





Figure 3
Youngsters Exploring a Neighborhood with
the UrbLove Mobile Game.

with Veolia. The bus experiment also generated debates around
immaterial property rights: Who could apply for patents, and who
should gain financially if a new form for Bluetooth push technol-
ogy was developed? It also raised questions about what type of
(media) space the interior of the bus could be. Could it be trans-
formed into a more public and inclusive space, or is it to remain
an exclusive space leased out only to commercial actors, as is the
case today?

Expanding the Network of Working Relations into a New Thing
RGRA members’ experience of being to a large degree invisible in
the urban environment parallels their feeling that their neighbor-
hoods are largely unknown by people living in other parts of the
city. (A common view is that their neighborhoods are dangerous.)
One approach suggested by the group’s members to handle this
lack of connection or visibility is to construct “tourist” routes in
their suburbs and guide people through the areas. To investigate
this issue, a new Thing emerged, this time assembling RGRA,
Do-Fi and researchers with the company Ozma Game Design, and
the city of Malmgo. The strategy was to see how the mobile game
platform UrbLove, developed by Ozma, could be used to create
new experiences of RGRA neighborhoods. Using the platform,
young people can explore urban environments by solving “text”-
quizzes related to specific places. Combining Ozma’s gaming plat-
form with Do-Fi’s Bluetooth technology seemed fruitful because
players would be given the capability to download media files at
specific spots. An initial experiment in which youngsters from
RGRA helped to develop a game path in their neighborhood was
conducted. They selected places, made questions, and provided
locally produced music files available for Bluetooth download, the
lyrics of which related to the game (see Figure 3).
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A trial game played by other youngsters showed (1) that
they found gaming to be an interesting approach to learning about
unknown urban environments, (2) that the game created a sponta-
neous interaction between the players and the locals, and (3) that
developing a game engine with which the youngsters could easily
make their own game paths was needed. The most important issue
addressed in this Thing concerned which areas of the city are
worth exposing in a positive light. The actors in this Thing applied
for and received research money to explore how an open game
engine could be developed and used to bridge urban barriers. This
example illustrates how design Things also develops into specific
projects (that then later may become part of new design Things).

In general, our experiences emphasize the challenging yet
constructive ways in which unifying participation and infrastruc-
turing can extend beyond the traditional design project and into
new kinds of design Things. When reflecting on the shift from our
previous experience of “projecting” to “infrastructuring,” we see
our strategy has changed in several ways to allow for working
with infrastructuring for ongoing Thinging, or design-after-
design. First, we have worked on creating ongoing working rela-
tionships or new forms of infrastructuring practice(s) so that
heterogeneous partners can bring forth the issues or possibilities
they want to explore and see if their vision or issue makes sense
and matches with other partners’ concerns. This approach has
meant creating loose agreements and work practices on how to
approach the unknown. This aspect of our work has been central
because we live in a fluid society where access to a rich network of
actors and resources is central—particular for providing the con-
nections that those who are resource-weak tend to lack. It also has
meant focusing on how specific issues and possibilities can be han-
dled by creating ongoing infrastructuring processes, without pre-
determined sets of partners, that require reoccurring Things rather
than a final solution. Our goal is to ensure that (1) these processes
set precedents in ways that allow those participating to set up their
own infrastructuring processes and Things, and (2) the objects
designed allow for design-after-design and have at least elements
of Thinging. In RGRA’s case, the aim has been to create conditions
that allow ongoing design of Things and infrastructuring to
happen. At this time, RGRA members do not construct any objects
on their own, although the aim is that they will. However, in both
of the cases described, we have seen Things go beyond a specific
project into more sustainable and long-term learning and working
relationships. The relationship between the company Do-Fi and
RGRA has, for example, gradually emerged into a self-sustaining
collaboration. During the past two years, they have collaborated on
several experiments within the framework of Malmé Living Labs.
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Their complementary competencies have been mutually recog-
nized as valuable resources. They now are planning to form a com-
pany together.

