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Abstract: Transformability is one of the essential attributes of social systems. To improve trans-
formability, one should create the preconditions for strategic intervention on the underlying social
structures. This paper proposes a design-driven conflict (DDC) methodology in response to the
limitation of the systemic design approach by aggregating a network of allies essential for the paradig-
matic shifts. The proposed methodology has more strategic implications. It starts with unfolding
the actors and shared resources (phase one context mapping). It continues with defining the power
relations between them, drivers, and spillovers that cause conflicts and disagreements (phase two
analysis). After this, it shows how one can synthesize the commonalities and the core narratives of
actors in the form of boundary objects (phase three synthesis). By using the existing narratives and
the commonalities between actors as inputs for the translation phase, DDC creates the preconditions
for a network of allies construction. Next, the methodology uses translation as a method, in relation
to the four moments of a ‘sociology of translation’, problematization, interessement, enrolment, and
mobilization, in order to gradually change the learning paradigm of the system. In the scaling-up
phase (phase five), DDC proposes ways of creating a narrative platform, shedding light on how
to mobilize the results of translation from the community level onto a broader social scale. The
framework for the design methodology has been evaluated based on a method content analysis and
by a group of experts from diverse backgrounds and disciplines. The results show, except for the
efficiency of the method, which requires additional investigation in a real-life context, the efficacy
and effectiveness of the method have been elaborated in a sufficient way.

Keywords: design-driven conflicts; paradigmatic shifts; transformability; systemic design; design
methodology; network of allies construction

1. Introduction

For a long time, it has been assumed that resilience and adaptability are two essential
qualities of human systems to achieve survival and success in a problematic situation [1,2].
Recent studies, however, have shown that in a problematic situation (e.g., social crisis), the
success or the failure of social systems is tightly entangled with the capacity to create a new
paradigm from which a fundamentally new way of living can emerge [3–5]. In particular,
living in a condition of social crisis can greatly erode the resilience of human systems [6] if
the dominant paradigm of a social system does not support meaningful changes from the
underlying social structures [1]. This means that, in addition to resilience and adaptability,
transformability is needed when the ecological, economic, or structural aspects of a social
system cannot continue functioning in the face of social crises [1,3].

In general, transformability refers to the socio-ecological capacities of a social system
that lead to fundamental or paradigmatic change in the regime’s structure [2,3]. One
can improve the transformability of a social system by creating the precondition for the
paradigm shift in the normative attributes of human relations, such as a change in world-
view, mindset, or deep narrative of a social system [7]. In spite of such transformative
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impacts, the rigidness of mindsets and the multilayer structure of social systems [8] often
result in a gradual change in the normative layers [8,9]. In other words, even if the intention
is to transform a system, in practice, the speed and rate of reform are showing a transitional
movement in social systems [8,10]. The issue of transformation, as opposed to transition,
basically discloses one essential feature of designing for social systems: the higher the
leverage points [11,12], i.e., mindset and paradigm level, the stronger the trigger needs to
be [13,14].

To transform a system, it is recommended to have a purposeful intervention, a strategic
approach that highlights what are the right places in a system to intervene and from where
such an intervention should be initiated [5,12]. The requisite for such a pragmatic and strategic
intervention has been discussed clearly in critical system discourse, often in response to the
increasing need for purposeful interventions in a problematic situation [3,15]. Based on critical
system discourse, to close the pragmatic gap between the intention (which is transformation)
and the capacities to change (e.g., the paradigmatic capabilities), a heuristic approach is needed,
aiming to gradually involve a broader community of people in sensemaking processes [15].
The objective is to amplify the voices of marginalized actors, empower the oppressed or
contradictory voices [15,16], and ideally make the normative attributes of a system explicit
and transparent for all members [15]. According to this viewpoint, only then one can reflect
critically on the deep narrative or worldview of a social system and create the preconditions
for a mindset and paradigm shift in a particular system [15].

Learning from social construction theories [17,18], one possible strategy for such an
intervention is to play with controversies in social systems, particularly conflicts, tensions,
or any form of disagreement [14,19,20]. Controversies are an inseparable part of social sys-
tems; they can improve and stimulate the self-organizing capacity of social systems [21,22].
Controversies between actors can act as a silver bullet or social catalyst that can facilitate
destabilization, change, and growth from underlying social structures [21]. In other words,
controversies have a transformative mechanism that, if constructed, can create the precon-
dition for change on the mindset and paradigm level [7,19]. To construct controversies, the
requisite is to aggregate a network of adaptive agents, and it is recommended to make this
process purposeful using an action-oriented discipline [19,23]. One benefit of an action-
oriented approach is to improve and facilitate aggregating a network of actors and creating
the precondition for continued adaptation. In doing this, a call for the involvement of a
pragmatic and creative approach is needed; thus, a systemic concept is embedded in the
core concept of designing [19].

The focus of this paper is on the contribution of design (science and practice) to the
ideal of a mindset and paradigm shift in a social system. Our main concern is that despite
the prominent role designing in the condition of disagreements plays [10,24], it is not yet
clear what the role of designers in a contradictory context is and how they can contribute
strategically on the mindset and paradigm level in social systems [4,25,26]. Learning
from past experience, such a limitation can result from a lack of complimentary steps, in
particular, a design methodology to bridge the gap between theory and action [16,19,27].
In other words, an actionable framework is required to make the relation between these
two steps (thinking and action) more reasonable and more time dependent [28]. The aim of
this paper is to present and validate a design methodology to assist future social system
designers toward the ideal of a mindset and paradigm shift in social systems. Considering
the methodology is still in progress, the focus will be on the content knowledge quality
rather than the user performance (or the outcomes), which requires additional investigation
in a real-life context.

1.1. Objectives

The first objective is to briefly explore the current philosophical paradigm embedded
in existing design methodologies (i.e., focus on critical discourse). Next, our attempt is to
highlight the limitations and challenges toward the ideal of mindset and paradigm shift
in social systems (i.e., focus on the systemic design approach). Then, we will continue by
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introducing specific aspects of the proposed methodology, including the essential steps
that one has to go through, the links and connections between these steps, and, more
importantly, the underlying motivation for taking these steps. Finally, upon explaining the
different parts of the methodology, the content will be evaluated based on semi-structured
interviews with a group of six experts. The results will be deliberated in a way to support
future researchers for further iterations both on the content and the structure.

1.2. Background

In the design of social systems, once we made the decision to redesign the system
(not to create a new one), we have to leave the system behind and prepare for change
by introducing a new mindset and paradigm [12,29]. The process of transcending the
paradigm is the most problematic part of the design process, which is often dismissed by
designers, particularly in social sectors [29]. Nevertheless, a few studies within the last
decade tried to navigate the relationships between design and paradigm shifts, mostly with
a focus on designed objects [30,31] or design responsibility for challenging the existing
reality [32,33]. Among these studies, reflective design concentrates on the transformative
aspects of design, mostly from a reflective point of view [34]. The objective is to create a
reciprocal relation between designers and other actors in order to continuously shape the
perception of an artifact based on a reflective conversation. Design as a catalyst focuses on
the participatory aspects of designing and compares a design process with the procedural
nature of games. For example, how one can increase the agency of actors through design
to better diffuse new knowledge and experiences [35]. In contrast to these approaches,
reflexive design has more critical implications, with a special focus on the issue of power,
particularly on how the power of one actor might (or might not) influence knowledge
validation, i.e., the extent to which a new experience can be assigned in a design process [7].
In line with a reflexive approach, critical design [36] or disruptive aesthetics are more
provocative [37], meaning that they aim to design objects to challenge the existing patterns
of thoughts or behaviors [33]. For designers working in the social sectors, utilizing such
critical lenses has few advantages. It retains the attention on one fundamental question of
designing, i.e., what is the right thing to do, or it discloses the design responsibilities as
advocate of (marginalized) people.

One can claim that using such ontological lenses, e.g., seeing designers as activists or
advocates of design in social systems [38], often reduces the design capacities to a mere
rhetorical device. This means they end up with some suggestive remarks on what has
to be done at the product level and what should not when it comes to design in social
systems. In response to the lack of a deep analytical approach and the pragmatic limita-
tion of system sciences [15,39,40], systemic design (SD) or system-oriented design (SOD)
methodologies and frameworks have been developed as an integrative, cross-disciplinary,
and participatory approach [41,42].

Systemic design, by integrating the pragmatic and reflective notion of design and
the designers’ tendency towards community involvement, e.g., participatory design, co-
creation design, aims to bring more feasible changes in a real-life context [39]. Reviewing
systemic design scholarly works clearly shows certain advantages of these methodologies
regarding the complexity of social problems. A few examples are sensemaking in a complex
context, envisioning the ideal future, or uncapping the places to intervene in systems [39,40].
All draw attention to the transition from a purely human-centered approach into a socially
complex and culturally multistakeholder way of reasoning and implementation [43,44].
Undoubtedly, to some extent, such integration is appropriate for an analytical (system-
oriented) approach. Nevertheless, the problem remains concerning design aspects (design
as a process), implying how to intervene purposefully from underlying social structures.
In other means, a form of a heuristic critical approach to empower the designer as a
facilitator and design as a process is needed. Our premise is that by adapting a (heuristic)
critical approach, one can shed light on the unknown part of the system (e.g., mindset and
paradigm) and bring more meaningful changes from underlying social structures [45,46].
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In response to this limitation, we will shortly investigate a few aspects of SD methodologies
based on the requisite variety principle [47].

