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Abstract

In this article we focus upon some challenges oftidisciplinary teams working interdisciplinaryn research
for innovation of novel ICT applications. We sténg defining some general challenges of especialjias
scientists when working interdisciplinary. The fafated challenges are grounded in our personalrexmes.

In the next part of the article we focus upon redeanethods that are used when involving userkerrésearch

of novel ICT applications. We shortly describe ttiéferent methods and the value they have for $ocia
scientists, designers, marketing people and engingethe latest part of the article we argumehyyrom our
opinion, using this speculative research methodsling users can help facilitating interdiscipligavork.
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1 INTRODUCTION

As professionals we are increasingly finding we éhae cross traditional disciplinary and instituidn
boundaries, such as between academia and indbstriyeen science and design. We are sharing metratls
tools between disciplines, but it can be easy $e kight of the motivations and intellectual fourales of these

methods, the tacit knowledge at we bring to the&,and the wide variations in how the resultsieéstigations

and interventions are interpreted. We need to betiderstand these divergences, identifying p#fddut also

highlighting the creative and analytic opporturst@ this approach to working.

Y In this article we define ‘interdisciplinary’ antgnultidisciplinary’ as following: Interdisciplinary is an
adjective describing the interaction among two arendifferent disciplines. This interaction may ganfrom
simple communication of ideas to the mutual integraof organizing concepts, methodologies, procesiu
epistemologies, terminologies, data leading to myamization of research and education in diffeffitls of
knowledge (disciplines) with different conceptsyie, methods and data organized by a common effaking

on a common problem with continuous intercommuinecat(OECD, 1973)Multidisciplinary is a juxtaposition

of various disciplines, sometimes with no appareminection between them. E.g. mathematics + music +
history (OECD, 1973).
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This article contains many personal experience® foor own everyday work life. Therefore it seemgantant
to briefly situate ourselves. Laurence has beerkiwgrfor just over two years at Alcatel-Lucent Bedlbs in the
department for research on innovative applicatidheviously she studied sociology and interdisogoly
gender studies and obtained a doctoral thesisrmamication sciences. She experiences every dayinibao
try to do some ‘proper’ interdisciplinary work intelecommunication company. James has been wodsran
academic researcher in STS for over ten years, stfidies in electronics and STS, working as tlwasscience
researcher in a number of multidisciplinary pragegparticularly EC framework programme projectshwit
industry and academic R&I researchers. More regdrgl has been involved in collaborations with g
academics from design, architecture, geographyineegng and informatics conducting rather openeehand
speculative design-led research with no expectatigroducing commercial outcomes.

More and more boundaries are being crossed betvrestitutions and disciplines when researching for
innovatiorf in the field of novel ICT applications. Among othdntel, Nokia, Xerox, Google, Yahoo and Bell
Labs have decided to involve other professionatgtaipom engineers in their research work. Althosgpme
companies have been working with multi- or intecgiinary approaches for more than ten years, arcle
methodological interdisciplinary framework for inragion research within companies is still not defin The
added value of bringing together different diseipB is seen, but they cannot exactly point to tive &ind why's

of the value. Different ways of working thereforgist next to each other: a separated ‘human scé&nce
department in a company, multidisciplinary and ridigciplinary teams in a company, an engineeringmany
paying an academic social science research groagonsultant to do certain research.

There is a growing body of literature that focusesthe difficulties of work in multi- and interdigdinary

teams, citing issues of epistemological differefitg], conflicts of identity, group membership anditaral

capital [8], misaligning of concepts and termingld§], lack of openness to approaches and ideas fither
disciplines [10], power issues [13], structuraldeia and failure of management. However this typeafs is
constituted because it is recognised that theyingrskills and knowledge are necessary to concksearch for
innovation, in the same way as labour and knowledg#ivided in most other areas of human endeawier.
social scientists are concerned with interdiscgtinwork involving research with ‘users’. Our guestis not
only what difficulties can arise in interdisciplityawork involving research with ‘user’, but also athways the
methods and outputs of user research can act te magedisciplinary research successful.

