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Abstract: Addressing contemporary public policy challenges requires new thinking and 
new practice. Therefore, there is a renewed sense of urgency to critically assess the 
potential of the emerging field of ‘design for policy’. On the one hand, design 
approaches are seen as bringing new capacities for problem-solving to public policy 
development. On the other, the attendant risks posed to effective and democratic 
policy making are unclear, partly because of a limited evidence base. The paper 
synthesises recent contributions in design research, policy studies, political science 
and democratic theory which have examined the uses of design for public policy 
making. Mapping out areas of debate building on studies of design from policy studies 
and from within design research, we suggest promising directions for future cross-
disciplinary research in a context of uncertainty.  
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1. Introduction  
Public policy is now required to respond to a context where “facts are uncertain, values are 
in dispute, stakes are high and decisions are urgent” (Funtowicz and Ravetz, 1993, p.744). 
From inequality to sustainability, public policy challenges are increasingly understood as 
difficult to address due to their ‘wicked’ (Rittel & Webber, 1973), in the sense of complex 
and interconnected, ‘squishy’ (Strauch, 1975), poorly defined, and contested (Hartley, 2018) 
nature. The nature of these challenges requires new problem-solving strategies, which 
recognize the value of different ways of knowing and “informal processes and improvisation 
in the face of unpredictability” (Scott, 2008, p.6). Opening up policy processes may be 
understood as a way to enhance democratic values, such as legitimacy, justice or 
effectiveness (Fung, 2006), but also to offer quality assurance in decision-making (Funtowicz 
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& Ravetz, 1993), and pre-figure (Cooper, 2017) new policy agendas, options, and tools. In 
this paper, we assess current debates on the role of design in public policy, we ask what 
scope is there for design to enhance policy processes, and what risks and challenges does it 
pose? 

There is growing interest in the idea that professional design, associated with the design of 
products, services and user experiences, has untapped potential to enhance public policy 
processes. On the one hand, the past decade has seen many examples of the use of design 
skills and methods, and sometimes the active participation of designers, in public policy 
processes, mostly in public administrations in the global North. On the other, the outcomes, 
consequences and implications of these developments are not well understood. This paper 
aims to contribute by summarising developments in research within the emerging field of 
‘design for policy’ and by identifying future directions for research. 

More usually associated with industrialisation, consumption and the aesthetic aspects of 
modernity, designers and design expertise are increasingly visible in public administration 
settings such as central and local government and public services (Julier, 2017). The relation 
of design to public issues and government has developed and expanded across the UK, 
Europe and worldwide in recent decades within a political economy of new public 
management, public sector innovation, co-production, and digitalisation (Bason, 2014; 
Durose & Richardson, 2016; Whicher, 2020; Lewis et al, 2020; Kimbell & Vesnić-Alujević, 
2020). This can be seen as part of the consumerisation and bureaucratisation of the public 
sphere where citizens are addressed as ‘users’ of digital public services, whose lived 
experience and creativity are sought out to co-design public services, as public policies are 
developed through ‘sprints’ and are ‘prototyped’ (Kimbell & Bailey, 2017; Julier, 2017). The 
proliferation of ‘innovation’ or ‘design labs’ in central and local government signals the 
increasing institutionalization of design in government (Lewis et al, 2021; van Buuren et al, 
2020). These phenomena are part of a historical and categorical expansion in the role of 
design in society (Buchanan, 1992; Ericson & Mazé, 2011). However, the field of design for 
policy as yet lacks a strong conceptual, theoretical, epistemological, methodological and 
empirical grounding (Hermus et al, 2020; Whicher, 2020). 

To explore this emerging field of research and practice, this paper provides an overview of 
its development and maps out areas of intersection and debate. Our overview is based on a 
thematic analysis of academic publications in design research, design studies, policy studies, 
political science, and democratic theory. The paper makes two contributions. First, it 
identifies maps intersections and promising directions for cross-disciplinary work in design 
for public policy that build on research in design. Second, it highlights potential 
opportunities and challenges in future research in design for public policy and argues for the 
need to embrace hybridity and uncertainty in future research and practice in design for 
policy. We conclude in highlighting the political work of introducing design into policy. 
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2. An emerging field 
Within policy studies, interest in policy design – rather than other conceptions such as policy 
formulation, creation, innovation, and development – has become more common during 
recent decades (Peters, 2018). Policy design is defined by Howlett and colleagues (2015, 
p.291) as: “the deliberate and conscious attempt to define policy goals and to connect them 
to instruments or tools expected to realize those objectives”. The intention of these 
conceptualisations of policy design is less to dictate the ‘form’ of policy, with little variation 
or flexibility, but instead to facilitate ways in which policy can deal with complexity and 
differentiation (Heskett, 2005). The evolving concept of policy design, along with uses of 
design in policy practice, heralds an expanding but nascent field between design research 
and studies of public policy, political science, and public administration.  

Within this, the explicit examination of approaches, methods and tools from traditions 
associated with professional design (understood here as a creative professional practice 
linked to the design of products, experiences, services, and interactions) is recent. Bason 
(2014) argued that design for public policy throws up questions for public servants and 
politicians about their expertise, organizational capabilities, and the logics through which 
they develop and implement policy and engage with publics, including voters and 
beneficiaries of public programmes. There are now numerous examples of the use of 
approaches, methods and tools associated with design and sometimes too, involvement of 
professional designers including prominent examples in the UK government (e.g., 
https://openpolicy.blog.gov.uk), the European Commission (e.g., 
https://blogs.ec.europa.eu/eupolicylab/), and inter-governmental organisations (e.g., 
https://oecd-opsi.org/about-observatory-of-public-sector-innovation/).  

Within studies of policy design, there is a growing ‘design-orientation’ (e.g., Howlett, 2014; 
Howlett et al, 2015; Howlett & Murkherjee, 2018a). Such research includes discussion of the 
processes for policy design and mixes of instruments (e.g., Howlett & Lejano, 2013; Peters, 
2018); spaces for policy design (e.g., Howlett & Mukherjee, 2018b); institutional constraints 
(e.g., Peters, 2020); and the politics involved in policy design (e.g., Peters, 2018; Lewis et al, 
2020). More broadly, there is growing interest in the relations between professional design 
and studies of political science and democratic theory, seeing in design opportunities to 
address the need for new democratic forms (e.g., Saward, 2021), the complexities of co-
production with citizens and stakeholders (e.g., Durose & Richardson, 2016), as well as 
bridging current knowledge and future possibilities (e.g., Romme & Meijer, 2020). Such 
discussions can be seen in the context of third ‘ages’ of public policy scholarship, in which 
insights and concepts from political economy are increasingly visible in discussions of public 
policy (John, 2015). 

