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Abstract

Co-design and other associated design approaches often deploy creative and making

approaches in facilitating collaborative practices. In a therapeutic setting, engagement in

creative and making activities have been associated with improvements in people’s well-

being, yet when deploying these as part of co-design practices, these outcomes are often

overlooked. This paper presents the results from a series of workshops that focused on the

well-being benefits of participating in co-design practices. The research uses Max-Neef’s

(1991). Theory of Needs to explore how innate human needs might be satisfied through

participation in co-design practices, and demonstrates how this framework might be used

for planning and evaluating co-design practices through a wellbeing lens. Finally, it suggests

that future generations of design practitioners would benefit from exposure to the

consideration of co-design as a process of “welldoing.”

Introduction

The therapeutic benefits of engaging in creative and making practices are well-
documented (Burt & Atkinson 2012; Huotilainen et al. 2018); however, much of
the knowledge in this area is focused on using creative and making practices as an
intervention that is outside of everyday practices. Co-design practices offer an
opportunity to embed these well-being delivering creative and making processes
into engagement and collaborative projects. Co-design often involves collective cre-
ativity as part of a design development process (Steen 2013) and, within the co-
design experience, a range of transactions take place that may benefit participants
in different ways. In this paper, we present a collection of insights into the benefits
of constructing and taking part in participatory co-design, which advance thinking
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on the value of co-design processes. We focus specifically on how co-design can
lead to well-being, and build an argument for embedding the understanding of co-
design as a process of “welldoing” into our education systems to equip the next
generation of design practitioners with a more nuanced understanding of their role
within society. We base our arguments in reflections from a workshop in which co-
design practitioners from around the world explored processes that engage com-
munities in ways that positively contribute to well-being, as distinct from a more
instrumental or event-based focus, which is often found in design engagements
with end-users.

Background

Co-design, or collaborative design, is an approach to design that focuses on work-
ing with (rather than ‘for’) the people who will use a product, service or system
throughout its development. In a western or Global North sense, co-design has its
roots in the participatory design practices that emerged in Scandinavia in the
1960s (Sangiorgi & Prendiville 2017). It has since grown to be a critical part of
both product and service innovation processes (Sangiorgi & Prendiville 2017). At
its core, co-design reframes the relationship between designers and participants,
flattening the hierarchy with the intention of leveraging insights from lived
experience.

Over past decades, the term ‘co-design’ has been applied in a wide range of
areas, describing approaches that vary from extractive end-user or market
research, to more generative and community building projects (Sanders & Stap-
pers 2008). In this paper, we focus primarily on this latter form of co-design. In
their seminal paper, Sanders & Stappers (2008) note the changing role of the
design researcher, shifting from being an external observer of the process, to an
embedded contributor in partnership with research participants. This reframes the
relationship between designers and participants in co-design practices, flattening
the hierarchy with the intention of leveraging insights from lived experience. To
date, the opportunities for exchange and dialogue that are brought about by this
shift are underexplored.

Foundational within co-design practice is the principle that the contributions of
participants are expert and critical (Sanders & Stappers 2008). It is surprising,
then, that the benefits received by these participants are not typically captured in
evaluation processes (Davis 2019). In defining the value proposition for undertak-
ing a co-design process, as distinct from other design processes, there is often a
focus on the outcomes being more ‘fit for purpose’ (Steen et al. 2011), or a recog-
nition that the engagement and collaboration can lead to social learning
(Rodela 2011) or ‘informal mutual learning’ (Calvo & Sclater 2021). Within this
largely instrumental framing, the well-being benefits of taking part in co-design
processes are not often measured as an outcome (Wallace et al. 2021).

The lack of attention to well-being contrasts with the evidence, across a vari-
ety of fields, that participation in creative activities is associated with significant
wellbeing benefits for participants, including through improved physical health
(McDonald et al. 2018) and psychological well-being (Saavedra et al. 2018). Exam-
ples from among the wide-ranging literature include: participation in art workshops
promoting recovery of persons with mental illness (Saavedra et al. 2018) and stim-
ulating intergenerational learning and well-being (Burke et al. 2021), creative
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practices embedded in environmental enrichment studies promote physical recov-
ery (McDonald et al. 2018), and quilting and other craft-based activities boost
well-being (Burt & Atkinson 2012; Huotilainen et al. 2018).

