reflectiveness 
is also much discussed (Pihkala and Karasti, 2013; Bardzell, 2014). 
Unsurprisingly, on occasion, the proponents of PD have accused 
co-design of participation management (Farr, 2018) and a lack 
of interest in and awareness of the issues of power, politics and 
social justice prominent in ‘traditional’ Scandinavian PD (Bratteteig 
and Wagner, 2014). Those perhaps more sympathetic to co-design 
have pointed out that the ‘old’ issues of power find new—and less 
obvious—contemporary manifestations. A possible illustration 
is the question of how bureaucratic and technical systems and 
institutionalism interact (Paylor and McKevitt, 2019). It is argued that 
these new manifestations call for new systemic solutions beyond 
‘tools’, which were a focus of early PD (Ehn and Kyng, 1985). Thus, PD 
and co-design are connected in some respects but dissimilar in 
others. While they share the sentiment that “those affected by  
a design should have a say in its design process” (Ehn, 2008;  
Holmlid, 2012), they have different answers as to what this amounts  
to in practice.
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So, what is at issue for social innovation is securing social outcomes, 
both in the form of products and services and also through building 
capacities and capabilities in the participating communities. In this 
context, the job of design is to enable this. One way of doing this is 
through an approach known as ‘infrastructuring’ (see the next chapter 
for more details) aimed at “creating socio-technical resources that 
intentionally enable adoption and appropriation beyond the initial 
scope of the design, a process that might include participants not 
present during the initial design” (Dantec and DiSalvo, 2013, p.247).  
(See Box 8.)

BOX 8. SOCIAL INNOVATION AND DESIGN

The use of design to address social issues and to create innovative 
solutions is not new (these texts present overviews of the old 
debates: Margolin and Margolin, 2002; Fuad-Luke, 2013). Needless to 
say, the traditions of PD and co-design are relevant in this context, 
offering a range of participatory ways ‘to help people to help 
themselves’. It is notable, however, that a body of design practice 
specifically and consciously motivated by social innovation has 
emerged (Emilson et al., 2011; Manzini, 2009; Thorpe and Gamman, 
2011). It comes with a set of specific approaches and principles, also, 
ideological underpinnings (Chick, 2012; Liedtka, 2015; Vink et al., 2017; 
Kimbell, 2021; see also the sub-section ‘Can everyone design?’ in 
Chapter 4). Amongst the central concepts  is what Manzini and 
colleagues dubbed “collaborative services” (Jégou and Manzini, 
2008), in which service users play a role in the co-design and the 
co-production of services, also “infrastructuring”. Both demand 
extensive collaboration, among many stakeholders, over time. 
Designers working in this field are focused on fostering relations to 
enable collaborative ways of working and “creating socio-technical 
resources that intentionally enable adoption and appropriation 
beyond the initial scope of the design” (Dantec and DiSalvo, 2013, 
p.247). Thus, what is at issue is not just the development of new skills,
tools and methods but also ‘structures’ that last beyond individual
people and communities, while enabling change in services and
systems.

Of immediate relevance to MAKE are the insights from existing 
research and findings from other projects pursuing design for 
social innovation, namely that building collaborative services and 
infrastructuring is hard. It requires continuous responsiveness and 
adjustment to partly conflicting interests (Star and Ruhleder, 1996). 
This is because the question of what constitutes social goals and 
who chooses the means—indeed, whose interests are represented—
are never fully resolved in the process (Chick, 2012). Moreover, design 
for social innovation is resource-intensive: it takes time and work. 
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Service-Dominant logic and value co-creation
Rather than ‘pushing’ against the limitations of the old settlement 
in evaluation, MAKE could be considered to be prototyping a new 
paradigm in evaluation: Service-Dominant logic. In a nutshell, the 
central concept is that of value and NOT performance; the task is to 
facilitate value creation, not just to deliver service. This thinking rests 
on a simple premise that focusing on value creation and exchange of 
service—that is, the application of competences such as knowledge 
and skills for mutual benefit—is a better perspective from which to 
understand society and economy than the traditional exchange of 
goods. Focusing on service directs attention towards the process 
and away from the units of output that are exchanged. With this, S-D 
logic opens up a radically new way for thinking about value, and by 
extension—as this report suggests—a possible role for design. Rather 
than the value-in-exchange that dominates the old Goods-Dominant 
logics, S-D logic is committed to working with value-in-use and, most 
importantly, value co-creation (see Box 9 for more details). On a radical 
reading, this means that there is no value without collaboration and 
that reciprocally beneficial service exchange is central to this process. 
Moreover, this also means that value can accrue to stakeholders over 
time, as the initial collaboration translates and shapes their lives. The 
crucial point is that value is co-created by multiple actors acting in a 
networked way (Vargo et al., 2008) over a period of time stretching into 
their separate trajectories. 

Thus, the S-D paradigm presents an opportunity to see MAKE as a 
means to co-create value.

BOX 9. SERVICE-DOMINANT LOGIC AND VALUE CO-CREATION

Service-Dominant logic (S-D logic) is an idea that is well-established 
in management and marketing (Vargo and Lusch, 2004), and 
service design research (Kimbell, 2011; Arico, 2018; Vink et al., 2020). 
Public Service logic is becoming increasingly popular in the context 
of public sector management and public administration (see, for 
instance, Nambisan and Nambisan, 2013; Osborne, 2018). Its roots 
can perhaps be traced to the early ideas of Ostrom—mentioned 
previously in this report in relation to ‘commoning’—and her work 
on the activism of the 1960s and 1970s (Ostrom, 1978). However, as a 
paradigm, S-D logic came to prominence in the context of marketing 
and reflected the customisation of services for consumers and the 
rise of ‘consumer-centric’ organisations and firms (Peñaloza and 
Venkatesh, 2006). The concept of Public Service logic, introduced in 
more recent years (Osbourne, 2020), is a way of adapting the S-D 
proposal for the context of public services and sectors where it is 
more appropriate to talk about ‘citizens’, rather than ‘users’.
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Concluding reflections

This chapter discusses different ways of framing MAKE. 
The different lenses are introduced in order to prepare 
the ground for showing that there are different ways of 
understanding ‘success’ in MAKE, to highlight that the 
value of MAKE can be narrated in terms of intersecting 
and diverging stakeholder perspectives, and to alert 
us to a range of features that may otherwise not be 
immediately apparent when we look at MAKE in detail in 
the next chapter. 

Indeed, this chapter shows that MAKE builds on multiple 
traditions and fits multiple frames, on a local and more 
global level. These do not always align. For instance, in 
the broadest terms, MAKE may be positioned by some as 
part of the narrative that sees the growing use of design 
expertise, including co-design, to address public policy 
issues in a context where design practice and research 
are configured to work with neo-liberal agendas (Julier, 
2017). At the same time, as part of the S-D logic narrative, 
MAKE is shown as prototyping a new, potentially 
transformative, paradigm of how economy and society 
are organised and co-ordinated and how we think 
about value. In reality, MAKE is most likely both. 
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CHAPTER 2.  
SITUATING, EXPLAINING 
AND DESCRIBING MAKE
There is no single concept that fits MAKE uniquely but, as an initiative 
located in a specific place and time, MAKE can be seen to draw 
and build upon a number of existing models and concepts. The 
previous chapter suggests some of them. This chapter looks at MAKE 
through the lens of these concepts and in its own right as an initiative 
generating and prototyping its own concepts and ways of working. 
It starts with a ‘pre-history’ of MAKE and an account of events which, 
while preceding MAKE, were formative to it; next it discusses the 
motivations and objectives behind MAKE; then it outlines the theoretical 
basis of MAKE’s design and how this was translated into practice. It then 
proceeds to sketch the planning, facilities and governance, closing 
with a number of illustrations of activities to give readers a sense of the 
range and type of programming delivered by MAKE.

The when: situating MAKE in a specific time and place 

Officially, MAKE opened to the public in July 2019 but the roots of the 
project reach back to 2015. The project’s genesis, and much of the 
programme, came from an existing set of relationships and projects 
developed by Central Saint Martins with a range of partners dating 
back to 2015, and further to the physical relocation of the college in 2012 
and its founding role as an ‘anchor institution’ within the Knowledge 
Quarter, an innovation district formed from over 100 knowledge-
intensive institutions around the King’s Cross area.

One strand of this previous work focused on the development of 
Central Saint Martins’ relationship with Camden Council and Somers 
Town Community Association, two of MAKE’s founding partners. This 
was particularly driven through the Public Collaboration Lab (PCL), a 
collaborative design initiative and action research initiative originally 
funded by the Arts and Humanities Research Council (AHRC), which 
explores the potential and value of strategic collaboration between 
design education and local government to service, policy and social 
innovation. For PCL, MAKE offered the potential of a Public Innovation 
Place or Design Lab, a place where diverse people and groups 
can come together to co-create place-based responses to local 
challenges. Several projects initially seeded through PCL became part 
of the core programme offered by MAKE. In particular, projects focused 
on ‘open’ design and manufacture, including the co-creation and 
development of market stalls for Chalton Street, and self-build furniture 
services for Camden residents living in overcrowded housing went 
on to be developed further through MAKE. These are two of over 30 
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collaborative projects delivered with STCA and Camden Council and 
community partners since 2015 through PCL.

A second strand of work relates to the relationships built through 
Central Saint Martins’ local engagement work around King’s Cross. In 
2017, the college sparked a range of mini-projects and partnerships 
through its Local Encounters programme. One such project example 
is Ignition, a series of participatory ceramics workshops working in 
tandem with Global Generation, the charity that would go on to create 
the Story Garden, where MAKE is situated.

For the preceding year, MAKE, PCL and Central Saint Martins’ public 
engagement team worked together to explore the potential and 
interest for a community space for creative collaboration in the 
local area. Interviews, surveys, workshops and events revealed a 
community of interest in making, creating and connecting with 
others. This research culminated in a week-long ‘pop-up’ makerspace 
housed in Central Saint Martins’ Lethaby Gallery. This ‘MAKE prototype’ 
hosted a programme of workshops, talks and events dedicated to the 
actions of making, sharing, learning and listening. In total, the series 
of participatory activities saw around 1,000 members of the local 
community visit the space, providing additional proof of concept to 
engage partners with a more long-term project focused on the same 
core principles and practices.

The why: motivations behind MAKE

The proposal from Central Saint Martins approved by the partners—
MAKE Meanwhile Application for S106—speaks of the need for “public 
social innovation” and the need to address “local challenges” through 
“shared endeavour”. In this context, the role of the college in serving 
as an anchor institution is emphasised, in particular with regard to 
“the current climate of reduced funding to local government requires 
innovative ways to address the complex societal challenges that 
our urban communities face” and the need for “inclusive growth”. 
Inclusive growth is described in terms of “ensuring that the benefits of 
collaborations are experienced by those currently least well equipped 
to access them is a challenge that MAKE Meanwhile seeks to address 
by democratising innovation and supporting inclusive development”.

Chapters 3 and 4 attempt to assess how successful MAKE ultimately 
has been in delivering on this ambitious agenda. However, 
understanding some demographic statistical data about St Pancras 
and Somers Town ward—where MAKE is located—can be useful at this 
point to set the scene. The information most pertinent from the point 
of view of Equality Diversity and Inclusion is that, while White British 
people are the largest ethnic group in this neighbourhood, St Pancras 
and Somers Town ward is more ethnically diverse than three-quarters 
of neighbourhoods in London, with Asian people the most common 
non-white ethnic group (and Asian Bangladeshi people the largest 
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subgroup). The ward is also more linguistically diverse than three-
quarters of neighbourhoods in London. According to the information 
from Census 2011: 

Sixty-eight% of residents speak English as their first language. 
Fourteen other languages—the most common of which is 
Bengali—are spoken by more than one hundred residents. 
Among those people who do not speak English as their first 
language, most speak English well (34%) or very well (46%), while 
16% cannot speak English well and 3% cannot speak English at all.

Also relevant is the fact that St Pancras and Somers Town ward 
contains five Lower Super Output Areas (LSOAs) that fall within the  
20% most deprived LSOAs in England (and eight LSOAs in total).2  
This estimate is based on indices of deprivation looking at income, 
employment, health and disability, education, skills and training, 
housing and services, and crime and living environment.3

MAKE’s objectives
MAKE’s objectives, agreed by the partners, centred on shared 
endeavour, employment and skills training, community resilience, social 
cohesion and wellbeing, and delivery of the Camden STEAM agenda 
(See Box 10).

2. �LSOAs are a statistical geography, smaller than wards, based on groups of 2011 Census Output 
Areas (COA). There are 133 LSOAs in Camden and 32,844 in England. There are eight LSOAs in St 
Pancras and Somers Town ward.