1.2.1. A Methodological Limitation

Looking into systemic design interventions, the limitation of SD methodologies is partly
related to the optimistic view on the benefits of multilayer interventions and partly related
to the limitation of participatory approaches for involving a real diversity of actors [47]. In
other words, although requisite variety is one of the main principles of SD [39], most of the
collaborative frameworks in the domain of design are based on the similarities of viewpoints,
bridging the gaps between neutral actors and finding a mutual agreement, which might not be
effective in the complexity of social systems [23,48]. A purely positive and pluralistic mindset
embedded in a participatory setting has limited its application to a simple democratic device to
legitimize the assignment of power based on an indirect representation of opinions (such as
voting system) rather than seeing what the actual intention of the people is [49]. In this case, one
can claim that the outcome of the current methodologies is still more descriptive rather than
critical and pragmatic [16]. In other words, designers, together with other stakeholders, can
only synthesize a complex view of the change in the form of boundary objects (e.g., products,
tools, and techniques as a mediator) [40], as they do not have a strategic focus on where they
need to intervene and how this intervention should be processed. A few consequences of such a
malfunctioning is a lack of a clear strategy (e.g., epistemological consistency) for hearing voices
from hidden layers, such as contradictory voices, but also seeing the underlying narrative of the
context [50]. This means they can hardly illuminate what assumptions are embedded in the
underlying social structures and how to contribute to value co-creation with stakeholders in a
contradictory context [51,52]. Thus, reflecting on system paradigms, the outcome of existing SD
methodologies is still more aligned with a soft system approach, rather than critical discourse,
which is essential for more meaningful and value-oriented intervention [48]. In response to the
limitations of SD, design-driven conflict (DDC) as a multidisciplinary, theoretical framework has
been developed in order to address the limitations of a system-oriented approach by involving
contradictory voices [19]. Next, we will further elaborate on design-driven conflict and its
contribution to the systemic design approach.

1.2.2. The Underlying Theory

The main focus of design-driven conflict (DDC) is on social controversies and the
possibilities for constructing them and opening places for social learning between an-
tagonistic actors. As stated earlier, there is not a widely accepted theoretical framework
that defines design abilities for a mindset and paradigm shift in social systems [19]. By
integrating specific aspects of network theory with the design abilities for intervening in
social contexts, DDC aims to empower the role of designers in dealing with complex social
problems. Figure 1 is a conceptual visualization of this theory aiming to depict the circu-
larity of change in social complex adaptive systems. Based on this model, (a) the extreme
polarization in social systems by conflict and disagreement is one of the consequences of
the increased complexity of social systems, (b) one characteristic of a polarized society
is actively reproducing a contradictory form of social relationships, in particular, conflict
and disagreement, and (c) the model highlights that controversies are not necessarily a
destructive process but also that constructing them can create a condition for change on the
level of deep culture and values, e.g., the mindset and paradigm level. This often happens
through the diffusion of new knowledge, resulting from active and dynamic disagreements
between social agents. One problem of this relational process is that a diffusion process
and associated changes are not always a straightforward process: there is no guarantee
that the result of controversies always leads to the transmission of desirable knowledge.
For instance, one problem of a diffusion model is the dissemination and distribution of
power between contradictory voices (d) [5,53]. In this case, as suggested in DDC, one way
to navigate the issue is to work with specific interrelational objects, e.g., boundary objects
or any form of collaborative artifacts. In a contradictory context, design as a process of
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thought and planning can be a true representation of a translation process [30], and the
designer can act as a translator who not only can facilitate the involvement of actors but
also brings certain abilities to empower actors toward being connected as a network of
adaptive agents or allies (f). In the next sections, a set of methods will be presented in a
structural order. Each part will be presented in detail, and the connection between them
will be discussed in order to highlight possible ways of intervening in social systems from
the perspective of social controversies.
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2. Materials and Methods
2.1. Design Method Foundation

In response to the question of how design can facilitate the construction of a network
of allies, developing a prescriptive framework or a design methodology is one essential
step [16,19]. The structure, the mindset, and the theoretical foundation of the method,
including the goal and procedure, are based on the design-driven conflict approach [19].
The method(s) rationale and framing has been developed based on some accumulative
insights resulting from a set of panel discussions with other researchers.

The panel discussions were conducted in a lab setting wherein researchers from
diverse backgrounds and locations were invited to participate in the sessions. In total,
12 PhDs, including 9 women and 3 men from the age of 32 to 45 (mean 37.25) with diverse
backgrounds, including political sciences, design sciences, economy, and management,
were part of the panels. The majority of sessions were in an online format; this was mostly
due to the time and location constraints as well as some of the limitations associated
with the Corona pandemic. Depending on the complexity of the topics, the number of
participants, assignments, and questions, the timing of each session was slightly different,
from 70 min to 90 min maximum. The panel procedure involved that, firstly, each week,
a researcher gave a lecture about one specific aspect of systemic design, often based on
a selected project (which opened the room for further discussion on how to improve
the framing capacity of the method) and, secondly, theoretical sessions, which, again,
created the opportunity for a deeper discussion on what should be done to improve
the underlying motivation and reasoning behind each step. Moreover, the organizers
established the condition for a more reflective discussion by providing some study materials
prior to each session and asking participants to bring their own questions before their
attendance. The sessions covered various subjects including service ecosystem logic [54],
black feminist thoughts [55], boundary objects ecology [56], translation mechanisms [57],
designer and system consciousness [29], object consolation, and some introductory sessions
about systemic design methodologies and principles [39,43]. After each session, there were
also some additional coaching sessions conducted individually to allow participants to
gain a better perspective of the content and participate more effectively in the discussion
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sessions. Each session has been recorded, and the content has been summarized by the
organizer in order to integrate the essential insights into a cohesive body of knowledge.

Subsequently, these insights, along with our prior knowledge (from the model 1.2.2),
provided us the essential ingredients for developing the first version of the methodology.
To develop the first draft of the methodology, we carried out 5 internal workshops with a
group of 6 researchers at the University of Antwerp, including 3 Ph.D. students, 2 university
professors, and 2 practitioners, to discuss further the limitations, possibilities, and places
for further improvements. For instance, a comparison between transition model(s) and
design for transformation, the concept of boundary object ecology and its relation to design
intervention, design abilities, and the translation process have been discussed through
these sessions. The second improvement provides some additional clarifications in relation
to the usability of the content and the difficulty of new terminology for the potential users.

2.2. Design Method Validation

After finalizing the first version of the methodology, we carried out a number of
semi-structured interviews with a group of six experts in order to validate the efficacy
(Section 3.7.1), the effectiveness (Section 3.7.2), and the efficiency of the methodology
(Section 3.7.3). The first two elements are essential to validate the method content, and the
latter is needed for knowing the quality of the method artifact [28]. The experts selection
process was based on their levels of expertise and individual experiences in working with
or developing a particular design methodology or framework. Among selected experts,
two have expertise in social (systems) design, two have a special focus on actor–network
theory, one on dilemma-driven design, and two have a special focus on strategic and
systemic design innovation, each with at least ten years of teaching and working experience
in the field.

The survey was organized into three sequential phases, starting with an introductory
session, the semi-structured interview, and an open discussion session. Each session was
planned for a maximum of 90 min, including 15 min for the introductory phase, 45 min for
the interview session, and 30 min for the open discussion. During the introductory session,
the foundational aspects of the methodology were highlighted, including the method goal
and method rationale. It continued by introducing specific aspects of the DDC theory and
its relation to the methodology content. Next, the researcher introduced five cycles of the
methodology, including the context mapping, analysis, synthesis, translation, and scale-up
processes, with a focus on the reasoning behind each step, the links between external
dimensions, and the overall structure of the method. For the ease of understanding, specific
steps such as the concept of power spillovers, boundary objects, and the translation process
have been explained based on a problem scenario model in order to unfold the underlying
motivations in a more meaningful way.