Recent journal articles critically assessing the specific opportunities afforded through design 
(e.g., Hermus et al, 2020; Lewis et al, 2020; van Buuren et al, 2020) saw promise in the 
application of approaches, methods and tools associated with design in public policy 
development. In particular, researchers see an opportunity to translate insights from studies 
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of public administration into practice as a kind of ‘design science’. For example, van Buuren, 
et al (2020) identified three ideal types of design in relation to public administration: design 
as optimisation, design as exploration, and design as co-creation. In a systematic review of 
literature in public administration about the potential of and uses of design science, Hermus 
et al (2020) identified a wide range of methods and approaches which they analysed using 
Sanders’ (2005) distinction between informational and inspirational approaches in design, 
and they concluded that design is often a way of translating knowledge rather than 
producing knowledge. Lewis et al (2020) identified in design opportunities to acknowledge 
policymaking as a more reflexive, uncertain and even ambiguous process in comparison to 
versions of it depicted in policy handbooks or models. Other contributions highlight design’s 
capacity for: engaging productively with complex, uncertain and ambiguous situations in 
public policy (e.g., Kimbell, 2015; Kimbell, 2019); surfacing human-centred perspectives and 
lived experience (e.g., Junginger, 2014; Mazé, 2014); combining diverse expertise (e.g., 
Seravalli et al, 2017; Perry et al, 2019 and engaging stakeholders in policy development (e.g., 
Blomkamp, 2018). 

However, research studying design – in the sense that is it meant here - in relation to public 
policy remains nascent and fragmented. These sub-fields use the same term (‘design’), but 
often mean very different things by the term. There are some commonalities, such as the 
idea of centering a human subject as the object of policy (Peters, 2018), and debates about 
the degree to which there are possibilities for conscious or deliberate design (Goodin, 1998; 
Pierson, 2000). However, the intellectual interests in the policy design field in public policy 
and administration have typically been quite distinct from those of professional design. For 
example, in political science and public policy studies, work is focused on questions such as 
theorising processes of policy formation, looking at the ways in which policy choices are 
value- and/or evidence-based, and evaluative work on the appropriateness of choice of 
policy levers. Whilst studies of public policy making have perhaps traditionally struggled to 
fully embrace valuable insights from professional design for public policy, a wave of recent 
studies have begun to grapple with materiality, social relations, agonism, institutional 
factors, and anticipation in studies of design (e.g., Kimbell, 2011; Binder et al, 2011; Escobar, 
2018; Agid, 2019; Knutz & Markussen, 2020; Mazé, 2019; Brassett et al, 2021).  

Work on institutional design has sought to understand how and why particular values ‘stick’ 
or ‘slip’ (Lowndes & Roberts, 2013). For example, Lowndes and Paxton’s work on agonism 
considered how political institutions could allow for contestation through institutional 
design, characterizing a design that would be “processual, collective, contextual, contestable 
and always provisional” (2018, p.693). These insights resonate with emerging theorising of 
more co-productive policy design (Durose & Richardson, 2016). Durose and Lowndes (2021) 
have also considered how reflecting on the ‘incompleteness’ of institutional design can help 
to facilitate democratic contestations and acknowledge more diverse forms of expertise.  

Similarly, there has been a growth in conceptual work on relationality in public policy 
(Bartels & Turnbull, 2020), unearthing a long implied but under-articulated relationality in 
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classic theories of public policy that argue political negotiations and reciprocal adjustment 
are essential to policy processes, such as found in Lindblom (1959). 

Meanwhile, concepts and theories of design, rooted in art and aesthetics or in engineering 
and technology, have not yet substantially confronted or integrated disciplines such as 
political philosophy or political science (Keshavarz & Mazé, 2013; von Busch & Palmås, 
2016). While there is emerging work in design for policy (Whicher, 2020), including recent 
doctoral research (e.g., Trippe, 2019; Buchanan, 2020; Vaz, 2021; Bailey, 2021), related 
design research is typically disconnected from insights in political science and other relevant 
discourses, particularly regarding the politics of policy making.  

Without stronger intersections between research in design and the political sciences, in 
dialogue with practitioners, insights from design practice and research are at risk of de-
contextualisation and de-politicisation, entrenching use yet inhibiting their critical value 
(Richardson et al., 2019b). To address this, we mark out directions for future research that 
draw on concepts and insights from research within and studies of design. To carry out the 
study, we conducted a literature review of academic journals and books in English with the 
terms “design for policy”, “design” and “policy” and “design” and “government” resulting in 
15 publications read and discussed by the authors. We then identified topics in these 
publications, summarised below. We also participated in two meetings of an academic group 
set up to examine design-led approaches to renewing public management and governance 
(IRSPM, 2021). Our locations in three UK universities, and involvement in policy related 
research and knowledge exchange projects over several years, prompts us to adopt critical 
reflexivity about our own positions and perspectives (Alvesson & Sköldberg, 2000).  

3. Insights and future directions 
Multiple topics are evident and latent within the emerging field between policy studies and 
design research. From our literature review, we started to articulate some of these, 
attending particularly to those topics that surface discourses within both fields and that, in 
combination, have the potential to shed new light on policy challenges in the contemporary 
context of complexity and uncertainty. This review is not exhaustive yet is intended to 
contribute by unfolding common topics as potentials for future research. 

3.1 Opening up participation through design  

One of the characteristics of design practice seen as of value to public policy design is 
opening up participation in policy making to a broader range of participants including 
citizens and ‘beneficiaries’ of public policy.  

Broadening out and opening up policy to different voices is part of a recognition that “today, 
no single actor, public or private, has the knowledge and capacity to solve complex, 
dynamic, and diversified problems” (Kooiman, 1993, p.4), policy making has embraced more 
‘interactive’ approaches, which acknowledge the necessity and value of approaches that 
focus on harnessing the resources and distributed expertise of wider stakeholders (Torfing et 
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al, 2012). This more ‘interactive take’ also recognizes a growing expectation on the part of 
citizens and communities to have active involvement in policy making, as well as recognition 
within public agencies and bureaucracies that collaboration with such wider stakeholders is 
legitimating, useful, and even necessary (Torfing et al, 2012). What constitutes the policy 
process has also been opened up by analyses, such as the seminal work of Lipsky, that 
recognize that policy is made as it is carried through, the encounters of those at the front-
line of public services and institutions with the citizens and communities they serve (1980). 
Policy making in this sense is increasingly shaped by the pragmatic improvisation of such 
actors, in the face of complexity and uncertainty.   