3. �St_Pancras___Somers_Town_Ward_Profile_Jan-20_v1.1.pdf

BOX 10. MAKE’S OBJECTIVES

Support local communities to address the complex societal 
challenges we face such as overcrowded living, rough sleeping, 
social isolation and loneliness through challenge-driven action 
learning projects that co-define, co-design and co-deliver social 
innovations that may be sustained as social enterprises.

Improve social cohesion and wellbeing; reducing social isolation 
and loneliness by connecting people through collaborative creative 
activities that offer opportunities for shared experiences and 
meaningful encounters with others.

Increase employability and entrepreneurship through skills 
development, training and networking—both formal and informal—
linked to challenge-driven learning and creative collaborations 
that provide and support opportunities for residents to work with 
businesses and local organisations to develop skills and experiences 
that help them towards employment and stimulate social enterprise
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The objectives for the project were deliberately broad, but the 
approach to programming and projects within the space was  
more open-ended and emergent, based around finding areas  
where there was already expertise, appetite (from the various 
stakeholders and users) and capacity in terms of the skills, equipment, 
space and facilities.

The how: MAKE’s design, in theory and practice

MAKE, as introduced in the original proposal, aimed to “bring together, 
and leverage resources linked to synergies between the agendas of 
local residents and community groups, Camden Council staff and 
service providers, Central Saint Martins, UAL and other universities’ 
staff and students, local employers and their employees, including the 
knowledge institutions, cultural organisations and businesses within the 
Knowledge Quarter”.

The project aimed to use the methods and practices of the art and 
design institution, in particular, those pioneered through the previous 
Central Saint Martin’s projects: Public Collaboration Lab (PCL), Local 
Encounters and Cultures of Resilience (CoR) programmes. As already 
suggested, these programmes laid foundations for MAKE in that 
they suggested some theoretical concepts that explain how art and 
design practices contribute to creating the conditions for meaningful 
encounters between people (See Box 11).

Support delivery of Camden’s STEAM agenda by providing a digital 
making space as a prototype STEAM hub providing facilities and 
resources, accessible to schools and the wider community, to access 
digital tools and develop digital skills.

Support inclusive development of the local area by providing the 
physical and relational infrastructure required to directly involve 
local communities affected by re-development in shaping the 
public realm for Euston 2020 and HS2 developments via creative 
engagement and co-visioning of future scenarios.

Widen access to arts and culture through an inclusive programme  
of collaborative creative activities.

BOX 11. CONTRIBUTIONS OF PARTICIPATORY ART AND DESIGN 
PRACTICES TO CREATING MEANINGFUL ENCOUNTERS

The implementation of ‘boundary’ objects and processes that enable 
exchange, dialogue and shared experiences that support empathy 
and understanding between participants.
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The central design term used is that of ‘infrastructuring’. As already 
indicated, MAKE is best thought of as an enduring relational, socio-
technical platform, not a project. This means that MAKE is a structure 
bringing together people, resources and policies. This articulation of 
infrastructuring has much in common with the tradition of PD and 
highlights the enduring and persistent infrastructural effects that 
participatory design can have on practice after the involvement 
of designers and researchers ends (Björgvinsson and Hilgren, 2010; 
Björgvinsson, et al., 2012). Related to this are the ideas of “continuing 
design” (Karasti et al., 2010; 2018), “design in use” and “designing for 
design in use” (Bannon and Ehn, 2012). 

MAKE makes two advances on this: firstly, MAKE specifically applies the 
principles of nesting and effectuation to the infrastructuring process. 
(See Box 12).

The creation of ‘safe spaces’ that accommodate  
vulnerabilities by ‘de-risking’ spaces of participation premised 
on democratic principles of participatory art and are able to 
accommodate vulnerabilities.

Provision of ‘supported socialisation’ defined as “the provision 
of structured opportunities and supports that enable people 
with psychiatric disabilities and those who feel isolated, lonely or 
marginalised, to participate in the naturally occurring rhythms of 
community life within the context of caring, reciprocal relationships 
in which they experience themselves as having something of value 
to offer others” (Davidson, et al., 2004, p.455).

The creation of relational infrastructure for participants that affords 
both ‘bonding’ and ‘bridging’ experiences for participants. Bonding 
refers to the way in which individuals can build social capital within 
groups; bridging describes the formation of social capital between 
groups, of differing characteristics (Putnam, 2000). 

BOX 12. NESTING AND EFFECTUATION

As originally envisaged by Elinor Ostrom, a nested system is one in 
which key governance functions, like monitoring and enforcement  
of resource use, are organised into multiple, reinforcing layers of  
governance (Marshall, 2007). This way of organising is said to 
enhance access to local knowledge, better adaptation and 
increased legitimacy while enhancing the roles of individual actors 
(Ostrom, 1990).

Effectuation describes an approach to making decisions and 
performing actions in entrepreneurship processes based on 
adaptation with a project’s direction adjusted according to the 
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Secondly, we consider different kinds of infrastructuring taking place 
through participatory and collaborative practices (See Box 13).

Design implementation and development
The MAKE @ Story Garden programme did not have a defined 
programme of activities from the outset. Instead, the programme 
was emergent, based on the relationships, networks and expertise of 
different actors within the local area, along with the development of a 
number of pre-existing projects. The MAKE team reviewed these on the 
basis of the overall project objectives, but there was a broad and open 
interpretation of what could take place in the space.

There were several projects related to student, academic and partner 
projects that were continued through the MAKE project, but most of the 
programme constituted wholly new activity. The final activities could 
broadly be seen under the following categories:

•	 Central Saint Martins-led activities: projects, workshops and 
activities proposed by Central Saint Martins course leadership, 
academic staff and students.

•	 Partner-led activities: this constituted activities and projects 
proposed by the project partners—STCA, Camden Council and 
Lendlease. 

•	 Community-led activities: MAKE acted as a platform for community 
organisations, arts organisations and individuals to propose 
workshops, activities and events.

BOX 13. TYPES OF INFRASTRUCTURING

Relational infrastructuring (practices that support the development 
of connections and trust between people).

Operational infrastructuring (practices that develop operational 
understandings and build operational capacity).

Strategic infrastructuring (practices that break organisational  
silos, identify organisational synergies and align organisational 
agendas such that their resources might be combined towards 
collective impact).

outcome of relevant actions, not executed according to a set plan 
(Sarasvathy and Venkataraman, 2011).4

4. �The four principles of effectuation—as popularised in management—are Bird-in-Hand: you 
have to create solutions with the resources available here and now; Lemonade Principle: 
mistakes and surprises are inevitable and can be used to look for new opportunities; Crazy 
Quilt: entering into new partnerships can bring the project new funds and new directions; 
Affordable Loss: you should only invest as much as you are willing to lose.
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•	 Collaborative projects: these were initiatives where more than one 
partner came together to deliver workshops, activities and events.

The programme also settled quite quickly on a model that included 
several open access, regular activities that were open to local 
residents on an ongoing basis and one-off or project-based activity 
that was either based on invitation to specific groups within Somers 
Town and St Pancras, or was delivered to/with specific stakeholders in 
a closed setting.

There was a conventional application form process for community-
led activities, and for third parties and residents seeking to deliver 
activities at MAKE. However, in practice the programme was developed 
more from the network or relationships held by partners than an ‘open’ 
application format. This was primarily led by Central Saint Martins’ 
Creative Producer, working closely with counterparts at STCA.

The bulk of the consistent programme activities were delivered 
through two primary routes. Firstly, five Central Saint Martins’ graduates 
were commissioned as residents for the space, delivering a series 
of participatory workshops in different practices (see the discussion 
of Graduate Residencies in the next chapter). Secondly, the MAKE 
Technical Coordinators ran a regular series of sessions (Clay 
workshops and furniture making/DIY woodworking workshops) that 
turned into the online participatory MAKE Socials (see Box 15) during the 
COVID-19 lockdown in March 2021.

The what: MAKE planning, facilities, governance 

The first phase of MAKE evolved during the period from July 2019 to 
January 2021. The British Library licensed Global Generation to create 
a new temporary garden on-site in the disused space behind the 
Library itself, which is earmarked for an extension to the Library. At the 
same time, Central Saint Martins and STCA approached The British 
Library with a request to use the empty space to locate a community 
makerspace. The British Library explained that it had received an 
approach from Global Generation and suggested that the occupancy 
was combined. Central Saint Martins approached Global Generation, 
which welcomed the potential synergy between growing and 
making activities, and the opportunity to build on past collaborative 
projects with CSM, including those delivered with the Spatial Practices 
Programme and Ceramics courses. This piece of land was developed 
as the ‘Story Garden’ in the Spring of 2019, with MAKE situated within 
the garden. The design and build was led by staff from the Spatial 
Practices programme supported by CSM Innovation and Business, and 
PCL. It was partially completed in July 2019, when a soft launch event 
was held for the opening of the garden as part of the Somers Town 
Festival. Following the internal fit-out and additional building works 
in the summer, the MAKE space was officially opened in September/
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October 2019, and ran a schedule of activities until March 2020, when 
the COVID-19 pandemic necessitated a sudden change in operations.

Following the first lockdown in March 2020, the site closed temporarily 
until August 2020, with a number of activities shifting online (discussed 
in more detail below). The site was reopened in August 2020 on a more 
restricted basis due to social distancing and pandemic-related health 
and safety measures, but remained open until November 2020, when 
it was closed due to the second UK-wide lockdown. Several projects 
and activities continued online; however, the site did not open for the 
remainder of the phase one period.

The physical site
The MAKE space is made up of a studio space formed from two 
shipping containers and a further shipping container housing various 
tools and equipment. The two structures are joined by a decking 
area, providing an outdoor working space. The shipping containers 
are fitted out with the necessary equipment and facilities to deliver a 
programme of art and design activities with community participants. 

There is a mixture of permanent equipment and additional loaned 
equipment brought in from Central Saint Martins or other partners.  
The equipment includes:

•	 A selection of hand tools and woodworking equipment.

•	 Knitting and sewing machines.

•	 Ceramics equipment including an electric kiln and a larger  
outdoor kiln. 

•	 Digital design equipment, including a laser cutter.

Some equipment was also provided by the college’s technical 
resources team on a temporary basis, such as screen-printing 
equipment for specific workshop activities.

In total, there were 16 different academic, technical and professional 
staff from Central Saint Martins who led activities at MAKE. These 
included teaching staff, research staff and specialist technicians in 
areas such as ceramics and print. 

Governance and delivery
The MAKE project was managed on an operational basis by Central 
Saint Martins, with partnership input from the STCA, Lendlease and 
Camden Council as set out below. 

The Steering Group managing the project had representation from 
Camden Council, STCA, Lendlease and Central Saint Martins. This 
group oversaw day-to-day operational functions and programming 
of the space. The steering group meetings extended into other areas, 
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including more strategic discussions around aligning resources within 
Camden and tackling larger-scale issues such as the STEAM agenda 
within the borough and supporting COVID-19 response activities led by 
Council and community partners. 

The Advisory Group consisted of senior representatives from the 
partner organisations, alongside members of the academic leadership 
team at Central Saint Martins, representatives from the Greater London 
Authority’s Regeneration Team, and the Knowledge Quarter. This group 
had a remit to explore the strategic positioning of the MAKE project and 
its prospective future direction.

The Story Garden is managed by Global Generation working with a mix 
of partners such as Stanhope/Mitsui Fudosan and The British Library. 
While there were several on-the-ground collaborations between the 
garden’s programme and MAKE, there was no formal mechanism for 
collaboration through the first phase of MAKE. Programming was mostly 
aligned through the delivery team on the ground.

The MAKE delivery team consisted of a small team made up of:

•	 an Academic Director (0.4 FTE) and Director Innovation & Business 

•	 a Creative Producer for Local Engagement (0.8 FTE)

•	 a Strategic Partnerships Manager

•	 a Designer-in-Residence (0.4 FTE)

•	 an Administrator (0.6 FTE)

•	 a full-time role for MAKE Technical and Site Coordinators, shared 
between two people (2 x 0.5 FTE each)

•	 a part-time academic responsible for the evaluation.

BOX 14. ILLUSTRATION 1: TRASHCANLDN

TrashCanLdn is a collaborative project that brought together a 
group of BA Product Designers at Central Saint Martins with young 
people from Somers Town Youth Centre. The project aimed to create  
a way to introduce the youth group to design, as a means of 
creating upcycled products that could be sold at a local market.

