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ABSTRACT  

Experimental design research must become more accessible in doctoral education, and obtain a clearer 

identity in the larger environment of academic research. How can we share knowledge produced in 

research projects with designerly experiments at their core even though the projects’ scope and the 

research approaches are very different? We suggest that an attentive reading understanding design 

research practice as iterations of programming and experimenting may be helpful. We invited research 

colleagues to join us in a meta-inquiry into fruitful reading strategies in a workshop examining three very 

different Ph.D. dissertations. In this paper we briefly lay out our notions of program and experiment and 

report on how the workshop participants map genealogy, compare interventions, and discuss how the 

outcomes of the various experiments become arguments in knowledge production.  



  

 

1. INTRODUCTION 

For several decades it has been discussed how knowledge and knowing in design relates to other fields 

particularly Science and the Humanities (see eg. Simon 1969). The design professions have been searching 

for a proper base for professional education and for granting professional expertise.  Simultaneously other 

professionals have been embracing designerly ways of knowing to accommodate the open-ended inquiries 

of for example medical diagnosis or managerial practice to create a working alternative to the rigid 

knowledge claims and methods of science or the self-contained textuality of the humanities. 

In the six’ties and seven’ties we had debates on a science of design (Simon 1969). Here methods and 

approaches from science where re-interpreted in the light of design’s orientation not towards a natural 

state but towards intended change. The purpose was to create a fitting suit for design that on the one 

hand acknowledged that design is about envisioning possible futures and on the other hand helped 

designers to think of the new with methods and tools that were not embedded in tradition (Jones 1992). 

Later in the eighties more concern was given to what was called design studies. In the light of attempts to 

rationalize creative work through computer technology and automated reasoning, it became increasingly 

interesting to study and conceptualize the particular ways in which designers’ act and reason. These studies 

revealed how creative work is enacted in conversations with materials and representations that are 

strongly grafted by tradition and have their foundation in a professional repertoire rooted in the design 

communities (Schön 1987, Cuff 1992). 

Since the mid-nineties we have seen an interesting and largely pragmatic shift from the labels of design 

science and design studies to design research encompassing a large and varied set of approaches to 

knowing in design. This time the impetus is not to find first principles in design reasoning, but much more to 

find new directions to go with design. The discussion on research on, in and through design (Frayling 1993) 

has inspired and challenged design researchers to position research more clearly in relation to design 

practice, and it has opened a venue for design research where a designerly engagement becomes a 

relevant vehicle for the production of knowledge. As opposed to design science and design studies, design 

research as a label is used both to point to a particular aspect of professional practice, as reflected for 

example in publications on how to conduct research in a professional design setting (Laurel 2003) and as 

a particular designerly mode of scholarly inquiry often called practice-based research, that accommodates 

artistically oriented explorations of scholarly themes (Biggs 2004). The two are not contradictory but 

indicates an interesting ambiguity: design practice may involve research and design research practice may 

involve design, without the present day discussion giving any formal or practical handles to distinguish 

between research in the former and the later case. 



  

 

Rather than attempting to establish such a distinction we will in this paper look at design research engaging 

what we with a broad term call design experiments, from the pragmatic perspective suggested by Rorthy 

“ that scholarly research is anything our peers will let us get away with” (here quoted after Lotz 2004). 

We will not work by definitions but instead report and reflect upon how a diverse group of design 

researchers have read three recent Ph.D. dissertations originating in different parts of the present design 

research landscape. Our interest is not to rate the work brought forward in the dissertations (we have 

carefully chosen three that has already been well reviewed), but to test on what grounds we can become 

each other’s peers. In this inquiry we will deliberately take advantage of the ambiguities of design practice 

involving research, and research practice involving design to engage concepts such as program (from the 

design community) and experiment (from the research community) with the haunch that these concepts 

can be made to travel between communities (or modes of inquiry). 

We are however not on a course where design becomes research or research becomes design. It is 

guiding for our inquiry that research must be knowledge production in a form, which is accessible and 

arguable among peers. We will not attempt to define what this kind of knowledge is. Instead we will 

assume that knowledge production in experimental design research involves a traceable genealogy, an 

intervention in the world and the articulation of an argument for others to engage with. We will come back 

to how this may help us establish our peer communities. 