Although discussion of collaboration, partnership, participation, and co-production were 
already established political science research, qualities of design specifically relevant to this 
are foregrounded in design for policy. For example, van Buuren et al (2020) identified co-
creation as one of the three ideal types for the application of design in public 
administrations. Durose and Richardson (2016) identified design as an important conceptual 
lens to understand co-production in public policy processes. Discussing the institutional form 
of policy labs based on five case studies in Australia and New Zealand, McGann et al (2021) 
found this novel institutional form to be emblematic of co-productive models of public 
problem solving.  

There is potential here to develop policy design by further interrogating and integrating 
established strands within design research. Participatory and co-design attend specifically to 
the staging, materiality, and experiences of participation, thus providing new understandings 
of the qualities of interaction between citizens and the state (Bailey, 2021; Mazé, 2021). 
Beyond mere representation or consultation, DiSalvo (2009) argued that design practices 
allowed the materialisation and formation of publics within democratic processes, and he 
(2022) attends to the labor, locality, and cultures of community participation. In many such 
design studies, there is increasing attention to the diverse values, agencies and dissensus 
accompanying the incorporation of citizen perspectives, and citizens themselves, into policy 
making processes.  

A future direction for research in design for policy is to examine to what extent, and under 
what circumstances, design can shape and open up participation in public policy making and 
what is closed down through different approaches.  

3.2 Institutionalizing design and designing institutions  

Design for public policy is not homogeneous and relies on variants of contemporary design 
practice. While generally the use of design has moved upwards within governmental 
hierarchies and upstream in policy making processes (Mazé, 2021), there are nevertheless 
important differences in instances, contexts, sites, and scales of use. In their review of public 
administration literature on design, Hermus et al (2020) mapped out a range of scales (e.g., 
local, regional, supranational) and types of ‘solution’ (e.g., framework, method, policy) 
produced though applying design. In the policy design literature, Mintrom and Luetjens 
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(2016) examined the ‘design thinking’ vein in public policy and concluded it was resource 
intensive and would not displace or override existing forms of policymaking. Reviewing the 
relevance of service design, Trippe (2021) argued it was most applicable to policy 
‘instrument’ design. Such studies begin to probe the different variants of design for policy, 
which would benefit from interrogation with respect to differences, narratives and 
institutional factors at different levels and stages in policy making.   

The institutionalisation of design for policy is also an area of research. The phenomena of 
the ‘lab’ in government – policy, innovation, and design labs – has been studied, in which 
labs manifest as instruments of governance and as institutional designs. In a review of 
studies of policy labs, Lewis (2021) noted that several emphasise using expertise associated 
with design providing capabilities for improving the design of public policies. However, they 
also faced constraints and were institutionally precarious. Whicher’s (2021) analysis of three 
UK policy labs led to a framework to develop, monitor, and evaluate policy labs and user-
centered design teams. There is potential here to build on studies of design including 
analysis of institutional logics (e.g., Sangiorgi et al, 2020), scaling (Hunt, 2020) and systems 
(e.g., Nold, 2021). Other work has raises dilemmas about the degree to which conscious 
design necessarily implies a bounded institutional form.  Given that design principles build in 
adaption and flexibility into decision-making systems, there is more scope to explore how 
more messy and incremental policy processes can be accommodated in, or evolved towards, 
a design paradigm (Richardson & John, 2021). Nor are institutional placements fixed, for 
example, DiSalvo (2022) observes the ‘informal institutioning’ arising through design for 
community participation. Through engaging citizens and communities, design approaches 
can shift the balance of power and institutions themselves (Opazo et al, 2017; Durose & 
Lowndes, 2021).  

Future directions for research critically assessing how and when design is instituted, at 
multiple levels, in various forms and throughout policy processes. There is potential also in 
notions of incompleteness (Garud et al, 2008) in public administration, and how this might 
be addressed from various perspectives in design. 

3.3 The visuality, materiality and making of policy 

Different traditions in policy studies have paid attention to the social process of policy 
making (Freeman & Maybin, 2011; Freeman & Sturdy, 2015; John, 2015). Design studies 
further attends to the materiality of such processes, for example as the ‘tangibility of 
governance’ experienced at the voting place or other ‘touchpoints’ (Tunstall, 2007). Trippe 
(2021) argued that expertise and methods associated with ‘service design’ foreground 
awareness of the materiality of the procedures of governance, which ultimately shape 
citizen perceptions (and trust). Such issues open on to established design research about the 
visual and material power of design, including in terms of political rhetoric (Buchanan, 1989) 
and the ‘governmentality’ of differently designed forms (Mazé, 2021; Bailey, 2021).  
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Visual and material design can be put to a range of purposes within policy making. On one 
hand, design has been understood as inherently and inevitably persuasive, such that design 
choices can be used intentionally to steer beliefs, behaviours and conduct (Mazé, 2019; 
Silbey & Cavicchi, 2005). There is potential here to build further on intersections between 
design and anthropology, attending to the socio-political effects of design artifacts (e.g., 
Molotch, 2003; Julier, 2013; Gunn et al, 2013). On the other hand, and in contrast to 
persuasive uses, design has also been used for facilitation within policy deliberation. In an 
‘object-oriented democracy’ (Latour & Weibel, 2005), design can be used to make the 
consequences of or alternatives to a particular policy design more visible, tangible and thus 
accessible to the public. Methods and materials of participatory design, for example, were 
used by Hyysalo et al (2019) with national policymakers and local stakeholders to deliberate, 
align and detail energy transition pathways. Consensus cannot be presumed, however, for 
example, Lanng et al (2021) found that the use of material participatory design enabled 
citizens’ attempts to contest institutional definitions. Making policy more participatory and 
public can enable the incorporation of further and necessary expertise and stakeholders, but 
these may also challenge policymakers’ assumptions and aims.  

There is potential here to connect with research that examines the role of design in 
mediating uncertainty. In a context of rapid non-linear change around public policy issues 
such as the climate or social justice, there is growing awareness of future uncertainties 
(Urry, 2016). In studies of policy, researchers have argued for an anticipatory approach to 
policy design, careful understanding of the problem and its root causes, as well as selection 
and use of the most appropriate instrument(s) to address it (Bali et al, 2019). In the 
humanities and social sciences, there is growing recognition of anticipatory approaches to 
change (e.g., Miller et al, 2018), ‘inventive research’ (Marres et al, 2019), including the role 
of design (Brasset and O’Reilly, 2021). For example, Halse (2008; c.f., Halse et al, 2010) 
argued that design’s material practices offered a way to ‘rehearse’ possible futures. Pink et 
al (2018) showed how creative, materialising practices associated with design enabled 
negotiating uncertainty. Kimbell (2019) emphasised the improvisational and the circuitous 
nature of design practice in relation to public policy, with potential to resist the 
subjectification and desubjectification processes associated with public bureaucracies. 