Many of the tools and techniques used in co-design practices are generative
(Sanders & Stappers 2012) and use creative processes, including collective making,
as strategies for exploring issues, problem spaces or specific challenges (Langley
et al. 2018). The importance of these practices is described in a number of ways in
the literature. Brown & Vaughan (2009), for example, describe how play-based
processes enable serendipitous discovery by making complexity tangible. Irwin
et al. (2022) similarly draw attention to co-design practices as being critical for
problem-solving, particularly when working with complex adaptive systems in the
field of Sustainability Transitions, while Lee & Park (2021) emphasise the role of
paper-based prototyping in building empathy. There is also a recognition of the
flattening of power hierarchies through abstraction and turn-taking practices asso-
ciated with many co-design methods (Ferne 2020; Tierney et al. 2021).

There are various co-design toolkits that offer detailed frameworks for select-
ing generative participation tools to suit the needs of a co-design process. As an
example, Sanders et al.’s (2010) influential framework describes how tools can be
applied in different stages of the co-design process and provides advice on which
tools work with individuals as compared with groups and in face-to-face or online
environments. Although this guidance is useful in realising an effective co-design
process that actively engages participants towards the design outcome, these
frameworks do not often address the experiences that may be had by participants.
Sanders & Stappers’ (2012) Convivial Toolbox represents an exception in that it
engages, albeit indirectly, with the idea that participation can be an enjoyable and
rewarding experience, beyond the design outcomes that are generated.

In architecture and urban design, two of the primary models for evaluating
participatory processes are the International Association of Public Participation’s
(IAP2) Public Participation Spectrum (2014), and Arnstein’s Ladder of Citizen Partici-
pation (1969). Both models explore the role of participants in design projects, the
kinds of contributions they are able to make and the power relationships between
professionals and the community. However, in both frameworks, the assessment of
the participatory process is biased towards participants’ contribution to, or control
over, the decision-making processes that determine project outcomes. By contrast,
Ackoff (1974) and the authors (Davis 2019; Davis et al. 2022b) seek to identify
opportunities for capturing value that is derived from the process of participation
itself, building on influential work on collaborative exchanges by Sennett (2012)
and Mauss (2002) among others.

The three rules of participation in a project attributed to Ackoff (1974) are
that: (1) the subject of participation should be meaningful for those who engage;
(2) there is a high likelihood of the project being implemented; and (3) that partici-
pation should be fun (McGinley & Nakata 2012). The third ‘rule’ can be seen as
tentatively shifting process planning and evaluation towards a participant-centric
position and away from a (predominantly) outcome-centric position reflecting the
needs of the researchers, designers, facilitators or clients. Although in their infancy,
processes to structure evaluations that capture the intangible value generated and
exchanged within co-design processes are being developed (Davis 2019). Even so,
considering participation in co-design processes through the lens of wellbeing, in
addition to how participant contributions shape project outcomes, represents a
paradigm shift in the field.
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We argue co-design processes should be understood as processes of ‘well-
doing’. That is, generative creative processes that can contribute to participants’
well-being, while simultaneously helping to achieve a collective outcome for a
project.

Defining the benefits of participation requires an understanding of participants’
motivations, as well as an approach to evaluation that can establish whether partic-
ipants’ reasons for participating are satisfied. The balance between intrinsic and
extrinsic motivation in collaborations has been explored in other areas, particularly
relating to the outsourcing or crowdsourcing of effort. In large experimental stud-
ies, both Rogstadius et al. (2021) and Zhao & Zhu (2014) found that participants
were motivated by a combination of intrinsic and extrinsic factors, but that intrinsic
motivation was a key predictor of the successful completion of tasks. This finding
broadly aligns with behavioural research that has found extrinsic motivators to be
less effective in changing behaviours (Cialdini 1993).

Participation as a generative rather than extractive process
The extractive nature of many research processes has been the subject of much
ethical debate and, in the healthcare sphere, it has become commonplace to use
extrinsic (financial) reward structures to compensate participants for their contri-
butions (Malmqvist 2019). The challenges of the professionalisation of research
participation in clinical research was identified in a review by Grady et al. (2005),
yet the structures that enable this remain the default form of engagement
(Malmqvist 2019).

In some instances, this results in pressure from ethics committees or other
research administration structures to financially compensate participants, some-
thing Malmqvist (2019) describes as participants being “paid to endure” research.
Although the methodologies, approaches and even underlying epistemological and
ontological dimensions of co-design practices may differ from those underpinning
research in other fields, co-design processes are often structured using similar
understandings of participant engagement [see, for example, some of the core con-
clusions from Daniels et al. (2021) systematic review of the literature on workplace
health and wellbeing interventions]. In returning to the idea that participation in
co-design processes can have significant benefits for participants, we would argue
that extrinsically focused approaches are misguided and overlook the opportunities
to meet the intrinsic needs of participants.