2. PROGRAMMING EXPERIMENTS IN DESIGN RESEARCH 

Design researchers are increasingly engaging their own capacities as designers in research. Some are 

pursuing a dual line of inquiry where a string of explorative design works is complemented by analysis 

conducted along the conventions laid out by other research traditions. In the following exemplified with the 

work of Kristina Niedderer (Niedderer 2004). Others let their research take its shape from for example 

technological research where completed design works are put on trial and evaluated as prototypical 

instances of a larger programmatic approach (Scrivener 2002). Here this approach is exemplified with 

the work of Adriaan Ianus Keller (Keller 2005). Yet others employ and reflect upon exemplary design 

processes that may become exemplars for practitioners in a way that is well known from action research 

(Brandt 2004). This approach is in this paper exemplified with the work of Tuuli Mattelmäki (Mattelmäki 

2006).  Across these different approaches we have found a lack of concern for how the inquiry is driven 

by on-going interactions between designerly experimentation and programmatic considerations. In the 

following we will argue for the relevance of the notions of experiment and program and we will suggest 

that the program is an important intermediary between research question and empirical exploration.  



  

 

Talking about experiments in the context of design and design research triggers for many images of 

science-like experiments as they have been applied in user testing or human factors experiments. We find it 

worthwhile to make an effort to re-claim the experiment from science and install it in its more everyday 

meaning in the practice of design researchers. What we have in mind is not just any piecemeal trial 

experiment on the qualities of materials or the capabilities of tools or machinery. We think of the design 

experiment in design research as on the one hand the result of a truly designerly engagement with possible 

form that can be appreciated and evaluated as design and on the other hand as a deliberate attempt to 

question what we expect from such design.  

In design research we do not however want to make finished designs for their own sake. We understand 

the design experiment as a means to explore a possible program. In design work the brief or program 

typically defines an area of exploration setting goals for what is to be achieved by the design, but leaving it 

open how this is accomplished. The program operates for the designer as the first statement of a design 

space within which to draft a design. As design work develops the program develops in the sense that 

what was initially sensed as a relevant context becomes more distinct statements about the design space 

explored. What distinguishes the ordinary design program from the program in design research is the way 

the design research program is challenged by experiments that deliberately seeks to establish the strength 

and scope of the program in relation to an overarching knowledge interest. In design, as in design research, 

the program is already a statement of what and how to know and act, but where the ordinary design 

work proves its relevance through what the program can accomplish in terms of finished design, design 

research has to show the strength of the program beyond the individual experiment. One may say that 

where the program is a means for the designer to be able to pursue a particular line of design, the 

program is to the design researcher the suggestion that must be substantiated through experiments (the 

notions of program and experiment are futher developed in Binder and Redström 2006). 

Even if a convincing program is an important outcome in design research it does not make the concern for 

research questions obsolete. Research aims at expanding our knowledge of design and just as the designer 

brings experience and exemplars from previous work to every new design challenge, design research will 

also provide insights that have a potential outside the particular programmatic context in which it is 

generated. Thus research questions will typically have a larger scope than the program explored (see 

fig.1).  



  

 

 

 

 

Fig. 1: A diagram illustrating the relation between program (P), 

research questions (Q) and experiments (X) in design research 

driven by designerly experiments. The research question guides 

the inquiry by exploring e.g. a concept like performativity, while 

the program frames and contextualizes the designerly experiment 

by proposing the possible e.g. to stimulate creativity through 

the employment of particular methods and tools. 

In design research we seem to need the substantiated program also to argue from because it is only 

through establishing the novel program that we have ‘data’ on what is possible (yet still only as a potential). 

But how do these considerations map on to actual design research practice? And are the notions of 

program and experiment equally relevant across different approaches to research involving designerly 

engagements? 

3.  RELATING RESEARCH QUESTIONS, PROGRAM, AND EXPERIMENTS 

Throughout the paper we will argue, that the notions of program, experiments and questions seem useful 

as a methodological grounding of design research driven by designerly experiments. However this does 

not mean that the researchers who carry out the research have to deal with questions, program and 

experiments in a particular succession.  What initiates a research project and how the research process 

and its progression is can be described using the notions but the relations are more dynamic than fixed 

(see fig. 2).  

 

 

 

Fig. 2: What initiates a research project is an open question. The 

movement might be from formulating an overall research question 

(Q), through framing it with respect to a particular context by 

describing a provisional program (P) and then conducting 

experiments (X). Or the opposite way, a promising provisional 

experiment may let a more programmatic approach emerge that 

eventually sharpens or shapes a research question.  