A future direction for research in design for public policy is to critically assess the possibilities 
and limitations associated with the material practices of design for public policy and the 
varied purposes and consequences of these in public policy making.  

3.4 Expanding what counts in design for policy 

Research into design for policy in political science often describes design as ‘human-centred’ 
(e.g., Junginger, 2014; Bason & Austin, 2021) to distinguish the approach from technology-
centred or organisation-centred approaches. This desire for a more ‘human’ face to public 
policy (Unwin, 2018) may be understood in response to a backlash against standardization 
and bureaucratized policy (Russell, 2020), in the face of expectations of greater 
differentiation, and sensitivity to context (Durose et al, 2022). A contrast is here implied 



Design for public policy: Embracing uncertainty and hybridity in mapping future research  

9 

between a ‘rational’ lexicon of policy that emphasizes fairness, consistency, evidence, and 
transparency, and a ‘relational’ one, which instead emphasizes multiple voices, 
relationships, values, responsiveness and local adaption in policy (Cairney, 2016; Durose et 
al, 2022). 

However, within studies of design, in contrast, a historical emphasis on ‘human-centred’ 
design has shifted towards emphasising design practice as ontological (e.g., Binder et al, 
2011; Escobar, 2018; Nold, 2018). For example, studies of design have emphasized the 
making of social relations resulting from the arrangement of new ‘socio-material design 
things’ (e.g., Binder et al, 2011) in staging, along the lines of Binder et al (2015), ‘democratic 
experiments.’ The competing worldviews behind policy options can be explored through 
participatory design methods (e.g., Hillgren et al 2020), and ‘design futures’ can engage 
empathic and ‘higher order’ learning about the realities and futures of those unavailable to 
participate directly (Mazé, 2014). Critical design studies inquire into the different ‘worlds’ 
brought into being by design (Willis, 2006).  

Future directions for research include examining the social relations and political subjects 
enabled or constrained through the application of design in policy making. There is potential 
for research exploring how the lexicon of policy can be enriched, including enlarging what 
and who might matter in policy making. To address climate and social justice, other 
ontologies and modalities of engagement are already expanding in policymaking, challenging 
limits to participation (conventionally limited to the ‘vote’ and ‘voice’), for example including 
children and future generation (Berkley & Lister, 2020) and other species in environmental 
policy and spatial planning (Metzger, 2014). 

3.5 Politics matter 

Lewis et al (2020) noted the irreducible politics associated with design for policy. Evident 
within each topics broached above, politics within design for policy is a potential and crucial 
matter for research. The introduction of new ideas and practices, methods and tools from 
design into public administrations is not neutral. For example, in a study of UK civil servants, 
Bailey and Lloyd (2016) noted that that use of design practices both exposed and challenged 
the political institutions and policy professionals they sought to change. Elsewhere Julier and 
Kimbell (2019) argued that practices associated with ‘social’ design are inescapably bound 
up with ideological and political narratives. 

There is potential here to further connect with critical studies in design attending to the 
politics of design processes and the implications of design use in the world. Some such 
recent studies of particular relevance to design in the public sphere, for government and for 
policy, include, for example, examinations of widespread uses of design by colonial regimes 
for purposes of domination and exploitation (Schultz et al, 2018), of the embedded 
inequalities within and perpetuated through design culture (Sloane, 2018), and, in context of 
anti-racist critiques of public institutions, Agid’s (2019) account of designing, freedom, safety 
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and imprisonment that reveals the complexity and contestation associated with designing 
and designs.  

In addition to some of the more specific political points and references in the sections 
above, the notion of ‘agonism’ has emerged in common between policy studies and design 
research. In research about design processes, Knutz and Markussen (2020) built on studies 
on performativity and performance art to problematise and broaden the understanding of 
participation in design to specific politics of participation. Agonistic participation in design 
research (Keshavarz & Mazé, 2011; Björgvinsson et al, 2012) is in contrast to efforts to forge 
consensus, as in deliberative activities associated with mini-publics within democratic 
innovation studies and practice (e.g., Dryzek, 2000). 

The converse here is the need for design into policy to engage with the politics of the policy 
process. The literature on research utilization here is relevant, for example the seminal work 
of Weiss (1979), but more recently scholars such as Stoker (2013) and Cairney (2016), have 
drawn attention to the need to recognize the rhythms and politics of policy making in order 
to affect change within that process. The argument here in connection to design for policy, is 
that even its value is self-evident, its meaningful use in the policy process will likely require 
political work, for example, by policy entrepreneurs. As design is used and institutionalized 
in policy making, further critical studies and practices may be foregrounded within policy 
studies.  

Future directions for research critically assessing the politics – of representation and 
participation, of institutions, procedures and processes, of materials and form, and of 
lexicons and in/exclusions – resulting from the application of design in policy making. 

4. Discussion and Conclusion 
Issues such as the climate emergency, economic growth and social justice pose pressing 
questions for policy makers, citizens, researchers, and designers. Design practices have 
become more visible in public policy making and public administrations, as one response. 
Such developments present opportunities and challenges for researchers working at the 
intersection of design and public policy. With acute uncertainties including the unfolding 
climate crisis, global health pandemic, populism in many democratic countries as well as 
broader geo-political uncertainties, the possibilities, and consequences, of design for public 
policy are unclear.   

Bringing together research and practice in design and public policy surfaces the 
opportunities and challenges associated with transdisciplinarity (Osborne, 2015). In their 
study of entanglement between disciplines or ‘interdisciplines’, Barry, Born and Weszkalnys 
(2008) attend to qualities of heterogeneity and striation, in which difference cannot be 
reduced to a question of disciplinary autonomy or boundaries. Richardson et al (2018b) 
recommended avoiding ‘epistemological policing’ but instead saw opportunities in engaging 
an extended network of peers to embrace hybridity resulting in new opportunities in 
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research and practice. Marenko (2021) proposed seeing transdisciplinary processes as 
inventive, characterized by divergence, diversity, and plurality.  