This article is presented in three parts. First define some common challenges when working in
interdisciplinary ways. These challenges will Hasitrated with personal observations (Laurence)arduting
her first months work within Bell Labs, and will Is#uated in a broader discussion. Second, we suisgna
range of methods involving users that are usegatdative innovation research, and their valueditfierent
disciplines within a team. These descriptions arenfilated out of our work experiences. Third we aftempt

to formulate a way that user research can act@$domaking interdisciplinary research a success.

2 PROBLEM DEFINITION — SPECULATIVE RESEARCH FOR INNOV ATION

Innovation is a long and complication process —stant with research and then development, butllystzékes
many years, and passes through many hands befomnbey a successful innovation. Research into new
applications of ICT is therefore not looking to pide definitive answers, but to explore the undatias of the
world, and the possibilities of change producedbrgging together people and technology in noveysvaVe
term this “speculative research for innovation’peasulative since it's inventive and involves imagqfutures
different to the present; research, since it ingslgcientific methods and the exploration of thienemn and the
novel; and innovation, since it is directed at infiong and stimulating innovation.

In this paper we address work done in researchgeamducting speculative research for innovatida imovel

ICT applications. This work is not primarily aimatl producing new products or services — that isnthek of
development teams drawing on research and more dilmteebusiness needs. Research is more open-ended,
experimental and uncertain. Research is about gskiestions, formulating problems based on thosstaqns,
search for ways to answer those questions, anglysiaults and exploring how those problems might be
addressed. It sometimes produces some type of answihe form of a technical artefact, a businpEm, a
report on human activity or a new analytic framekvor theory.

2 Research conducted with the aim of stimulatingnésrming technology based innovation. It is ofseen as
research-led innovation, although this makes aerégsumptions about how and when innovation agtuall
happens.



Penny [12] suggests that many people trained ityaoalisciplines, such as much of engineering (vare
applied scientists) are less equipped to formuteslems, but focus very much on providing solwi@nd
answers (generally in the form of an artefact).

It is not surprising then that speculative resedftdt involves the speculative attempts to bringetber
technology and people is difficult to integrateoirthe still existing dominant V-model for innovatiavithin the
engineering methodology. Until recently, the psscased to develop an innovative application wasidered
a linear process. After a process of requiremespsuce, specifications are defined, then developrota lab
mock-up and then the design and implementatiom®fQUI design. The designer community has adotisd t
software development process; they integrate dewsighods and user tests in the different definegldpment
phases of the V-model (UCD Design research cy@leis is probably the core reason why the extensicime
engineering team with designers happens relativahoothly. Currently the more and more software
development is using the agile programming methagiplinstead of the traditional ‘heavyweight’ softea
development methods, like the waterfall method wheneloping new ICT applications [2]. This iter&tiv
process creates opportunities for social scientstde involved not only in ‘requirements captuteit to
influence the development process during diffestagies of the programming work.

There are generally four main disciplines broughtbear in research on speculative applicationsGi: |
engineering, design, social science (e.g. anthogggland business development. Each has it ownoapprto
formulating questions and providing answers, medhagically, cultural and even philosophically. Thalso
have different tendencies to reflect on these mest We first start with some general reflectiopom
interdisciplinary work before we focus upon therusgated methods.

3 THE CHALLENGES OF INTERDISCIPLINARY WORK

Interdisciplinary teams have a hard job. Visitimgkmown grounds and communicating with all thesergers is
rather painful. Anbar [1] names the researchergltiiis sort of work ‘bridge scientists’. His degtion of four
types of bridge scientists (the adventurous onles, rmarketing ones, the problematic ones, and the le
enthusiastic ones) sounds very familiar lookinghgt(Laurence’s) own team.

The feeling to be a minority is normal when you ane. There is a chance one can be tolerated baicnepted
by the group. The good thing is that you don’t heoveompete with the others on their disciplines #ad thing

is that you cannot do your job properly when yow awvot part of the group. The first challenge of
interdisciplinary work is becoming part of the gpou

When entering Bell Labs as social scientist | kepiary to reflect upon my experiences. Now, twargdater |
re-read the diary and analysed it in the conteXinafing the challenges of interdisciplinary wotkwill quote

from my diary to clarify some of our ideas. | startadmit that all of the challenges | encounteaethe start of
my work are still there.

