
Individual Feedback: 

Community Norms

Survey 1

Groupshare: Challenges, 

interests & curiosities (7/

8 themes identified 

through survey 1 were 

discussed)

Icebreaker: RECIPES 

Recipe

Kickoff 1

Documentation of 

suggestions and 

opportunities => informed 

structure of Kickoff Meetings 

2 & 3

Open mural

Survey 2: collected 

names people excited to 

meet from bios. interests, 

sources of inspiration

Open mural

Was this for 

the 

matchmaking? 

Was it ever 

pursued?

Kickoff 2

Groupshare: Dream 

statement

Can check the recording 

for "AHA" moments - 

what did people share..?, 

could give us quotes

Groupshare

Dream statement

Surveys and other

Activities during 

 Network meetings

Backend synthesis & 

outputs

I like / I wish / What if

Open mural

Pairshare: Skillshare

?

Kickoff 3

Pairshare: Working 

together (community 

norms

Conversations with 

Katie and Gemma 

Jiang

 DCI NM Jan, 2022

Pairshare: 

Converging (find a 

convergent idea)

Groupshare: 

Enabling a culture of 

inclusion in 

collective work

Co-authorship: 

Meeting with Callie

(Boundary Object) 

or probe

Recap Deck: 

Challenges, 

Interests & 

Curiosities

Recap Deck: Dream 

statement themes 

and opportunities

Recap Deck: 

Working together 

themes and 

opportunities

Community norms 

Draft 1

Guiding Principles 

Draft 1

NM Apr , 2022

Individual Feedback: 

Guiding Principles

Groupshare: Co-

authorship

LEGEND

Process Deck: 

Guiding Principles 

and Community 

Norms

CN & GP Vol.1

Process Flow

Dream Statement 

groupshare synthesis 

and clustering

Open mural

Survey 1 analysis: 

identified themes

Open mural

DRAFT 1: community 

norms and guidelines 

(Started Jan)

Open mural

Documentation of 

DCI 

meeting Groupshare

Open mural

Working together 

groupshare 

thematized 

Open mural

how were 

these 

shared 

back?

DRAFT 2: community 

norms and guidelines 

(Started Jan)

Open mural

Guiding Principles 

and Community 

Norms VOL 1

DRAFT 3: community 

norms and guidelines 

(Started Jan)

Open mural

Was the 

fedback from 

co-design 

team?

Creating 

infographics for 

online publication

Oct, 2022

Published Outputs

Background Work

Surveys

Activities in 

Network Meetings

Proposal Development

How were 

these 

shared 

back?

Was creating 

community norms 

decided pre-kickoff 

or was it created in 

response to 

people's demand?

There is a 

repeated 

mention of 

'creating 

scenarios'... was 

this pursued? if 

not, why?

Who 

created 

the dream 

statement?

Matchmaking 

activity in 

one of early 

sessions...

Add 

facilitator's 

guide

Add switch 

from process to 

co-design 

name - notes 

from Jan 21, 

2022

Whither 

design??

Auhtorship 

deck

How did the 

understanding of 

convergence change 

throughout this process?

Do you think the 

perception of the 

role of design 

change, if so, how?

initial role in 

proposal 

development..?

Introducing

 MICA's 

role & 

design

Check 

recording 

from the 

meeting

Process Flow

themes 

identified by MICA?

themes of ideas

and recommendations

created by teams



the responses from 

the survey are 

synthesized into 

themes

outlier responses: such as this def. 

of wasted food" food generated 

by racial-capitalistic political 

economic system that is not being 

consumed by anyone, despite 

there being widespread hunger

Survey 1

design team gathered themes for:

interested in exploring in kickoff 

sessions

defining wasted food

hopes for the outcomes of network

difference between convergence and 

interdisciplinarity

Kickoff 1

The groupshare activity 

facilitated conversation on what 

topics people would like to 

cover in kickoff meetings, 

following sessions and planning 

There were 8 themes that were identified after survey, 

in response to the question of "As you read the 

Multiscale RECIPES proposal outlining our collective 

work together, what are some of the things you’re 

most eager/interested to explore in our kickoff 

sessions together?:

Working in collaboration / enabling convergence 

Centering diversity & inclusion

Utilizing data in RECIPES

Engaging students & next gen

Engaging community partners

Planning/prioritizing work & defining roles

Defining impact & outcomes

Getting to know each other as people (this last one 

was not included in the kickoff #1 discussion)

Individuals and teams 

propose ideas, these are 

distilled and thematized by 

the MICA/coordination 

team (constant double-

diamond)

'Getting ti know each 

other as people' from the 

survey 1 wasn't included 

in the kickoff discussions

Synthesizing submitted 

ideas into themes & topics 

to explore with the network 

in subsequent session

Convener

Invite people to 

reflect on what they 

understand from 

convergence

What was 

design's role

How did this 

support 

convergence? 

How was understanding 

of convergence evolving?

Barriers & 

Frictions

Thoughts

In response to "What do you most 

hope will happen as a result of 

being a part of this network?" - 

many responses emphasize 

building collaborations and 

learning from each other

Are these somewhat 

aligned to clusters?

Facilitated brainstorming with 

people on the topics by 

gathering questions that they 

would like to explore in 

upcoming conversations

Convener

The need for a "formal 

code of conduct" was 

raised in the 'Centering 

Doversity and Inclusion' 

group

Engaging people in thinking 

together about the ideas and 

important things that they would 

like to explore with the network 

for setting the conditions for 

convergent research

People were generally happy 

about having small team work 

sessions to get to know 

people from other places - 

this wast the most 

emphasized

People expressed 

interest in going deeper 

into the topics discussed, 

but time was too short

People expressed 

interest in getting to 

know people from their 

clusters and research 

groups

few feedbacks show 

explicit interest in 

team organization 

diagrams

Task-focus in group 

activities sometimes 

getting in the way of 

having open-ended 

conversations and loose 

encounters

I need a diagram of 

the group - like an 

interesting org chart 

that shows where we 

overlap in our work 

areas, similar to the 

proj mgmt plan but 

more visual.