With guidance from Youth Leaders, Jamie King and Shazna Ahmed, 
the group devised games as a gateway into design. They created a 
pack of cards, dice, and grab stick through which one could easily 
create random combinations of material, process and context as 
a speed design challenge. For example, “waste glass bottles + kiln + 
domestic product = ?”.
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Just as the groups were getting to know and trust each other, the 
COVID-19 lockdown began; though physical making had been 
central to the project, TrashCanLdn became digital. The student 
group translated its games onto an Instagram account connected 
to the existing social platforms of the youth club. The students 
would challenge their audience to design something in 24 hours 
using a specific combination of material, process and product 
type. Submitted designs stretched from efficient food slicers to 
discourage waste to Shakespearean dog collar ruffs made from 
upcycled denim. 

When lockdown was lifted and restrictions allowed, members of the 
youth club arrived at MAKE to put some of their ideas into practice. 
Products like an indoor hanging planter and a self-assembly 
smartphone projector came out of those collective workshops.

With the students now graduated, TrashCanLdn moves into a 
new phase. The project team has developed open source online 
resources sharing ‘how-to’ films and guides for designing and 
making with discarded materials. This digital resource offers the 
learnings and assets from TrashCanLdn to all, inspiring others  
to get designing and making and stimulating youth enterprise  
(see www.trashcanldn.com ). 

BOX 15. ILLUSTRATION 2: MAKE SOCIALS

When the MAKE @ Story Garden site closed due to the UK’s  
first COVID-19 lockdown, technical coordinators Simeon Featherstone 
and Mark Laban took their workshop activities online. MAKE Socials 
translated the participatory making that normally happened  
on-site into digital, week-long creative challenges that primarily 
encouraged members to socialise and create together within a 
community of practice.

“We had spent the previous six months building up local people’s 
trust and connection to the space. It seemed irresponsible to not 
consider that existing community’s needs during the pandemic. 
We were conscious they would still look to MAKE to provide a ‘space’ 
for meeting up, exchanging ideas and learning new skills and we 
wanted to extend that physical familiarity and ‘drop-in’ routine where 
anyone could join in and take part.”

Each week the group discussed topics such as life under lockdown, 
pets, family and art to help develop a collective mindset. This 
conversation informed a creative task that was beneficial to the 
participants, taking into account their state of mind and capacity for 
social connection each week. Once a brief was set, the group turned 
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BOX 16. ILLUSTRATION 3: RECLAIM: PUBLIC SPACE

Reclaim: Public Space was a programme mapping, designing and 
testing interventions in the public realm of Somers Town, based 
partially out of MAKE, and driven through the collaborations and 
networks enabled by the project (https://reclaimpublicspace.cargo.
site/WHAT).

The Reclaim: Public Space project was one of six projects to originate 
from the workshop, Creating Connectedness. This workshop 
was developed by MAKE and the Loneliness Lab (a collaboration 
between Lendlease and Collectively) drawing on research into 
Social Isolation and Loneliness delivered by the Loneliness Lab and 
by PCL and Camden Council. The workshop brought together more 
than 30 people from local organisations to produce six new ideas 
that could be developed and built at MAKE @ Story Garden, to then 
be implemented in public and shared spaces across Camden to 
help create connections between people (and organisations) that 
live and work around Somers Town and the Regent’s Park Estate. 
Participants shared their knowledge of the local communities 
they work with in order to inform the common goal of addressing 
loneliness and social isolation in Camden. Reclaim: Public Space was 
one of six projects that emerged from this workshop.

its attention to the tools and materials available to everyone in the 
group—this helped to decide the best outputs and any methods that 
could be used.
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CHAPTER 3.  
ASSESSING HOW WELL 
MAKE PERFORMED
As well as presenting the information gathered for the purposes 
of evaluation, this chapter summarises the monitoring data. 
Programming, outcomes and the process are analysed and assessed 
from the view of the participants, including the local residents and 
the wider public, the participating students, staff and the delivery 
team, and the partnering organisations. The chapter shows that MAKE 
performed well in a number of key areas—including: creativity and art 
making; mental health; relating to other people. It points out that the 
trends before the COVID-19 pandemic indicate that MAKE was on track 
to meet the set objectives. Below we focus on Objective 3: Increase 
employability and entrepreneurship through skills development, 
training and networking, both formal and informal—to illustrate in 
greater depth how MAKE worked towards this goal. This said, the 
process of delivery has not always been easy, as this chapter reveals, 
and the challenge of reconciling inclusivity and diversity resurfaced in 
the context of the emergent social dynamics.
 
Programming statistics

Between July 2019 and January 2021, 189 events were delivered through 
MAKE. The majority were delivered on the physical site; 25 activities 
took place online, primarily during the first COVID-19 lockdown period 
between April and June 2020. Almost 50% of the activities were driven 
by the regular programme, which was open access and allowed for 
drop-ins from residents and students. The majority of the activities 
were led by Central Saint Martins and around 30 events were delivered 
by the five graduate residents commissioned by the MAKE team 
(details below). 63 activities were either community-led or co-led and 
15 local organisations (ranging from arts organisations to community 
groups) ran activities on the site (see Box 17). 

BOX 17. COMMUNITY-LED AND CO-LED PROJECTS

In terms of working as a platform for other community stakeholders 
to deliver activities, 15 separate organisations led projects that 
used the space, resources and, in some instances, the technical 
capabilities of the MAKE team. These ranged in sectoral terms from 
schools and other educational establishments to public and third 
sector organisations, social enterprises and several smaller arts 
organisations. Most of these collaborations happened before the 
shift to primarily digital delivery, although council and voluntary and 
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Frequency of event type at MAKE

In analysing the frequency, the period from October 2019 (the official 
opening) to March 2020 was the most productive in terms of the 
frequency of activity, with a slight decline over the Christmas period. 
There was a significant fall in activity over the April 2020 period, 
compounded by a shift to online delivery, and then COVID-19 planning 
for a return to on-site activity in July 2020. Another decline occurred 
in November when a second lockdown was announced, extending to 
December 2020.

Digital workshop

One off event

Graduate 
Residency Session

Series of workshops

34

86

30

25

community sector (VCS) groups also collaborated with the MAKE 
team to deliver projects digitally during the pandemic. Some of 
these projects supported council and community responses to the 
pandemic (digital service development for food distribution and 
volunteering), whilst others found ways to continue the support that 
MAKE provided to some of the project’s most vulnerable users (online 
workshops delivered in collaboration with MIND in Camden).



39

Number of workshops/activites at MAKE per month

Student and resident participation in the MAKE programme follows 
the same trend as the workshop frequency pattern, but in an even 
more pronounced manner. The high figures for resident participation 
in August and October 2019, and February 2020 were all driven by 
activities that linked MAKE and the Story Garden together, making 
use of outdoor spaces for larger numbers of attendees. There was a 
significant drop in engagement from the first lockdown in March 2020, 
with four months of work in which fewer than 50 people were engaged 
in MAKE activities per month. This is reflective of the shift to online 
delivery (explored elsewhere in this report).
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Student and resident participation at MAKE by month

Looking at the outcomes

MAKE attracted 1,694 participants with 1,339 classified as local residents 
and non-CSM students/staff. The demographic data shows that the 
postcodes NW1 and N1 were best represented, and that most of the 
public were residents of St Pancras and Somers Town, in the London 
Borough of Camden. On the basis of 100 detailed response forms filled 
out by those who participated in the structured activities, we know 
that the group was diverse in terms of ethnicity, with participants self-
identifying as: South American, Latin American, Bangladeshi, Arab, 
Chinese, Filipino, German, European and British.5 We also understand 
that different occupational circumstances were well-represented (see 
below) as were age groups, with participants ranging from those under 
17 to those over 80. In terms of the gender splits, 69% of participants 
self-classified as female. 

What difference did participation make to the public? On a 
fundamental level, MAKE has brought enjoyment to participants. Of 
those who participated in the structured activities, 86% “loved it” and 12% 
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“liked it”. A good indication of the high level of satisfaction is that over a 
half of the participants returned on more than one occasion.  
This is echoed in the qualitative feedback:

Fantastic support and staff, extremely enjoyable.

Lovely environment, very enjoyable, good discussions.

Productivity and relaxation on my day off.

Having fun.

I am happy.

Enjoyment was not the only benefit of participating. From the Likert 
scale feedback, we know that very high percentages of people 
“strongly agreed” or “agreed” that the participation in MAKE made them:

This range of personal impacts was reported on immediately after 
participating in MAKE activities (as a result, we do not know how 
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short- or long-lived these effects have been). Nonetheless, these 
numbers speak positively of participants experiences of MAKE. The 
staff (MAKE team) and the Graduates in Residence have been praised 
on numerous occasions (as “competent”, “engaging”, “patient”, etc.) 
and credited by the participants for the quality of the different public-
facing workshops and activities.

The reported outcomes were broad (and as shown below, spread  
over the dimensions of the project objectives; see also Appendix 1  
and 2). The qualitative feedback suggests that, besides enjoyment,  
key benefits emphasised by the participants fall into the following  
three categories: creativity and art making, mental health, relating  
to other people.

BOX 18. KEY BENEFITS TO PARTICIPATION IN MAKE ACTIVITIES

Creativity and art making
Reactivating my creativity, ideas for workshops in other 
community centres.

Inspiration.
It’s great to work with my hands. To make something I’m proud 
of. To be calm. To play with colours and textures. To create 
alongside other creators.

Mental health
I was not leaving the house but now this class has made me 
come out every week.

Helps my mental health.

I’m a male adult with mental health issues and I’ve been settling 
back into a new flat which I’ve moved into. So from March really 
my life has just got better and better and better, because it’s 
forced me to confront my independence and just go rolling 
with it, but the MAKE @ Story Garden, particularly Mark Laban 
is the main person who I’ve engaged with, although I have met 
Simeon, but clay isn’t really my thing because I’m a peer support 
volunteer worker within a local NHS day centre within Camden, 
so I was doing that aspect ordinarily. I’m helping out and also 
been able to do my work, so I didn’t really need to replicate 
that aspect of my creative process, because I am an artist and 
designer, and although I’m not working or getting paid I still 
need to have a sense of purpose, which a lot of people don’t 
get when you’re not working or don’t have a partner or a family, 
you still need to have a sense of purpose, which I’m very good at 
creating and finding. So, stumbling across MAKE @ Story Garden 
was just a godsend really, a really good lifeline.
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It is also interesting to register in this context that some participants 
were explicitly aware that the arts, craft and design activities  
provided a platform for exploring broader themes. In the comment 
below (from one of the narrative accounts commissioned), weaving 
becomes a metaphor:

Weaving taught me about patience, focus on little details,  
to be able to eventually see the result of my work. I felt  
very comfortable in such a relaxing and flexible  
environment, meeting people from different backgrounds  
and different cultures, talking about the origin of weaving  
within different cultures.

We also talked about how weaving is similar to society in a way, 
of interdependence and interaction, and how all is built and held 
together as one piece, and how important all the threads are.

Meeting the set objectives

In terms of meeting specific objectives (see below and in Appendix 1), 
the monitoring figures show that the project either met or was on  
track to meet the Total Project Target figures set against the objectives, 
even before the COVID-19 pandemic struck (see Appendix 2).  
The table shows objectives set against—plausible but not perfect 
—proxy indicators derived from the Feedback forms.

Objective 1. Support local communities to  
address the complex societal challenges  
through challenge-driven action learning  
projects that co-define, co-design and co-deliver 
social innovations that may be sustained as  
social enterprises.

Did you learn a new skill as a result of 
taking part in the project? 

Affirmative 76%.

Objective 2. Improve social cohesion and 
wellbeing; reducing social isolation and loneliness 
by connecting people through collaborative 
creative activities.

Has the activity helped you to 
understand people who are different 
to you?

Affirmative 66%.

Objective 3. Increase employability  
and entrepreneurship through skills  
development, training and networking 
—both formal and informal.

Has participating in the activity 
opened up new networks or 
opportunities for you?

Affirmative 50%.

Relating to other people 
People like inter-generational activity. People feel less judged 
when all talking.

Meeting new people from different backgrounds.
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Objective 4. Support delivery of Camden’s STEAM 
agenda by providing a digital making space as a 
prototype STEAM hub with facilities and resources, 
accessible to schools and the wider community, 
to access digital tools and develop digital skills.

Was there a scientific, technical or 
digital element to what you have 
been doing?

Affirmative 37%.6

Objective 5. Support inclusive development of the 
local area by providing the physical and relational 
infrastructure required to directly involve local 
communities affected by re-development.

Has the activity help you learn about 
local issues?

Affirmative 45%.

Objective 6. Widen access to arts and culture 
through an inclusive programme of collaborative 
creative activities.

Has the activity made you interested 
in participating in arts or cultural 
activity that you haven’t tried before?

Affirmative 84%.