The second part of the survey was organized as a semi-structured interview. To frame
the interview questions, we developed a seven-core questions model originally developed by
J. Daalhuizen [28] as a (design) method validation framework. As outlined by Daalhuizen, we
used the four key elements of a design methodology that are independent of the users and
context of usage. Measuring these elements is essential to investigate both the efficacy and
effectiveness of a (design) methodology prior to the implementation in the real world. The
first two questions are designed in a way to facilitate unfolding the efficacy of the method.
The first element is related to ordering in time information, or procedural knowledge, of
the methodology. The second one refers to the embedded goal of the methodology, which,
in our case, means the capability of the method to support future designers to achieve a
specific goal, e.g., social learning. Likewise, the effectiveness of the methodology has been
investigated by asking two additional questions: first, the method rationale, which refers to
the underlying motivation of the method, and second, the method flexibility, also known as
method framing, which refers to the capacity of the method for being used in broader (or
different) socio-political contexts. In addition to these elements, to explore the efficiency of the
method, we asked different questions about the interrelational aspects of the methodology,
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including the mental conceptualization of the method, which refers to the relevance of the
method for those who are the potential users, and two complimentary questions, including
method goal-orientedness and method appropriateness. The former examines the trade-off
or balance between rationale, consistency, and frame flexibility, and the latter investigates
the relation between the structure and the goal complexity. The main reason for working
with these seven elements is related to the following. While the user and outcomes of a
methodology are dependent, a method’s content and embodiments are relatively more stable.
Therefore, it allows us to measure the quality of a method’s content before any implementation,
particularly in a case where the outcome has a relatively longer lasting impact, such as a
change from the mindset and paradigm level. Finally, the results of each session have been
summarized and later transcribed. In the following paragraph, the different parts of the
methodology will be presented.

3. Results

From a pragmatic perspective, the key objective of the methodology is to highlight
the possibilities and the steps that one must take for constructing social controversies. The
focus is on marginalized actors and on ways of constructing a network of allies from a
design perspective [19]. On one side, networks of allies can create preconditions for social
learning and adaption [46,58], and on the other side, the designer’s abilities are essential to
utilize the revolutionary nature of conflicts [19]. Both are needed, as they can contribute to
the ideal of the mindset and paradigm shift [19,46].

As mentioned earlier, to improve the framing capacity of the method, each method
has been selected by one or more experts coming from diverse backgrounds and opinions
(Section 2.1). Thus, they originate partly from analytical approaches such as system dynam-
ics and partly from critical approaches such as conflict studies or system transformation. To
synthesize the methods in the form of a design methodology, each part has been adapted
based on the classical design processes, including analysis, synthesis, intervention (trans-
lation), and scaling-up process. The methodology introduces the origin or background
of a particular method, the aim, and the objectives according to the methodology’s main
goal. Each part highlights the ‘what’ questions and continues with exploring why such
an integration is needed toward the ideal of mindset and paradigm shift. Next to that,
the steps will be elaborated on, with specific complementary elements aiming to ease
the instrumentation for method users. Exploring the ‘how’ question has been included
as well. It is a prerequisite for knowing what type of tools or techniques are needed for
future interventions. Finally, for a brief overview of the method, the internal mechanisms
including the inputs or outputs of each step and the links between different dimensions
have been elaborated.

3.1. Context Mapping

The study of a problem’s context is often defined as the earliest stage of a design
process [31]. From conventional techniques such as interviews and questionnaires to more
comprehensive approaches such as context mapping, a designer uses different tools and
techniques in order to obtain more in-depth information about the context [9,59]. By
mapping a problem’s context, they aim to create empathy with the actual user, avoid
fixation or early assumptions, and define strategies that are best suited for addressing a
design problem [59].

Likewise, the design-driven conflict (DDC) approach is looking at a problematic
context as the starting point of the design process [19]. The process starts with determining
whether intervening by challenging the dominant mindset in a system is the right approach.
This question is essential, as it can clarify the steps that one has to take according to the
complexity of the related case or problem (Table 1) [9].
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Table 1. Context mapping phase starts with one essential question: Does the system need to change
its deep mindset or paradigm? (the question is in line with the transformation objectives).

Context Mapping
Input(s) Methods Output(s)

(a) the spatiotemporal aspects
e.g. time and place

(b) the subjective attributes
e.g. ascribed or achieved identities

of actors

Multi-Actor Map
F. Avelino et al., 2016 [60] (c) the actors and actants

e.g. roles and responsibilities
(d) shared resources

e.g. the human, and monetary resources

Paradoxical Map
K. Dorst et al., 2011 [61],
Rhodes et al., 2005 [62]

The second step is to map the essential attributes of the context, such as the human
or non-human actors and the spatiotemporal aspects of a problem. The latter aims to
map the dynamic notion of a context, such as time and place (a) [63], and the former
is needed in order to describe the subjective attributes of a context, such as individual
differences (b), e.g., ascribed and achieved identities [63,64]. From a pragmatic perspective,
the two attributes are also complementary. Information about the spatiotemporal aspects
of the context along with insights on the individual differences can identify actors’ roles
and responsibilities.

To make the process more practical, a set of complementary methods has been adapted
for use, mostly from transition studies. The first tool is the multi-actor map. It was
originally created by V. Pestoff [65] under the title of ‘welfare mix’ and later adapted by F.
Avelino [60] as a multi-actor perspective model. One essential objective of the actors’ map is
to cluster the results of individual differences, focusing on the mapping actors based on the
communities or groups they are part of (c). For example, they can be divided based on state
or public sector, community, market, and third sectors or voluntary organizations. While
the suggestion is to adapt these categories according to the spatiotemporal aspects of the
context to ease the completing of each part and to make the model more actionable, using a
counterintuitive method, such as paradoxical mapping, is also recommended [61,62,66,67].

One benefit of such a counterintuitive method is to facilitate critical dialogues and
stimulate thinking and action in an oppositional way [68]. Moreover, a paradoxical ap-
proach can facilitate completing the ‘visible’ aspects of the context, such as mapping actors’
institutional differences. For example, several actors within a system, such as the health
care system, might be part of the public sector. On the other hand, some might be affiliated
with the private sector. The same is applicable for profit compared to non-profit and formal
and informal sectors [60]. For DDC, knowing how roles and responsibilities are distributed
can ease the unfolding of the ‘invisible’ part of the context as well. In particular, resources
that one has access to or can mobilize within the context [64,69].

In this approach, resources are the essential outcomes of context mapping (d). They
can shape both the visible and invisible sides of the context, and they can influence the
power dynamics within the context. As such, resources are the key property of every
context, and they can be manifested in many ways, such as human or monetary resources
as well as knowledge and experience [46]. Unfolding the resources can support mapping
the antagonistic form of relationships in the next step [17,19]. Defining the underlying
resources as well as actors who share (or do not share) these resources is a way to better
understand the power dynamics in a specific context.

3.2. Analysis

The second stage has been constructed in relation to the main dimensions of the social
system: first, the subject’s dependence on the systems, which is related to the multi-actor
notion of the system [70], and second, the complexity of relationships between actors [29].
Similar to context mapping, the focus is on antagonistic relationships and defining actors
with contradictory voices as well as power relations between them.
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In particular, the analysis elaborates on the underlying drivers for a problematic con-
text, focusing on the external and internal drivers that push people toward an antagonistic
form of relationships. Looking from a broader perspective, actors are a representation
of the components in social systems. As mentioned in Section 3.1, within a problematic
situation, they often have different roles and responsibilities or experience a certain form of
agency. While, in one way, institutional diversity might reinforce the collaboration between
them, in social relations, they can also lead to conflict and disagreements between actors.
Hence, the second part of the methodology aims to map the antagonistic power relations
and the extent to which the roles and responsibilities are in contradiction with one another
(Table 2).

Table 2. Analysis phase.

Analysis
Input(s) Methods Output(s)

(c) the actors and actants
e.g. roles and responsibilities

(d) the shared resources
e.g. human, and monetary resources

Power Dynamics
M. Hensmans 2000 [5]

(e) the power relations
i.e. antagonistic actors

(f) the underlying causes
e.g. historical and technological

Controversy Spillovers
E. Cuppen, et al., 2020 [71]

Regarding the invisible part of the context (i.e., the power relations), the methodology
explores the dynamic of power or how actors exercise power [5]. For DDC, exploring
the dynamic of power is one possible way to define the type of relationships between
them [46,60]. The goal is to map the relation based on their power, including actors with
more (or less) power, actors with power over, and actors with a different type of power
(c) [5,60]. In transition studies, the literal meaning of power refers to the ‘ability to mobilize
resources’ [46]. Hence, to map the power, it is recommended to cluster the range of
resources that one might possess and focus on the output of the previous stage where
resources were defined using context mapping (d).

By categorizing the resources, one can illuminate how power is distributed and
also facilitate mapping the contradictory voices, e.g., one with less access to resources.
Prior research has defined that power dynamics between actors can be divided into three
dimensions, including natural actors (or actors without any special connection), actors with
synergistic relations, and antagonistic actors [60,72]. For DDC, the advantage of defining
these three types of powers is to have more in-depth information about antagonists, the
relation between them, and their conditions of existence. Moreover, it can help to explore
the following questions: where does such power come from, and which forces drive actors
to behave as antagonistic actors?