The proposal has some great 

diagrams of the 

interconnecting parts of the 

project. It would be helpful to 

get a better sense of which 

teams align with each of the 

parts and which teams are at 

the intersections. I think I fall 

somewhere in the 

intersectionality!

I wonder how 

we are going 

to get to depth 

of 

conversations 

in the future.

I wonder where and 

in which format 

these recap decks 

were shared back...

Get to know folks better 

through random collisions/

breakouts - recipes was a 

nice idea, but perhaps a 

bit too task focused, so 

having a bit more open 

ended structure would be 

useful

Survey 2 & 

Shareback

The team created a 

recap deck from 

'challenges, interests & 

curiosities' session to 

share backStoryteller

The recap decks are the 

result of thematized synthesis 

but the team keeps peoples's 

voice w/ quotes from sessions

Storyteller

Kickoff 2: Dream 

statement

People mostly focused 

on generalizable 

knowledge, resilience 

and equity 

"the system is not as 

beautiful as the proposal,

the system pushes back"

"how do we take the 

buzzwords that got us 

the grant and actually 

do the heavy lifting"

"Resilience in the classic 

engineering way or 

normative way? Spectrums 

of ecological and 

sociological way?"

People stir controversy in these 

conversations - I wonder how and to 

what extent these conflictual 

opinions were pursued? - Can we 

talk about this sort of divergence as 

a condition of convergence? (+trust)

Does "generalizable" 

mean apply in 

dominant (hegemonic 

power) and non-

dominant cultures?

the synthesis of dream 

statement captures the 

different ways in which 

people see the key terms - 

"how do you assess if we 

are following into the same 

behaviours - informed from 

the perspective of NSF - "

Most of the time themes capture the 

core ideas well, but some emerging 

debates (ex. power) seem flattened in 

how these themes are created (could 

there be a tension between need for 

simplifying and making room for 

 critical debate?)

Critical reflection on how people 

interpret the key terms in the dream 

statement - instead of assuming they 

are understood in the same way, gave 

room for people to challenge 

dominant understanding of these 

terms

Facilitated conversation on how 

people interpret the keywords in 

the dream statement: Making 

room for different views to 

emerge

Convener

Facilitated conversation 

on how people interpret 

the keywords in the 

dream statement 

Convener

Does "generalizable" 

mean apply in 

dominant (hegemonic 

power) and non-

dominant cultures?

Kickoff 2: 

Skillshare

Kickoff 2: There was an activity 

for people to share the skills that 

they would like to learn from and 

teach others but not sure if this 

was pursued

Convener Relationships

Survey 2: collected names 

people excited to meet from 

bios. interests, sources of 

inspiration - not sure if this was 

pursued...

Relationships Convener

Kickoff 3: Pairshare, 

Working Together

Deck: "Members pointed out 

that impact on health and 

community involvement and 

knowledge were missing 

from the dream statement."

In the pairshare activity, 

they shared their personal 

experience of when they 

felt best working with a 

team

Pairshare activity, people shared 

when they felt best working 

together to inform the creation of 

community code of conduct 

(which was demanded in first 

kcikoff)

Convener Vision

The pairshare working together 

activity is based on people's lived 

experiences - aims to learn from what 

worked best for them while they 

connect. Think together about what 

kind of space the network is building.

PS: working together| 

Shared the working 

together insights in a 

recap deck

Storyteller

I wonder how the 

shareout for this 

went...

Pairshare: 

Converging

The pairs in these activities 

seem to be pre-assigned but 

doesn't really match the 

responses of people in the 

survey that asked whom they'd 

want to connect with

Playful way for people to 

explore how they can 

combine their expertise to 

create a research area or a 

solution

Get people to "be comfortable with 

ambiguity" while fostering 

convergence through play. Creates 

a moment of play but not sure how 

impactful this can get in 15 minutes.

Relationships

In the pairshare play, most 

ideams seam to remain at a 

disciplinary integration level, 

how hey could benefit from each 

others' expertise to create sth 

together. 

Although the brief is open 

to a product, service etc. all 

proposals are for a new 

research output, 

methodology etc. 

May the challenge of 

building trust in online 

env. be a barrier to 

playfulness?

Pairs get to know each other; they 

proposed new studies or approaches, 

metrics that they can create together. 

Most of them revolve around a technical 

combination of skills - towards 

evaluation and assessment. Only two 

teams had an humanities/social science 

angle

GS: Culture 

of Inclusion

Teams ideated on 10 

HMW questions on 

fostering a culture of 

diversity and inclusion

Valorize organic, 

difficulty, messy 

conversation as a 

way of doing this; not 

just an institutional 

statement (rubber 

stamp)

People discussed 

meaning of 

accessibility among 

other things 

Start first with 

the human 

connection and 

then consider 

process.

Small break out 

groups to get to 

know each other, 

and associate a 

name with a face 

with a personality 

and a skill set are 

very helpful

Notes from jamboards 

emphasasize the value of 

human connection and 

taking time and get to 

know each other

The need for making 

room for difficult 

conversations in a 

messy format

'honest' is important 

as diversity arises 

on so many fronts. 

Ability to be honest 

may be easier in 

certain comms 

channels

keep in mind 

multiple levels of 

interaction (within 

network, with 

communities, across 

levels of power 

within network)

Emphasizes the 

changing nature of 

conversations depending 

on the communication 

channel

Welcome many 

different ways of 

sharing, 

communicating 

and participating

Conversations emphasize 

flexibility and diversity (in 

formats, mode of expression as 

well as perspective) - challenges 

of institutional rigidity..?

Make room for critical 

conversations in a 

solution-driven way

Convener

Draft 1: CN 

& GP

Co-design team drafted a set of 

CN and GP based on surveys and 

inputs from kickoff meetings, they 

identified themes and translated 

these into "concrete ideas that 

people can latch on to"

 community norms 

are ways the 

principle is coming 

to life

Co-design team 

prototyped a first draft of 

CN&GP for people to 

react to

Vision Maker

There seems to be a time 

limitation in how people could 

react to this, the assignment 

is to individually go through 7 

principles in 10 minutes

People can see each 

others' feedback on the 

jamboard page but there 

isn't really debate 

happening

Simultaneously 

posting feedback on 

each CN &GP 

People can see each others' 

feedback on the jamboard page 

but there isn't really debate 

happening - not sure how the 

emerging frictions are taken into 

consideration

For putting people 

first:

For equal access: 

there is a repeated mention of 

creating scenarios to enagge 

people on thinking how the 

principles and norms might play out -

 i dont think this was pursued...