Focus on objective 3:  
Increase employability and entrepreneurship

In what follows, we consider briefly the effects of participation in MAKE 
activities on the employability and entrepreneurship of participants. 
This objective figured highly in terms of the aims of the partners and 
is an area that the partners from STCA, Camden and Lendlease felt 
more ambivalent about. As one of the partners put it: “STEAM and 
employability we were the weakest on”. However, this perception is not 
necessarily supported. On the one hand, the delivery of this objective 
was undeniably handicapped by the fact that a series of initially 
planned employability workshops (reflected in the original formulation 
of the objective) did not take place, due to a number of factors, 
including COVID-19 and the staffing changes in the Job Hub, which  
was supposed to facilitate the delivery of workshops. This said,  
MAKE did support increases to employability and entrepreneurship  
in a more indirect way.

Most good-quality evaluations recognise that economic self-
sufficiency is a goal with multiple intermediary steps, from enrolment in 
education or training to enhanced employment skills (see, for instance, 
Patton, 2010) and, thus, just as in cases of recovering from alcohol and 
drug addiction (see, for instance, Boufford et al., 2002), full employment 
is unlikely to be achieved in the absence of a concerted community 
effort to provide a continuum of services and opportunities for this 
target population. The partners of MAKE were aware of this (especially 
given STCA/Living Centre’s extensive experience delivering the Somers 
Town Job Hub in support of work-readiness and employment of 
local residents) and distinguished between actual employment and 
employability/work-readiness.

Through qualitative feedback, we have some evidence that 
MAKE created employability pathways by building confidence, 

6. �This relatively low performance figure can be related to the delay in getting digital 
equipment on-site and the fact that it did not arrive till late in the process. Responding to 
these difficulties, a collaboration with a local school was set up—first with students attending 
regular classes on-site and, later, participating in activities remotely.



45

independence, agency (as suggested above) but also, more 
specifically, as suggested in this narrative feedback:

Initially I was forever asking basic questions and getting practical 
help with basic things […] since I’ve got very poor vision and very 
shaky hands. But [name] was always there helping and (very 
usefully!) challenging. [With time] I started creating my own 
techniques. I even started threading some large needles. That 
might not sound exciting to you, but when I was a child, I was proud 
of forever using my perfect eyes and steady hands to help other 
people thread their needles. When my vision and hands got bad, it 
was yet another bereavement that, with my disabilities, I couldn’t 
even thread a needle.

And from a different participant who was commenting on the 
perceived success of one of the resident graduates: 

[Name A] thrived through it […] They’ve got [Name A] off the ground 
and running, so they’ve proved it can work. If I was on that level, 
I would have engaged in that myself, and I know I would have 
been supported [by the MAKE team] as an artist, maker, creative, 
designer, whatever, to set up a business. You know, in terms of 
mentoring, like with [Name A], well they’ve [the MAKE team] done a 
good job […] So that needs to be documented, that that can work, 
so when it’s handed over, you know, all these people, who I’m one 
of, who, for whatever reason, you know, [had] life and other issues 
[to do with] money […] class.

MAKING a difference to the students
A big part of the answer to the question: What difference did MAKE 
make to Central Saint Martins? concerns the students and what 
they got out of their participation in MAKE. Students were involved 
in a number of ways: as embedded facilitators of activities through 
Graduate Residencies (see below); as playing an active role in the 
delivery of projects (see for instance the discussion of TrashCanLdn 
below) and through involvement in the Graduates in the Making 
programme more broadly (see below). Students were also participants 
alongside the public in ‘open’ events and activities such as Clay Socials 
and Republic of Learning. 

Of those who visited MAKE, 355 participants were students. The majority 
were at BA level but the rest were divided equally into college and 
vocational students as well as postgraduates. In their qualitative 
feedback on the MAKE activities open to the public, students thought 
of participating as useful from the point of view of their practice. When 
asked whether they learnt, any new skill they answered: “Yes, thinking 
through making”; “Yes, communicating ideas through alternative 
materials”; “Yes, making freely”. 
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Looking at the programmes delivered as part of their course work, e.g. 
Graduates in the Making and TrashCanLdn, or by special appointment 
through Graduate Residencies, gives us more of an insight into 
students’ experiences. What attracted students to MAKE was an 
opportunity to work on “real-life” projects with “actual people”—this was 
consistent for all these programmes. However, the experiences were 
slightly different for each type of engagement/programme (see Box 19).

In general, the feedback was largely positive and the opportunity for 
real life experience outside the classroom was uniformly appreciated. 
Indeed, it mattered to students to be outside the Central Saint Martins 
building with an opportuity to work in a ‘third space’. This sentiment was 
shared by those participating in TrashCanLdn (see Box 14), where the 
students commented on their excitement about having impact on the 
real world:

BOX 19. GRADUATES IN THE MAKING

Graduates in the Making was a separately funded training 
programme delivered by the MAKE team for second- and third-
year students at Central Saint Martins. It focused on developing 
skills and practices in relation to socially engaged arts and design 
practices. It consisted of a six-week programme with a series of 
workshops, talks and a ‘MAKE takeover’ built around a number of 
different objectives that included: giving insights into a range of 
action and social research methodologies; improving interpersonal 
and communication skills when working with non-expert groups and 
community participants; structuring a project within participatory 
arts settings; involving communities and project partners; and 
developing a personal and ethical code of practice. Even though 
recognising that this ambitious range of objectives was difficult to 
satisfy through a six-week programme, the evaluation feedback 
regarding this specific programme shows that students benefited in 
a number of ways including: 

Accelerated learning in the area of community outreach and 
arts-based workshops.

[Help to] explore and understand what community 
participation could look like, as well as being able to learn from 
and be inspired by how different creative disciplines approach 
public engagement. It gave me much more confidence in 
structuring a participatory project and excited me for what my 
future personal practice may look like!7

7. �Eight students completed the evaluation questionnaire; there was also a separate workshop 
dedicated to evaluation.
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As a designer, I don’t think we need a new sofa; I think we need to 
be the face of change, putting our brains together to make an 
impact. If we can do that through design, then I’m all for it. 

This interest in forms of social activism and making a difference in 
the community was carried over into Graduate residencies. This 
scheme provided the selected five graduates—working across 
different areas such as architecture, spatial practices and textiles—
with the longest exposure to MAKE and returned the most nuanced 
feedback. There should be no question that the residencies were 
considered successful from the point of view of the residents 
involved (indeed, some of the most positive comments from the 
public—quoted in the section above—concern the ability and 
dedication of the graduates involved in the delivery of those 
residencies). The graduates running the residencies thought of 
their experience as “a great opportunity” but also commented on 
“the need to negotiate” and being “frustrated because of rules, 
regulations, etc.”; furthermore “a lack of clarity around what was 
expected”. These themes are considered in the “Reflecting on the 
process” section.

MAKING a difference from the point of view of the  
participating organisations
From the point of view of Central Saint Martins, a key benefit  
of participating (besides building cross-institutional relations)  
derived from the specific training opportunities for the students,  
which allowed collaboration across different disciplines in a ‘real-life’ 
setting (see above). This, for obvious reasons, was a lesser priority for 
the other partners.
 
It is striking that STCA, Camden and Lendlease were nearly unanimous 
(although interviewed separately) about the experimental character of 
MAKE—that what mattered was:

Freedom to try out different things.

A test bed where having lots of different activities is helpful.

Piloting new models.

Specifically, the individual partners were looking for “creative ways 
[of] testing ideas for meanwhile uses/community-first approach to 
meanwhile”. Finding new, alternative and open-ended ways of  
getting to know the local community—other than the ‘standard 
consultation’—was important in this context. Piloting new models for 
community hubs was an important motivation for more than one 
partner. In this context, the MAKE Socials—a series of online workshops—
was considered by the partners to be a valuable testing opportunity for 
online community engagement.
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In spite of this exploratory attitude, all three partners were interested 
specifically in the employment and employability objective. One of 
the partners acknowledged explicitly that there were “two parts” to 
their interest in MAKE: one exploratory and one to do with employment 
support. In relation to this, these partners acknowledged that thinking of 
employment through the employability lens, and thus as a graduated 
and incremental process, was important. Similarly, they recognised 
that “the development of softer skills is difficult to demonstrate”. In this 
context, they anticipated some of the points of this report that MAKE 
was in fact not “built” to deliver efficiently on any narrow objectives, 
employment included. The partners also expressed some reservation 
about the community outreach, attracting people beyond the core 
group of the regular participants and opening up MAKE as a platform 
to be used by other organisations beyond the partnership. The general 
attitude is well summed up in this answer to the question whether MAKE 
was successful overall:

As a community project—I don’t know if it was successful;  
as a partnership—yes.

Is this a straightforward pronouncement on the performance  
of MAKE? We return to this in the next section when we consider 
the ‘uneasy fit’ between MAKE and the dominant outcomes-based 
evaluation framework.

Other—not immediately apparent—effects
Not everything about MAKE was deliberate and pre-programmed; in 
fact many things were not. This includes acting on some serendipitous 
opportunities, as captured in the narrative account below: 

There was some serendipity involved because [name], who I 
collaborate with on the project, had had a chance meeting with 
[name] from MAKE @ Story Garden a few weeks earlier, and the 
timing couldn’t have been better because I’d just conceived a 
project via my day job at [name]; they were offering a six-month 
secondment programme one day a week called [name], and 
I managed to win the opportunity to set the project up and be 
released from my day job one day per week. The project’s called 
[name]; it’s working with visually impaired and blind artists […] 

MAKE also had some unintended consequences. Some residents felt 
that it was “imperialistic” and “condescending” not to allow the local 
people to run the space fully and described the attitude “embodied”  
in MAKE as:

Hey, we have got this idea—we know better than  
these ‘poor’ people.
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MAKE is good for people who already have ‘human capital’,  
who know what to get out of it.

These negative sentiments were countered directly by other residents 
but nevertheless contributed productively to MAKE in the sense that  
it led to interesting discussions about local identity, ownership and  
re-development, as well as the role that institutional interests play 
in this kind of activity.8 This was not fully intended but is consonant 
with claims of participatory design openly and actively transforming 
antagonism into agonisms—from conflict between enemies to 
constructive controversies among adversaries who have opposing 
matters of concern but also accept other views as legitimate  
(Lowndes and Paxton, 2018; Munthe-Kaas, 2015; Hillgren et al., 2016). 
Whether the antagonism expressed directly in relation to MAKE has 
been converted into agonism, remains to be seen, although critical 
residents continue to engage with the project and its programmes, 
including delivering activities through the space and contributing to 
briefs for future projects.

Lastly, one of the literally invisible outcomes of MAKE but one of the 
potentially crucial consequences was the relational infrastructure it 
produced—the network of relationships that it catalysed. This extensive 
network of relationships is where future opportunities are seeded—
these relationships can lead to future value co-creation. Most of this 
value remains latent but some instances that have come to fruition 
and can be used as examples include: six funding bids involving the 
partners and collaborating organisations; ongoing projects catalysed 
through MAKE that continue through further programmes such as 
Public Studio and T-Factor, and the STCA-led online communication 
platform, Somers Town Loop.

Reflecting on the process

MAKE relied on a bespoke design, planning and delivery process. While, 
as argued in the next chapter, the question of what constitutes the 
right process cannot be answered easily, there are some aspects that 
can be highlighted as problematic, whilst others are noteworthy for 
being navigated successfully.

MAKE’s team and students’ experience of the delivery and 
communication processes
The delivery team and the students involved supported a range of 
activities: directly delivering activities (e.g. Clay Socials and Graduate 
Residencies), in a more arms-length way supporting others to deliver 
(e.g. 15 community partners who ran activities on the site), or managing 
the site and building facilities for future use. This provoked a number 
of reflections on the process. These can be usefully grouped as 
concerning delivery, communication and uncertainty.
8. �The interviews and the narratives present a nuanced picture but show clearly that the sense 

expressed here was not shared.
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Delivery 
The delivery process—which often involved balancing multiple tasks 
and initiatives within pressing timescales—was at times considered 
demanding by the team, with staff feeling that due consideration 
of “what the residents wanted” was rushed and overshadowed by 
the need to “chase” the wide-ranging objectives. This leads to an 
interesting question of striking a balance between being supply-
led and demand-driven. If collaborative asset-based approaches 
like MAKE—which are built around finding synergy between what 
the ‘delivering’ actors have to offer, and what the ‘receiving’ actors 
need—are to be more ‘selectively’ demand-driven, there has to be 
a process in place to decide which stakeholder needs are to be 
prioritised and which partner agendas advanced. Challenging as it is, 
decentralising decision-making and network governance seems to be 
a viable mechanism for dealing with these kinds of situations. Attempts 
at structuring a Community Forum to support this process were slow to 
activate and hindered by the Covid pandemic. However, such a group 
has now been established by STCA who are managing the space in its 
second phase.