In order to connect the well-being benefits of engaging in co-design processes
with the structures used to plan and evaluate these processes, the authors have
previously suggested there is value in using an integrated approach that considers
participation outcomes to be as critical as design outcomes (Davis et al. 2022a).
Stated another way, the relationship between researcher (or designer) and partici-
pant (or co-designer) can be reframed as a two-way relationship where each party
is responsible for ensuring the other is receiving benefit. The strength of this bilat-
erally asymmetric relational structure is well-understood in anthropology (Grae-
ber 2001; Mauss 2002) and is a more nuanced way of describing ‘win-win’
engagement.

The importance of reciprocity has been described in research about the
exchange between audience and performer in creative practices, with Geeves
et al. (2020) describing the audience as critical in delivering wellbeing benefits to
performers and visa-versa. These relational dimensions have also been noted by
Saavedra et al. (2018), who found that in an art workshop, the horizontal
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relationships were ‘of value’, both between participants and facilitators and
between participants themselves.

Intrinsic values can be difficult to discern from the kind of open-ended self-
reporting of experience that is often used to evaluate co-design processes. This is
not, however, an intractable challenge. In psychology for example, surveys apply
standardised measures to translate self-reported phenomena into rigorous data
sets. In following this approach, the authors have proposed a framework for con-
sidering the well-being benefits of participating in co-design processes by exploring
the application of Max-Neef’s (1991) Theory of Needs to co-design practices
(Wallace et al. 2021). The Theory of Needs proposes a matrix of nine axiological
needs and four existential needs and associated satisfiers (Max-Neef 1991). The
framework has similarities with Maslow’s (1943) hierarchy of human needs, with a
graded shift from physiological (Maslow) or subsistence (Max-Neef) to self-
actualisation (Maslow) or freedom (Max-Neef). An underlying premise in this
research is that satisfying these needs is associated with increased well-being.

The addition of ‘satisfiers’ for the human needs identified in Max-Neef’s (1991)
framework can be aligned with Herzberg’s Two-factor Theory (1959) whereby
workplace attitudes and behaviour are seen as being shaped independently and
together by both satisfiers (motivators) and dissatisfiers (hygiene factors). In Herz-
berg’s work, motivator factors are primarily intrinsic forms of value, while hygiene
factors are primarily extrinsic in nature. The exclusion of hygiene factors in Max-
Neef’s Theory of Needs focuses the application of the framework on motivators,
which directly foster satisfaction when they are fulfilled. Evaluations based on this
framework can thus begin to capture the production of inherent value for partici-
pants. As such, Max-Neef’s framework can provide guidance for structuring an
evaluation of the wellbeing benefits of participation in co-design that are the focus
of this research.

The primary question in this research is: Which needs from Max-Neef’s (1991)
Theory of Needs can be satisfied through engagement in co-design practices?

In the sections that follow, we report on the unpacking of this framework
through a co-design workshop with co-design practitioners to deepen our under-
standing of how co-design practices can support the well-being of communities.

Method

This paper reports on the outcomes from two workshops conducted with co-
design practitioners from around the world. The first workshop included 27 face-
to-face participants and six online participants at the Design Research Society con-
ference in Bilbao, Spain. The second included seven face-to-face participants at
University of the Arts London and one online participant.

Although being conducted in a selective context (participants needed to be
attending the Design Research Society conference or faculty at University of the
Arts London), a hybrid approach was adopted increase the opportunities for
diverse participation (Davis et al. 2021). The workshop was advertised as part of
the conference program, and the authors shared the workshop via their profes-
sional networks. Formal registration for the first workshop was via the Design
Research Society conference platform, however, participants without a formal reg-
istration were also welcomed to participate. Registration for the second workshop
was via email, and the workshop was advertised internally to University of the Arts
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London staff who were identified by Author Wallace with advice from the Dean as
having an interest in co-design practices.

Three of the authors acted as facilitators for these workshops with two facili-
tating the face-to-face workshops (Davis and Wallace) and one facilitating the
simultaneous online workshop via Zoom teleconferencing software and the Miro
collaborative online space (Gwilt).

Both workshops followed the same format and were titled “Co-design: what
are you really getting out of it?” In each, co-design practitioners were challenged
to consider which elements of Max-Neef’s (1991) Theory of Needs may be satis-
fied through various co-design practices, and to explore how participants’ implicit
knowledge about the value of engaging people through design practices could be
made explicit in co-design planning and evaluation.