Vision Maker

some of the reactions 

indicate what kind of frictions 

there could be when 

adopting CN & GP..., this note 

indicates the need for a 

mindset shift

Actions are greater than statements: 

The search for scenario mapping 

comes back: the need to translate 

abstract concepts of norms and 

principles into real-world experiences? 

(or connect with)

Vision Maker

Draft 2

Frictions between aspirations of 

a relationship based approach 

vs. the "traditional extractive 

models" that (most?) academic 

institutions still operate from

Unnamed area

Roles of Design In Network Activities



Cultivating a 

culture (norms, 

principles, but 

also playfulness 

etc.)

Process

roles of design: 

connector & 

convener, leader 

& storyteller, 

maker

relationship 

building

Shared 

language 

and vision

crafting a 

shared 

vision 

trust 

building in 

teams

structure + 

process for 

addressing 

challenges

structure + 

process for 

engaging 

stakeholders

success 

factors for 

convergence

structure + 

process for 

cross 

institutional 

partnerships

diverse 

and 

supportive 

culture

guiding 

principles & 

community 

norms

list of 

projects, 

who's 

involved and 

outputs

SNA of how 

project teams and 

relationships 

(who's connected 

to whom) are 

evolving (Norbert)

dream 

statement, 

definition of 

convergence 

(set in proposal)

Barriers to 

continuous & 

iterative 

development

lack of capacity / 

resources to take 

findings forward

iterative & 

participatory 

exploration 

lack of clarity on 

malleability of dream 

statement etc.

Lack of clarity about 

design's capabilities 

and role

Convergence vs. 

divergence

Limited 

[manifestation] of 

design's roles

The coord. team's previous 

experience (workshop-

based) had shaped 

expectations of what 

design does

Need for room for 

critical conversation

open-endedness vs. 

actionable outputs: 

important tension between 

engineering vs. design

Language & 

approach barriers 

between quant & 

qual disciplines

importance of (critical) 

making for engaging =

> collective outputs 

through co-design

Influence of widespread, 

toolkit based HCD 

approaches on the general 

perception of design's role

Need for mutual 

trust to engage in 

critical conversations

little room for critical 

questions around values 

alignment; power 

dynamics, roles and 

hierarchies

design as "black box" 

behind the scenes - what 

opportunities are there to 

include non-designers in 

process

in year 1, there 

wasn't a cluster 

or project level 

integration of 

HCD

Culture and mindset 

shifting

design facilitation of network 

meetings made room for 

people to get to know each 

other as "whole" people not 

just research subject experts

The key approach was co-design, 

engaging people in activities to surface 

shared concerns and identify topics to 

explore. An important turning point was GP 

and CN, when the co-design team shifted 

into 'making' things. Yet a lot of that 

process happened with design working 

from behind the curtain.

Divergence was emphasized as an 

inherent piece of convergence, both 

for more innovative solutions, and 

critical debate. But this needs to be 

supported both by process, and have 

a foundation of mutual trust to 

welcome generative friction.

co-design of guiding 

principles and 

community norms

Making room 

& 

SUSTAINING 

critical 

engagement Conflicts between 

scientific inquiry and 

designer-ly modes 

of inquiry?

Activities

Emerging themes Learnings & FrictionsInfrastructuring Convergence 

in RECIPES

The structured nature of 

the 'online' meetings get in 

the way of "random 

collisions" - most activities 

are task based

In the kickoff meeting 

people emphasize the 

need to have time to go 

deeper on their 

conversations

There are moments where 

the some playfulness is 

introduced, but most things 

are very task based.

Convening (network-wide) is 

mostly in the form of ideation /

 discussion session with small 

groups where people get to 

know one another

People found the 

network diagram in 

the proposal to be 

helpful.

The team shares 

thematized insights 

with recap decks 

back to the network

"how do we take the 

buzzwords that got us 

the grant and actually 

do the heavy lifting"

Dream statement: People stir 

controversy in these conversations - 

I wonder how and to what extent 

these conflictual opinions were 

pursued? - Can we talk about this 

sort of divergence as a condition of 

convergence? (+trust)

Does "generalizable" 

mean apply in dominant 

(hegemonic power) and 

non-dominant cultures?

Most of the time themes capture the 

core ideas well, but some emerging 

debates (ex. power) seem flattened in 

how these themes are created (could 

there be a tension between need for 

simplifying and making room for 

 critical debate?)

Dream statement: Gave 

room to people to 

challenge dominant 

interpretations of keywords 

such as resilience, equity...

Kickoff 2: There was an activity 

for people to share the skills that 

they would like to learn from and 

teach others but not sure if this 

was pursued

Convener Relationships

Survey 2: collected names 

people excited to meet from 

bios. interests, sources of 

inspiration - not sure if this was 

pursued...

Relationships Convener

The dream statement deck shares learning of 

"Members find tension between creating knowledge 

that’s useful for many and falling into the application 

of dominant structures or cultures (hegemonic 

power)." - but this power issue gets vague in 

recommendations that say: "be intentional and 

conscious: why and how are we making decisions of 

what is knwowledge"

Storyteller

Insights decks also give 

links to the boards that 

teams used for 

analyzing findings

Design team facilitates ongoing 

conversation by capturing the topics of 

interest and questions and bringing them 

back to the table for the network to explore 

and make sense of (how things should be 

done, sense of shared purpose (?) etc.)

Convener Vision

Time and space 

limitation to get to 

know each other

CONNECTOR

(things, ideas)

CONVENER

(people)

& LEADER & STORYTELLER MAKER SYSTEM THINKER

Element of play seems in 

conflict with the need to 

get things done in a 

limited amount of time

The initial descriptions of 

convergence (survey 1) focus 

more on the blend of different 

disciplines and areas of 

expertise to solve a problem.