Communications 
Another aspect of the process worth touching on is  
communicating MAKE externally but also within the team. As this  
report underscores, MAKE was a complicated initiative, and not easy  
to communicate. With a number of different strands of activity evolving 
simultaneously—prioritisation was an issue and this complexity 
impacted the messaging externally. This was further compounded 
by the emergent character of MAKE: while originally conceived more 
as a makerspace, it was gradually turned into a community hub and 
a social space. This shift of focus was an additional challenge from 
the point of view of the consistency of messaging. Another factor 
was the sheer multiplicity of the platforms and channels used to 
communicate—including online and on-site postings—which  
required careful translating of the content across different formats. 
These difficulties are in line with what has been observed  
in other participatory projects with multiple partners: one of the  
main challenges is overcoming the ‘communication gaps’  
between the various actors (Sanders and Stappers, 2008, p.13).  
Finding ways to ensure that the messages are not just communicated 
but also understood—is one recommended way of overcoming  
these difficulties. 

Uncertainty 
The MAKE team facilitating activities and the students involved in the 
delivery were at times uncertain whether they were “doing the right 
thing”. For some, this translated into not feeling adequately supported 
and prepared; for others, it signified that navigating ambiguity is 
essential to creative community work of this kind—[one has to be] 
“comfortable with working with ambiguity”, as one respondent 
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suggested. Once again, this can be linked to the asset-based design 
of MAKE, with individuals being asked to contribute according to 
their own abilities and willingness—without any fixed standards or 
expectations. Ambiguity can be considered a necessary aspect of any 
project like this. However, this has to be communicated upfront, and 
understood, in particular to students, who may have less experience 
navigating real-life tensions and the challenges associated with the 
asset-based approach.

Participants’ experience of the process
Extending the consideration of the process to the students as 
participants as well as the other participants involved, the following 
considerations emerged with regard to the use of the space. 

De-risked spaces?
MAKE involved interactions that were, at points, stressful and 
challenging. This agonism may well be a necessary aspect of a 
community project like MAKE, but this does raise questions about the 
extent to which MAKE really provided a ‘de-risked’ space. This was 
exacerbated by the need to manage internal group conflicts among 
the participants, and the fact that a number of users declared mental 
health problems. As one person remarked, “micro-politics was acted 
out in that space”. Even though the space itself could have been 
perceived as safe, there was also a sense that the consequences of 
the decisions and actions made extended beyond MAKE.

At the same time, MAKE provided a space where some people could 
‘open up’ and flourish. In this sense and as a prototype of a community 
studio (to go back to the concept introduced in the first chapter for 
a model of university ‘outposts’ in communities), MAKE succeeded in 
‘platforming’ mutually respectful and enriching relationships between 
the students and staff working on MAKE, and the members of the public. 

Level playing field? 
Was MAKE really inclusive? In theory, everyone was welcome to visit 
the site and could come to the programmed activities; in practice, 
there was a sense that the various groups that clustered around 
recurrent activities could be self-selecting and other-regulating to an 
extent. Here, paradoxically, the fact that a small number of people kept 
returning and became regulars at the MAKE activities, did not help and 
might in fact produce a sense of territorialism. Additionally, COVID-19 
health and safety considerations prohibited ‘open’ access for long 
periods. As one resident remarked: 

I’m just hoping that they will start doing things again, because it’s 
not really open to the public any more, it’s just closed groups, which 
seems a shame really as it’s such a good resource.

For some the fact that the residents were not officially ‘hired’ and 
‘working for MAKE’ was cited as a problem and yet, contradicting this, 
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having ‘external’ people was considered by others to have contributed 
to creating more of a ‘neutral’ ground.

The differences in skills and expertise were perceived as an asset  
by the residents. There is no indication that there were problems  
with specialised jargon or a protectionist attitude towards one’s 
expertise (Brandt et al., 2012). The reverse is true; the residents relished 
the art and design expertise of the facilitators (as underscored by  
the quotes above).

Open access?
There were also some questions about the actual ‘openness’ of the 
space, both physically and metaphorically. Paradoxically, the fact that 
it was set in the Story Garden was both an asset and a problem. Many 
people ‘strolled’ into the MAKE space because they were interested 
in the garden; on the other hand, because the garden itself was 
managed by a different organisation, this led to the need to ‘negotiate’ 
the use of space: “planning permission needed for everything—rules 
and regulation!”; “the site seems rigid”. Above all, the garden was gated 
and only open at certain times. This, as one person pointed out, meant 
that, unlike the Skip Garden (a previous temporary garden run within 
Argent’s King’s Cross estate by Global Generation), people could not 
just stumble upon MAKE. “I don’t think this is the most welcoming place” 
as one person put it.

Partners’ experience of the process
Going back to the framing concepts introduced in Chapter 1, one way 
to understand MAKE is as a living lab and a case of a multiple-helix (MH) 
collaboration (see Box 1 and 4).

Here, MAKE provides an interesting case for testing how the dynamics 
of multi-partner collaboration play out in practice from the point 
of view of the process. From the point of view of the partners, being 
involved was a positive experience. The partners remarked on the 
absence of “territorial behaviours” and “institutional encroachments”, 
and the “good foundation in trust”. This is important given that the 
design of MAKE—based on infrastructuring, as explained in Chapter 2—
was very much directed at creating relationships, building operational 
capacity and strategic alignments. There is no question that MAKE 
was successful at building good relationships between the individuals 
representing respective institutions. Nonetheless, the extent to which it 
put in place the conditions for inter-organisational collaboration that 
stretches into the future and reaches the level of not just individual 
relationships but also the cross-organisational capacity and cross-
sectoral strategic alignment (Ansell and Gash, 2008; Provan and Kenis 
2008; Emerson et al., 2012) remains to be seen. Indeed, this is currently 
being tested through different programmes and projects: T-Factor 
(which involves all of the partners of MAKE) and Public Studio. 
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CHAPTER 4.  
UNDERSTANDING THE 
VALUE OF MAKE 
MAKE delivered outcomes for the residents and the various publics and 
it impacted the partners involved, even though the process of delivery 
has not always easy. Despite the interruption caused by the pandemic, 
the previous chapter shows some notable accomplishments. And yet, 
the interviews conducted showed that there was a certain degree of 
ambivalence concerning whether MAKE was an unequivocal success. 
(e)valuating MAKE demands that this is not left unexplored.

What counts as success?

When the interviewees were asked: “Would you describe MAKE as 
a successful project overall?”— the answer was generally “yes”, 
but with some hesitation. A key question was whether the level of 
achievement in the initiative is commensurate with the investment. In 
other words, is doing things ‘this way’—using infrastructuring and arts 
and design approaches—cost-effective? A key concern expressed 
is demonstrating the results in line with the dominant evaluation 
approaches based on Cost-Benefit Analysis (CBA).

The traditional CBA perspective is focused on assessing whether 
the ‘value’ of the instrumental benefits generated through a given 
intervention is greater than its costs. In general, there are questions 
about how accurate these approaches are and whether they can 
be meaningfully applied in relation to arts and design activities like 
MAKE. And yet, the question naturally arises as to whether working with 
co-design and participatory design does, or can, create instrumental 
benefits, as is evident in the interviews with the partners of MAKE. Not 
wanting to dismiss this question, we ask what we know about the effect 
of co-design and Participatory Design (see Box 20). Paradoxically, this 
way we can also demonstrate why CBA—or, for that matter, other 
forms of returns on investment, including Social Returns on Investments 
(SROI)—does not provide the right framework for evaluating initiatives 
like MAKE.

As discussed in Box 20, part of the issue is the need to account for 
the democratic and democratising potential of MAKE that is not 
captured in terms of the outcomes linked to the targeted objectives. 
In the language used in relation to co-production and co-creation 
in service delivery, the issue is that the ‘scaling-out’ approach MAKE 
represents does not fit the mould of the traditional ‘scaling up’ 
approaches maximising efficiencies through economies of scale 
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(Durose, et al., 2017, p.12). In other words, MAKE was not built to maximise 
instrumental gains vis-à-vis narrow objectives, and ‘measuring’ it as 
if it did would not do it justice. A different way to put this point is that 
MAKE was underpinned by latency and not efficiency. Simply put, the 
effect of using infrastructuring as a design method combined with 
relying on arts and design as a vehicle of delivery leads to the situation 
where potentialities are created with only some being translated into 
actualities. Maximising short-term gains with respect to a narrow range 
of pre-determined impact registers is simply not the main motivation 
and, hence, redundancies in the system are created, intentionally, as 
spaces for experimentation and learning. Using the terminology pre-
dating S-D logic, the value produced is greater than the value realised. 
“Almost always knowingly and intentionally undersold” is probably 
not a great slogan, but one which, yet, captures well an operational 
strength and, paradoxically, a weakness of MAKE from the point of view 
of standard evaluation. This situation calls for evaluating MAKE in the 

BOX 20. THE EFFECTS OF CO-DESIGN AND PARTICIPATORY DESIGN

The body of research looking at the effects of design has been 
growing in recent years (Bossen et al., 2016; Evans and Terrey, 2016). 
Documented benefits include the effectiveness of co-design 
techniques in exploring users’ unique knowledge and latent needs 
(Steen et al., Trischler and Charles, 2019; Trischler et al., 2019) and 
improving individual and group performance by providing the 
means of collective recognition. Moreover, collaborative design 
projects have been linked with the empowerment of individual 
participants and the broader community (Ehn, 2008; Björgvinsson  
et al., 2012; Manzini and Rizzo, 2011; Manzini, 2015) not just on a 
temporary basis but linked to “design after design”. In the words  
of Trischler and colleagues:

These developments point to the possibility that co-design 
can produce effects reaching beyond immediate design 
project outcomes, e.g. democratizing social innovation and 
supporting emergent solutions (Bason 2010; Voorberg, Bekkers 
and Tummers 2015; van Eijk, Steen and Verschuere 2017). 
Through their active involvement, actors can acquire the skills 
and confidence to provide input regarding matters of public 
importance (Jo and Nabatchi 2019; Bingham, Nabatchi and 
O’Leary 2005; Trischler et al., 2019, p.1599)

The emphasis on capabilities-building—skills development and 
confidence with effects that last beyond individual projects—signals 
clearly that the projects these authors have in mind are similar to 
MAKE. The stress upon the need to go beyond the “immediate project 
outcomes and to consider democratising social innovation and 
supporting emergent solutions” indicate that accounting for the 
value of MAKE will require going beyond the traditional metrics.
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framework of S-D logic (see the last section of this chapter). However, 
before we do this, we need to look at the process of MAKE and to 
understand it in the context of the existing literature.

What constitutes ‘the right’ process?

The questions of what constitutes ‘the right’ process are linked 
inextricably with what MAKE is and has been set up to achieve. This 
relates to the preceding section about what counts as success, and 
taps into the wider questions presented in Chapter 1 around the 
different possible framings of MAKE. The ‘evolving’ character of MAKE 
is also pertinent here. The next agreed steps—with the handover of 
MAKE to the community with STCA leading on this—will no doubt mean 
changes to the process and provide an opportunity to explore the 
extent to which MAKE can function effectively as ‘a platform’ or as ‘a 
piece of infrastructure in itself’ to be used as a delivery vehicle for the 
other partners.9 The period between July 2019 and January 2021 can be 
considered a formative period for MAKE and what follows is a reflection 
on this period. 

There are some simple learning points about the process emerging 
from the report (see the discussion in the previous chapter). We can 
see that the delivery process was not always comfortable for those 
involved in delivery/facilitation, and some aspects of the delivery can 
be improved from the point of view of the participants too. There 
may well be some easy adjustments to the process from the point 
of view of making the space available to external partners to use 
for their activities. Still, in many cases, there are no easy ‘fixes’ simply 
because the issues encountered by MAKE are not settled in the existing 
research and practice and, possibly, cannot be settled once and for 
all in the context of complex social environments and initiatives. In this 
sense, the ‘rightness’ of the process is more about managing ‘wicked 
problems’ and not optimising delivery.10 Alas, the questions highlighted 
in the box below have not been ‘solved’ in the context of MAKE; however, 
MAKE provided an opportunity to explore these issues in context-
specific ways and to propose similarly specific ways of managing 
them. Indeed, as an infrastructure that is both temporally and spatially 
extended, and networked at different scales (including at the level of 
individual and institutional networks that do not overlap), MAKE offered 
an excellent opportunity to study how actors create the possibility 
of long-term change in complex service systems. The authors of this 

9. �With 15 organisations using MAKE to deliver their programmes during its life span up to 
January 2021 but with the process interrupted by the pandemic, our understanding of this 
aspect remains limited.