 

The dissertations discussed here are from Finland, the Netherlands and United Kingdom. The Finnish 

dissertation by Tuulli Mattelmäki is based on the supposition that user study reports carried out by other 



  

 

experts than designers do not necessarily meet the designer’s creative thinking. Her research was initiated 

by the overall research question: “How should interaction and product design through empathic 

approaches be supported?” (Mattelmäki 2006, p. 1) (see figure 3a), The Dutch dissertation by Adriaan 

Ianus Keller is about industrial designers collections of visual material for inspiration in the design process. 

The initiation of the research is the program that everyone within the research group he is part of work 

within namely ‘researching and developing new tools that designers use in the conceptual phase of design’ 

(Keller 2005, p. 13) (see figure 3b). The dissertation from United Kingdom by Kristina Niedderer 

explores the concept of ‘performative objects’ as a special kind of objects that evokes mindfulness through 

interaction. The research evolved from observations and reflections on a design project where she 

designed ‘social cups’ i.e. the research is initiated by a design experiment combined with reflections on her 

own practice as silver and tableware designer including the use of the specific ‘social cups’ (Niedderer 

2004) (see figure 3c).  

 
 

 

Fig. 3a: Example of probing-kit from the 

research by Mattelmäki (Mattelmäki 

2006, p. 41) 

Fig. 3b: The Cabinet; the second 

prototype in the research by Keller 

(Keller 2005, p. 102). 

Fig. 3c: The ‘social cups’ designed 

by Niedderer in 1999 (Niedderer 

2004, p. 17). 

 

The three Ph.D. dissertations were explored during a one-day workshop arranged by us for 9 fellow 

design researchers. We chose dissertations that all had designerly experiments at their core but were very 

different in terms of research scope, research environments, and reasoning. All dissertations had received 

favorable attention yet had not been informed by the discussions presented in this paper. In advance of 

the workshop everyone had the chance to read the dissertations. The goal of the workshop was not to 

judge the quality of the work but to investigate if our notions of program, questions and experiments make 

sense and seems useful as a way to talk about research process and knowledge production in research 

projects where experiments are key in knowledge production.  



  

 

In her dissertation Mattalmäki 

positions her approach within a larger 

landscape of traditional and emerging 

approaches to user research in 

product design (fig 4). Her initial 

question is very broad and a more 

specific framing of the research and 

hereby the designerly experiments are 

made with the two following 

questions: “Will probes facilitate 

investigating people’s daily experien-

ces, as well as their emotions and 

incentitives, in order to back up the 

concept design?” and “How can 

probes be applied to the R&D 

environment and an industrial 

context?” (ibid. p. 1).  

 

Fig. 4: Mattelmäki uses a framework presenting methods in human-

centered design to mark that her research belongs in the category of 

innovative approaches (Mattelmäki 2006, p. 30). 

Mattelmäki’s research program is also framed by the fact that is funded by industrial partners and carried 

out within various domains (e.g. nursing and patient transport, e-workers practice, and free ride skiers). All 

experiments deal with how to design probes for that specific setting, and how the probing material can 

inform the further design work. For each design project a program can be identified that frame the 

probing experiments and hereby set the boundaries for the investigations. For instance the programs 

include information about the users of the probes and the use contexts. Mattelmäki has worked carefully 

with the design of each probing-kit to fit the intended user group. Within each design project Mattelmäki’s 

research is an iterative process of programming and conducting experiments. One can say that the work 

resembles action research in the sense that the probing approach examined by Mattelmäkki is explored 

and evaluated through direct designerly action in projects carried out under (almost) normal professional 

conditions. The question also raised at the workshop is then how this chain of designerly interventions 

adds up to new insights that go beyond the individual project. In the workshop evaluation of Mattelmäkis 

work a visualization was proposed, that depicted what she has done as a closed circle of experiments and 

reflections (see fig 5). What seemed to terminate this cycling through new projects was less an 

accumulation or refinement of method but rather a substantiation of a particular design practice that by 

the recurrent iterations through a broad spectre of different projects had established its own repertoire of 

exemplars. 



  

 

Fig. 5: At the workshop the group exploring Mattelmäki’s dissertation used images and text from the dissertation to 

create a collage of how they perceived that her research developed over time.  In the center is a whole range of 

experiments of using probes in various design projects. It seems that she convinces the readers by showing that it can 

be done and was useful within many different design project carried out in collaboration with industrial partners.  