Conversations throughout meetings 

and activities emphasize the need for 

open space to get to know each other 

and build trust - but there seems to be 

a tension between project-based 

goals (things to get done)

Co-design team facilitating activities for 

people to get to know one another and 

get curious about each other in a low-

stakes environment + but also providing 

structures (Norms, guidelines) to organize 

more transactional aspects of doing 

research together ( such as co-authorship)

Start first with 

the human 

connection and 

then consider 

process.

Small break out 

groups to get to know 

each other, and 

associate a name with 

a face with a 

personality and a skill 

set are very helpful

Notes from jamboards 

emphasasize the value of 

human connection and 

taking time and get to 

know each other

Lack of unstructured 

time & space to get 

to know each other 

and build trust

There is invitation for diverse 

opinions, but also: Lack of time 

for deeper conversations on 

potentially controversial issues 

(space for productive friction?)

Effort to connect people - 

not pursued? there was a 

lack of infrastructure to 

support this

Tension between 

playfulness & lack of 

trust

Design team 'ties the ties' to keep 

the reflection diverging and 

converging. but there seems to be 

a dependency on their synthesis - 

where some things might have 

been over-synthesized

The team strives to share 

things back: how they 

analyzed things, what was 

learned from each activity

Not clear how these recaps were 

shared and whether there was 

engagement. Design team is 

constantly looking for best way 

to present and engage, but 

feasibility barrier?

Tension between 

insights that stir friction 

and need for being 

actionable and practical

Mentions of 

visualizing being 

helful, how else did 

that role play out?

Design team 

prototypes things to 

engage people in 

debate (provocative) 

Prototyping and using 

probes such as community 

norms and principles - give 

sth for people to react to 

Reliance on facilitation in 

the absence of other 

infrastructures that can 

support ongoing 

conversations

In the project work, often, the 

disciplinary convergence is 

emphasized: learning from 

each other's fields, skills etc. 

Giving people a taste of 

creating new things 

together and building 

motivation to learn about 

each other

infrastructuring.. 

convergence by

Themes

Frictions

Quotes

Findings from 

Activities

Unnamed area

Collaborative Synthesis of Design’s Roles in 
Activating Convergence



Cultivating a 

culture (norms, 

principles, but 

also playfulness 

etc.)

Process

roles of design: 

connector & 

convener, leader 

& storyteller, 

maker

relationship 

building

Shared 

language 

and vision

crafting a 

shared 

vision 

trust 

building in 

teams

structure + 

process for 

addressing 

challenges

structure + 

process for 

engaging 

stakeholders

success 

factors for 

convergence

structure + 

process for 

cross 

institutional 

partnerships

diverse 

and 

supportive 

culture

guiding 

principles & 

community 

norms

list of 

projects, 

who's 

involved and 

outputs

SNA of how 

project teams and 

relationships 

(who's connected 

to whom) are 

evolving (Norbert)

dream 

statement, 

definition of 

convergence 

(set in proposal)

Barriers to 

continuous & 

iterative 

development

lack of capacity / 

resources to take 

findings forward

iterative & 

participatory 

exploration 

lack of clarity on 

malleability of dream 

statement etc.

Lack of clarity about 

design's capabilities 

and role

Convergence vs. 

divergence

Limited 

[manifestation] of 

design's roles

The coord. team's previous 

experience (workshop-

based) had shaped 

expectations of what 

design does

Need for room for 

critical conversation

open-endedness vs. 

actionable outputs: 

important tension between 

engineering vs. design

Language & 

approach barriers 

between quant & 

qual disciplines

importance of (critical) 

making for engaging =

> collective outputs 

through co-design

Influence of widespread, 

toolkit based HCD 

approaches on the general 

perception of design's role

Need for mutual 

trust to engage in 

critical conversations

little room for critical 

questions around values 

alignment; power 

dynamics, roles and 

hierarchies

design as "black box" 

behind the scenes - what 

opportunities are there to 

include non-designers in 

process

in year 1, there 

wasn't a cluster 

or project level 

integration of 

HCD

Culture and mindset 

shifting

design facilitation of network 

meetings made room for 

people to get to know each 

other as "whole" people not 

just research subject experts

The key approach was co-design, 

engaging people in activities to surface 

shared concerns and identify topics to 

explore. An important turning point was GP 

and CN, when the co-design team shifted 

into 'making' things. Yet a lot of that 

process happened with design working 

from behind the curtain.

Divergence was emphasized as an 

inherent piece of convergence, both 

for more innovative solutions, and 

critical debate. But this needs to be 

supported both by process, and have 

a foundation of mutual trust to 

welcome generative friction.

co-design of guiding 

principles and 

community norms

Making room 

& 

SUSTAINING 

critical 

engagement Conflicts between 

scientific inquiry and 

designer-ly modes 

of inquiry?

Activities

Emerging themes Learnings & FrictionsInfrastructuring Convergence 

in RECIPES

The structured nature of 

the 'online' meetings get in 

the way of "random 

collisions" - most activities 

are task based

In the kickoff meeting 

people emphasize the 

need to have time to go 

deeper on their 

conversations

There are moments where 

the some playfulness is 

introduced, but most things 

are very task based.

Convening (network-wide) is 

mostly in the form of ideation /

 discussion session with small 

groups where people get to 

know one another

People found the 

network diagram in 

the proposal to be 

helpful.

The team shares 

thematized insights 

with recap decks 

back to the network

"how do we take the 

buzzwords that got us 

the grant and actually 

do the heavy lifting"

Dream statement: People stir 

controversy in these conversations - 

I wonder how and to what extent 

these conflictual opinions were 

pursued? - Can we talk about this 

sort of divergence as a condition of 

convergence? (+trust)

Does "generalizable" 

mean apply in dominant 

(hegemonic power) and 

non-dominant cultures?

Most of the time themes capture the 

core ideas well, but some emerging 

debates (ex. power) seem flattened in 

how these themes are created (could 

there be a tension between need for 

simplifying and making room for 

 critical debate?)

Dream statement: Gave 

room to people to 

challenge dominant 

interpretations of keywords 

such as resilience, equity...

Kickoff 2: There was an activity 

for people to share the skills that 

they would like to learn from and 

teach others but not sure if this 

was pursued

Convener Relationships

Survey 2: collected names 

people excited to meet from 

bios. interests, sources of 

inspiration - not sure if this was 

pursued...