The workshop began with a brief overview and contextualisation from the
researchers to situate the workshop discussions within the research question. Par-
ticipants then broke into small groups to respond to an initial set of prompts:
Describe a successful participatory project; what made it successful?; how was suc-
cess measured?; what else would you have liked to have measured and why wasn’t
it measured? The workshop then used a self-facilitation model to allow different
groups the freedom to explore the workshop content in different ways, and to
allow the facilitators to embed themselves into groups as participants for large
parts of the co-design process (Sanders & Stappers 2008). The self-facilitation
model was based on participant placemats, and game-cards with instructions and
processes that facilitated turn-taking and self-direction within the groups.

The first part of this self-facilitated process used a role taking approach to
help workshop participants detach from their primary position as co-design facilita-
tors, and to consider their knowledge of the experiences of others during co-
design processes. This followed a series of steps to explore predefined stake-
holders, identify further stakeholders and plan strategies for engaging these stake-
holders in a co-design process. Careful attention was paid to acknowledge the
limitations of hypothetical stakeholder representation and persona-based
approaches to ensure the focus remained on the processes of co-design rather
than the specifics of the stakeholder groups that were being discussed. Workshop
participants were then asked to discuss and document the types of value that may
be generated through the co-design processes they had described. Following this
discussion, workshop participants were given a deconstructed version of the The-
ory of Needs (Max-Neef 1991) that presented each need (and the associated
satisfiers) on a separate sheet. They were then asked to mark which of the satis-
fiers they could imagine observing in the co-design process they had described
(Figure 1).

After a short break, the workshop returned to a higher level small group dis-
cussion about what makes participation ‘good’ and ‘bad’ with prompts to unpack
processes and practices associated with these experiences. The last small group
activity plotted evaluation methods that participants had used as part of co-design
processes onto a cartesian plane with the x-axis labelled qualitative and quantita-
tive, and the y-axis labelled formal and informal. The workshop finished with an
open round of ‘checkouts’ for participants to share their reflections on the work-
shop processes, as well as to give any final thoughts about the workshop topic.

The findings presented here triangulate facilitator reflections with participant-
led documentation throughout both of the workshops. The workshop sessions
were not recorded; instead, participants were asked to document their own
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experiences throughout the activities. The decision to not record the workshop
was made to enable participants to express views and participate freely, while also
helping to ensure verbatim comments are not misrepresented. The reflections and
notes made by facilitators after the event allow participant contributions to be
expanded upon and contextualised within the workshop experience using a frame-
work of reflective practice (Sch€on, 1983).

Results and discussion

The workshop generated significant discussion and debate among participants, with
many reporting how much they enjoyed the opportunity to engage with the topic
with their peers during the time we spent together. This is encouraging as the
researchers had defined sharing, empathising and networking as key forms of value
the workshop should deliver when planning the activities. During the role-taking
activity, participants appreciated the opportunity to step outside of their normal
role in co-design processes (as design researchers or facilitators), and to consider
the experience of different stakeholders.

Figure 1
Participant Placemat with Instructions for the Workshop, Game Cards, and Needs/Satisfiers
Strips.
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The task of essentially co-designing a co-design process allowed workshop par-
ticipants to critically reflect on their own experiences of co-design practices with-
out necessarily having to share personal stories. In essence, the role-taking
approach was able to emulate the third space created through play or making
practices (Brown & Vaughan 2009; Langley et al. 2018). The challenges of this pro-
cess also provided an opportunity for participants to share the importance of
engaging ‘real’ community members in co-design practices.

Setting aside tangible project outcomes as part of a co-design process during
this workshop challenged the workshop participants (who were design
researchers/facilitators) to unpack the value of engaging community members
beyond the default of ‘delivering better project outcomes’. The complete detach-
ment from co-design outcomes may appear for many to be at odds with the pur-
pose of co-design, but in this research, it allowed co-design practice to be broken
down to a point where it could be viewed alongside the therapeutic creativity
interventions discussed previously.

The role-taking activity also encouraged participants to consider additional
voices that may need to be considered in the hypothetical project brief that was
being discussed. An interesting dimension for both the conversation, and the latter
reflections on how we might understand the value of different types of processes
for participants emerged through the creation of a series of non-human personas.
These included the local wildlife, and the landscape and challenged us as
researchers to consider how the framework we are proposing might be applied
beyond human contexts.

Much attention has been paid to the 2017 legal decision that granted the
Whanganui River in Aotearoa New Zealand legal personhood, particularly since the
implications of an ecological system having rights that can be enforced by the law
are far ranging (Kramm 2020). If applying this concept to the outcome-focused
forms of evaluation described earlier (Arnstein 1969; IAP2 2014), a co-design pro-
cess would need to consider the balance between the (assumed) preference of this
system and those of other stakeholders. This begins to trace the line of thought
explored by Arnstein (1969) and more recently by Schatz & Rogers (2016) that
engaging a small group of citizens may indeed be undemocratic because it excludes
the wider population from decision-making processes.