Such Living Lab experiences bring to light the challenges
that proponents of Design Thinking need to address. Although we
agree with the basic tenets of Design Thinking, we argue that, to
become a sustainable endeavor, it needs to go beyond projecting
and be seen as ongoing infrastructuring for Thinging. Our experi-
ences also show that those of us who take up the challenge of
design-for-design need to consider how it can be done beyond
making products that can be configured at use-time—in other
words, how we as designers can develop practices that are always
already ready for ongoing changes. This challenge is one we also
bring with us as we seek to take our Living Labs infrastructuring
design Things experience one step further.

Things That Matter?
During the past years, we have been able to scale up our Living
Labs design Things engagement. To maintain our close working
relationships and the trust built among our partners, we have
decided to grow three small collaborating labs, rather than one
large lab. The city of Malmé is characterized by multi-ethnicity,
cultural production, youth culture, and new media industry. These
aspects also lead to the rationale behind the content orientation
and cultural and geographic position for the three collaborating
living labs innovation milieus: “The Stage,” “The Neighborhood,”
and “The Factory.” Although they differ in orientation and geo-
graphic location, these three living labs are all founded on some
shared ideas and values. They are all based on user-driven design
and innovation activities, growing out of social movements. They
also are planned as open innovation social and technical plat-
forms, integrated with the broader innovation systems in the city
and region. From this position, they invite collaboration between
people, companies, public agencies, cultural organizations, and
NGOs, thus opening the borders and aligning potentially conflict-
ing matters of concerns between users driving innovation, busi-
ness incubators, new business models, research and education.
Finally, although not driven by it, these environments all explore
the potential of new media for co-creation and social innovation.
As such, they support the collaboration between amateurs and
professionals in collaborative cross-media productions. They use
social media in co-creation projects leading to new services and
products, and when applicable, they use new media co-creation
strategies, such as open source, open content, do—it—yourself, etc.
Emerging design Things include a multiethnic group of
women with a broad range of language skills organizing a collab-
orative service through which they provide meals for a large group
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of arriving refugee orphans, urban planning initiatives by
citizens using new tools and participative processes, and the
implementation of a creative commons business model that sup-
ports independent movie makers in financing and distributing
their productions.

This infrastructuring of design Things might seem a long
way from designers’ participating in projects with typographers
and machinists who are struggling to democratize the workplace
in the 1970s. However, in our view the basic design approach and
values represent a continuation of that movement, and the pro-
gression results in ways to seriously engage in controversial design
Things—ways that seem to converge with, but also challenge, con-
temporary design thinking.

In the early development of Participatory Design, propo-
nents envisioned a new role for the designer in setting the stage for
collaborative design Things at project time. In this paper, we have
further elaborated on the designer’s role in supporting future
appropriation—as a kind of design at use time, as ongoing infra-
structuring design Things.

We opened the paper with reference to Bruno Latour’s view
on things as socio-material assemblies and collectives of humans
and non-humans and his quest for a thing philosophy. As a final
note, we bookend this paper with the position of pragmatist
philosopher John Dewey on controversial Things and the public -
that in fact the public is characterized by heterogeneity and con-
flict.* Designing for, by, and with stakeholders may be challenging
enough where common social objectives are already established,
institutionalized, or at least seen as reasonably within reach. These
social communities are supported by relatively stable infrastruc-
tures. The really demanding challenge is to design where no such
consensus seems to be within view, where no social community
exists. Such political communities are characterized by heteroge-
neity and difference with no shared object of design. They are in
need of platforms or infrastructures, “agonistic” public spaces—
not necessarily to solve conflict, but to constructively deal with
disagreements. In such heterogeneous design Things public con-
troversial matters can unfold as actors engage in alignments of
their conflicting objects of design. Design thinking that wants to
make a difference cannot ignore the challenge of passionate
engagement in controversial design Things.
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