Relationships Convener

The dream statement deck shares learning of 

"Members find tension between creating knowledge 

that’s useful for many and falling into the application 

of dominant structures or cultures (hegemonic 

power)." - but this power issue gets vague in 

recommendations that say: "be intentional and 

conscious: why and how are we making decisions of 

what is knwowledge"

Storyteller

Insights decks also give 

links to the boards that 

teams used for 

analyzing findings

Design team facilitates ongoing 

conversation by capturing the topics of 

interest and questions and bringing them 

back to the table for the network to explore 

and make sense of (how things should be 

done, sense of shared purpose (?) etc.)

Convener Vision

Time and space 

limitation to get to 

know each other

CONNECTOR

(things, ideas)

CONVENER

(people)

& LEADER & STORYTELLER MAKER SYSTEM THINKER

Element of play seems in 

conflict with the need to 

get things done in a 

limited amount of time

The initial descriptions of 

convergence (survey 1) focus 

more on the blend of different 

disciplines and areas of 

expertise to solve a problem.

Conversations throughout meetings 

and activities emphasize the need for 

open space to get to know each other 

and build trust - but there seems to be 

a tension between project-based 

goals (things to get done)

Co-design team facilitating activities for 

people to get to know one another and 

get curious about each other in a low-

stakes environment + but also providing 

structures (Norms, guidelines) to organize 

more transactional aspects of doing 

research together ( such as co-authorship)

Start first with 

the human 

connection and 

then consider 

process.

Small break out 

groups to get to know 

each other, and 

associate a name with 

a face with a 

personality and a skill 

set are very helpful

Notes from jamboards 

emphasasize the value of 

human connection and 

taking time and get to 

know each other

Lack of unstructured 

time & space to get 

to know each other 

and build trust

There is invitation for diverse 

opinions, but also: Lack of time 

for deeper conversations on 

potentially controversial issues 

(space for productive friction?)

Effort to connect people - 

not pursued? there was a 

lack of infrastructure to 

support this

Tension between 

playfulness & lack of 

trust

Design team 'ties the ties' to keep 

the reflection diverging and 

converging. but there seems to be 

a dependency on their synthesis - 

where some things might have 

been over-synthesized

The team strives to share 

things back: how they 

analyzed things, what was 

learned from each activity

Not clear how these recaps were 

shared and whether there was 

engagement. Design team is 

constantly looking for best way 

to present and engage, but 

feasibility barrier?

Tension between 

insights that stir friction 

and need for being 

actionable and practical

Mentions of 

visualizing being 

helful, how else did 

that role play out?

Design team 

prototypes things to 

engage people in 

debate (provocative) 

Prototyping and using 

probes such as community 

norms and principles - give 

sth for people to react to 

Reliance on facilitation in 

the absence of other 

infrastructures that can 

support ongoing 

conversations

In the project work, often, the 

disciplinary convergence is 

emphasized: learning from 

each other's fields, skills etc. 

Giving people a taste of 

creating new things 

together and building 

motivation to learn about 

each other

infrastructuring.. 

convergence by

Themes

Frictions

Quotes

Findings from 

Activities

Unnamed area

Collaborative Synthesis of Themes and Frictions



exposure to HCD in a project in 

2015 or 2016, on clinical trials, 

where different experts were 

brought together including 

Rhode Island School of Design.

They brought tools and techniques to 

facilitate the group conversations , 

HCD was the entry way into a new 

area, being very good at bringing 

together different groups and framing 

a discussion where people could 

learn and discuss ideas.

Tbmnwo workshops were 

organized before the proposal. 

Mica was included in addition to 

RISD because it was there. {   }   

reached out to {   } to prepare a 

workshop on wasted food.n

Observed that designers 

were very adept at learning 

things quickly and asking 

the right questions.

"Infused a bunch of HCD" in how 

the workshop was built, using 

the tools and techniques they 

had, it was a successful 

workshop, the future program 

officer also attended.

Used different HCD princliples, 

the field trip was very popular 

amonst these, where they visited 

a composting facility in a farm. 

(referring to field trip as HCD 

principle?)

And you know, we had a lot of human 

centered design principles, and I 

remember one of the most popular things 

was, we did the field trip to to a 

composting facility in {   } , which is also an 

urban farm. And and you know, people sort 

of really enjoy being outside and and doing.

These previous positive 

experiences led to merging HCD 

with {   }'s previous experience 

with convergence techniques, 

while writing the proposal. -and 

including {   }.

Limitation of HCD: People 

expect the tools to give the 

answers, just like for 

mathematical models. Tools are 

suposed to help you get to an 

answer.

This happens with any type of tool that you use,  [...] 

often people expect tools that you bring in to solve 

every problem.  I've always thought of it [human-

centered design], not as something that always gives 

us an answer, but gives us a way to connect and get 

people to work together and come up with with next 

steps, is a tool that we can use to frame our 

discussion. I think, explaining that at the beginning 

that, this isn't meant to solve all issues is is important.

Human-centered design can be really good at aggregating, [...] 

making people think about things they haven't thought about 

before. But then, the solutions that come out of the human-

centered design, tool or process are often difficult to 

implement, the implementation pathway is not there. I like to 

contrast it with engineers. Often when engineers pick a 

solution [...] they will find a solution that they know will work, 

and that they know [...] they have the tools for, like, "here's your 

answer". Whereas I feel designers will come up with a solution 

that matches the problem. But often you might not have the 

tools or the ability to actually go ahead and solve it, right? 

HCD good at aggregating knowledge and 

making people think in new ways, "putting a 

focus, with a human cetered piece". But it might 

led to difficult to implement solutions. As 

opposed to engineers who will find a solution 

that they know will work, they have the tools for. 

While designers focus on problem-solution fit, but 

you might not have the tools or ability to 

implement - can get too broad.

And so I think, another limitation of human-

centered design [is] that often the process 

asks us to think very broadly. But when we 

do that, we often end up with a next step 

that might not be as easily implementable 

as something else that might not have a 

human-centered focus.