Rather than focusing on ‘how’ we might engage with non-human stakeholders
during co-design processes, the reflection on what value these stakeholders might
receive through participating allowed a far more nuanced exploration. This was
particularly interesting when attempting to nominate which of the axiological and
existential needs might be able to be satisfied through the non-human actor being
engaged as part of co-design or creative practices. While no definitive answers
were derived, it identifies an opportunity to consider how, from their perspective,
non-human actors might benefit from being part of our co-design or creative prac-
tices beyond seeing ‘improved project outcomes’. Max-Neef’s (1991) framework
here is limited because it relies specifically on the attribution of human needs to a
non-human actor, with emergent suggestions to address this including looking to
decolonising approaches or indigenous cultures’ collaborative relationships with the
world around us (see for example the work of Parsons et al. 2016). What can be
taken forward from this, however, is the opportunity for co-design practices to
encourage and support reciprocity and to facilitate processes of “welldoing” with
participants, both human and non-human.
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Workshop participants were asked to consider, from their own professional
experience as co-design facilitators and design research practitioners, whether they
had been part of processes where particular needs were being satisfied. They were
asked to specifically reflect on processes holistically, and to use the experience of
role-taking to consider communities they had worked with in the past. This was
not intended to define which of the needs are actually satisfied through participa-
tion in co-design processes as this is a matter for individuals. Instead, participants
explored which needs might be possible to address through the practices of co-
design.

The results of this process are aligned with Max-Neef’s framework in Table 1
below. It is evident that workshop participants considered it possible to satisfy (to
some degree) almost all axiological and existential needs highlighted through co-
design practices. It should be noted here that the mapping in Table 1 does not
relate to a particular or singular process; instead it demonstrates a way of thinking
about co-design that can augment current planning processes by allowing practi-
tioners to consider the value (well-being) that will be received by participants
through the satisfaction of human needs.

While it is immediately striking how many parts of the matrix were highlighted
by workshop participants, this is perhaps unsurprising given the methodological
flexibility associated with co-design practices. This is not suggested to be a univer-
sal or holistic evaluation, but instead, to demonstrate how this type of framework
can provide a structure for planning and evaluating processes at a deeper level.

As a more specific exploration technique, co-design processes can be explored
through the lens of different types of satisfiers. Max-Neef (1991) describes five
types of satisfiers: violators and destructors; pseudo-satisfiers; inhibiting satisfiers;
singular satisfiers; and synergic satisfiers. Violators and destructors are perceived
ways of satisfying needs that actually cause harm or impairment. Pseudo-satisfiers
provide a temporary, but not lasting satisfaction of a need, while inhibiting satis-
fiers are those that simultaneously satisfy one need while impairing the ability to
satisfy other needs. Finally, synergic satisfiers satisfy multiple needs simultaneously.

Unpacking co-design processes through these framings can provide opportuni-
ties to go beyond typical evaluation metrics. In contrast to the IAP2 Spec-
trum (2014) and Arnstein’s Ladder (1969), discussed earlier in this paper, these
approaches allow the complex value generated through co-design practices to be
surfaced and captured. For example, allowing a population to vote on options for a
decision may satisfy ‘Empower’ (the highest level) on the IAP2 spectrum (2014) or
‘Citizen Control’ on Arnstein’s Ladder (1969). But, where options are presented in
a way that shapes responses, either accidentally or intentionally, these processes
can resemble Arnstein’s description of ‘manipulation’ (1969). Using a needs satis-
faction approach, this process may be identified as providing a pseudo-satisfier to
‘participation’ without providing opportunities to address other needs. If re-
designing this process to satisfy other needs, from lower-order needs of ‘protec-
tion’, ‘affection’ or ‘understanding’, to higher-order needs of ‘idleness’, ‘creation’,
‘identity’ or ‘freedom’, it is likely to look very different and to be less susceptible to
misapplication.

Workshop participants noted that the approaches that sat across multiple
levels on the framework ‘felt right’ and constituted ‘good processes’, and a needs-
satisfaction framing could link these with increased wellbeing for participants. They
also noted that little was being done to measure, document, or report on these as
outcomes. Max-Neef (1991) describes these practices (synergistic satisfiers) as

iJADE 42.2 (2023)
� 2023 The Authors. International Journal of Art & Design Education published by National Society for Education in Art and Design
and John Wiley & Sons Ltd.