10. �‘Wicked problems’—characterised in system theory and urban planning in the 1970s—are 
essentially problems that cannot be solved once and for all for reasons such as: their 
solution would require an unrealistic change in material circumstances; there are many 
opinions (including ideological views) involved; there is contradictory or incomplete 
information available; the problems are connected with other problems; the level of 
resource needed to address them is too large. Instead, wicked problems can be tackled  
and managed.
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BOX 21: RESEARCH QUESTIONS ARISING

How much control is enough but not too much? 
As a ‘scaffolding’ project, MAKE was a good example of an 
initiative in which structure, formalisation and clear rules and 
hierarchy had to be balanced with flexibility, adaptation and user 
involvement. Naturally, in this context, questions arise around who 
was in control and, perhaps even more interestingly, how much 
overall control was needed. This question is not easy to resolve 
in the context of co-design and participatory design. It is also a 
key issue for management scholars studying the phenomenon 
whereby deliberate ‘open-endedness’ seems to produce better 
outcomes than a deliberately worked out strategy because “invisible 
coordinating forces appear to work to bring together fruitful 
outcomes indirectly and circuitously through a plethora of local 
coping actions” (Chia and Holt, 2009, p.1). However, this can put a 
burden on those involved, thus how the balance should be struck has 
yet to be settled. This also has a relationship to the emergent nature 
of the evolution of MAKE and the agility this necessitates.

Can infrastructuring be managed? 
Infrastructuring was the central design approach in MAKE, with 
relations, operational capacities and strategic alignments identified 
as the objectives. This prompts the question as to what relations 
operational capacities and strategic alignments are made of and 
how to understand the so-called ‘ontology’ of infrastructure and 
infrastructuring practices. The existing research speaks of socio-
material assemblies (Björgvinsson et al., 2012) and socio-technical 
systems (Suchman, 2002). In general, the notion of infrastructure 
is considered a multifaceted concept referring to interrelated 
technical, social and organisational arrangement (Star and Ruhleder, 
1996). Key to this is that ‘the human’ and ‘the social’ are not separate 
from ‘the material’ or ‘the technical’. The role of cultural factors—
social norms and institutional values—also arises in this context. What 
is at issue for infrastucturing is the constant alignments between 
complex, multi-scale systems that are characterised by emergence 
and unpredictable behaviour. It follows that infrastructuring requires 
diverse constellations of interrelated practices offering different 
emphases and outcomes. Co-ordinating these by establishing 
spatial arrangements and ‘temporal architectures’ is challenging 
(Albert and Tullisi, 2013). MAKE is a good example of the continuous 
re-adjustment and negotiation of the alignments between people, 
resources and policies. 

How to govern by a network? 
As with control, decision-making at the level of governance is a 
prominent issue for projects like MAKE. As research in public sector 
management shows, there are different degrees of power transfer 
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in projects involving co-creation, with those involving engagement 
in design doing better in terms of decentralising (Brandsen and 
Honingh, 2016). In this context, various models of governance have 
emerged (Verganti, 2009), including commons management 
(Ostrom, 1990) and nested governance (Kashwan and Holahan, 2014), 
as well as, more recently, governance networks. These democratic 
forms of governance require a mechanism to bring multiple 
perspectives and knowledge into a deliberative decision-making 
process (van der Heiden et al., 2013; Hertting and Vedung, 2012) at 
both the organisational and the individual level. This poses various 
challenges in terms of the co-ordinating of formal, institutional 
arrangements with informal agreements (Clarke and Fuller, 2010). This 
is recognised as challenging across the relevant literature and has 
been an issue identified in MAKE, with trust providing a good basis for 
solving problems but slowed by institutional processes

Does everyone design?
One of the grounding assumptions of design for social innovation, 
which influenced MAKE, is that “some of the most effective methods 
for cultivating social innovation start from the presumption that 
people are competent interpreters of their own lives and competent 
solvers of their own problems” (Mulgan, 2019, p.16). This is the basis 
of MAKE’s asset-based approach, which looks to co-create the 
conditions that enable the activation—or effectuation—of the skills 
and competencies and goals that people already have, rather 
than imparting to them whatever it is they lack according to some 
normative standards, as is the case with the deficit model.

A specific manifestation of this is Manzini’s claim that everyone 
“designs” (Manzini, 2015, p.1). Rather than referring to professional 
expertise, design is used here metaphorically as an ability that 
everyone—allegedly—has to influence one’s circumstances (see 
also Simon [1996] making a similar claim but with a very different 
conception of design in mind). Whether the conditions are such 
that everyone can turn this potential into actuality—to change 
“existing situations into preferred ones” (Simon, 1996, p.111)—has been 
questioned (Tonkinwise, 2020). This prompts a further question over 
which ideological agendas the claim that ‘everyone designs’ might 
serve? While, for some, it may be understood as a call for distributed, 
collaborative and equitable realisation of social innovation 
processes (Manzini, 2015), for others, the need for social innovation 
and design becomes inextricably linked to a dereliction of public 
service (Stern and Siegelbaum, 2019), the narrative of “neoliberal  
self-help” (MacGregor, 2019) and, ultimately, the myths of everyone 
being equally able to pull oneself up by one’s boot straps. The latter 
feeds into the growing criticism of inequalities reproduced  
through design (Sloane, 2019; Julier and Kimbell, 2019) despite  
well-meaning intentions.
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report will seek to explore the research topics highlighted here through 
future publications and research.

Understanding MAKE through the lens of  
Service-Dominant logic
Service-Dominant logic (Vargo and Lusch, 2004)—including the  
recent manifestation as Public Service logic (Osbourne, 2020)—is 
a framework that assumes that value is co-created in multi-actor 
networks, who at the same time are value creators and value 
beneficiaries. Rather than manufacturing goods or delivering services, 
value co-creation is the main point of working together through which 
goods and services are provided. This ‘logic’ is becoming established 
as the ‘new’ paradigm of public administration, public policy reform 
and service delivery (Alford and O’Flynn, 2012; Nambisan and Nambisan, 
2013; Osborne et al., 2018) as well as influencing the private sector 
(Trishler et al., 2019; Wiltbank et al., 2006). This perspective has significant 
implications for how delivery and evaluation in these contexts are 
understood, explained below in relation to the changing role of public 
sector organisations:

On the one hand, it shifts the focus away from the ‘performance’ 
(however measured) […] as the key metric of successful public 
services, and instead articulates ‘value’ as the key metric—and 
indeed purpose—of such services. Second, it shifts the locus 
of public service delivery from linear production processes 
[initiated] by the PSO [public sector organisations], and which 
ideally should involve the service user (co-production), and to 
the way that service users create value by their interactions 
with the PSO and within the wider service system (co-creation). 
(Osbourne, 2016, p.227). 

The key points are: rather than focusing on the exchange of finished 
products or the delivery of services, the focus is the process whereby 
change (in this context referred to as ‘service’ in the singular) is 
produced; secondly, rather than looking at individual organisations, 
value is produced through networks and their inter-relations 
(Stoerkosch and Osborne, 2020).

As already suggested, situating MAKE in this context makes it easier  
to understand its planning and delivery; it also makes its value  
more readily apparent. Perhaps a simple way to put this point is 
that S-D perspective allows us to view the key features of the MAKE 
approach as assets in value co-creation rather than liabilities in 
delivering efficiencies: 

•	 S-D logic sets the stage for thinking about the mechanics and 
the networked nature of value co-creation, as well as the process 
through which the resources for value co-creation are created, 
emphasising the invisible mechanisms that sustain value co-
creation. In virtue of this, S-D logic provides the language and 
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concepts to talk about value in relation to infrastructuring: “the 
work of creating socio-technical resources that intentionally enable 
adoption and appropriation beyond the initial scope of the design, 
a process that might include participants not present during the 
initial design” (Dantec and DiSalvo, 2013, p.247). This is central to 
understanding MAKE.

•	 S-D logic stresses that “all social and economic actors are resource 
integrators” and the development of the skills and/or confidence 
to support an individual’s current capacity to act as well as 
their ability to “resolve problems in the future” is fundamental 
(Osborne, Radnor and Strokosch, 2016). This means that the actors/
participants play an active role in the process and, from within 
their specific contexts, shape the process (Vargo and Lusch, 2004, 
Wieland et al., 2016). In this sense, S-D logic foregrounds the asset-
driven character of MAKE where the contingent strengths of the 
actors involved shape the direction of the project. In contrast to 
the deficit-premised approaches, MAKE starts with the assets 
that those involved have and builds on this through resource 
integration. Setting MAKE in the context of S-D logic makes apparent 
that “value must be understood in the context of the beneficiary’s 
world and the associated resources and other actors” (Vargo et al., 
2008). In this sense, MAKE affords an excellent case of tracing and 
tracking how value is co-produced through individual and situated 
acts of interpretation leading to action.

•	 The central claim of S-D logic is that the task is not just to deliver 
services but to facilitate value creation and that performance  
is secondary to value. By making value co-creation its pivotal  
point, the S-D logic perspective allows us to appreciate how  
MAKE succeeded independently of whether it maximised 
efficiencies or not. To put this point differently, with the focus on 
creating shared understanding, relations between individuals 
and alignments in institutional capacity, MAKE excelled by the 
standards of S-D frameworks.

The S-D paradigm is a radical attempt to re-think how society  
operates and how it should operate. Crucially in relation to MAKE,  
it offers a way of thinking about value as essentially co-created, that is, 
co-determined by multiple actors whose actions are co-ordinated  
not just through shared institutions (norms, symbols and other 
heuristics) but also design. This provides a way for linking design with 
broader ideas—including those of “open innovation” (Chesbrough, 
2003) and “user-driven innovation” (von Hippel, 2005)—whilst avoiding 
the pitfalls of the market-driven and individual-focused framings 
attributed by some to social innovation (Teixeira et al., 2017). Not only 
does this offer the means to explain how MAKE operates and why 
its asset-based approach matters, it provides a way of looking at 
the latency of value in favourable terms. In this context, the slogan 
“Almost always knowingly and intentionally undersold” can indeed be 
interpreted favourably.
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CONCLUDING 
REFLECTIONS
 
This report explains the design principles behind MAKE and shows 
how they call for an alternative (e)valuation approach. It also brings 
together information to support the articulation of the learning points 
summarised in Box 22 below. As should be expected of MAKE which, as 
explained in this report, is an adaptable platform to support activities 
rather than a one-off project, many of these learning points are 
being implemented already and played out in the changes to how 
MAKE operates that have taken place since January 2021, when the 
management of MAKE was handed over to Somers Town Community 
Association. In itself, this handover can be considered as a way of 
acting on the learning points emerging in the first phase of the initiative 
when CSM was seen as the main initiator of activities and a driver of 
programming. Colleagues at STCA have now convened a 10-strong 
community forum to govern MAKE in a more nested and networked 
way (see below). 

Recommendations

Based on the considerations presented in this report, we can make 
the following recommendations to inform the future development of 
initiatives like MAKE:

•	 Communicate and convey more clearly the approach to be  
applied to those involved in delivery (so that they understand  
better what is expected of them); the character of the project 
should also be made apparent to the partners/funders involved  
(so that they understand that the project does not present a 
targeted intervention).

•	 Address head on the tensions that are experienced by those 
involved in the delivery, including the need to negotiate: control 
versus delegation, management versus self-initiation, being 
synergy-led—seeking synergy between available resources and 
identified/expressed needs versus either supply-led or demand-led. 

•	 Consider more explicitly networked-governance and nested 
decision-making as a mechanism to bring multiple perspectives 
and knowledge into a deliberative decision-making process in the 
project development.

•	 Make Equality, Diversity and Inclusion central in the planning 
process from the start and ensure that opportunities are offered 
and extended to those who, for whatever reason, are less able to 
get involved.
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•	 Standard outcome-based evaluation approaches and cost-benefit 
frameworks are not suitable to capture the value of MAKE. Consider 
evaluation approaches sensitive to systems-thinking issues and 
attentive to the roles of stakeholders, boundaries and frames.

The key conclusion is that, although MAKE delivered well on the set 
objectives, the value of MAKE did not consist in maximising efficiencies, 
insofar as this means optimising the already existing solutions in a 
way that requires less input.11 Indeed, MAKE is not programmed for 
efficiencies targeted exclusively at the pre-set objectives but, rather, 
on building relations; it aims to support not so much specific services 
but capacity to deliver; it works to develop different capabilities in 
different people, depending on what kind of contribution they were 
prepared to make. Thus, the core achievement of MAKE consists not 
in maximising efficiencies but in the co-creation of value, through 
situated interactions between individuals as configured within 
institutional context (Osborne, 2020). What is the point of working in this 
way? When compared to other placemaking initiatives and spaces 
based on this increasingly popular set of ideas and assumptions, is 
there anything that distinguishes MAKE? In the absence of a thorough 
comparative study, it is safe to say that there are similarities as well 
as differences of emphasis. Based on the considerations presented 
in this report, the characteristics of MAKE are captured below. These 
characteristics highlight that there are not just instrumental benefits 
but also normative considerations to support MAKE’s way of working 
and its design.