 

In his research Keller has the dual objective to investigate how industrial designers currently use collections 

of visual material for inspiration and how new media tools can be used to help designers interact with their 

visual material collections (Keller 2005). Keller is himself trained as an industrial designer and his overall 

program is to design something that can support other industrial designers work practice using 

technological means.  



  

 

Keller visualizes his research process as 

simultaneously pursuing three parallel 

tracks (fig 6). In the workshop reading of 

Kellers work the participants noted his 

engagement with continuous series of 

experiments where each experiment is 

very different from the previous. For 

instance he begins his research by an 

experiment where four of his colleagues 

create mind-maps about how they store 

and use visual materials as practicing 

designers. Then design students test a 

prototype that provides a medium and an 

environment for new possibilities offered 

by virtual reality. Another prototype was 

later tried out by experts. In spite of the 

obvious differences in the experiments the 

transition between these are very smooth 

as each new experiment is influenced by 

the insight gained from analyzing the 

results of the previous one. 

 

Fig. 6: Keller’s presentation of the timeline of the research, which 

is divided into reading, building prototypes and testing these 

(Keller 2005 p. 15). 

By developing and building prototypes Keller’s research becomes applicable in the sense that it is possible 

to test these in practice, which is way he does. The research hereby follows the same paths as more 

traditional technological research. By involving either practicing designers or design students in the 

experiments he ensures that representatives from practice have a say regarding which direction the next 

experiment should take. When the workshop participants should sum up their reading of how Keller’s 

research has unfolded they emphasized the flow and programmatic flexibility of his approach (fig 7). 

Where Mattelmäki demonstrates a viable design approach by exhausting the initial program, Keller gives us 

new perspectives on how designers work by exploring and expanding on what kind of tools designers 

might gain from using. 

 



  

 

 

Fig. 7:  In reading Keller’s dissertation the workshop participants emphasized how the work seem to alternate 

between interventions with the context he is designing for through small experiments and framing the outcome as 

arguments for new experiments. The participants identified separate ‘genealogies’ relating respectively to literature on 

human factors and ongoing experiments with virtual reality tools anchored in Keller’s research environment as 

distinct threads forming the baseline for his work.  

Niedderer’s research questions are broad and aim to identify what ‘performative objects’ are, if they can 

be distinguished as a separate new object category and what the consequences are of identifying and 

designing them.  

Using the suggested methodological 

notions Niedderer then frame her 

research by a program that narrows the 

inquiry to include a conceptual explora-

tion of object performativity with a series 

of her own designerly experi-ments with 

drinking vessels that is read in parallel with 

a reading of contempo-rary and historical 

objects. In the dissertation she depicts her 

research approach as two distinct circles 

of academic research and design practice 

(fig 8). 

 

Fig. 8: Niedderer’s rsearch approach is depicted as iterations of 

academic research/design and design practice. She experiment with 

both materials and forms while designing drinking vessels. 

Afterwards she makes a textual reading of the results, which are 

compared to contemporary and historical objects (Niedderer 2004).  



  

 

While the dissertations by Mattelmäki and Keller both focus on how to support designers practice in 

various ways Niedderer’s research scope is to see if it is possible to identify a new object category. She is 

inquiring into the end result of a design process namely the design objects. Similarly to Mattelmäkki the 

programmatic considerations can primarily be traced within each series of experiments, but contrary to 

Mattelmäki’s work, Niedderer’s designerly explorations are treated in the dissertation text as basically 

external material informing or illustrating the otherwise independent analytical treatment of object 

categories. Niedderer does not discuss or document her design process only the objects. 

The workshop provided 

an interesting alternative 

read-ing of Niedderer’s 

work (fig 9). Instead of 

taking the strong focus on 

textual readings of 

objects the participants 

saw in her work a strong 

under-current of con-

tinuous experimentation 

in which theoretical 

excurses and conceptual 

framings became in the 

words of one of the 

participants “cherries to 

pick” in order to fuel her 

designerly exploration. 

 

Fig. 9:  During the workshop one participant said that she in the beginning understood 

how to generate new knowledge as presented by Niedderer (fig. 8). But inspired by 

Keller’s work and a closer reading of Niedderer’s work she now saw the ideal research 

process as always returning to design practice. Theory and academic research etc. were 

used as excursions to fuel the designerly experiments.  