As such, the last part of the analysis phase aims to investigate the impact of spillover
effects, both from neighboring systems and systems with relatively similar structures. Based
on spillover effects, change in one social system has certain impacts on the dynamic of
power in other systems [71,73]. The concept has been originally proposed by E. Cuppen [71]
as a controversy spillover model. The objective is to investigate the impact of controversies
in one (social) system on the speed of reforms in others [74]. In particular, the focus is on the
relations between different types of spillovers; for example, how geographical, historical,
or technological spillovers might influence the dynamic of powers in other systems. Given
the interconnected notion of controversies, the dynamic of power in one or more specific
systems can uncover many hidden layers in other systems [71]. The advantage of spillovers
is to obtain more in-depth information about the invisible side of the context, in particular,
the underlying causes of conflicts and disagreements (f).

In sum, the analysis phase aims to create a unique and transparent picture of the
context, not as a stale or musty collection of rules and regulations, but rather as a dynamic
entity. In other words, the study of the context must be in relation to the components, the
quality of the relationships, as well as the underlying resources that one might share. In the
next phase, the insights from the analytical tools, including the antagonists’ power relations
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and the invisible or visible aspects of the context, become an input for the synthesis. The
aim is to uncover the unique core story of each actor as well as the commonalities that they
share within a controversy context.

3.3. Synthesis

The synthesis begins with exploring the stories and narratives behind each actor with
a focus on antagonistic relations. The reason for working with stories is that stories area sort
of medium, they can transfer meanings and values from one generation to another [66,68].
In other words, stories have a transformative power that can convey, distribute, and scale
up messages from or within a community [24,66,75]. By synthesizing the individual stories
(g), designers can unfold the core narrative of the actors but also confirm the outcomes
of the previous steps: context mapping and analyzing (Table 3) [66,75]. To map the story,
knowledge about the drivers within a problematic situation such as spillovers, fears,
obstacles, or barriers are the input of the process (f) [62]. The stories can be completed if
the drivers are ordered in time, in particular with the help of a narrative method.

Table 3. The synthesis phase.

Synthesis
Input(s) Methods Output(s)

(e) the power relations
i.e. antagonistic actors

(f) the underlying causes
e.g. historical, social and technological

The Hero’s Journey
K. Paulsen 2021 [75] (g) the individuals’ narratives

i.e. antagonistic core stories
(h) the commonalities

e.g. repositories, forms, and labels

Boundary Objects Ecology
S. Star, et al., 1989 [56] KR. Fleischmann

2006 [76]

As such, an adapted version of the hero’s journey has been integrated. The method was
originally developed by J.J Campbell (i.e., Hero with a Thousand Faces book) and later used
in other disciplines including by filmmakers, authors, or storytellers (e.g., K. Paulsen [75]).
The method focuses on one experience as a potential hero in order to discover their journey
in a problematic situation. The journey map starts with an actor’s story in an ordinary
world, which is the current situation, and progresses to the extraordinary world or the
ideal situation [77]. During the mapping process, designers can depict different milestones
that one has to face to get through the journey, for example, the sparking moments, forces,
enemies, uncertainties, and all challenges that one must tackle along the way. Our premise
is that by working with such a narrative structure, designers can synthesize many aspects
of a problematic situation, for example, what is needed to encounter one’s enemy.

Similar to the previous part, a complementary method is proposed to synthesize the
results of a hero’s journey. The objective is to cluster the individuals’ narratives to highlight
the essential (i.e., antagonistic) commonalities (h) [78]. While doing so, the concept of
boundary objects ecology is proposed. It is a multifaced approach that can open possibilities
for the mobilization of thoughts and opinions. The concept has been originally introduced
by S. Star [56] in response to the limitation of M. Callon’s [57] and Latour’s [79] translation
model. Boundary objects are aiming to ease the interrelation processes such as learning
and adaptation by bringing different worldviews into one accepted system of reality. For
DDC, such an inclusive approach including boundary objects is highly recommended, not
only as a complementary approach for the synthesizing process but also as a prerequisite
for the next step, the translation phase (the concept will be explained in Section 3.4) [76]. To
map the commonalities, it is recommended to support actors to freely chose and reframe
their own boundaries while uncapping the commonalities. To make it more actionable, the
commonalities between actors can be divided into five categories, including repositories,
forms and labels, ideal types or platonic objects, and terrain with coincident [76,78,80]. Each
provides some tools and techniques to ease mapping the processes. Further, discovering
the common deficiencies of people can additionally facilitate uncapping the commonalities.
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For DDC, knowledge about non-existing actants, such as lack of access to resources or
financial limitation, is equally important as the commonalities between them [56].

In sum, working with boundary objects has certain advantages for designers. On
one side, designers can improve the balance of power by highlighting the potential com-
monalities or places to intervene, and on the other side, they can create common sense
for (re)building the narratives of a context [76]. In the next step (Section 3.4), the network
construction will be more inclusive if a designer includes more actors’ narratives from the
early stage of the design intervention. We will utilize the commonalities in a meaningful
way: to facilitate the translation process, which is essential for network construction.

3.4. Translation

Translation aims to bring together actors with conflicts of views or interests in order
to facilitate the ideal of a (new) network of allies construction [19]. The objective is to
gradually change the learning paradigm of the context through multiple moments of
translation [30,57]. The literal meaning of translation refers to the ability to displace
one’s opinion and thoughts from a prior context to an ideal situation [30]. For DDC,
the translation process is the core of the methodology and is similar to the intervention
strategies in conventional design methods. It originally comes from M. Callon’s [57] studies,
where he introduced elements of a ‘sociology of translation’. Based on Callon’s studies,
translation is an opportunistic approach, hence never a completed accomplishment, i.e.,
it may fail under certain conditions. In other words, similar to the outcomes of a design
process, the result of a translation is not an ultimate solution; it rather creates a condition or
a situation for learning and adaptation in response to a problematic situation [57]. Therefore,
to translate, one must facilitate continuous learning and adaptation between different social
worlds. In such a situation, the designer’s knowledge and design abilities provide added
value to the act of translation [79]; designers in practice facilitate the exchange of thoughts
and opinions [81], but they can also formulate problems as an open-ended process, which is
essential for dealing with the uncertainty of a complex process [19]. For example, by helping
to involve multiple actors or to create an interpretive context, design abilities can support
translation as a process to better mediate the exchange of thoughts and opinions [79,82].

Likewise, to make the insights from translation actionable, we will further elaborate
and reflect on four aspects of the translation process, including problematization, interesse-
ment (i.e., negotiation of interests), enrolment, and mobilization. All originate from the
sociology of translation [19,30,57] and have been reframed in a rational order to support
future (social) designers toward mediating the translation process. Our premise is that the
knowledge and insights from the last two steps, the commonalities between actors (h) and
the individuals’ narratives, along with the design abilities in dealing with the complexity,
can be ideal inputs to greatly enrich the translation process (Table 4).

Table 4. The translation phase.

Translation
Input(s) Methods Learning Output(s)

(g) the individuals’ narratives
i.e. antagonistic core stories

(h) the commonalities
e.g. repositories, forms, and labels

- Problematization
- Interessement (negotiation of interests)
- Enrolment & Mobilization

M. Callon, 1984 [57] A. Seravalli et al., 2021 [30]

(i) the new passage points
i.e. new core stories

(j) the network construction
i.e. nominations & negotiations

3.4.1. Problematization (the New Passage Points)

The objective of problematization is to facilitate the creation of new possibility spaces
known as passage points, essential for exploring new realities [30]. In order to define the
underlying drivers or the core narrative of antagonistic actors (i), the new passage points
aim to change one’s objectives and thoughts from the current conditions into a new realm
of possibilities and actions. Through problematization, by providing new alternatives,
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a designer can change actors’ objectives and interests as well as the way they approach
the problems. For DDC, redefining the passage points is, in particular, essential for a
contradictory situation where more convergence is needed between antagonistic actors [19].
In a situation of problematization, a designer, by using the commonalities between actors,
can bring antagonistic actors together as a mutually negotiated community of people (h).
As such, the feasibility of the problematization (as part of the translation process) is tightly
entangled with how well the commonalities between actors have been discovered in the
previous phase (3.3 synthesis). This means that, by utilizing the actors’ boundary of objects
and commonalties between them, one can claim that the flexibility or the openness of the
new passage point has been negotiated in a proper way [56].

Nevertheless, in the translation processes, besides the problematization, additional
reflections are needed on the results of the problematization [19,30]. In particular, the focus
has to be on the actors’ capability, e.g., individuals’ empowerment in obtaining the new
passage points. This is partly due to the existing barriers or obstacles and partly due to the
uncertainty of new trajectories for one with little experience [57].

One vivid example on the organizational level is the contradictions in health care systems,
commonly between nurses and doctors. Meanwhile, to facilitate creating new possibilities,
for example, a new system of affairs, designers need to create a convergence between actors,
ideally based on their commonalities. Certain limitations such as the lack of or access to
resources or facilities to work with might postpone the entire process of constructing new
possibilities [83]. Hence, in addition to problematization, complementary steps are needed,
including the device of interessement, enrolment, and mobilization. In the following step, we
will further elaborate on the device of interessement along with essential approaches such as
enrolment and mobilization to ease the feasibility of a translation process.