This showed up when in {   } cluster, where through a human-

centered design process, they decided to make models more 

informed by other disciplines, instead of mathematical models 

based on maximization of profits and efficiency. Decided to 

integrate metrics of sustainability, equity, resilience. From a 

design process, advancing these modals was a great idea, but 

implmentation proved difficult, Engineering approach is 

making use of the existing tools. But they couldn't just modify 

these profit models into equity ones because assumptions are 

different. Changing one assumption means changing others, 

and that means collecting new data.

Things learnings from RECIPES can 

advance NSF's approach which talks 

less about divergence. Tension 

between divergence and 

convergence is where innovation lies. 

Underlines double diamond in project 

proposal.

The tension between convergence and divergence 

[...] is where the innovation lies as opposed to just 

innovation through convergence. I think what's 

showing up in the network is not that convergence 

isn't yielding answers, but it's that there's something 

really interesting happening over here, and it might 

not look like convergence. It might look actually look 

like divergence. But I'm not allowed to go over there 

because this project is on convergence. 

Switching between divergence 

and convergence is a challenge, 

but a necessary tension. 

Suggests being explicit about 

when shifting gears might be 

helpful

[...] the original double diamond diagram that we 

included, had divergence, then convergence, 

divergence, then convergence, right? And I think, 

focusing too much on convergence might lead us a 

little bit out of the innovative space. So I think one of 

the things that we should be doing as the network is 

getting that tension back. And maybe even as we're 

going through this process. Say, 'Hey, we're going 

through a divergent process now, or let's switch to 

convergence.'

Diificult the define HCD, 

similar to systems science. 

Emphasizes process, tools 

and methods - to prevent 

"doing the wrong thing".

Essentially [...] human center design is [...] keeping 

wrong things out of your process towards getting a 

solution. I think it's difficult because I don't have a 

good definition of human centered design in my 

mind. The same way, I don't have a good definition of 

systems science in my mind. I don't. I'm not really 

sure what that is. I think, human centered design is 

[...] a collection of tools and processes and and 

methods, and a way of thinking.

HCD focuses on connections 

rather than content, and 

inclusivity, meaning including 

a variety of ideas, instead of 

focusing on one things to do.

I think that it kind of is this thing that focuses on 

connections rather than content. [...] And then, inclusivity, 

[...] in terms of how ideas and different things, different 

content are connected. Sort of inclusivity over focus is 

what I would say. [...] So, for example, [...] it's more 

important, throughout human centered design process to 

actually connect our food system model with some of the 

other ideas in the network as opposed to trying and build 

the best individual food system model that's out there. [...] 

That's what I meant by connection, by connection of 

ideas or techniques or tools or or things like that.

Suggests that HCD 

should be included 

in the process as 

early as possible.

A design toolkit would have been useful, 2-3 

page guideline on how to use HCD in your daily 

research. Distributing the guide to individual 

teams and maybe having "a design 

representative at each university". Highlights the 

tension between doing these and putting 

workload on people. Not all institutions have the 

same level of connection to design. some don't 

knwo much or are not that open.

Suggests having designers at 

each nodes, just like co-design 

cluster is already doing. but 

maybe doing that at an 

institutional level could have 

been helpful.

And finally, what happens behind the scenes, and 

what people often don't see... I think making people 

aware of that again from the very beginning. [...] And 

also this process is only as good as your 

participation. So don't think that this process will 

solve all our problems. Or this tool or human-

centered design will solve all our problems . Your 

participation is the thing that solves the problem it 

isn't just the pathway.

Suggests making people aware of 

how the design work happens in the 

background, how its a different way of 

working. Suggests that people may 

not see that as work, in a way 

analyzing a spreadsheet is considered 

work.

Pre-proposal HCD 

experience

Pre-proposal 

workshops with 

MICA
Limitations of HCD

Divergence & 

Convergence 

tension

Suggestions for 

other networks

Understanding of 

HCD

"And to me, I think that's what 

the heart of convergence 

really is is, it's problem 

oriented. So so that's sort of 

the genesis of the proposal. "

Workshop gathered a lot of 

people. used tools like systems 

modeling & different design 

tools, had a number of sessions 

to "let people brainstorm"

2018-2019 NSW awarded workshops in 

urban sustainability for funding the second 

round of sustainable urban systems 

research, to set the research agenda. From 

these conversations on, started the 

discussions that led to solicitation: 

convergence was already happening.

Prior experience in convergence 

grants: {   } Convergence research, 

with designer colleagues. 

"Informed my thinking about the 

role of different fields and how 

they can interact together.

One of first collaborations was 

with an industrial designer, with 

a sustainable product design 

courses that targeted ID and 

sustainabiliyu students (2009)

Both groups had grants from 

NSF innovations, "nexus 

thinking" before the 

convergence word came in. And 

both {   } and {   } had food waste-

related grants before.

The roots of design 

thinking goes pack 

to many places

Initial meetings with 

the proposal team, 

notes in google drive

a lot of things in the grant are in direct 

response to what NSF asked for in the 

solicitation (might be interesting to check 

the actual text of grant solicitation) - 

proposal directly matches such as data 

modeling, typologies... the topics in 

brainstorming sessions were informed by 

solicitation

Was impressed by how ID students "think and 

approach the world" when teaching the 

sustainable product design course. Different 

than STEM and engineering students focused 

on concrete specifications when doing 

research vs. design students using creative 

research methods (self-recording workflow in 

a stop motion)

Value in prototyping in design 

research of students, "not just 

sketch, but build", "touch and 

feel aspect of design was so 

different to the way I, as a 

researcher, was trained"

"I felt like it gave a richness to 

the experience and the kind 

of information experiences 

that no scientific research 

would ever get at."

less focus on disciplines 

in proposal development 

on more on outcomes 

and problem areas

" there wasn't a moment when we were 

all sitting around the table and like, 'Oh, 

we need design as a discipline'. When 

we were putting a proposal together, we 

were really thinking less about specific 

fields and more about specific outcomes 

or problem areas."

"Oh, we also have to do convergence. 

We need someone to help us facilitate 

convergence. So I think it was the 

recognition that the design approach, 

and especially the capabilities that {   } 

would be very valuable for helping 

shape that."