 

With this broad sweep through external readings of the journeys taken by the authors of the three 

dissertations, we will now return to the questions of what can be learned and who could be peers to such 

a broad field of experimental design research. 

4.  EMPATICALLY READING OUR PEERS 

To think of peer reading as solely concerned with establishing consent or critic towards the program 

would be far too narrow to make possible a fruitful discourse on what design research contributes. As 

already stated the emerging program may be a necessary precondition for grounding knowledge claims 



  

 

and we may even say that the program works as a provisional knowledge regime that makes it possible 

for the design researcher to position such claims in relation to particular contexts. Yet taking advantage of 

the fact that design as such is inherently provisional and suggestive there must also for experimental design 

research exist the possibility to establish an outside perspective from which productive criticism can be 

conducted. 

We find that such criticism may be guided by the successive exploration of how the research locates itself 

within a larger landscape of knowing. Empathic reading of work by our peers can be understood as 

imagining that we did their research ourselves. To be able to do that it is necessary to understand what 

took place during experimentation and how it was evaluated. It brings us in a position where we can learn 

from others research, criticize it or suggest directions for further development.  

We have tentatively pursued this through the notions of genealogy, intervention and argument. To 

associate the location of a research project to the notion of genealogy borrowed from the study of 

language has for us been a way to point to how research as knowledge production must connect itself to 

particular threads of discussions and practices of others. One could say that we with the notion of 

genealogy want to extend the questions of on what and for whom knowledge production is directed to 

also encompass which context of debate and dialogue the research is participating in. 

In our analysis of three dissertations such a genealogy may be established in very different ways spanning 

from a positioning of the research within an everyday discourse on the topical area (Keller 2005) over the 

more conventional references to debates among other design researchers (Mattelmäki 2006) to a linking 

of the research to discussions within a larger academic community (Niedderer 2004).  

An emphatic reading should also involve a concern for interventions. We propose the notion of 

interventions rather than experiments, to make a distinction between the experiment as an activity of the 

researcher and the intervention as the way the research can be observed to intervene (or interact) with 

the subject matter. It may not be immediately obvious why we can claim that any experimental design 

research must contain an element of intervention. We have an urge to insist on that any experiment, which 

is worth considering as a contribution to research inquiries, must somehow involve an intervention with the 

world. This may partly follow from experimentation itself, but stressing the notion of intervention will 

sensitize the reader to look for how this experimentation puts the researchers assumptions at stake in a 

context that talks back. The peer reader has only limited interest in how the researcher conducted 

experiments whereas understanding and evaluating “what took place” through experimentation is 

essentially the material from which claims can be made and arguments put forward. 

When comparing how the dissertation authors establish the initial (provisional) program by positioning 

their research in relation to other research within the field Mattelmäki seems to chose the most 



  

 

conventional approach. She makes a literature search about methods in user-centered design. She uses the 

ISO standard about Human-Centered Design and another researchers overview of methods to place her 

research within this framework. She argues how the field has developed from using traditional methods 

like market research, focus groups, surveys, questionnaires etc. to more innovative methods like design 

workshops, collages, card sorting etc., and place her research about probes in the last category (see fig. 

4). As part of making a more firm provisional program another literature study is conducted about 

probes. She describes a series of studies to identify what have been done by whom earlier. The studies 

are analysed in order to find out possibilities for expanding the use and understandings of probes through 

research. In other words her program is defined by positioning it in relation to other researchers 

programs. Mattelmäki’s interventions are practice based by experimenting with probes within various 

design projects. For the probes to function as more than pure inspiration for the designers which is how 

probes originally were used (Gaver et al. 1999) Mattelmäki experiments with adding subsequent 

dialogues in order to engage users in interpreting the materials generated from the returned probing kits. 

Later the interventions develop into a probing process together with users that also include participating in 

a workshop. 

The notion of argument may appear more self-evident. As in all other kinds of research also design 

research must produce arguments that are arguable and contestable also for the external reader. Asking 

as a reader of design research what argument is posed does not come separately from the concern with 

genealogy and intervention. The argument made can be closely tied to the provision of exemplars. In this 

case it is not the experiments conducted which in themselves are exemplary. Designerly experiments may 

produce exemplars as they unfold as interventions and becomes documented and interpreted in relation 

to a particular genealogy. This is also why a series of experiments may be re-interpreted through the 

research and become part of an argument not originally envisioned. 