3.4.2. The Prototyping Steps (Interessements, Enrolment, and Mobilization)

The term ‘interessements’, also known as negotiation of interests [30], is part of the
translation process. It aims to replace the boundary objects or any interrelational devices to
ease the problematization in the face of barriers or obstacles (Section 3.3) [30,57]. For the
DDC methodology, the negotiation of interests along with the next three steps, enrolment
and mobilization represent the prototyping phase in a design process. In conventional
design methods, iterative prototyping is one mediating step between concept design and the
production phase. Prototyping can allow testing a hypothesis or experiencing a concept that
is abstract and complex. In addition, for users (or actors), prototyping is a representation of
boundary objects that eases users’ engagement, discussion, and reflections on a material
object [77,84]. Likewise, the negotiation of interests along with using the boundary objects
(as an input for the negotiation) can reduce the uncertainty of problematization by creating
new conditions for more in-depth discussion between actors. Similar to problematization,
the focus is on the commonalities, this time with more concentration on interrelational
aspects of boundary objects, such as ease of communication or the interactions between
different social worlds.

Using the health care system example, the negotiation of interests can be effective
in a condition where lack of access to resources might increase the risk of accepting the
new passage points. For example, placing an inter-objective device such as a new facility
or new actors in the context might ideally create a new form of connections that discon-
nect one from the current realities, which is a contradictory context, into a new direction.
However, in reality, translation and the ideal of network construction are more compli-
cated than only using such interrelational devices. Upon creating the new passage point(s)
and placing new boundary objects, an additional iteration, with a focus on continuous
negations, is needed [19]. In particular, the device of enrolment aims to ease actors’ perfor-
mance within the problematization and the negotiation processes by assigning new roles
and responsibilities, tools, and resources that one has to take before starting the journey.
The enrolment can be done more effectively if the designer asks the following questions:
(a) what level of problematization is needed and where should the device of interessements
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be placed within the problematic context; (b) is that a physical change or rather more
seductive, or even a transactional movement?

The fourth step is mobilization. The knowledge and experience from the previous
problematization, interessement, and enrolment are the inputs for mobilization. The
outputs are the lists of tangible and intangible items, which need to be designed by the
actors within the problematic context. For example, a checklist of the requirements that
can finalize any remaining complaints, questions, and limitations [57]. For DDC, the
mobilization step must unfold the potential concerns that one might have during the whole
translation process. For example, one can come up with questions about who speaks in
the name of whom, to what extent they believe in the results of the interessment, how to
approve the spokesman, and what is the best way to scale up the result of problematization
in a real social context. Hence, the final outcomes of the translation phase are rather
intangible (j). For example, improvements in the quality of user engagement or better
negotiations between them, which ideally leads to learning and adaptation along with a
network of allies construction.

3.5. Scaling Up

The last part is the scaling-up process, aiming to disseminate the results of the transla-
tion process. The outcomes of the translation, in particular, a new network of allies, new
knowledge, and experience, have to be scaled up from a community level (the translation
phase) to a broader social scale, as shown in (Table 5) [19]. In other words, only through a
scale-up process one can claim that the translation has ideally changed the main paradigm
of a social system.

Table 5. The scale-up phase.

Scale up
Input(s) Methods Output(s)

(i) the new passage points
i.e. new core stories

(j) the new network of allies
i.e. mutual learning

Story Sphere
(e.g. core story, storyline, characters,

objects, and universe)
K. Paulsen 2021 [75]

(k) the narrative platform
i.e. aspirational and gravitational

(l) the new value set(s)
i.e. mindset and paradigm shift

As mentioned earlier, DDC has more strategic implications: it starts with the revolu-
tionary mechanism of conflict, continues with the constructive notion of design, and ends
with strategic planning aiming to involve actors with conflicts of values or interests [5,19].
Hence, the focus of the final stage is to change and to develop the core narrative of the
actors who are skilled and committed to learning from one another [4,62]. To scale up
in social realms, Westly [85] mentioned that it is essential to choose the right actors, e.g.,
people with more agency, as well as the right places, the core of the problem, to intervene.
In other words, a kind of consciousness toward initial conditions, individual agencies, and
power relations between actors is needed [5], aiming to unfold the underlying narrative of
the context that created the problems in the first place [62,85]. Therefore, the first part of
the scaling-up process has already been elaborated in the first phases of the methodology,
during context mapping, system analysis, and synthesis. The remaining part is about how
to reconstruct a new narrative platform based on the outputs from the translation phase
and how one can scale up the results of the new platform, essential for the lasting change
in the social contexts.

For DDC, the objective of a narrative structure or a storytelling platform is to move
and to spread the results of problematization across multiple scales [66,86]. Subsequently, a
narrative structure is needed in order to open the opportunities to test and refine a complex
system for the future (k). This can be defined as a purposeful attempt toward mobilizing
the new forms of relations and the roles or responsibilities that one has to take within
the problematic context [86]. As such, to purposefully spread one’s story, creating an
aspirational core story is the first step. Studies have shown that hidden or underlying
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messages can come alive only through a deep connection with actual people [24]. An
aspirational story can involve every actor whose mindset and worldview are part of a
problematic situation. In other words, a great story along with a creative storyteller can
ideally move ways of thinking, persuasion, and belief within and beyond the context
(l) [75,86]. Thus, the proposed method for the final stage is a refined version of the story
sphere. It is adapted from K. Paulsen’s model and designed in a gravitational structure,
and it highlights the necessity to design from the core narrative of the context [75].

Working with the story sphere starts from the core narrative of the context and continues
with defining the main layers, the outer layers, and the boundaries of the new system.
The layers in between represent the potential storylines, actors and actants, the new roles or
responsibilities, and the new objects or the environment of the system of the future. To ease the
amount of work with the method, it is essential to involve all beneficiaries, in particular, actors
with creative power and experience, focusing on designers with a background and experience
in design for the social system. Utilizing the design abilities for envisioning the ideal future,
along with designers’ experience in empowering people’s creative knowledge [29,66], provides
added value for the scaling-up process. Designers along with other creative disciplines can
idealize a desirable future, but they can also make sense of an abstract concept, such as
metaphors. Such creative power is particularly effective when the level of abstraction is high,
similar to co-creating the narrative of the context.

In sum, creating a deep connection between the actors, the storyteller or designer, and
the story itself are the essential steps that one has to take toward scaling up the process.
Only through a deep connection between actors one can claim that the high ambition of a
paradigm shift can gradually change the deep narrative of the context [1,53,87].

3.6. Method Content Analysis
3.6.1. The Method Goals

As mentioned in Section 2.2, the interviews started with an open question that required
experts’ opinions on what they see as the central goal of this method and how they see
the structure (refers to the links and connections between different parts—Section 3.6.2).
Our focus was on the quality of the method goal, such as the ease of understanding, the
relevance, and the reliability, and about the quality of structure, our focus was on the
timeliness, complexity, and reliability of the structure. In case of a negative response, the
interviewees were asked to elaborate on their responses and give suggestions on how to
improve one part of the method. Figure 2 is a visual representation of the interview process,
originally developed by J. Daalhuizen (known as the method content theory) and adapted
in this paper in order to ease the content analysis [28].
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On the first question, most of the participants confirmed that the method contains a
clear goal. Albeit with some differences, they all identified the main goal of the methodology
to be a mindset and paradigm shift. While answers to the first question were clear and
consistent, there was less agreement on the quality of the method goal. For instance, two
participants had hesitations about the originality of the goal, as well as the intention and
relevance of the method for one particular actor. In other words, it was not clear to them to
whom the goal applied and to whom this notion of mindset and paradigm shift is desirable:

“The problematic is clear to me [ . . . ] what is not clear is the design intention of the goal.
For example, if ‘continuous learning and adaption’ is the design intention of the method
(my thought), then to whom this intention has to be ascribed?”

Likewise, one interviewee claimed that the internal goals of the proposed methodology
are not sufficiently defined. She believed that the current version does not show the
necessary connection between the objectives of each part, the essential functions, and the
main goal of the method. From her viewpoint, an internal mechanism is needed in order
to facilitate monitoring the results as well as to align each part with the main goal. She
further continued that the clarification on the design intentions, method users (e.g., social
designers), and other stakeholders can improve the goal-seeking aspects of the method. In
other words, in her view, the ease or difficulty of transformation is tightly entangled with
how early designer attitudes are transparent toward the main goal, which is not clear in
the current version:

“[ . . . ] I would like to conclude that the more the goal or purpose is explicit at the
beginning the more comfortable people are in the rest of the journey, hence the less they
will suffer from the chaos or the uncertainty of the problematics.”