286

D
avis,T

uckey,G
w
ilt,and

W
allace

 14768070, 2023, 2, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1111/jade.12459 by T

est, W
iley O

nline L
ibrary on [12/09/2024]. See the T

erm
s and C

onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w
iley.com

/term
s-and-conditions) on W

iley O
nline L

ibrary for rules of use; O
A

 articles are governed by the applicable C
reative C

om
m

ons L
icense



T
A
B
LE

1
M
at
ri
x
o
f
ne

ed
s
an

d
sa
ti
sfi
er
s
fr
o
m

M
ax
-N

ee
f’s

T
he

o
ry

o
f
N
ee

ds
(M

ax
-N

ee
f
1
9
9
1
)
w
it
h
bo

ld
in
di
ca
ti
ng

w
o
rk
sh
o
p

pa
rt
ic
ip
an

ts
id
en

ti
fi
ca
ti
o
n
o
f
a
lin

k
w
it
h
co

-d
es
ig
n
pr
ac
ti
ce
s

B
ei
ng

H
av

in
g

D
o
in
g

In
te
ra
ct
in
g

Su
b
si
st
en

ce
P
hy
si
ca
l
he

al
th
,m

en
ta
l
he

al
th
,e

q
ui
lib
ri
um

,

se
ns
e
o
f
hu

m
o
ur
,a

da
pt
ab

ili
ty

F
oo

d
,s
he

lt
er
,w

o
rk

F
ee

d
,p

ro
cr
ea
te
,r
es
t,
w
o
rk

Li
vi
ng

en
vi
ro
nm

en
t,
so

ci
al

se
tt
in
g

P
ro
te
ct
io
n

C
ar
e,

ad
ap

ta
bi
lit
y,
au

to
no

m
y,
eq

ui
lib
ri
um

,

so
lid

ar
it
y

In
su
ra
nc

e
sy
st
em

s,
sa
vi
ng

s,

so
ci
al

se
cu
ri
ty
,h

ea
lt
h
sy
st
em

s,
ri
gh

ts
,f
am

ily
,w

o
rk

C
o
o
pe

ra
te
,p

re
ve

nt
,p

la
n,

ta
ke

ca
re

o
f,
cu

re
,h

el
p

Li
vi
ng

sp
ac
e,

so
ci
al

en
vi
ro
nm

en
t,
dw

el
lin

g

A
ff
ec
ti
on

Se
lf
-e
st
ee

m
,s
o
lid

ar
it
y,
re
sp
ec

t,
to
le
ra
nc

e,
ge

ne
ro
si
ty
,r
ec

ep
ti
ve

ne
ss
,p

as
si
on

,

d
et
er
m
in
at
io
n,

se
ns
ua

lit
y,
se
ns
e
o
f

hu
m
o
ur

Fr
ie
nd

sh
ip
s,
fa
m
ily
,p

ar
tn
er
sh
ip
s,

re
la
ti
on

sh
ip
s
w
it
h
na

tu
re

M
ak
e
lo
ve
,c
ar
es
s,
ex

pr
es
s

em
o
ti
o
ns
,s
ha

re
,t
ak

e
ca
re

o
f,

cu
lt
iv
at
e,

ap
pr
ec

ia
te

P
ri
va
cy
,i
nt
im

ac
y,
ho

m
e,

sp
ac
e
o
f

to
ge

th
er
ne

ss

U
nd

er
st
an

d
in
g

C
ri
ti
ca
l
co

ns
ci
en

ce
,r
ec

ep
ti
ve

ne
ss
,

cu
ri
o
si
ty
,a
st
on

is
hm

en
t,
di
sc
ip
lin

e,
in
tu
it
io
n ,

ra
ti
o
na

lit
y

Li
te
ra
tu
re
,t
ea

ch
er
s,
m