When returning to Mattelmäki’s research as an example the arguments are put forward one by one as she 

reflect upon and write about each design project in articles which are published along the way. In the 

dissertation some of her arguments are summarized in a framework that describes the identified four 

different purposes for using probes in user-centered design (inspiration, information, participation and 

dialogue). The framework is developed to illustrate and structure various purposes of probes and 

Mattelmäki uses it to argue that probes are a method of user-centered design. Mattelmäki shows how 

probing processes centered round participation and dialogue can take place within various design 

projects. She contributes to the research community with a series of examples where she makes arguments 

about how these probes can be designed to function well within various domains. The many interventions 

are exemplars, which together is a substantiation of her program. Mattelmäki summarizes her arguments 

about how the new purposes for using probes changes the probing process as such by creating a diagram 



  

 

where she compares with the probing process where probes are used as sources of inspiration. In this 

way she connects to the practices of others and points to what research debates the research is part of 

(fig. 10). By documenting and screening the design practices established by her research Mattelmäki 

shows the designer what to do by providing examples of how she herself has used probes in practice. 

 

Fig. 10: One of the main results of Mattelmäki’s research is how probes can be used to involve users active in design 

projects using the probing process to create dialogue. Her arguments are grounded in interventions carried out in 

specific design projects within various domains. In the diagram Mattelmäki depicts how the new probing process (upper 

process) is different from the conventional (Mattelmäki 2006, p. 97). 

 

Returning to all three dissertations we can ask the question what can these three researchers learn from 

each other despite that their research questions, programs and experiments are very different?  

As an example Mattelmäki could learn from Niedderer’s and expand her research by inquire into if and 

how probing kits could be a genre. Mattelmäki could explore the performativity of the probing object e.g. 

how the particular variations of form and function of the probing kits, are perceived and used in practice. 

The prerequisite for developing this kind of knowledge is that Mattelmäki gets closer to the material than in 

the dissertation. It could be interesting to learn about how the performativity of probing kits influence 

participation and dialogue.  

The variations in Niedderer’s own design experiments seem to be grounded in morphological variations of 

drinking vessels. She makes series of experiments under headlines like ‘holding liquid’ and ‘libation cups’. 

The results are discussed in relation to historical objects. Niedderer could learn from Keller by committing 

herself more to the particularity of the objects she is designing. Using Keller’s example she could put the 



  

 

designed objects more at stake by actually having people experiencing them in practice. She could also 

learn from Keller’s flow in his experiments; how the results from one experiment is carefully analysed and 

hereby guide the direction of the next experiment. It could be interesting to learn about reactions from 

people within various practices and how these effects the discussions about how designers create function 

by giving form to objects.   

Compared to the two other dissertations the experiments by Keller’s are the ones that undergo most 

changes during the research process. His initial mind-mapping experiment is used as an argument for which 

knowledge domains that the theoretical framework should include. The first prototype intervention is 

carried out in a conventional human-factors way as one group of students work using his prototype setup, 

and another group uses traditional collages as inspiration. Keller could learn from how Mattelmäki both 

establish her initial program and how she reflects on her experiments and creates arguments. This would 

result in research that is placed within a larger research community and where research results are 

compared to neighboring researchers programs and results. It could be interesting to learn more about 

how the various prototypes were perceived from a qualitative perspective.  

These brief suggestions of how the researchers could learn from each other are not in any way meant as a 

criticism towards the individual dissertations. The point we want to make is that the three researchers can 

as far as we see it accommodate and appropriate each other’s work and would potentially gain something 

for their own approach in doing so. If we are right in this we will take this also as a strong indication that 

the three researchers are each other’s peers and that they will be able to provide relevant and productive 

criticism towards each other’s work. This would have been much less obvious if we in a more 

conventional scholarly fashion had only compared the list of references in the three dissertations. We will 

end this paper by briefly summing up and suggest some preliminary demarcations of relevant peer 

communities. 

CONCLUSION 

This paper concerns experimental design research with designerly experiments at their core. Especially we 

have inquired into how knowledge produced can be shared with research colleagues even though that 

research aims and research approaches are very different.  