Nevertheless, for most participants, the lack of a design intention was not necessarily
a negative aspect of the method. Instead, the limitation was partly related to the method-
ological uncertainty of design as a process in handling a broader community of people and
partly related to the complexity of the mindset and of the paradigm shift as an outcome
of a design process. In response to the limitation, they focused on the purposefulness
of the design methodology in order to be used in a wider social scope. One interviewee
claimed that in the design of social systems, purposefulness is a prerequisite for designing
a method. A method should facilitate the production of different outcomes in the same
environment, which requires a purposeful approach. From this view, contrary to the design
intentions that can be considered as an early objective, the proposed methodology has to
improve a purposeful quality as well. Only through a purposeful quality one can create
more possibilities for interventions in a complex situation, which, at the moment, is only
visible in the translation phase due to the engagement of multiple actors and the open
condition for learning and adaption.

“To me, it is hard to define the (design) intention in the first place [ . . . ] it is indeed
problematic in design contexts that a complex goal such as a mindset and paradigm shift
cannot be defined within a project’s frame [ . . . ] rather purposefulness is needed, or a
form of openness, not only from the structural point of view but also in people and experts
who want to join. [ . . . ] we must go beyond our own projects’ limits, by asking for the
help of others (e.g., communities, societies, or disciplines) to help each other out in the
face of problems”

In the end, two researchers had concerns regarding the reliability of the method goal.
They pointed out how difficult it is to trust the controversies and the values associated
with conflicts, let alone to rely on the result of this process, which ought to be the paradig-
matic shifts. For example, one interviewee had hesitation on the impact of these values
in a broader sociopolitical context, particularly on the general discourse. From this view-
point, whether these values are aiming to change paradigms or transcend and change the
paradigms is something that requires additional investigation. Their suggestion was to
revisit the notion of transcending the paradigm. In social systems, transcending a paradigm
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is a prerequisite for transformation and a necessary step toward systemic change [2]. They
believed that even if “we decided to design a new system instead of transforming, we still
have to transcend the existing state of affairs”. Therefore, while the notion of paradigmatic
shift can remain a central goal of the method, the recommendation was to highlight the
relevant sub-steps, in particular, how the creation of a new narrative (platform) can facilitate
the scaling-up process.

“If we talk about conflict construction, as a means for paradigmatic change then I would
say it is more about ‘transcending the paradigm’ rather than paradigmatic change. In
other words, the methodology basically tries to combine different worldviews rather
than choosing one from others. For example, selecting the boundary objects or the
commonalities between them [ . . . ] all can support (mutually) a new learning process.”

3.6.2. The Method Structure

Similar to the questions about the goal, the answers related to the structure were
relatively clear and consistent. The majority of experts claim that the method contains a
stepwise structure, the prescribed procedure can contribute to the design goal, and that
there is no particular gap between the different steps. In addition, the experts believed that
the content of each step sounds familiar to them and is easy to understand. Despite the
positive feedback, the second question revealed more in-depth information and concerns
that one should be aware of before using the method. In general, we divided these remarks
into two categories: first, the complexity of the structure, particularly in the translation and
scaling-up phases, and second, the linearity of steps, e.g., the high consistency of inputs
and outputs, which requires an internal mechanism for iteration.

Regarding the complexity of the structure, two interviewees claimed that the current
structure is complex, difficult to follow, and overwhelming for non-research experts such as
practitioners and design students. From this viewpoint, translation and scaling-up phases
require additional time and effort for learning and planning. One expert mentioned it is not
possible to work with “the current format of the methodology, in an easy way such as in
form of a booklet or cardboard”. The method is not similar to a creativity card that is passed
out to students or other stakeholders, rather, it requires more time to learn if one does not
have the background knowledge. In response to this limitation, their suggestion was to
invest more in the connection between different parts, making the design interventions
clear, and translate what has been set into tangible things as input for the next step.

“[ . . . ] To avoid unwanted complexities what I normally do is to make a system map after
the analysis as an input for synthesis. It is a kind of boundary object, basically to discuss
the content with other stakeholders which in your case can be a form of boundary steps.”

Nevertheless, to some experts, the complexity of the structure was not necessarily a
negative aspect. They saw it more on the epistemological level rather than as the structure
of the method. From this view, such complexity is inevitable and essential for one to
design a method related to the mindset and paradigm level. In other words, the issue of
complexity is more about the uncertainty of a design project, which aims to change the
mindset and not the procedure or the structure of the method. Their opinion was that a
design method must support the agency of the users who aim to use the method, including
their rights and the possibilities to choose. They believed that such a quality can only
be manifested through a high level of complexity, which, in the current format, is visible
both in the translation and scaling-up phases. Their assumption was that if the structure
supports such a flexibility, then there are more possibilities to have a purposeful outcome
(i.e., the purposeful outcomes Section 3.6.1). The request for maintaining the complexity of
the structure has been mentioned as follows:

“Only then with such complexity one can navigate the uncertainty of paradigm shift [
. . . ]. So, I assure you the structure here is not too complex, all things we have here are
needed, even as I mentioned the scaling up needs to be more complicated, for example on
how to create a new narrative (platform) and how to scale it up.”
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With regard to the second concern, the majority of interviewees considered the internal
or external iteration an essential feature of a design method that is not elaborated on in the
current version. The linearity of the current structure and the sequence of the steps, e.g.,
the consistency of the inputs and outputs, are at a high level. A linear structure leads to the
high predictability of the outcomes, which is not relevant for designing in social systems.
One interviewee believed that although the linearity and sequence of steps in analysis and
synthesis can increase the predictability, they are not contributing to the diverse possibilities.
They found the linear format of the current structure a limitation for one aiming to design in
complex contexts. In response to that, additional iterations are needed in order the improve
the flexibility of the sub-sections. The suggestion was an inner feedback loop or an internal
mechanism in order to facilitate iteration between and after different steps. One interviewee
elaborated his views through Latour’s notion of circularity references:

“There is no doubt that we (designers) do graph our processes, and then they always end
up with some timelines [ . . . ] but the realities are not as simple. We cannot take the
original problem for granted [ . . . ] always going back and forth is needed, when we move
along the way we should be aware of the problem as well. Things can evolve, while we
obtain more insights from actors and relations. Therefore, I think the space between the
design experimentation which in your case is the translation and setting up the problem
right is important to keep the circularity alive until we have a firm understanding of the
problem which might be different from where we started”.

3.6.3. The Method Rationale (Underlying Motivation)

Starting with the question on underlying motivation(s), we asked the respondents’
opinions on what is and how they see the method’s rationale. Moreover, we asked them to
elaborate their responses based on ease of understanding and relevance of the rationale. The
questions provided a situation for experts to have more in-depth discussions on the motivation
of the method and its relevance to the main objective, i.e., network construction. Similar to the
previous part, a majority of respondents claimed that the method contains a clear rationale
that is appropriate for the proposed aim and structure. Despite the quick responses, there
were also considerable differences in what they identified as a method rationale.

Two respondents believed that the main motivation is to deal with the uncertainty of
paradigm shift and the necessity of a comprehensive approach “to bring and unify different
methods”. The design problems are becoming more and more complex and that requires
designers to learn new skills or to explore new tools and techniques. At the same time,
generating different tools and techniques without a clear rationale can lead to polarization
in using the methods. This shows that “synthesizing the method in form of a design
methodology” can be a motivation for one to design a methodology. Nevertheless, one
interviewee had concerns regarding the reliability of such a rationale. In particular, her
concerns were partly related to the epistemological origins of the methods, where these
methods are coming from and how they are combined in a form of a design methodology,
and partly related to the issue of contingency in social systems. For example, the relation
between the consistency of the results in context mapping (i.e., actors and resources) and
the dynamic change in a broader context has to be elaborated more.

Despite the epistemological concerns, the two responders showed a different opinion;
they emphasized the normative aspects of the method as a means to bond different methods.
They believed that the method aimed at a very high level in a social context, which simply
means “how one (a social designer) can make the world a better place to live”. They both
trust the rationale, including the epistemological aspects, and they found it highly relevant
in the face of today’s social problems. As stated by one expert:

“Although there are some uncertainties, I would trust to the motivation of the method [
. . . ] living in the time of crisis, such a social design approach has always been a part of
the problematics in design projects. But now the situation is even more problematic, one
can say: we ‘badly need them’”.
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Finally, we asked them to elaborate more on the reliability of the rationale. This
question showed a significant ethical concern by the majority of respondents. They claimed
that “the method users should be aware” if they are going to map such a complex network
that there might be entanglements of conflicting values. For example, at the end of the
process, some people might have more profits than others, and this might be a problem for
other stakeholders. From this viewpoint, there are always ethical limitations, resulting in a
goal and means conflict and requiring additional clarification.

“It is basically saying that something goes wrong in the system and the way that you
think about the system is not working as it is. So, it is wrong, you need to think differently,
and here is the way to think [ . . . ]. Then one can ask (from an ethical position) who you
are to say this?” [ . . . ] conflicts remain there until we clarify the ethical dimensions”.

3.6.4. The Method Framing

We asked the same questions about the framing capacities of the method [28]. Fram-
ing, here, refers to the flexibility of the method for being used in different socio-ecological
contexts. For example, what are the ideal types of situations to implement the method
or what kind of problems might occur during the implementation? We asked them
to elaborate on their responses based on the relevance, reliability, or completeness of
the method.