When | wrote this for example, | was wondering hioeould ever become part of the group, if non-eagis
were perceived as this:

“A remark by J. was very funny, he said 'even peagn use it'. And that's what it is. They want it
simple and intuitive. But is this what people waAt’™d aren't engineers also people?” (16th October
2006 — my 18 day at Bell-Labs)

In the next pages different challenges of inteiglstary work will be described and will be illusted by my
diary quotes.

3.1 The feeling of misusing research methods

After many years of academic study and applicatidncarefully developed and argued social research
methodologies, it can be hard to enter an indusg&earch environment where concepts and methedsicked
up and tossed around like toys on the beach.

“Co-creation and what it means there is here naavtédtk. However, sometimes very much from the
angle 'we use the ideas of the users'. But wdl/thlso ensure that the users-designers gap may be
deleted without stereotyping groups? Or is the taiput people in clearly defined boxes? ” (4th beto
2006)



“The day started with a talk with the usability émer who gave me a pile of information on prior
studies that have happened in the team. | think thmain very strong on the high-level interfaceas
layer on top of the application rather than on dpplication. But it was very kind of him to share
information with me. A real overview of questionres used, methods, research, etc. is not available,
and the once | saw where far from scientific carre¢10th October 2006)

“Yesterday it was clear that the interview procégsuniversity is using, is not very scientificskems

to me that the staff of the university togetherwitte engineers of Bell-Labs are too close involived
the user-research. They are so intertwined thet very difficult to do research | think. Maybe the
should change to participatory observation as éaut But of course the power relationships are very
strong. It is an impressive project, but it seemme almost more something for a marketing company
to launch than to do with academics and engineé6th October 2006)

When working in an interdisciplinary team we arariihig methods and tools between disciplines, becait be
easy to loose sight of the motivations and intéllacfoundations of these methods. We often hagdehlings
we are denying our own discipline. This is not ewit] but it starts getting really difficult when ieel that a
scientist from a different discipline is using ‘borethods in another (‘wrong’) way.

3.2 Different feelings about time

As social scientists we are learned to work in aede cycles that can take different years. Thisnsee
contradiction with the time schedule of creatiomofel ICT applications in R&Il. Eyes can look rgadhocked
when you tell researchers in industrial innovatiesearch that you need two years to do your relsedigou
dare to tell anyway.

“Trials must be done in three months, focus graupriviews, surveys, ...are these useful methods to
implement something that does not exist? | fearlthall not be able to explain that for 'good’ ewtific
research you need more then three months.” (5tbb@ct2006)

“What | hate is that everything should go so quicklow do you do user research if you have 14 days
to prepare? How can you say something about reseeinen you barely have time to analyze them?
How can you master the methodology used if you aohave time to read? Or do a proper literature
study before you start your research.” (20th Noven#906)

Doing interdisciplinary research where we can ldasm each other means that a certain alignmetitrimg of
the research happens. Because the core of theakestill is to develop new applications and engiseare most
often in the majority, other disciplines are sumEb® adjust to their timing. The fact that the@lepment of the
ICT application, the software development partidylahas a total different timeframe then maingtnesocial
sciences research makes the use of certain mephollematic or impossible.