Building on this, we do not anticipate a singular ‘design for policy’ stabilising. Rather we note 
the unavoidable frictions, power imbalances, and discomfort associated with cross-
disciplinary field building and practice development. Differences in ontologies, 
epistemologies, methodologies, and contexts should be acknowledged, addressed and may 
remain between studies of design and studies of public policy. To point at the potential of 
“an inventive ontological space” (Barry et al, 2008. p.40), we have titled one section in this 
paper ‘an emerging field’. However, we recognize that any such field (or fields) will be 
fundamentally marked by differences as much as by potential synergies.  

To conclude, by mapping themes at the intersection of design and public policy, we have 
marked out directions to move research on in two ways. First, we identified directions for 
future cross-disciplinary work in design for public policy that build on and connect to recent 
research in design. Second, we attend to the challenge of carrying out research bridging 
disciplines as well as connecting research and practice. Embracing uncertainty and hybridity 
may serve to advance knowledge and practice; instead of a single design for policy, multiple 
conditions for, forms of practice and accounts of designing for public policy may emerge.  

We acknowledge some risks and limits arising within our discussions during the writing of 
this paper, which point to some considerations for future research. Firstly, there is some bias 
and limits to our research here – we acknowledge own positionality within UK universities as 
well as methodological and linguistic limits to our literature review. Inevitably there are gaps 
in our mapping, and we foresee that there may be further relevant scholarship, particularly 
in other contexts, which could alter how we might map the number and content of topics. 
This represents an initial stage in our ongoing collaborative mapping and analysis.   

Secondly, we note some critical and potential limiting issues in the emerging field. There is a 
danger of design becoming a ‘magical’ (Pollitt & Hupe, 2010) solution to policy challenges, 
which fail to acknowledge the politics of the policy process itself, and the risks, and potential 
limits of design into policy. Whilst interest in design from government may help to legitimise 
the presence of communities in decision making, the field must attend critically to the risks 
and power struggles and risks for communities in processes of decentralization and 
‘responsibilisation’ (Taylor, 2007). Future research also needs to engage with how design can 
engage with, on one hand, the particular and multiple logics within the public sector (Issalys, 
2005) and, on the other hand, often haphazard public policy processes inscribed with 
existing distributions of power, and not designed with ‘design’ in mind. 

 

Acknowledgements: This paper marks an initial phase of collaboration that has led to 
Design|Policy Research Network funded by the UK AHRC Arts and Humanities Research 
Council.  
 



Kimbell, L., Durose, C., Mazé, R., & Richardson, L. 

12 

5. References 
Agid, S. (2019). Making ‘Safety’, Making Freedom: Problem-setting, collaborative design and contested 
futures. In T. Fischer & L. Gamman (Eds), Tricky Design: The Ethics of Things, 115–129. Bloomsbury.  

Alvesson, M., & Skoldburg, K. (2000). Reflexive Methodology. Sage. 

Bali, A., Capano, G., & Ramesh, M. (2019). Anticipating and Designing for Policy Effectiveness. Policy 
and Society, 38(1), 1-13. https://doi.org/10.1080/14494035.2019.1579502  

Bailey, J. (2021). Governmentality and Power in ‘Design for Government’ in the UK, 2008-2017: An 
ethnography of an emerging field. PhD Thesis. University of Brighton, UK. 
https://research.brighton.ac.uk/en/studentTheses/governmentality-and-power-in-design-for-
government-in-the-uk-2008  

Bailey, J., & Lloyd, P. (2016). The Introduction of Design to Policymaking: Policy Lab and the UK 
government. In P. Lloyd & E. Bohemia (Eds), Proceedings of the Design Research Society DRS 
conference, 3619–3634. https://doi.org/10.21606/drs.2016.314  

Barry, A., Born, G., & Weszkalnys, G. (2008). Logics of interdisciplinarity. Economy and Society, 37(1), 
20-49. https://doi.org/10.1080/03085140701760841  

Bartels, K., & Turnbull, N. (2020). Relational Public Administration: A synthesis and heuristic 
classification of relational approaches. Public Management Review, 22(9), 1324-1346. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/14719037.2019.1632921  

Bason, C. (Ed) (2014). Design for Policy. Gower. 

Bason. C., & Austin, R.D. (2021). Design in the Public Sector: Toward a human centred model of public 
governance. Public Management Review. https://doi.org/10.1080/14719037.2021.1919186  

Berkley, N., & Lister, R. (Eds) (2020). Multidisciplinary Perspectives on the Child’s Voice in Public Policy, 
special issue of the Journal of the British Academy, 8(4). https://doi.org/10.5871/jba/008s4.001  

Binder, T., De Michelis, G., Ehn, P., Jacucci, G., Linde, P., & Wagner, I. (2011). Design Things. MIT Press. 

Binder, T., Brandt, E., Ehn, P., & Halse, J., (2015). Democratic Design Experiments: Between parliament 
and laboratory. CoDesign, 11(3-4), 152–165. https://doi.org/10.1080/15710882.2015.1081248  

Björgvinsson, E., Ehn, P., & Hillgren, P.-A. (2012). Agonistic Participatory Design: Working with 
marginalised social movements. CoDesign. 8(2-3), 127–44. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/15710882.2012.672577  

Blomkamp, E. (2018). The Promise of Co-Design for Public Policy. Australian Journal of Public 
Administration, 77(4), 729-743. https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8500.12310  

Brassett, J., &  O’Reilly, J. (Eds) (2021). A Creative Philosophy of Anticipation: Futures in the gaps of the 
present. Routledge. 

Buchanan, C. (2020). What is Strategic Design? An examination of new design activity in the public and 
civic sectors. PhD thesis. Lancaster University. 
https://eprints.lancs.ac.uk/id/eprint/148558/1/2020_Buchanan_PhD.pdf 

Buchanan, R. (1992). Wicked Problems in Design Thinking. Design Issues, 8(2), 5-21. 
https://doi.org/10.2307/1511637  

Buchanan, R. (1989). Declaration by Design: Rhetoric, argument, and demonstration in design practice. 
In V. Margolin (Ed), Design Discourse, 91-109. University of Chicago Press. 



Design for public policy: Embracing uncertainty and hybridity in mapping future research  

13 

Cairney, P. (2016). The Politics of Evidence-Based Policy Making. Palgrave Springer. 

Cooper, D. (2017). Prefiguring the state. Antipode, 49(2), 335-356. https://doi.org/10.1111/anti.12277  

DiSalvo, C. (2022). Design as Democratic Inquiry. MIT Press. 