Albeit with some differences, the majority of respondents believed that the method
(including the goal and structure) is flexible and can be used in different contexts. When we
asked them to elaborate further, they said “mindset and paradigm are at the core of every
systemic problem, whether in social, political, or even cultural situations”. It is feasible
to work with such a method. They also claimed that the ingredients of this methodology,
such as resources, actors, or power dynamics, are available in almost every context. Hence,
independent of what type of problem we are addressing, the method has the capacity for
being used in broader and different contexts.

While the majority of respondents believed the flexibility is an added value for the
method and even some encouraged more flexibility (including openness), one interviewee
had a different opinion. She did not find the flexibility of the method an added value;
rather, more consistency is needed when it comes to design for social sectors:

“[ . . . ] I don’t think this is the strength of the methodology. If your methodology is being
applied in a different context it doesn’t mean that it is a better methodology. In other words,
you cannot use the same method for dealing with an issue regarding racism compare with
one aiming to address a problem in the health care system. Hence, from my perspective, the
more concrete and solid you be the better you can handle this sort of problems”

At the end, there were a few concerns about the flexibility of the sub-sections. For
example, in the synthesis phase, a few experts claimed that the “boundary objects are too
defined and structured”. In addition, the translations phase (i.e., interessment) is rather
abstract in the current format. Additional explanations are needed for non-designer experts,
students, or researchers from different backgrounds. Moreover, the normative orientation
of the method limits the applicability of the method for systemic designers working in
different area such as energy or financial sectors. Their suggestion was to simplify the
difficult terminologies in the boundary objects and elaborate more on the epistemological
aspects of each part. It has been suggested to give more agency to actors who are part of
the problematic situation. For example, rather than defining a selected type of boundary
object, they recommended to keep open the selection criteria of the commonalties, which
can ease negation of interests.
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“I do have a bit of epistemological concerns here about the use of different terminology. For
example, what do you mean with a wicked problem might be different compared to someone
who comes from a different background [ . . . ]? We cannot expect this from designers, they
cannot take the responsibility for everything, if one wants to apply this methodology, equal
attempts are needed from other sides or stakeholders. To what extent does the method support
such flexibility? In other words, people must trust their own judgment and the method must
support and reinforce people’s judgment about their own judgment”

3.6.5. The Interrelational Aspects (the Efficiency)

The last three questions assess the interrelational aspects of the method, including the
method mindset versus the user mindset, structure complexity versus goal ambiguity, and
frame flexibility compared with the rationale consistency [28]. As in the previous parts,
we asked three questions in an open format, allowing respondents to further elaborate on
their responses.

The first question asks for the method mindset and its alignment with the user mindset.
Mindset, here, refers to the appropriateness of the method content to the perspective of the
potential user, which, in our case, is a social designer. In general, respondents claimed that
the method mindset is aligned with the designer’s mindset who is willing to work in social
sectors, such as systemic designers and social or participatory designers, even though their
opinions were diverse depending on their background, expertise, and school of thought.
One found the method appropriate for a designer willing to work with systemic issues,
and two mentioned the normative aspects of the method, which makes it appropriate for
one with the social design background. From this view, embracing multiple perspectives is
an essential attitude of a systemic designer, which can be clearly seen in the entire process,
particularly synthesis and the translation phase. Nevertheless, three interviewees had
concerns for those who are not using a critical approach or avoid working with antagonistic
actors such as participatory designers. This was mentioned by one of the interviewees
as follow:

“I can clearly see a systemic designer mindset to use the method and enjoy working with
it, in particular for a social problem, but I cannot claim that one with a background in
participatory design uses the method at least with the same experience [ . . . ] there might
be clash of epistemologies for them”.

Despite that, few interviewees claimed that it is not possible nor desirable to categorize
or to separate designers’ mindsets only based on their interests or background. They
believed each part of the method can be suitable for a specific approach. For example,
using boundary objects can be aligned with the mindset of a designer with a socio-technical
background, or the translation phase might be interesting for one with experience in socio-
political contexts. In other means, in their biggest mindset, “they are all designers and what
they do at the end has social implications”. For example, they all have the tendency for
involving communities “or zooming out progressively” and using a holistic lens, which can
be clearly seen in different parts of the methodology. This has been explained as follows by
one interviewee:

“I don’t think we really can divide whether someone is a social or techno-driven designer.
They are all interested to work with the community, even to me, a designerly mindset is a
voluntary mindset which always aims to bring improvement with or for people”

With regards to the balance between structure and goal, the majority of respondents
found the main goal of the methodology to be at a high level (mindset and paradigm shift)
and, at the same time, the structure (links and connections) sufficiently comprehensive.
Based on their suggestions, improving the circularity of the method along with the possi-
bilities for internal iteration such as monitoring the processes and results can additionally
improve the balance of the goal and means.

A few experts, concerned about the uncertainty of the goal and subjective attributes of
the context, believed that it is impossible for any designed structure to process every aspect
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of the change. This opinion was partly due to the expectations in the context (which are
unstable) and partly due to the overarching impacts of the change (which are inherently
uncertain). In response to the issue, their suggestion was to revise the current goal and
discuss the limits of the structure. About the former, they suggest changing the goal from
a paradigm shift to ‘transcending the paradigm’ and focusing on creating a new learning
paradigm. Based on this view, transcending the paradigm can be manifested through the
co-creating of a new learning narrative, which can start from the translation phase and
end up at the scaling-up process. In terms of the structure, they recommend elaborat-
ing more on the ethical aspects of the method, the limits, and the conditions to use for
future improvements.

“Regarding the goal, as a social designer, I do see the great potential in the translation
phase, and its outcomes: the co-creation of a new learning paradigm. We social designers
are talking a lot about mutual learning but it’s more a matter of ‘results’, we rarely talk
about how we can learn for the sake of learning. So, it is nice to see how one can use a
design approach to create a new narrative which encourages learning rather than merely
instrumenting for learning”

In the end, we asked respondents about the balance between the flexibility of the
method and the rationale consistency. The objective was to unfold the efficiency of the
method in producing desirable outcomes. The responses were diverse but focused on a
number of criteria such as improving the method rationale for diverse users. They claimed
that what motivates someone to work with the method might be different from context to
context. As such, the method rationale should support such a flexibility to ease producing
desirable outcomes.

“To what extent you are considering the contextual aspects that are outside of your
control? Like you are talking about social norms and social pressures, but we know the
way knowledge is considered as truth in one society might be different from others. So, the
motivation is sometime context dependent. There are situations where these imbalances
are absent, and the method has to reflect them . . . ”

Likewise, two experts recommend diversifying the level of abstractions as well as the
flexibility of method users. There was a general agreement that the method users and the
level of abstraction can be separated from the context of usage. One interviewee claimed
that the “flexibility is not always a property of design methods”, instead, it requires a
designer’s ability to go beyond the rationale consistency when it is needed. Based on this
view, there are possibilities to define the interrelational balances in advance, such as in
the context mapping or by additional clarifications on the epistemological origins of the
translation phase.

In sum, there was a general agreement that it is rather difficult to sufficiently evaluate
the interrelational aspects of the existing methodology. Depending on how dynamic the
contextual elements are, such as time, places, or actors who are part of the problematics,
one can obtain a different result from the method. Hence, there are difficulties in terms of
knowing how flexible the methodology is and how consistently the rationale compares
with it. Suggested by experts, “to improve the relation between rationale and framing”, a
strategic openness or a flexibility over flexibility (i.e., the ability to back to initial rationale)
is needed both on the content and the users. In addition to that, there was a consensus
that a proper response to this question requires testing out the method content in a real-life
context, which was one of the methodological limitations of this study.

3.7. Discussion

Transformability is one of the essential attributes of social systems that defines the future
trajectories of human systems in the face of social crises. One can enhance the transformability
of a social system by improving the paradigmatic capabilities of a system, in particular, a shift
in the mindset, worldview, or deep narratives of a social system. To create the precondition
for a paradigm shift, it is recommended to make the normative attributes of a social system
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as explicit as possible. Based on critical system discourse, such a transparency requires a
dialectical approach, which is embedded in the core concept of conflicts and disagreements.
Adapted from construction theories, controversies are an essential property of human sys-
tems. They are an authentic form of relationships, and they have a reflexive power ideal
for transcending the mindset and paradigm of a social system. From a theoretical view, one
can create a dialectic condition, necessary for reflexive exchange of thoughts and opinion, by
(re)constructing social controversies in human social systems.

With respect to the increasing needs of an authentic dialectic approach, a framework
for design-driven conflicts (DDC) has been proposed here in order to facilitate conflict
construction in social systems. The focus is on the features of the DDC framework for
involving a broader community of people in the sensemaking processes. Learning from the
literature, an inclusive approach is needed not only to address the limitations of systemic
design such as how to involve the contradictory voices in a sensemaking process (which
has been discussed in Section 1.2.1) but also to unfold ways of designerly constructing
social controversies in social systems (Section 1.2.2).