During a one-day workshop research colleagues joint us in a meta-inquiry into fruitful reading strategies for 

three very different Ph.D. dissertations. When reading the dissertations beforehand and looking at their list 

of references it was evident that each dissertation related to very different research communities outside 

design research. For instance Niedderer relates her research, to analytical and textual strategies from 



  

 

Philosophy and the Humanities. She uses an analytical approach to her inquiry into core concepts, and she 

applies the conventions from humanities in her textual readings of both her own objects and the 

contemporary and historical objects she is bringing into her study.  Keller develops and builds prototypes, 

which are conceptualized and evaluated with references to the human factor tradition. Mattelmäki designs 

probes to stage processes of change for industrial partners as within the field of action research. She 

convinces the readers by summing up from many projects within various practices that it can be done and 

was useful. When discussing who could be peers of each of these dissertations it is obvious to think of 

research colleagues relating to the same literature and applying similar analytical strategies. These 

colleagues would probably know the references and when reading the dissertation they would feel at 

home because the research genealogy and the argumentation is familiar.  

At the workshop we experimented with other readings the aim being to find out if it is feasible to become 

each other’s peers across the conventional boundaries set by the research communities outside design 

research that each author relates to. We investigated if our notions of program, questions and experiments 

would make sense and ease the understanding of knowledge production and argumentation. Based on our 

inquiry into each projects genealogy, a comparison of their interventions with the world and how 

outcomes of various experiments became arguments we have suggested how the three dissertation 

authors could learn from each other and hereby become each other’s peers. To us the outcome of these 

readings indicate that it is possible to establish larger peer communities within experimental design 

research from which researchers can challenge each other but also be inspired and learn. Compared with 

other research fields the field of experimental design research is relatively new and at present many seem 

to be concerned with finding new directions to go with design. The easiest way to go for each researcher 

may appear to be to adopt ‘conventional’ strategies borrowed from research communities outside design 

research. The question is if this is the most powerful research strategy to chose? 

REFERENCES: 

Biggs, M.A.R; Learning from Experience: approaches to the experiential component of practice-based research,in 
Forskning, Reflektion, Utveckling, Stockholm, Vetenskapsrådet, 2004, 6-21 

Binder, Thomas, and Johan Redström (2006), Programs, Experiments and Exemplary Design Research, full paper, 
DRS Wonderground conference, Lissabon, November, 2006 

Brandt Eva (2004). Action Research in User-Centered Product Development. AI & Society, 2004:18. 

Cuff D (1992). Architecture: The story of practice. MIT Press. 

Gaver W, Dunne T and Pacenti E (1999). Cultural Probes. Interactions, 6 (1), January-February. ACM Press, New 
Your, NY, 21-29. 

Frayling C (1993). Research in Art and Design. Royal College of Art Papers, 1:1. (1993/4). 



  

 

Jones John Chris (1992). Design Methods. John Wiley & Sons. Inc.  

Laurel, B. (ed.) Design Research, Methods and Perspectives, MIT Press, 2003 

Lotz, Katrine 2004: Architectural project and research - specificity and meta-reflection. Full paper presented at the 
conference 'In the Making' Nordes 2004, Copenhagen. 

Keller, Adriaan Ianus (2005). For inspiration only. Designer interaction with informal collections of visual material. 
Technical University, Delft, The Netherland. 

Mattelmäki, Tuuli (2006). Design Probes. The University of Arts and Design Helsinki. Finland.  

Niedderer, Kristina (2004): Designing the performative objects: a study in designing mindful interaction through 
artefacts. Falmouth College of Arts, UK.   

Schön D A (1987). The reflective practitioner. Basic books.  

Scrivener, S.A.R. (2002) Characterising creative-production doctoral projects in art and design. International Journal of 
Design Sciences and Technology, 10 ( 2), pp. 25-44. 

Simon H A (1969). The science of the artificial. Harvard Univ. Press. 



<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /All
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Warning
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJDFFile false
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 300
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 300
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile ()
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /Description <<
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000500044004600206587686353ef901a8fc7684c976262535370673a548c002000700072006f006f00660065007200208fdb884c9ad88d2891cf62535370300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef653ef5728684c9762537088686a5f548c002000700072006f006f00660065007200204e0a73725f979ad854c18cea7684521753706548679c300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /FRA <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020b370c2a4d06cd0d10020d504b9b0d1300020bc0f0020ad50c815ae30c5d0c11c0020ace0d488c9c8b85c0020c778c1c4d560002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken voor kwaliteitsafdrukken op desktopprinters en proofers. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /PTB <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents for quality printing on desktop printers and proofers.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /ConvertColors /NoConversion
      /DestinationProfileName ()
      /DestinationProfileSelector /NA
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure true
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles true
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /NA
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