3.3 Starting from no-thing

As social scientist we have learned to explain ywrcision we take during our research. We shoaidis
advance why we undertake certain steps in ceriegetibns. But when doing speculative research difficult
to justify what you are doing when you do not ngalhderstand it: understanding in advance is notgd
needed, you change by doing

“But everything is innovation, even the technoladyes not yet exist. So combining other existing
technologies makes the prototypes, weird, I'm useexamine existing things. | am not visionary, |
never was. It points to a form of arrogance, whidare not. Alla, but we will see.” (9th OctoberQH)

As social scientist we are not used to ‘inventingiwv things. This is far more the case for researgjineers.
Just the choice to be such kind of engineer makes tinterested in creating or inventing new apfilices.
Knowledge about existing technological trends aralst seem important when looking at the future. $amial
scientists this is a domain where they are stranger



3.4 Compromising your discipline away

The academic world in general is most often nohesiastic about interdisciplinarity, social scistgi in
academia have another bias, and they seem tolimmdise of their research methods for applied seeias
inferior. An ‘applied science’ version of the sdoigy or communication discipline for example dog¢sXist, or
as Bouwen calls it: there is a need for commurooati engineering [3] . The result is that you, ogyoe are
employed in the industrial world, are rapidly alésd from the academic world because you no loogeform
to the standards of the discipline.

“The question is how you can get respect withinabademic or scientifically world, combining it Wit
speed of research in Alcatel. The only possibiktyo formulate the clear boundaries of the rededtc
will then need some puzzling to get publicationstmrget something fundamental new of research
results”. (20th October 2006)

“Also discovered that discussing with other braanaeally be fun, very tiring, but fun if there is
openness from others. Translating the thinking iodets into communication about thinking about
people and how complex and unstructured it happéos. | know that on the one hand | must be aware
not to limit my thinking with 'their' thinking. Butan you talk to each other if you don't even krbeir
language? And is it still possible to think freélyou do understand them? Or do you get too much
limited by their thinking in models? | am wonderih{8rd November 2006)

Linked to 3.1 these quotes formulate the importasfcgtaying in contact with your own discipline. tNamly do
we, as researchers, need the feedback and accemtfaar research by our disciplinary colleagues,nged to
stay up-to-date with the existing body of liter@tuWWe should be professionals who are stronglyrgied in a
particular discipline, having satisfaction in terwfsscientific curiosity and recognition by theiegrs. But we
cannot only stay in our discipline; we have to srberders if we want to work interdisciplinary.

3.5 Modelling and processing the world

The other members of the team have particular adbeait what type of results they want from userasede For
example, the business developers want figures tie \&rbusiness case, or stories to sell their qusceThe
designers and engineers want models of how peopl, vand material to write a complete and hermetic
scenario to draw up requirements.

“They put the idea of a new application in a scenahen they make a comic about what happens in
different interaction steps to understand and they start to write an architecture. So this mehas

on the basis of that story about a loving coupl&sciinology gets developed? That planning totally i
advance is strange. Isn't it possible to implensarhething already without planning everything in
advance?” (17th October 2006)

“Mental models? Where the hell are they talkingd#BoExists there a mental model of a man or a
group of people? Can everything be put in a moteih give them 1000 models, but a model is always
only one possible representation of a process;tsirel or mechanism? It never tells the truth, bloy ve

it thought that everything needs to be in a modaapture? And is everybody eagerly waiting fos thi
model to be formulated by me before they go on? #tfange birds still here and sometimes very
frustrating.” (31st October 2006)

“Another problem is the marketing side. How candka it clear that marketing and sociology are very
far apart? | cannot promise to make a 1 millionoezaise, | can only investigate what and how things
happen. | can no way tell whether people will wempay or not, and how much. Not my questions.”
(31st October 2006)

It is clear that cognitive models of action are wety appropriate in research for innovation of €lolCT

applications. Authors like Suchman [13] and Leighrg5] were namely very convincing in their vision the
importance of particular circumstances and situatgbns because of the fact that significancesrtaffacts are
related to the circumstances of their creationthed use.



What became clear when observing the new teamiViedrin was that with ‘classical’ use of socialesties
methods we would never achieve the goal of innowatf novel ICT applications. From the other team
members there was also not much interest in readouial science literature, research reports | evrat
theoretical discussion. The encounter point of different disciplines in their work was mostly falinvhen
using creative methods. Brainstorming, the uséef@OCD bo%that divides a brainstorm in a divergence and
convergence phase, inspiration cards... this wers tbat without problems were used and were peeceas
inspiring by all team members. Also when workinghwviisers these methods were successful. The preblem
mostly arise when (a prototype) of the novel agian was set-up in a ‘real environments’ for cneat
purposes. The reasons for this will be multiplestable prototype, no proper GUI, too much focusttos
technology from the users-side, a gap between wsats are thought to be able to do and really carthe
narrowness of the prototype (mostly only some festare integrated in the prototypes). But crégtseems to
be from major importance when doing speculativeaesh, it uses another then the disciplinary laggutools
and forms.