DiSalvo, C. (2009). Design and the Construction of Publics. Design Issues, 25(1), 48–63. 
https://doi.org/10.1162/desi.2009.25.1.48  

Dryzek, J.S. (2000). Deliberative Democracy and Beyond. Oxford University Press. 

Durose, C., & Richardson, L. (2016). Designing Public Policy for Co-Production: Theory, practice and 
challenges. The Policy Press. 

Durose, C., & Lowndes, V. (2021). Why is Institutional Design in Urban Governance so Often 
Incomplete? A conceptual framework for understanding and harnessing institutional incompleteness. 
Environment and Planning C, 39(8), 1773–1790. https://doi.org/10.1177/2399654421990673  

Durose, C., Perry, B., & Richardson, L. (2022). Policy-making at the local level. In F. Teles (Ed), Handbook 
on Local and Regional Governance. Edward Elgar. 

Ericson, M., & Mazé, R. (Eds) (2011). DESIGN ACT Socially and politically engaged design today – critical 
roles and emerging tactics. Sternberg Press / Iaspis.  

Escobar, A. (2018). Designs for the Pluriverse: Radical interdependence, autonomy and the making of 
worlds. Duke University Press. 

Freeman, R., & Maybin, J. (2011). Documents, Practices and Policy. Evidence and Policy, 7(2), 155-170. 
https://doi.org/10.1332/174426411X579207     

Freeman, R., & Sturdy, S. (2015). Knowledge in Policy: Embodied, inscribed, enacted. Policy Press.  

Fung, A. (2006). Varieties of Participation in Complex Governance. Public Administration Review, 66, 
66-75. https://www.jstor.org/stable/4096571  

Funtowicz, S.O., & Ravetz, J.R. (1993). Science for the Post-Normal Age. Futures, 25(7), 739-755. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/0016-3287(93)90022-L  

Garud, R., Jain, S., & Tuertscher, P. (2008). Incomplete by Design and Designing for Incompleteness. 
Organization Studies, 29(3), 351-371. https://doi.org/10.1177/0170840607088018  

Goodin, R. (Ed) (1998). The Theory of Institutional Design. Cambridge University Press. 

Gunn, W., Otto, T., & Smith, R.C. (2013). Design Anthropology: Theory and practice. Bloomsbury.  

Halse, J. (2008). Design Anthropology: Borderland experiments with participation, performance and 
situated intervention. PhD Thesis. IT University Copenhagen.  

Halse, J., Brandt, E., Clark, B., & Binder, T. (2010). Rehearsing the Future. The Danish Design School 
Press. 

Hartley, J. (2018). Ten Propositions about Public Leadership. International Journal of Public Leadership, 
14(4), 202-217. https://doi.org/10.1108/ijpl-09-2018-0048  

Hermus, M., van Buuren, A., & Bekkers, V. (2020). Applying Design in Public Administration: A literature 
review to explore the state of the art. Policy & Politics, 48(1): 21–48. 
https://doi.org/10.1332/030557319X15579230420126  

Heskett, J. (2005). Design: A very short introduction. Oxford University Press. 



Kimbell, L., Durose, C., Mazé, R., & Richardson, L. 

14 

Hillgren, P-A., Light, A., & Strange, M. (2020). Future Public Policy and its Knowledge Base: Shaping 
worldviews through counterfactual world-making. Policy Design and Practice, 3(2), 109-122. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/25741292.2020.1748372  

Howlett, M. (2014). From the ‘Old’ to the ‘New’ Policy Design: Design thinking beyond markets and 
collaborative governance. Policy Sciences, 47, 187–207. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11077-014-9199-0   

Howlett M., & Lejano, R.P. (2013). Tales From the Crypt: The rise and fall (and rebirth?) of policy design. 
Administration & Society, 45(3), 357-381. https://doi.org/10.1177/0095399712459725  

Howlett, M., & Mukherjee, I. (2018a). Routledge Handbook of Policy Design. Routledge.  

Howlett, M., & Mukherjee, I. (2018b). The Contribution of Comparative Policy Analysis to Policy Design: 
Articulating principles of effectiveness and clarifying design spaces. Journal of Comparative Policy 
Analysis: Research and Practice, 20(1), 72-87. https://doi.org/10.1080/13876988.2017.1418223  

Howlett, M., Mukherjee, I., & Woo, J.J. (2015). From Tools to Toolkits in Policy Design Studies: The new 
design orientation towards policy formulation research. Policy and Politics, 43(2), 291–311. 
https://doi.org/10.1332/147084414X13992869118596  

Hunt, J. (2020). Not to Scale: How the small becomes large, the large becomes unthinkable, and the 
unthinkable becomes possible. Grand Central Publishing. 

Hyysalo, S., Perikangas, S., Marttila, T., & Auvinen, K., (2019). Intermediate Codesigning in Transitions 
Governance: Catalysing and channelling participant action. Design Journal, 22(6), 873-894. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/14606925.2019.1661557  

IRSPM. (2021). Special Interest Groups: Design-led approaches to renewing public management and 
governance. https://www.irspm.org/interest-groups/design-led-approaches 

Issalys, P. (2005). Choosing among Forms of Public Action: A question of legitimacy. In P. Eliadis, M. 
Hill, & M. Howlett (Eds), Designing Government: From instruments to governance, 154-202. McGill-
Queen’s University Press. 

John, P. (2015). New Directions in Public Policy: Theories of policy change and variation reconsidered. 
SSRN Electronic Journal. http://dx.doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2286711  

Julier, G. (2013). The Culture of Design. Sage. 

Julier, G. (2017). Economies of Design.  Sage. 

Julier, G., & Kimbell, L. (2019). Keeping the System Going: Social design and the reproduction of 
inequalities in neoliberal times. Design Issues, 35(4), 12–22. https://doi.org/10.1162/desi_a_00560  

Junginger, S. (2014). Towards Policymaking as Designing: Policymaking beyond problem-solving and 
decision-making. In C. Bason (Ed), Design for Policy, 57-70. Gower Publishing 

Keshavarz, M., & Mazé, R. (2013). Design and Dissensus: Framing and staging participation in design 
research, Design Philosophy Papers, 11(1), 7-29. 
https://doi.org/10.2752/089279313X13968799815994  

Kimbell, L. (2019). What If There Were More Policy Futures Studios? Journal of Futures Studies, 23(4) 
129-136. https://doi.org/10.6531/JFS.201906_23(4).0014  

Kimbell, L. (2011). Rethinking Design Thinking: Part 1. Design and Culture, 3(3), 285-306. 
https://doi.org/10.2752/175470811X13071166525216  



Design for public policy: Embracing uncertainty and hybridity in mapping future research  

15 

Kimbell, L. (2015). Applying Design Approaches to Policy Making: Discovering Policy Lab. Report. 
University of Brighton. 