et
ho

d,
ed

uc
at
io
na

l
po

lic
ie
s,

co
m
m
un

ic
at
io
n
po

lic
ie
s

In
ve

st
ig
at
e,

st
ud

y,
ex

pe
ri
m
en

t,
ed

uc
at
e,

an
al
ys
e,

m
ed

it
at
e

Se
tt
in
gs

o
f
fo
rm

at
iv
e

in
te
ra
ct
io
n,

sc
ho

o
ls
,

un
iv
er
si
ti
es
,a

ca
de

m
ie
s,
gr
o
up

s,
co

m
m
un

it
ie
s,
fa
m
ily

P
ar
ti
ci
pa

ti
on

A
da

pt
ab

ili
ty
,r
ec

ep
ti
ve

ne
ss
,s
o
lid

ar
it
y,

w
ill
in
gn

es
s,
d
et
er
m
in
at
io
n,

de
di
ca
ti
o
n,

re
sp
ec

t,
pa

ss
io
n,

se
ns
e
o
f
hu

m
o
ur

R
ig
ht
s,
re
sp
o
ns
ib
ili
ti
es
,d

ut
ie
s,

pr
iv
ile

ge
s,
w
o
rk

B
ec

o
m
e
affi

lia
te
d,

co
o
pe

ra
te
,

pr
o
po

se
,s
ha

re
,d

is
se
nt
,o

be
y,

in
te
ra
ct
,a

gr
ee

o
n,

ex
pr
es
s

o
pi
ni
o
ns

Se
tt
in
gs

o
f
pa

rt
ic
ip
at
iv
e

in
te
ra
ct
io
n,

pa
rt
ie
s,

as
so

ci
at
io
ns
,c
hu

rc
he

s,
co

m
m
un

it
ie
s,
ne

ig
hb

o
ur
ho

o
ds
,

fa
m
ily

Id
le
ne

ss
C
ur
io
si
ty
,r
ec

ep
ti
ve

ne
ss
,i
m
ag

in
at
io
n,

re
ck
le
ss
ne

ss
,s
en

se
o
f
hu

m
o
ur
,t
ra
nq

ui
lli
ty
,

se
ns
ua

lit
y

G
am

es
,s
pe

ct
ac
le
s,
cl
ub

s,
pa

rt
ie
s,

pe
ac
e
of

m
in
d

D
ay

dr
ea

m
,b

ro
o
d,

d
re
am

,r
ec
al
l

ol
d
ti
m
es
,g

iv
e
w
ay

to
fa
nt
as
ie
s,
re
m
em

be
r,
re
la
x,

ha
ve

fu
n
,p

la
y

P
ri
va
cy
,i
nt
im

ac
y,
sp
ac
es

o
f

cl
o
se
ne

ss
,f
re
e
ti
m
e,

su
rr
o
un

di
ng

s,
la
nd

sc
ap

es

(c
on

ti
nu

ed
)

iJADE 42.2 (2023)
� 2023 The Authors. International Journal of Art & Design Education published by National Society for Education in Art and Design

and John Wiley & Sons Ltd.

287
D
avis,T

uckey,G
w
ilt,and

W
allace

 14768070, 2023, 2, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1111/jade.12459 by T

est, W
iley O

nline L
ibrary on [12/09/2024]. See the T

erm
s and C

onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w
iley.com

/term
s-and-conditions) on W

iley O
nline L

ibrary for rules of use; O
A

 articles are governed by the applicable C
reative C

om
m

ons L
icense



T
A
B
LE

1
(c
o
nt
in
u
ed

)