11. �Here, efficiency is understood in the technical sense as “the ratio of the useful work performed 
by a machine or in a process to the total energy expended or heat taken in”—maximising 
meaning, decreasing the amount of input needed for the production of a certain amount  
of output.

BOX 22. WHAT IS DISTINCT:  
CHARACTERISTICS OF MAKE @ STORY GARDEN 

MAKE’s distinctive contribution, based on the findings of this  
(e)valuation, is centred on the following key characteristics:

•	 MAKE’s way of operating capitalises on the existing assets and 
empowers those who get involved. Rather than working with the 
deficit-based model and starting with identifying needs in order 
to ‘plug the gaps’, MAKE builds on existing strengths and what 
people have to offer. This gives MAKE the ability to stay relevant to 
the local context and to adapt easily.

•	 MAKE maintains the capacity to deliver. Rather than being 
narrowly focused on the delivery of specific services, which are 
not always locally identified but sometimes externally imposed, 
MAKE puts in place structures and opportunities for people to act 
on their—individually and collectively identified—needs.
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•	 MAKE affords ways of generating value that are not prescriptive 
and authoritarian. By de-emphasising the central planning 
approaches in exchange for more adaptive and flexible 
solutions where value co-creation is initiated by different 
people at different points, MAKE can lead to more plural value 
articulations, and—potentially—to a more democratic approach 
to value (Ostrom, 1990; Marshall, 2008).

•	 MAKE supports coping and adapting to unpredictable future 
environments. Because MAKE embraces emergent opportunities, 
rather than following a pre-scripted plan, it promotes the kind of 
flexibility that is increasingly demanded of people, organisations, 
firms and institutions acting in situations characterised by 
uncertainty, where adaptation is needed but predictions cannot 
be made (Hipel and Ben-Haim, 1999; Wiltbank et al., 2006).

•	 MAKE allows the development and tracing of how actors 
influence long-term change—over time and through the 
evolving networks forming the infrastructure. As an enduring 
infrastructure, MAKE provides opportunities for mapping 
change—and value co-creation—within the complex service 
ecosystems that participants are a part of, and how the 
institutional arrangements play out through individual actions 
(Vink, 2020; Kaszynska, forthcoming). 

These characteristics render MAKE distinctive and highly relevant, in 
particular insofar as the future of placemaking and more democratic 
forms of value co-creation are concerned. However, they also make 
MAKE challenging to evaluate using standard evaluation approaches. 
Rather, as explained in the main report, value co-creation is better 
assessed using an S-D logic framework, which is gradually being 
recognised and accepted in the context of public management and 
administration (Osborne, 2020).
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ABOUT THIS (E)VALUATION 
Background

The discussion of stakeholders’ needs at a Steering Group meeting on 
20 November 2019 revealed that the partners had a number of different 
expectations in relation to the (e)valuation of MAKE. They thought that it 
should establish: 

How the outcomes compare with the expectations? What 
difference the initiative made and what value it has (and for 
who)? How this evaluation can speak to communities, not just  
the partners? What is the value of ‘additionality’, meaning working 
in partnerships rather than individually? What is the value of 
having universities/students involved? How can we do it better 
next time? (Feedback from the Steering Group members,  
20 November 2019.)

The evaluation design proposed by Dr Patrycja Kaszynska was a 
response to this, as well as building on this leading researcher’s prior 
understanding of value and valuation.

(e)valuation design
This (e)valuation, as set up at the beginning of the project in 
2019, emphasised outcome evaluation. However, the importance 
of the process evaluation was soon made apparent through 
the conversations taking place at the team meetings and was 
incorporated into the framework.

From the beginning, the researcher leading the (e)valuation activities 
stressed the limitations of standard evaluation approaches concerned 
with assessing performance against fixed objectives because of the 
reservations as to whether this approach could capture adequately 
the value co-created in the complex systems at the core of MAKE. 
(These considerations are laid out in the two Working Papers 
accompanying this report.) A proposal was made that, in addition  
to the standard objective—and outcome—based reporting (which  
was well placed to satisfy the accountability requirements set by  
the partners), narrative mapping approaches were to be introduced.  
In recognition of this, the project was called ‘(e)valuation’ rather  
than ‘evaluation’.

Accordingly, the proposed (e)valuation design consisted of two parallel 
strands: 1) a retrospective one grounded in the ‘log frame’ approach; 
and 2) a prospective one anchored in the ‘Outcome Mapping’ 
approach. The proposal was thus: 1) to assess the outcomes against 
the agreed objectives (see Appendix 2); at the same time, 2) to track 
the project against the expectations articulated by the ‘boundary 
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partners’ (a technical term in the Outcome Mapping approach) 
independently of/in parallel with the objectives set prior to the opening 
of the space. 

The rationale for juxtaposing these two approaches was to help  
with understanding:

•	 whether the outcomes anticipated through the set objectives 
actually accrue and materialise

•	 whether the agreed outcomes are the ones that matter the most to 
the actors and agents involved

•	 how the different actors involved articulate value and how 
expectations differ/overlap (thereby creating opportunities 
for participatory and ‘empowering’ evaluation. (‘empowering’ 
in the sense of providing personal development and learning 
opportunities for those involved)

•	 how outputs and outcomes are related (what assumptions 
and mechanisms are used to explain the postulated/assumed 
connection between, say, participating in design activities and 
community cohesion)

•	 how the ‘logic’ of change is constructed in place-based 
interventions and participatory design and what evidence base is 
used to support the claims made

In addition, it was also hoped that the (e)valuation would speak to:

•	 the pros and cons of collaborative projects, in particular involving 
the kinds of organisations supporting MAKE

•	 new capacities for understanding value created through design 
and, more broadly, Knowledge Exchange across UAL (in particular, 
with respect to staff and students working on community/place-
based initiatives)

•	 what approaches are suitable for documenting and capturing 
value co-creation.

Proposed data collection tools for MAKE 
The MAKE activities spreadsheet (see Appendix 2) presents the 
most comprehensive record of the monitoring figures. This includes 
attendance figures based on visitors headcounts.

For the purposes of (e)valuation, the following data collection tools 
have been developed:

•	 a log frame linking the project’s objectives to outcomes with the 
attached subjective and objective indicators
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•	 project proposal form for convenors of activities

•	 attendance and feedback form for participants  
in the organised activities

•	 a survey (an area questionnaire)

•	 semi-structured interviews guidelines

•	 reflective workshops. 

Following a conversation with the partners, due to the time investment 
required, it was judged untenable to implement Outcome Mapping 
in the form proposed in the 2001 book by Carden Fred, Sarah Earl and 
Terry Smutylo—Outcome Mapping: Building Learning and Reflection into 
Development Programs—(Earl et al., 2001). Subsequently, an alternative 
data collection tool was proposed in the form of participation journals.

Due to the COVID-19 pandemic, the survey and the participation 
journals were not fully implemented. To adapt to the new situation, 
additional information was sourced through narrative accounts 
(residents’ stories).

All these have been developed following the Code of Practice  
on Research Ethics at UAL and reviewed by UAL’s Research Ethics  
Sub-Committee. 

(e)valuation implementation 
The first stage of the (e)valuation comprised a literature and 
documents review, which informed the development of the data 
collection tools described above.

Primary data was collected through:
•	 18 stakeholder interviews
•	 five narrative accounts from participants/residents
•	 two MAKE team workshops
•	 100 feedback forms from the activities
•	 eight responses from the Graduates in the MAKE  

(e)valuation programme. 

This was analysed against the monitoring information in the MAKE 
activities spreadsheet and the observation notes compiled by the lead 
researcher from various activities (including a Graduates in the MAKING 
workshop) and supplemented by the records and documentation from 
the team members, including the recorded online sessions. 

The research plan was reviewed and the research was conducted in 
accordance with UAL’s ethical approval process based on the principle 
of informed consent.
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MAKE (e)valuation report
The three substantive contributions of this report are: 1) explaining  
what MAKE is and how it is assumed to work; 2) showing how it 
performed against the set objectives and how it generated value 
more broadly; 3) driving innovation and improvement in (e)valuation 
practice by proposing to juxtapose the traditional concepts and 
methodologies in monitoring and outcomes-based evaluation with 
forms of narrative mapping. 

Theoretical grounding
The thinking underpinning this (e)valuation is explained in the series of 
Working Papers written to guide the process and to create resources to 
support the development of a community of inquiry around valuation 
of placemaking at UAL. 

SDI Working Paper no. 3. Evaluation: Concepts and Practice  
(Kaszynska, 2021a)
This working paper looks at evaluation—as a documentation genre and 
a form of practice—as an object of inquiry with its own unique history 
and provenance, a specific structure and composition and a way of 
acting on the world. These are addressed respectively in the paper 
under the headings of genealogy, morphology and performativity. 
Firstly, in relation to genealogy, the paper traces the material and 
discursive history of evaluation to its roots in the ideas of scientific 
control and predictability and, more shallowly, the pressures of policy-
making. Secondly, in relation to morphology, it shows that evaluation 
is a construct and serves two—largely incompatible—goals: on the 
one hand, it provides an instrument of commensurability, enabling 
comparison of different entities across different contexts; on the other, 
it provides a platform for case-specific exploration and in-depth 
learning. Thirdly, concerning performativity, the paper discusses how 
evaluation has real socio-material effects which do not always—in 
fact, rarely—overlap with those intended by the evaluators and the 
commissioners. The key message of this paper is that evaluation is  
an artefact constructed for the purposes of decision-making.  
Rather than a representation of ‘real’ change from some neutral 
point of view, evaluation is a tool to get things done. In some way, this 
curtails the learning potential implicit in evaluation. This said, attending 
to the genealogy, morphology and performativity in evaluation 
paves the way for a more critical understanding of evaluation and 
its more reflective use. This working paper concludes by stressing the 
importance of asking about the purposes of undertaking evaluation 
and factoring this into evaluation design. The importance of means-
ends reasoning and the need for thinking conjointly about prioritising 
goals as well as measuring sizes are thus suggested as foundational 
for more reflective evaluation practice. 
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SDI Working Paper no. 4. Value in Places and Places in Systems 
(Kaszynska, 2021b)
In a context in which universities and creative practices are used 
as part of placemaking, this working paper looks at place-based 
approaches to evaluation, which lead it to consider places as  
systems. Indeed, the key message is that capturing the value of  
place-based interventions is difficult, not just because of the ‘standard’ 
methodological issues arising in relation to evaluation, but because 
places are both parts of systems and are systems themselves and 
it is not clear how their boundaries can be defined. This—the paper 
argues—has some interesting implications, including that ‘franchising’ 
of solutions across different places is not always possible because 
localities develop in a path-dependent way. Secondly, systems-
thinking—bringing to the fore the issues of frames, boundaries and 
stakeholders—makes visible ‘the orders of worth’ in evaluation practice. 
This means that several evaluative criteria co-exist for any given place 
at any given time and that, rather than recording or representing, 
evaluating is about making choices about which frames, boundaries 
and stakeholder are documented and which are marginalised. 
This raises questions about the limits of the outcomes-based and 
objectives-driven evaluation approaches in relation to places, because 
cause-effect attribution is difficult in complex social environments 
and because the value co-creation that underpins place-based 
projects cannot be ‘bounded’ in the way required by outcomes-based 
evaluation against fixed objectives. Equally importantly, the question 
“whose values and which stakeholders?” inevitably arises. This calls for 
supplementing those standard approaches with more open-ended 
forms of mapping, tracing and narrating. These considerations are 
presented in the paper against the backdrop of changing conceptions 
about the role of universities in placemaking.
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Appendices

Appendix 1
Key Performance Indicators for the project
The broader objectives for the programme resulted in a number of 
target KPIs, developed in partnership to give it scope.

OUTCOME INDICATOR/MEASURE AND  
TOTAL PROJECT TARGET

Improving social cohesion and wellbeing; reducing 
social isolation and loneliness by connecting people 
through collaborative creative activities that offer 
opportunities for meaningful encounters with others.

Number of people that attend M@SG overall (aim: 
2,000 over two years).

 
Number of residents that engage for the first time in a 
collaborative activity with either other local people or a 
nearby institution (aim: 300 people).