Subsequently, an actionable version of the DDC framework, known as a design-driven
conflicts methodology, has been presented here. The proposed methodology is partly based
on the theoretical insights on the DDC framework and partly related to a number of panel
discussions (which have been elaborated on in Section 2.1). The main objective of the DDC
methodology is to integrate the pragmatic and systemic aspects of design to purposefully create
a network of allies suitable for the higher-order possibilities: mindset and paradigm shifts.

Overall, the proposed methodology has five distinctive phases connected externally
and prescribed internally based on the input and output of each step. It starts with context
mapping, continuing with analysis and synthesis, and ending with a translation and
scaling-up phase (Figure 3).

During phase 1, the context mapping, the goal is to map the social, spatial, and
temporal aspects of a problem. The first intention is to depict both the human (or purposeful
agents) and non-human actors (or persuasive agents), such as rules and regulations, tasks,
and resources that they share within a problematic situation, e.g., a co-defined boundary of
the system.

Phase 2, the context analysis, will focus on mapping the antagonistic forms of rela-
tionships as well as individual access to the resources. The objective is to map the power
dynamic and underlying motivations that drive actors within the problematic situation.
These two elements are the intended outcome of the analyses phase and the potential input
for the next step: synthesis or mapping the commonalties.

Phase 3, besides for knowing the drivers and the power relations, is essential to change
the attention from the antagonistic actors themselves to the underlying narratives of the
context and the individual story within a problematic situation. The phase ’synthesizing’
aims to map the commonalities between actors and define the possibilities for reassembling
antagonistic relations. Actors’ narratives as well as knowledge about the commonalities
become the ingredients for the next step, translation.

Phase 4, translation, is similar to designing interventions in conventional design meth-
ods. The goal of the translation is to change the objectives as well as ways of obtaining ones’
ideal ends. In other words, a new pathway has to be designed to change the antagonistic
actors’ directions (which, in our case, is a negotiated passage point) from a problematic way
into a mutually accepted reality. By designing the new passage points, actors’ commonali-
ties along with individual narratives become the input for constructing a network of allies.
The objective of the new network is to reassemble, mobilize, and facilitate (higher-order)
learning and adaption between actors. Such a new learning paradigm must be extended
into the last stage: the scaling-up process.

Phase 5 refers to the scaling-up process. The core narrative of a new community
must be gradually amplified in order to involve a broader community of actors. It is
essential to use the knowledge and experience from the previous part as an input for
the creation of a new narrative platform. Along the scale-up process, the design abilities
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such as conceptualization or future idealization can assist a social designer to mobilize the
new narrative, norms, and values from the existing situation into a new system of affairs
wherein there are more possibilities for mindset and paradigm shifts.
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Additionally, a number of expert interviews have been conducted in order to unfold
the efficacy (3.7.1), effectiveness (3.7.2), and efficiency (3.7.3) of the current version before
developing a higher-fidelity version of the method (Figure 2).

3.7.1. Efficacy

The first part of the interview was designed to assess two essential qualities of the
methodology, including the structure and the embedded goal: both contribute to a better
understanding of the efficacy [28]. Synthesizing the results revealed that the method
content has the potential to support the users to achieve the main goal. Hence, the efficacy
is visible in the entire process. Nevertheless, a number of remarks have to be taken into
account for future iterations, including the (lack of) goal-seeking quality as well as the issue
of iterations.
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Despite the linearity of the structure, particularly in the context mapping and analysis
phases, the goal-seeking aspects of the content have been missing in some parts. For
example, it is not clear to what extent each part can contribute toward the main goal or
what the design intentions ought to be in the first place. The latter can be an extension for
the context mapping (or the analysis) process, and the former requires a circular approach,
which needs to be manifested in the entire process.

In the current version, the context mapping has been limited to certain criteria, such as
actors and resources. One can ease the mapping process by additional elaboration on the
design intentions as well as defining the users’ attitudes in the earliest phases. In addition,
it is suggested to improve the circularity of the method by continuous monitoring of results
and by checking the alignment of each part with the main goal of the method.

Another challenge toward the efficacy is the issue of contingency and uncertainty of
the paradigm shift. There is no doubt that moving towards a paradigm shift is an uncertain
and complex process, but also, the design capacities are limited and time dependent.
Therefore, there are few things that one can do: either impose more flexibility on the
structure and results (which has been discussed earlier) or refine the main goal of the
method, from obtaining a paradigm shift into transcending the paradigm. In the design
of social system, transcending the paradigm is one step before transformation. Hence,
there are more possibilities for designers to be part of the process (e.g., conceptualize,
idealization, and envisioning the ideal future), which can be identified as an added value
for the scaling-up process.

3.7.2. Effectiveness

The second part of the interview was designed to assess the underlying motivation
and rationale as well as the flexibility of the method content: both contribute to a better
understanding of the method’s effectiveness [28]. The effectiveness here refers to the degree
to which the method content can contribute to meaningful results. Based on the remarks
on the rationale and framing, except for a number of concerns on the ethical dimensions
and the epistemological complexity of the methods, the methodology has the potential
to produce meaningful outcomes. As such, for future iterations, it is highly suggested to
consider the ethical limitations as well as the complexity of the contents for non-expert
users. Regarding the ethical aspects, the limitations are partly related to the goals and
the means conflicts, for example, how to create a mutually accepted narrative, and partly
related to the more fundamental question: who is giving the designers the actual mandate
to work with the method?

To deal with the first concern, the goal and means conflict, it is recommended to
identify the limitations of the method in the first place. For example, in a social design
project, any prior clarifications, discussions, and reflections on the acceptable outcomes can
decrease the risk of conflicts during and after the process. Likewise, continuous negotiations
between and across the scales, boundaries, and actors can help to nominate the right actor
who has more popularity. Thus, our suggestion is a form of multilateral negotiation along
with the continued adaptations during the entire process. In the high-fidelity version
(which will include tools and techniques), the negotiations have to be extended to a broader
community of people.

In terms of the epistemological complexity, there is no doubt that the method content
has a high level of complexity, particularly for non-expert users. Nevertheless, there were
less agreements whether such a complexity has a negative impact on the effectiveness. Only
few experts believed that the complexity of the content might decrease the effectiveness
of the method in a social context. Nevertheless, for future iterations, our intention is to
provide a low-threshold version of the method, particularly with a focus on the boundary
objects or the translation phase, which requires additional time and efforts for one without
background knowledge on the sociology of translation.
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3.7.3. Interrelational Aspects (the Efficiency)

Finally, regarding the interrelational aspects of the method, i.e., the method mindset, goal
and means complexity, as well as the framing versus rationale consistency, there was a general
agreement that the method is appropriate for being used in social contexts. Nevertheless, for
future improvements, it is suggested to elaborate on the limitations of the method, particularly
for users with a background in participatory design or collaborative design.

The proposed methodology originates from the critical system discourse. It empha-
sizes the evolutionary nature of controversies that might lead to epistemological concerns
for those having a background in a soft system approach. For future users, it has been
recommended to have a ‘flexibility over flexibility’ or a continued openness to improve the
framing capacities of the method. Nevertheless, a proper response to the interrelational
aspects of the method and the relation between framing capacity and rationale consistency
requires testing the method in a real-life context. Only then one can define the actual
efficiency of the method.

Therefore, for future iterations, the first step is to develop a low-threshold version
of the methodology for non-expert users. This can be completed with a higher-fidelity
version that introduces the potential tools and techniques suitable for more practical and
purposeful interventions.

4. Conclusions

This paper presents a design-driven conflict (DDC) methodology in which design is
an action-oriented strategic process, and it aims to construct social controversies in order to
facilitate the construction of a network of allies. With regards to the future direction, DDC
is a designerly attempt to cultivate the methods, perspectives, and thoughts in the form of a
design-oriented methodology. By using DDC as a design method, a social system designer
can define the right actors (antagonistic), the individuals’ core narratives, and the essential
commonalities between antagonistic parties. Our premise is that having such a strategic
lens provides additional value to the four cycles of the translation process necessary for
a network of allies construction. The special agency of actors with conflicts of values
along with the transformative outcomes of controversies can facilitate the creation of a new
narrative platform, which, if scaled up in a creative way, can gradually change the main
paradigm of a social system. The efficacy of the methodology has been evaluated based
on the method’s goal and structure and the effectiveness in relation to the rationale and
frame capacities. While both elements have been approved by means of expert interviews,
there are a few remarks that one must consider. In terms of efficacy, one can improve the
circularity of the method by easing the internal iteration before and after each step, and
in relation to effectiveness, it has been suggested to facilitate early steps of negotiations
between the beneficiaries in order to unfold the ethical dimensions of the method before
any interventions. There is a mutual agreement that the proposed methodology might
cause a certain (epistemological) concern for one with a participatory design background,
partly due to the origin of the method in critical system discourse and partly due to the
linearity of the steps in early phases. Nevertheless, the main concern remains in relation to
the efficiency of the method, which requires additional investigation in a real-life context.
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