Designing activities in a fun and 

interactive way "We wanted to 

do something for this project 

that would sort of take people a 

little bit outside of the the 

comfort zone and also be fun."

"to me that was such like an 

organic research process that I 

think it would never occur to an 

engineer to read to research this 

problem this way"

At the workshop, having tactile elements 

and movement, not just giving a marker: 

brainstorming that goes beyond just 

'here's a marker, or write things on 

paper' but sort of allows people to relax 

and to move into the brainstorming in a 

more organic way."

Weekly meeting of network 

coordination team up to 3 times a 

week, joined by {   } team. A lot of 

background work of level setting 

around food, design, research was led 

by them, had researchers working in 

different ways.

culture of NSF funded 

research. Tension 

between ideation and 

budget reality.

tension between role of 

design in facilitating 

convergence and doing 

convergent research

"coming to an understanding with each 

other": complying with the NSF 

requirements as per the grant, such as 

HCD studios. Concerned about delivery of 

it as the funding required, and team 

perceiving it as an evolving thing. - while 

learning what they (design colleagues) 

capacity for and are interested in.

discuss this in 

relation to 

design's 

traditional 

(perceived role) 

in design)

Similar tensions in social science: "NSF 

grants have grappled with this for a 

number of years around social science: 

asking for partnerships with social 

scientists. engineers seeing social 

scientists in a research outreach role - 

while social scientists have their own 

research interests.

" I think is important to note is that 

when you look at this, it looks very 

like clean and linear. But the 

process was, and especially the 

process behind the scenes, was 

very messy and convoluted"

There was education of the 

network team about the 

role of design and what 

they would bring to this.

"I think, that early on there were some 

tensions -and I think some of these 

tensions are still felt, between the role 

of design as facilitating convergence 

and the role of design as doing their 

own convergent research."

"[the role of design doing their 

own convergent research]...that 

research looks very different 

than what like stem faculty might 

be doing for research or others 

in the network coordination team

More decentralized than first year, {   

}their thing, we are doing our thing. {   

} team was more involved in NCT 

meetings, that changed after first year, 

after {   } leaving. "Them being so 

involved really influenced a lot of 

things"

{   }NCT needed guidance in the first 

year, "they have us the tools to kind of 

figure it out" "I feel like they are 

getting into the things that they kind 

of like want to do, not just like still 

acting in service of the grant, which is 

nice to see."

Equipped with tools 

such as jamboard 

and mural

Tension of exploratory inquiry and 

NSF structure is not unique to 

design, social sciences experience 

similar challenges. Qualitative 

methods like interviews can lead to 

another direction.

"I think that tension is important to to 

to pick up on, because I would not 

want {   } to sound like we just view 

design as an enabler of convergence. 

design has its own important research 

questions related to convergence"

"But what I think that you're describing is actually a 

symptom, more so of the challenge of trying to 

institutionalize convergence. Because by definition, 

convergence means you're going to bring people 

together to work on things in totally different ways 

than you might have anticipated. But yet NSF 

Requires us to have a very detailed budget 

justification up to exactly how many students, exactly 

how many lab supplies, exactly how much travel I'm 

going to do, who is going to get the funding.

"And so I think you're right that the 

part of it is that a mismatch between 

understanding the different ways of 

doing research, but I also think a part 

of it is a mismatch between the 

aspirations of convergence and the 

reality of how NSF is trying to fund it"

need a way to 

reinvest the money 

based on emerging 

directions and ideas.

the tension also concerns the nature 

of different products and metrics in 

Academia, what departments consider 

as a valuable output worthy of 

funding. In design dept. smaller grant 

might be more significant bit its not 

enough in lab activities for research.

tension of researchers working 

within traditional academic 

publishing and funding model 

and trained to assess value 

based on those outcomes rather 

than "process of exploration"

suggestion: setting expectations early on about 

the nature of participation in convergence ("it's 

gonna be bumpy like, it's not gonna be your 

normal grant. Are you okay with that?") and 

responsibilities. Getting funded involves more 

checking boxes than aiming for best quality work. 

peoples' access to funding doesn't match their 

level of engagement

"If I had to do this over again, I would 

say we need to hold out a big pot of 

money that then gets, you know, that 

we have available to reinvest into new 

ideas as they come about, instead of 

just sort of sort of saying, everybody, 

here's your money. "

"So I think that's the other piece of it is that a lot 

of the folks on the grant are under this traditional, 

like academic publishing and and funding model. 

So there's always this like sort of trained, innate 

[thinking] "is this useful? Is it going to lead to a 

publication? Will I be able to fund students on it 

and going to be able to collect data". It's kind of 

always sort of trained towards that product 

versus the process of exploration."

"And now it has resulted in is people 

with a lot of funding that aren't as 

engaged, and people that are 

engaged and are really excited about 

convergence without as much funding 

or without as much power in the 

network."

suggestion: structural changes to 

funding to be more centralized to 

reinvest in convergence activity. Build 

timelines and products in the proposal 

that speak more to convergence 

process rather than traditional 

academic products.

suggestion: co-creating ideas before 

the grant rather than after. but this is 

difficult to ask people to commit bcs 

the funding rate is so low. - or similar 

to track 2, give people seed funds to 

build their network and ideas before 

going after big awards

having a graphic designer early 

on was very helpful, helped to 

visually communicate aspects of 

the grant. she also made all 

graphics for the web design.

Had experience with 

convergence research: 

"convergence wasn't a 

new idea"

Experience with 

design

Proposal 

development

Open-endedness vs 

conventional 

funding & metrics

Early phase 

involvement of MICA 

& design

Tensions in role of 

design

Changing role of 

design

Visual 

communication 

through design

initial perception of 

design as designing 

artifacts, websites 

etc.

not everyone at the 

proposal table had a 

depth of understanding 

of what design is or can 

be

it was from the very beginning, 

certain design was kind of 

already acknowledged 

alongside the other disciplines 

and entities as, as an important 

one, right? [...]

There is a learning 

process about the 

role of design

two roles of design in proposal: 

(1) design as an enabler of 

convergence, (2) an opportunity 

for {   } to evolve the work on 

wasted food

Life-centered design hadn't 

emerged yet in proposal 

phase, but there was work 

on biomemicry, biomedic 

design

The initial name was 

process cluster, {   } had 

borrow a lot of things 

such as double diamond.