4 THE CREATIVE TEAM

My (James’) more recent experience, after doingtidistiplinary work with engineers, was to work sy
with other researchers more used to working in digciplines of design and engineering for design.
Unfortunately | did not manage to keep a reseaiatyd. although latterly we did take to recordingle® blogs

of the outcomes of our meetings.

The principal issue | found was to move into a sfao/e design world, but in a team that was toetween
playing with new technologies, developing new aggilons and exploring social science research teeme

4.1 From observation to intervention

A key approach in the academic-design world | (Jgnfieund myself was the ‘intervention’. This gerira
involves creating some sort of out-of-the-ordinavent, such as placing an object in a public placéringing

people together to experience something unusudiadt elements of performance — the ‘artist’ desites
intervention, but what is sought is the reactiofisthwmse who wittingly or unwittingly participate ,irand

therefore are co-creators of, the intervention.yTiray be observed, filmed or interviewed, or eveked to
make more active contribution. My first experieneese with a group of 30 academics from many diseas,

holding research events in ‘non-places’ a DIY sefmee and an airport, where we talked to staff argtomers,
made presentations, played games and tried to uodkr the skin of the place. Part of these evenslved

minor transgressions, which nearly got some amested the production of large numbers of photogsagnd
videos. While | found these events interesting atichulating, but certainly not a research methodpite

having elements of participant observation, inemwand design, it became clear that for many ppatits this
was a perfectly valid method, and could be thesbafsa whole research paper.

This project was considered so successful by funtteat a new project was funded that was basecdrthe
concept of research by design, and ‘designer wopsh- interventions that would involve the cargfldnning
of in depth design sessions that were intended rasreterventions than opportunities to produce kingr
designs. However the planning and doing of intetioes was challenging methodological for me, as esame
brought in with expertise in talking to ;'users’ ¢meir use of technology. | had to do a great aéakork to

make the practice fit in with my ideas of how téktéo people with other ideas of the ‘active usand co-
creation. There was no space for long user trjafg, short (2 hr to 2 week) experiments, wheredhomes
were not meant to be careful evaluations of theefisnand problems of a particular system, but ieas and
directions for subsequent explorations. We did remede formal ‘user research’, but | was particalzallenged
by the project leader suggesting that — we needamar research — lets get some people into ‘Seldfeicand

get them to talk about it for a few hours.

Eventually | managed to situate myself much moreola of facilitator, and active participant. | fodi myself
asking the other team members to step back froraaheersations with the user-designers, as theg algvays
tempted to interrupt and put their own ideas irhaitt listening. There was a constant tension overrole —
when should we be observers, and when should leediala dual role as designers and as observers.

% For more information on the COCD box: www.cocd.¢irgDutch).



| am not convinced of the value of much of the extitd ‘user data’, but at the same time, satisfiti
changing my skills and using the experience to kgvenuch strong ideas on the possibilities of inirgg
‘users’ in speculative research.

5 PRODUCTION AND USE OF KNOWLEDGE ABOUT ‘USERS’

This paper situates the issues of interdisciplinaoyk in the context of research into novel applass of new
technologies, and in particular around practiced tieing potential users and knowledge about uséssthe
development process. It is therefore useful to &amwithin a model of the role of users in designd
development. We use the Social Learning in Innovesipproach [15] and a concern for the representafi the
user [14].
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Figure 1 Sources of Representations of Users [15]

Information about potential users of future produid very important, both practically, and symballig.
Development groups have many sources of user ifiom - some from past experience, some from tirec
work with potential or proxy users, and others frpemsonal or professional constructions of whatsiaee like
and may or may not require. Speculative researdeamology application is rather different frongque@ements
based research, where suppliers can work with knewstomers to develop requirements, and work viigmit

to fine tune them. Speculative research departs frisions of technology or the world, and attentptengage
with both in rather experimental processes. Thersisare initially unknown, and potential users chao
identify, and often hard to engage with. It ighis sort of R&I that interdisciplinary teams anepiortant.