Kimbell, L., & Bailey, J. (2017). Prototyping and the New Spirit of Policy-Making. CoDesign, 13(3), 214-
226. https://doi.org/10.1080/15710882.2017.1355003  

Kimbell, L., & Vesnić-Alujević, L. (2020). After the Toolkit: Anticipatory logics and the future of 
government. Policy Design and Practice, 3(2), 95-108. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/25741292.2020.1763545  

Knutz, E., & Markussen, T. (2020). Politics of Participation in Design Research: Learning from 
participatory art. Design Issues, 36(1), 59–76. https://doi.org/10.1162/desi_a_00575  

Kooiman, J. (1993). Modern Governance: New Government-Society Interactions. London: Sage.  

Lanng, D., Holst Laursen, L., & Risdal Borg, S. (2021). Forming Issues and Publics: Participatory design 
things and uncertain rural futures. Policy Design and Practice, 5(1), 86-102. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/25741292.2021.1930688  

Latour, B., & Weibel, P. (Eds) (2005). Making Things Public: Atmospheres of Democracy. MIT Press. 

Lewis, J.M., McGann, M., & Blomkamp, E. (2020). When Design Meets Power: Design thinking, public 
sector innovation and the politics of policymaking. Policy & Politics, 48(1), 111-130. 
https://doi.org/10.1332/030557319X15579230420081  

Lewis, J. (2021). The Limits of Policy Labs: Characteristics, opportunities and constraints. Policy Design 
and Practice, 4(2), 242-251. https://doi.org/10.1080/25741292.2020.1859077  

Lindblom, C. E. (1959). The science of ‘’muddling through’’. Public Administration Review, 19(2), 79-88. 
https://doi.org/10.2307/973677  

Lipsky, M. (1980). Street-Level bureaucracy: Dilemmas of the individual in public services. Russell Sage 
Foundation. 

Lowndes, V., & Paxton, M. (2018). Can Agonism be Institutionalised? Can institutions be agonised? 
Prospects for democratic design. The British Journal of Politics and International Relations, 20(3), 693–
710. https://doi.org/10.1177/1369148118784756  

Lowndes, V., & Roberts, M. (2013). Why Institutions Matter: The new institutionalism in political 
science. Palgrave MacMillan. 

Marenko, B. (2021) Stacking Complexities: Reframing uncertainty through hybrid literacies. Design and 
Culture, 13(2), 165-184. https://doi.org/10.1080/17547075.2021.1916856  

Marres, N., Guggenheim, M., & Wilkie, A. (2018). Introduction. In N. Marres, M. Guggenheim, & A. 
Wilkie (Eds), Inventing the Social, 17-37. Happening Press.  

Mazé, R. (2021). Design (Govern)mentalities: Implications of design and/as governance in Cape Town. 
In M. Erlhoff & M. Rezai (Eds), Design and Democracy: Activist thoughts and examples for political 
empowerment, 13-27. Birkhäuser. 

Mazé, R. (2019). Politics of Designing Visions of the Future. Journal of Futures Studies, 23(3), 23-38. 
https://doi.org/10.6531/JFS.201903_23(3).0003  

Mazé, R. (2014) Our Common Future? Political questions for designing social innovation. In Y. Lim et al 
(Eds), Proceedings of the Design Research Society DRS conference. 16-19 June, Umeå, Sweden.  



Kimbell, L., Durose, C., Mazé, R., & Richardson, L. 

16 

McGann, M., Wells, T., & Blomkamp, E. (2021). Innovation Labs and Co-Production in Public Problem 
Solving. Public Management Review, 23(2), 297-316.  
https://doi.org/10.1080/14719037.2019.1699946  

Metzger, J. (2014). The Moose are Protesting: Trans-species politics in transport infrastructure 
development. In J. Metzger, P. Allmendinger, & S. Oosterlynck (Eds), Planning Against the Political: 
Democratic deficits in European territorial governance. Routledge. 

Mintrom, M., & Luetjens, J. (2016). Design Thinking in Policymaking Processes: Opportunities and 
challenges. Australian Journal of Public Administration, 75(3), 391–402. https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-
8500.12211  

Miller, R., Poli, R., & Rossel, P. (2018). The Discipline of Anticipation: Foundations for futures literacy. 
In R. Miller (Ed), Transforming the Future: Anticipation in the 21st Century. UNESCO and Routledge.  

Molotch, H. (2003). Where Stuff Comes From: How toasters, toilets, cars, computers and many other 
things come to be as they are. Routledge.  

Nold, C. (2021). Towards a Sociomaterial Framework for Systems in Design. Report. Social Design 
Institute, University of the Arts London.  

Nold, C. (2018). Practice-Based Ontological Design for Multiplying Realities. Strategic Design Research 
Journal, 11(2): 58–64. https://doi.org/10.4013/sdrj.2018.112.02  

Opazo, D., Wolff, M., & Araya M.J. (2017) Imagination and the Political in Design Participation. Design 
Issues, 33(4): 73-82. https://doi.org/10.1162/DESI_a_00462  

Osborne, P. (2015). Problematizing Disciplinarity, Transdisciplinary Problematics. Theory, Culture, & 
Society, 32(5-6): 3–35. https://doi.org/10.1177/0263276415592245  

Perry, B., Durose, C., & Richardson, L., with the Action Research Collective. (2019). How Can We Govern 
Cities Differently? The promise and practices of co-production. Project report. Greater Manchester, 
Creative Concern. 

Peters, G. (2018). Policy Problems and Policy Design. Edward Elgar Publishing. 

Peters, G. (2020). Designing Institutions for Designing Policy. Politics and Policy, 48(1), 131-147. 
https://doi.org/10.1332/030557319X15579230420090  

Pink, S., Ama, Y., & Sumartojo, S. (2018). Uncertainty and Possibility: New approaches to futuremaking 
in design. Bloomsbury. 