Like, um, {   } had really borrowed a lo like the 

diagram and some of the terminology from the 

design council in the UK, like double diamond 

diagram and all that kind of stuff. And it was 

framed very much in this idea of, you know, that 

design was going to be related to the process 

that we were going to undertake as a network to 

arrive at convergence

So it was very much about the process of 

convergence and what, um, and that the 

design. [00:12:00]  the, the theoretical 

framing that they use from the design 

council was, how we were going to 

model...that design would help facilitate 

convergence happen across the network.

And I, and I really, in the first year, it 

was a bit of a struggle because I think 

there was some of that expectation, 

right? {   }  any more than I would 

expect any of the other disciplines 

around the table to sort of own that, 

right?

Wouldn't expect any 

single discipline to 

be responsible for 

convergence

There was a confusion 

about design's role, poeple 

exoecting that designers 

will make convergence 

happen.

art of our role can be, how can we create some 

of these opportunities that might help, you know, 

break down those sort of barriers between 

projects, between disciplines, between 

institutions, using our design methodology, bring 

people together in creative ways to get them to 

start working together and thinking differently, 

thinking creatively.

network role is different than 

human-centered role, which 

related to using design 

methodology to address the 

issue of wasted food

human centered design one 

where I wanted an opportunity for 

us to really explicitly demonstrate 

the role that our design 

methodology could bring on a 

particular food waste related food.

network-centered design to 

break down barriers between 

projects, disciplines and 

institutions, using design 

methodology to bring people 

together to think creatively

Applied project as the 

example of HCD playing 

a key role alongside 

other disciplines

year one was about priotizing 

the design-driven things that can 

be done for enabling 

convergence, leading to GP&CN. 

How can we work without a 

common philosopy of working 

as partners.

there was resistance to GP 

and CN. people were thinking 

of our role as doing 

workshops to majke things 

fun and think creatively 

together.

, people's perception of design, ...I think there was some in the network who 

were like, 'Oh, designers, they do those design thinking workshops. And we, 

you know, we think creatively together.  Well, yes, we can do that. We do that 

within a process and I think we feel very strongly {   } as we've gotten to 

know each other I feel like there's there's definitely shared belief around this, 

We don't believe in this sort of commoditization of design where you {   } take 

the design thinking toolkit off the shelf and just {   } do it with people. that is 

very much not aligned with our process, and with the principles, that the 

human centered design process we embrace follows . I think When we 

proposed or actually... I think at a certain point we didn't even propose we 

just decided we were going to do it, which in retrospect, I think the things 

that I feel like we've had the most traction on, are the things where we just 

started doing things.

Design shouldnt be 

commodified as a 

toolkit that can be 

taken off the shelf

Things that gained traction were when 

we stopped asking for permission and 

started doing things without waiting 

for direction - informed by 

conversations with coordination team 

and cluster meetings

resistance to GP and CN in terms of 

feasibility, utility. that was the first time that 

we were able to demonstarte a concrete 

thing for the network to create together. 

The process of creating the GP and CN 

was really a co-creative process thorugh a 

series engagements, individually and 

collectively.

GPCN was a turning point bcs when it was 

out there on the website, it became a thing 

that people referenced and talked about - 

even though not everyone intentionallly 

integrated into their work. A turning point 

in people's perception of what design 

teams role could be beyond facilitating 

network meetings.

But I think the guiding principles and 

community norms was the first sort of 

thing that we you really sort of 

championed in year one, where we're 

like, that's something that is missing. 

It's a part of our process. We know 

how to do it.

The way that we conceived of the guiding principles 

and community norms, we were very intentional 

about those two things. Guiding principles being one 

and community norms being another right there. 

They're very much together. And we've we've literally 

put them together in a very integrated way. And you 

even see the way that the guiding principles of your 

norms now are, um, outlined on the website and how 

we evolve them was that.

initially there wasn't buy in on 

articulating community norms 

- there was a longer name at 

the end to articulate how they 

come together.

names for matchmaking were collected 

in survey but that wasnt pursued bcs 

some people may not want to be 

connected to. the team were trying to be 

responsive about this. Probably, {   } sent 

emails about requests for connection, 

instead of directly setting up meetings.

The dream statement was the 

language that was in the original 

proposal (was given by the 

coordination team). the idea was 

to put that forth with the network 

to see if people resonated with it.

Still not clear if the {   } is up 

for discussion, if the input 

from people can be re-

integrated into that language 

and be shared back.

Were intentional on launching 

GP and CN to emphasize that 

this is not a static document, 

that we want to intentionally 

kepp revisiting it.

at some point three strands of work 

evolved from co-design, one being 

things to be done to make convergence 

happen. one of the ideas being evolving 

the website. with small changes it could 

make easier for people to connect to 

other projects. {   }

the power to move on the 

ideas that emerge from 

design process. part of it is 

capacity struggle. not every 

ide should or can be pursued.

pivot in timeline in the switch in 

leadership, which changed 

expectation about design's role. 

struggle to clarify expactations 

and a mutual understanding of 

the role.

the moment of 

renaming from process 

ot co-design was an 

important milestone.

in year one, the coord team was figuring 

out roles, including whether their role is to 

give direction to things. there was a mutual 

expectation to clarify prioroties and the 

direction. can we move forward without 

waiting for direction. this came up explicitly 

each time we were asked to facilitate 

network meetings.

unclarity around the diffuse leadership 

model on identifying priorities: the the 

dceision was to ask the network, their 

priorities and challenges. surveys, 

activities were developed to ask 

questions rather than articulating the 

priorities.

lack of clarity on whose role it is 

to pursue the emerging things. 

there is a matchmaking survey 

but not clear on who is 

supposed to put that together.

GP and CN: {   } lack of 

clarity on who fill follow up 

on these ideas. or defined 

capacity in the network to 

do these things.

GP & CN

Buy-in and 

leadership

Open-ended 

development of 

artifacts

FINDINGSTHEMES QUOTES

changes in managerial 

structure to be more 

decentralized - new 

diagrams

Unnamed area

Thematic Clustering of Interview Data