 

Number of community groups that actively engage 
with M@SG, bringing their communities to taster days, 
maker sessions, etc. (15 community groups targeted 
with the aim of cultivating long-term relationships).

Increasing employability and entrepreneurship 
through skills development, training and 
networking—both formally and informally linked to 
the kind of activities described above.

 

Employability training and job hub service provided by 
Somers Town Community Association. Two job clinics per month for the duration of M@SG.

30 people supported into employment over a two-year 
period.

Specific craft, making and digital skills developed 
through collaborative creative projects.

300 people over two years access projects involving 
skills development (e.g. ceramics workshop).

Increased ‘soft’ skills around confidence building, 
network formation, and collaborative and team 
working. 

300 people over two years engaging with projects that 
will lead to development of soft skills and capabilities.

Helping delivery of Camden’s STEAM curriculum with 
local schools. Eight schools workshops engaging 120 students.

Supporting inclusive development of the local area 
by directly involving local communities in shaping 
the public realm. 

Two co-design events held between MM partner 
organisations, Knowledge Quarter working groups, 
Camden Council and the local community.

Supporting local communities to address the 
complex societal challenges we face such as 
overcrowded living, social isolation and wellbeing 
through challenge-driven action learning projects 
that deliver social innovations that may be sustained 
as social enterprises.

Two Public Collaboration Lab projects delivered over 
the course of the project. The exact scope will be co-
designed with the community that engage in M@SG. 
These projects will involve both students and members 
of the community and typically last for about four 
months. The projects could involve CSM or UAL students.

 
Bi-monthly Social Enterprise in the Community 
Workshops take place—5–10 participants per workshop. 
Led by STCA.
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Widening access to arts and culture through a 
programme of inclusive activities (N.B. these projects 
will also help to promote social cohesion, and combat 
isolation and loneliness).

Two celebratory on-site events to mark the launch and 
transfer to Euston.

Programme of activities and events linked to the CSM 
and wider UAL curriculum.

300 students engage in projects around M@SG over 
two years.

Specific activities that act as points to celebrate the 
activities developed at M@SG to provide an accessible 
pathway for local people into anchor institutions 
such as Central Saint Martins (this ‘impact’ could be 
extended via programming of local institutions—as part 
of Knowledge Quarter Festival activities).

One-week-long events/mini festivals linked to CSM  
(e.g. Maker Week, MAKE at the Lethaby Gallery, etc.).

CSM and wider UAL courses launch collaborative 
projects or engage the public with their work through 
the space.

15 CSM projects across the whole range of 
programmes will use the MM space and engage with 
the community to various degrees over the two-year 
period.
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Appendix 2
MAKE @ Story Garden Project Outputs
Central Saint Martins has developed several Key Performance 
Indicators that were reported to Camden Council throughout the 
project. Delivery of these targets is outlined in the table below.

TABLE 1. OBJECTIVES AND KPI MONITORING 
OUTCOME INDICATOR/

MEASURE AND 
TOTAL PROJECT 
TARGET

TARGET ACHIEVED COMMENTARY/
ADDITIONAL 
INFORMATION

Improving social 
cohesion and wellbeing; 
reducing social isolation 
and loneliness by 
connecting people 
through collaborative 
creative activities that 
offer opportunities for 
meaningful encounters 
with others. 

Number of people who 
attend M@SG.

overall (aim: 2,000 over  
two years). 

1,694 participants in total 
(residents and students 
captured through site-
monitoring data). 

A further 154 residents/
families were engaged 
through the distribution of 
lockdown activity packs. 

 Number of residents 
who engage for the first 
time in a collaborative 
activity with either other 
local people or a nearby 
institution (aim: 300). 

Not tracked through the 
monitoring data. 

While there is some data 
from the surveys and the 
qualitative interviews, 
we do not have specific 
data on whether it was 
residents’ first time being 
engaged with some of 
these activities. 

 Number of community 
groups that actively 
engage with M@SG,  
bringing their communities 
to taster days,  
maker sessions, etc.  
(15 community groups 
targeted with the aim 
of cultivating long-term 
relationships). 

16 separate groups 
engaged with M@SG over 
the course of the project. 

Full list of organisations  
included in the activity 
log. 

Increasing employability 
and entrepreneurship 
through skills 
development, training 
and networking—both 
formal and informal, 
linked to the kind of 
activities described 
above. 

See below. See below. See below.
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OUTCOME INDICATOR/
MEASURE AND 
TOTAL PROJECT 
TARGET

TARGET ACHIEVED COMMENTARY/
ADDITIONAL 
INFORMATION

Employability training and 
job hub service provided 
by STCA. 

Two job clinics per month 
for the duration of M@SG. 

Two sessions in total 
through Real Life Events.

One week-long MAKE 
Virtual Work Experience 
placement for 12 Camden 
schoolchildren. 

Five TrashCanLdn 
workshops with young 
people from STCA Youth 
Club. 

Job clinics were not 
formally developed as 
part of the programme. 
This is partly due to 
changes in staffing and 
structure at STCA, and 
partly due to this aspect 
of the programme not 
starting in earnest before 
COVID-19 shut down the 
site in March 2020. 

 30 people supported into 
employment over a two-
year period. 

Not achieved—0 tracked 
through the monitoring 
data. 

See above. 

Specific craft, making and 
digital skills developed 
through collaborative 
creative projects. 

Over 300—but difficult to 
disaggregate. 

Thursday DIY workshops 
focused on upskilling 
around woodwork. 
Several of the graduate 
residencies also focused 
on technical skills, 
including the ‘Joy in 
Weaving’ sessions.

Increased ‘soft’ skills 
around confidence- 
building, network 
formation and 
collaborative and team 
working. 

300 people over two 
years, engaging with 
projects that will lead to 
development of soft skills 
and capabilities. 

Over 300—but difficult to 
disaggregate.

The regular programme 
at MAKE had several 
slots focused more on 
soft skills than technical 
competence. This 
included the MAKE and 
Clay Socials and some 
graduate residency 
activities.

Helping delivery of 
Camden’s STEAM 
curriculum with local 
schools.

Eight schools workshops 
engaging 120 students. 

One MAKE Virtual Work 
Experience Programme—12 
schoolchildren from across 
the borough. 

Two Digital Market Design 
Workshops with Regent 
High School (interrupted by 
COVID-19).

Maria Fidelis Catholic 
School, Westminster 
Kingsway College, Edith 
Neville Primary School  
and Regent High School 
all participated in the  
programme. 

N.B. digital fabrication 
equipment was brought 
into the programme in 
early 2020, shortly after 
the project was paused 
due to lockdown. 
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OUTCOME INDICATOR/
MEASURE AND 
TOTAL PROJECT 
TARGET

TARGET ACHIEVED COMMENTARY/
ADDITIONAL 
INFORMATION

Supporting inclusive 
development of the local 
area by directly involving 
local communities in 
shaping the public realm. 

Two co-design events 
held between M@SG 
partner organisations, 
Knowledge Quarter 
working groups, Camden 
Council and the local 
community.

Two co-design events 
completed.

The Lendlease/Camden 
Council/Collectively/CSM 
Creating Connectedness 
Workshop generated 
several projects around 
the development of the 
public realm. 

The Knowledge Quarter 
2019 conference event 
also generated a 
number of projects and 
possibilities around the 
public realm that were 
subsequently taken 
forward. 

Supporting local 
communities to address 
the complex societal 
challenges we face 
such as overcrowded 
living, social isolation 
and wellbeing through 
challenge-driven 
action learning projects 
that deliver social 
innovations that may 
be sustained as social 
enterprises. 

Two Public Collaboration 
Lab projects delivered over 
the course of the project. 
The exact scope will be 
co-designed with the 
community that engages 
in M@SG. These projects 
will involve both students 
and members of the 
community and, typically, 
last for about four months. 
The projects could involve 
CSM or UAL students. 

Three projects 
completed—a number of 
these have now moved 
over into the CSM Public 
Studio project. 

Schools’ Market Stall 
project completed with 
Maria Fidelis Catholic 
School.

TrashCanLdn completed 
with STCA Youth Club. 

Creating Connectedness 
workshop projects 
completed. 

 Bi-monthly Social 
Enterprise in the 
Community Workshops 
take place—5–10 
participants per workshop. 
Led by STCA. 

None. See above on STCA 
structural changes and 
impact of COVID-19. 

Widening access to arts 
and culture through 
a programme of 
inclusive activities (N.B. 
these projects will also 
help to promote social 
cohesion and combat 
isolation and loneliness). 

Two celebratory on-site 
events to mark the launch 
and transfer to Euston. 

One launch event in 
summer 2019. 

Large-scale events were 
severely constrained by 
COVID-19 after March 
2020. Many of the early 
phase plans for summer 
2020 therefore had to be 
cancelled. 

Programme of activities 
and events linked to 
the CSM and wider UAL 
curriculum. 

300 students engage in  
projects around M@SG  
over two years. 

355 student participants.  
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OUTCOME INDICATOR/
MEASURE AND 
TOTAL PROJECT 
TARGET

TARGET ACHIEVED COMMENTARY/
ADDITIONAL 
INFORMATION

Specific activities that act 
as points to celebrate 
the activities developed 
at M@SG to provide an 
accessible pathway 
for local people into 
anchor institutions such 
as CSM (this ‘impact’ 
could be extended via 
programming of local 
institutions—as part 
of Knowledge Quarter 
Festival activities). 

One week-long event/mini 
festival linked to Central 
Saint Martins. 

None. See above on the impact 
of COVID-19. There 
were several larger-
scale events, including 
the soft launch within 
Somers Town Festival, 
and the Chalton Street 
Gallery’s Day of the Dead 
celebration with Global 
Generation. 

CSM and wider UAL 
courses launch 
collaborative projects or 
engage the public with 
their work through the 
space. 

15 CSM projects across 
the whole range of  
programmes will use the 
M@SG space and engage 
with the community to 
various degrees over the 
two-year period. 

12 projects. The full list of courses 
and programmes is 
available.
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Appendix 3
The design of MAKE was underpinned by the thinking and practice 
developed though other initiatives, in particular, Public Collaboration 
Lab (PCL). PCL’s model of how it produces change is reproduced below. 

Fig. PCL programme theory of change © Adam Thorpe

PCL THEORY OF CHANGE

Resources/inputs
External: Funding (Research and KE), partner priorities, Local 
Government officer time and expertise, LG networks and 
communications, LG premises, VCS representative time and 
expertise, VCS premises, VCS networks and communications, 
business staff time and expertise, business premises, business 
networks and communications, citizen time and expertise, citizens’ 
personal networks and communications. Internal: Funding (HEIF and 
RC:0.2FTE), teaching staff time and expertise; research staff time and 
expertise; I&B staff time and expertise; student time and expertise; 
premises and equipment.

Activities
Portfolio of collaborative projects (30) working with council and 
community partners.
•	 Challenge-driven learning projects (in kind contributions  

from partners) e.g. Future Libraries/Market of Social Value/
Overcrowded Living.

•	 Collaborative research (partner-funded alongside HE)  
e.g. PCL, T-Factor.

•	 Consultancy (partner-funded) e.g. Camden SIL.
•	 KE (in kind and financial contributions from partners or  

external funding to all partners) e.g. MAKE, People’s Fruit and  
Veg stall, Roughsleeping.

Outputs
New course development. New teaching resources. Community 
assets co-created with local partners and communities (market 
stalls, community makerspace). New enterprise. Insights contributing 
to new service and policy. Tools for local government/HE 
collaboration. Workshop models and resources. Events. Exhibitions. 
Academic publications. Project reports. Short films. Graduate 
residences. Internships. Volunteering. Training.
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Outcomes
Learning for all participants. Development of shared trust and  
values between local partners and stakeholders. Development  
of operational understandings and operational capacity between/
amongst partners and stakeholders. Connections across 
organisational silos, identification of organisational synergy, 
alignment of organisational agendas and collectivisation of 
organisational resources. Development of understanding of scope  
of arts and design amongst partners and stakeholders. Development 
of understanding of local government and community organising 
and support amongst designers. Increased community involvement 
in service and policy development. Increased access to arts and 
design for community groups. New approaches to service and  
policy development. Pathways to employment for students and 
project participants.

Impacts
The project has created social impact by contributing to new models 
of public engagement and participation in service and policy 
development. Also, by co-delivering community assets that host 
further impactful activity e.g. MAKE, and by creating connections 
between organisations and individuals. The project has delivered 
economic impact by bringing external funding to local government 
and community groups via research funding and by creating 
employment for residents and students.
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Appendix 4
MAKE @ Story Garden—Activity Log
August 2019 to December 2020

See following pages.

One-off event

Series of workshops

Graduate Residency

Misc/event/other

Colour coding
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