Pierson, P. (2000). The Limits of Design: Explaining institutional origins and change. Governance, 13(4): 
475–499. https://doi.org/10.1111/0952-1895.00142  

Pollitt, C., & Hupe, P. (2011). Talking about Government: The role of magic concepts. Public 
Management Review, 13(5), 614-658. https://doi.org/10.1080/14719037.2010.532963  

Richardson, L., Durose, C., & Perry, B. (2019a). Moving Towards Hybridity in Causal Explanation: The 
example of citizen participation. Social Policy & Administration, 53(2), 265-278. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/spol.12481  

Richardson, L., Durose, C., & Perry, B. (2019b). Three Tyrannies of Participatory Governance. Journal 
of Chinese Governance, 4(2), 123-143. https://doi.org/10.1080/23812346.2019.1595912  



Design for public policy: Embracing uncertainty and hybridity in mapping future research  

17 

Richardson, L., & John, P. (2021). Co-designing Behavioural Public Policy: Lessons from the field about 
how to ‘nudge plus’. Evidence & Policy, 17(3), 405-422. 
https://doi.org/10.1332/174426420X16000979778231 

Rittel, H. W. J., & Webber, M. M. (1973). Dilemmas in a General Theory of Planning. Policy Sciences, 4, 
155–169. https://doi.org/10.1007/BF01405730  

Romme, G., & Meijer, A. (2020). Applying Design Science in Public Policy and Administration Research. 
Policy & Politics, 48(1), 149-165. https://doi.org/10.1332/030557319X15613699981234  

Russell, C. (2020). Rekindling Democracy: A professional’s guide to working in citizen space. Cascade 
Books. 

Sanders, E.B.N. (2005). Information, Inspiration and Co-creation. In Proceedings of the 6th International 
Conference of the European Academy of Design EAD, 29-31 March, Bremen, Germany. 

Sangiorgi, D., Vink, J., Mulvale, G., Farr, M. & Warwick, L. (2020). Logic Multiplicity & Service Design. 
The case of mental healthcare. Working paper. 

Saward, M. (2021). Democratic Design. Oxford University Press. 

Schultz, T., Abdulla, D., Ansari, A., Canlı, E., Keshavarz, M., Kiem, M., Prado de O. Martins, L., & Vieira 
de Oliveira, P. (Eds) (2018). Editors’ Introduction. Special issue of Design and Culture, 10(1), 1-6. 

Scott, J. (1998). Seeing like a State: How certain schemes to improve the human condition have failed. 
Yale University Press. 

Seravalli, A., Agger Eriksen, M., & Hillgren, P.-A. (2017). Co-Design in Co-Production Processes: Jointly 
articulating and appropriating infrastructuring and commoning with civil servants. CoDesign, 13(3), 
187-201. https://doi.org/10.1080/15710882.2017.1355004  

Silbey, S., & Caviccchi, A. (2005). The Common Place of Law. In B. Latour & P. Weibel (Eds), Making 
Things Public: Atmospheres of Democracy, 556-565. MIT Press. 

Sloane, M. (2019) On the Need for Mapping Design Inequalities. Design Issues, 35(4), 3–11. 
https://doi.org/10.1162/desi_a_00559  

Stoker, G. (2013). Why Policy-Makers Ignore Evidence, Public Policy@Southampton, 
http://publicpolicy.southampton.ac.uk/whypolicymakers-ignore-evidence/ 

Strauch, R. E. (1975). “Squishy Problems” and Quantitative Methods. Policy Sciences, 6(2), 174–184. 
https://doi-org.arts.idm.oclc.org/10.1007/BF00138033  

Taylor, M. (2007). Community Participation in the Real World: Opportunities and pitfalls in new 
governance spaces. Urban Studies, 44(2): 297–317. https://doi.org/10.1080/00420980601074987  

Torfing, J., Peters, B.G., Pierre, J., & Sorensen, E. (2012). The Governance Debate and the Rise of 
Interactive Governance. In J. Torfing, B.G. Peters, J. Pierre, & E. Sorensen (Eds), Interactive Governance, 
9-33. Oxford University Press. 

Trippe, H. P. (2019). Designing Public Instrumentation as Interaction. PhD Thesis. Royal College of Art, 
UK. https://researchonline.rca.ac.uk/id/eprint/3964  

Trippe, H. (2021). Policy Instrumentation: The object of service design in policy making. Design Issues, 
37(3): 89-100. https://doi.org/10.1162/desi_a_00650 



Kimbell, L., Durose, C., Mazé, R., & Richardson, L. 

18 

Tunstall, E. (2007). In Design We Trust: Design, governmentality, and the tangibility of governance. In 
Proceedings of International Association of Societies of Design Research IASDR conference. 12-15 Nov, 
Hong Kong. 

Unwin, J. (2018). Kindness, emotions and human relationships: The blind spot in public policy. Report. 
Carnegie UK Trust. 

Urry, J. (2016). What is the Future?. Polity Press.  

Van Buuren, A., Lewis, J., Peters, B.G., & Voorberg, W. (2020). Improving Public Policy and 
Administration: Exploring the potential of design. Policy and Politics, 48(1), 3-19. 
https://doi.org/10.1332/030557319X15579230420063 

Vaz-Canosa, F. (2021). Policy Innovation by Design: Understanding the role of design in the 
development of innovative public policies. PhD thesis. Loughborough University. 
https://doi.org/10.26174/thesis.lboro.14339249.v1  

von Busch, O., & Palmås, K. (2016). Designing Consent: Can design thinking manufacture democratic 
capitalism?. Organizational Aesthetics, 5(2), 10-24. 

Weiss, C.H. (1979). The Many Meanings of Research Utilization. Public Administration Review, 39(5), 
426-431. 

Whicher, A. (2020). Public Policy. Report: AHRC Design Fellows, Challenges of the Future. Cardiff 
Metropolitan University.  

Whicher, A. (2021) Evolution of Policy Labs and Use of Design for Policy in UK Government. Policy 
Design and Practice, 4(2), 252-270. https://doi.org/10.1080/25741292.2021.1883834  

Willis, A-M. (2006) Ontological Designing, Design Philosophy Papers, 4(2): 69-92. 
https://doi.org/10.2752/144871306X13966268131514  

 
About the Authors: 

Lucy Kimbell is Professor of Contemporary Design Practices and 
Director of the Social Design Institute at University of the Arts London. 
Her research includes a fellowship in Policy Lab, a team in the UK Civil 
Service.  

Catherine Durose is Chair in Public Policy and Co-Director of the 
Heseltine Institute for Public Policy, Practice and Place at the 
University of Liverpool. Her research on public policy and urban 
governance focuses on interactions between citizens and the state. 

Ramia Mazé is Professor of Design for Social Innovation and 
Sustainability at University of the Arts London. Her research focuses 
on participatory, critical and politically-engaged design, as well as 
“research through design” and feminist epistemologies. 

Liz Richardson is Professor of Public Administration at the University 
of Manchester.  Her research interests include: decentralised urban 
governance; public policy; citizen participation; and participatory 
research methods. 