B
ei
ng

H
av

in
g

D
oi
ng

In
te
ra
ct
in
g

C
re
at
io
n

P
as
si
o
n,

de
te
rm

in
at
io
n,

in
tu
it
io
n,

im
ag

in
at
io
n,

bo
ld
ne

ss
,r
at
io
na

lit
y,

au
to
no

m
y

A
b
ili
ti
es
,s
ki
lls
,m

et
ho

d,
w
o
rk

W
o
rk
,i
nv

en
t,
b
ui
ld
,d

es
ig
n,

co
m
po

se
,i
nt
er
pr
et

P
ro
du

ct
iv
e
an

d
fe
ed

ba
ck

se
tt
in
gs
,w

o
rk
sh
o
ps
,c
ul
tu
ra
l

gr
o
up

s,
au

di
en

ce
s,
sp
ac
es

fo
r

ex
pr
es
si
o
n,

te
m
po

ra
l
fr
ee

do
m

Id
en

ti
ty

Se
ns
e
o
f
be

lo
ng

in
g,

co
ns
is
te
nc

y,
di
ff
er
en

ti
at
io
n,

se
lf
-e
st
ee

m
,a

ss
er
ti
ve

ne
ss

Sy
m
bi
o
si
s,
la
ng

ua
ge

,r
el
ig
io
n,

ha
b
it
s,
cu

st
o
m
s,
re
fe
re
nc

e
gr
o
up

s,
se
xu
al
it
y,
va

lu
es
,n

or
m
s,

hi
st
or
ic
al

m
em

or
y,
w
o
rk

C
o
m
m
it
o
ne

se
lf,

in
te
gr
at
e

o
ne

se
lf,

co
nf
ro
nt
,d

ec
id
e
o
n,

ge
t
to

kn
o
w

o
ne

se
lf,

re
co
gn

is
e

on
es
el
f,
ac
tu
al
iz
e
o
ne

se
lf,

gr
o
w

So
ci
al

rh
yt
hm

s,
ev

er
yd

ay
se
tt
in
gs
,s
et
ti
ng

s
w
hi
ch

o
ne

be
lo
ng

s
to
,m

at
ur
at
io
n
st
ag

es

F
re
ed

om
A
ut
o
no

m
y,
se
lf
-e
st
ee

m
,d

et
er
m
in
at
io
n ,

pa
ss
io
n,

as
se
rt
iv
en

es
s,
o
pe

n-
m
in
de

dn
es
s,

bo
ld
ne

ss
,r
eb

el
lio
us
ne

ss
,t
o
le
ra
nc

e

E
qu

al
ri
gh

ts
D
is
se
nt
,c
ho

o
se
,b

e
di
ff
er
en

t
fr
o
m
,r
un

ri
sk
s,
de

ve
lo
p

aw
ar
en

es
s,
co

m
m
it
o
ne

se
lf,

di
so

be
y

T
em

po
ra
l/
sp
at
ia
l
pl
as
ti
ci
ty

iJADE 42.2 (2023)
� 2023 The Authors. International Journal of Art & Design Education published by National Society for Education in Art and Design
and John Wiley & Sons Ltd.

288

D
avis,T

uckey,G
w
ilt,and

W
allace

 14768070, 2023, 2, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1111/jade.12459 by T

est, W
iley O

nline L
ibrary on [12/09/2024]. See the T

erm
s and C

onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w
iley.com

/term
s-and-conditions) on W

iley O
nline L

ibrary for rules of use; O
A

 articles are governed by the applicable C
reative C

om
m

ons L
icense



constituting “a reversal of predominant values, such as competition and coercive-
ness” (Max-Neef 1991, p. 34). He also identifies a number of processes that can
be linked with co-design in this category, including direct democracy, educational
games, democratic community organisations, popular education, and self-managed
production as fitting into this category (Max-Neef 1991).

Implications for design education
The designer is central in framing the way in which co-design and design research
is undertaken (Sanders & Stappers 2008), and design schools play a critical role in
shaping future practices (Manzini 2011; Manzini & Coad 2015). There has been a
number of recent studies that have explored how techniques for participatory
practices including co-design and co-creation can be embedded into design curric-
ula (see for example Ferro et al. 2020; Dhadphale & Wicks 2022), but, these often
focus on benefits to projects or to the designer’s understanding of, and empathy
for, communities, rather than on providing a framework for integrating the value
generated by these approaches into their design practices. The framework and
approach suggested in this paper may be useful in helping foreground the role of
the designer in supporting the well-being of co-design participants, as well as con-
necting design and design facilitation skills with a pathway to target and evaluate
specific well-being outcomes through projects. By exposing students to this framing
as part of their education, we see an opportunity to educate a generation of
designers that can support the well-being of their collaborators while simulta-
neously achieving project outcomes.

Conclusion

Co-design continues to be used as a ‘catch all’ term and describes a wide variety
of processes. Emphasising the importance of considering the direct value for stake-
holders through these processes has the potential to reframe the ambition and
purpose of co-design practices. Expanding the focus from outcomes, or the needs
of the project, to explicitly encompass processes, and the needs of participants and
stakeholders, provides an opportunity to think more holistically about ways of
working in partnership with communities. The value of co-design practices for par-
ticipants has long been implicitly recognised by co-design practitioners; by making
explicit the wellbeing benefits of participation in design and creative practices,
there may be an opportunity to reframe the way co-design is both planned and
evaluated.

A value-based planning approach to co-design may also give rise to the oppor-
tunity to more thoughtfully engage with complex adaptive system problems by
more deeply considering the relationality between participants. This includes
understanding the needs of individual participants, and potentially defining a new
set of needs that can be used to reframe our partnership with ecological systems.

In a holistic approach to evaluation, further research could explore the expan-
sion of Max-Neef’s framework through the lens of Herzberg’s Two-factor Theory
to identify co-design practices that area associated with hygiene factors, that is
those elements that are required to prevent disengagement alongside those that
encourage participation and deliver wellbeing.

Whether considering non-human actors as part of a design process, or simply
repositioning ones’ self when planning a co-design process, the act of stepping
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outside of the dominant outcome-driven paradigm to consider other forms of value
that can come from co-design is an important learning process for those who
design, develop and implement these research practices. A ‘welldoing’ approach
based on the consideration of the needs stakeholders may be seeking to satisfy
through their participation, can allow practitioners to develop co-design practices
that deliver well-being alongside other project outcomes.
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