While R&D staff can attempt to ‘go and ask what pleowvant’, it is equally likely that technology ddepers

will observe: ‘people do not know what they wantisi not worth talking to them — just invent somethand
persuade them to buy it!" This is what Limonard & Idoning [6] call the dilemma of user involvemeeichuse
users cannot always articulate their expectatianpredict what they expect to do with certain desicor
applications Of course in many respects it is trmest of us do not know what we want in terms ofeav
technological product or service that departs fr@ry established existing provision. However, tggast that
therefore we should not, or need not engage witpleewho might use our services and products isuidus.

The predicatory value is not the only value of ussearch. Human-centred design techniques, Reogiirss
Engineering and Marketing techniques are of codnsetechniques of designs and engineers and bssines
analysts that are deployed to actually do this.

We engage with potential users, because in thedwofl uncertainty, and often unsuccessful innovation
knowledge about ‘users’ is seen as very valuabid, leas great currency within innovating communifigls
being passed around departments and up hierarhiegorm or corroborate decisions, and to illusréhe
veracity of business plans and future prospectsadfical artefacts.



“The boss told me that with the innovative applimas they doesn't want to repeatedly adjust themal
buyer of 40-50 years, but want them for differentiances available. They want to convince the
business division of the usefulness of that apptoaby doing user research. My job is partly to
develop a methodology to investigate this”. (3rd/Blmber 2006)

However, as the figure above illustrates, therenzaay sources of knowledge about ‘users’ [15]him hands of
different professionals, derived from a range airees. As social scientists we hope we have sfieeand
moderated methods to obtain, assess and use krgenddxbut the people we study, but it is dangeroassume
that we have a monopoly over this sort knowledgeyroduce the sort of knowledge that is actuallyfuls Even
if we do, there is a clear problem with our abititycommunicate this knowledge to those outsidedisaipline.

5.1 Let’s go and talk to the user

We have both had the challenge of working in mdikkiplinary teams, doing ‘interdisciplinary worlcharged
with providing knowledge about ‘users’, but havitw fight for the space to produce it adequatelyd &m
manage its use.

At its simplest we can say about taking users énrésearch cycle: “lets all go an talk to usermsntive will have
a shared understanding of their problems and be tabtome up with some solutions”. In practice #mebry
this is highly problematic and raises lots of gites, it also let us question our own skills andfessionalism.
What is the role of social scientists if engine@lssigners and business developers can talk te daerctly?
Have we been educated for four years or more ind@gipline, just for something everybody can davAf
not, how can we explain our added value?

And when the other way around, when people thiak the job of talking to users should be deleg&besbcial
scientists who will supply them with material on ieth to work, is also problematic.
Social scientists are generally trained to studypfe while other disciplinarians are not (with eats for market
research and human-centred design). But how caexplain there are lots of questions without ansywarshat
answers are much more complex then they like them?

“I have a feeling that | didn't even had to defemglresearch proposal. But | don't trust it. Nowythee
sending me 1000 more research questions | shosldearin my research. How can | make them clear
this is impossible? ” (17th October 2006)

When we look more concrete at the doing of researelsee that each disciplinary has different methafd
engaging to ‘users’, if they have methods at allege will often be very different, to do with treig, goals, and
required outputs (e.g. marketing surveys need nuritbgo into business models, design ethnographées
concepts and ideas to stimulate design, enginesd to identify problems to solve and requiremémtatisfy).
Getting different team members to work togethdikidy to be tricky. So how can we use the samehoein a
satisfactory way that works for the different dizies? The choice of a method is, from our opinimsed on
the research questions. But this is not the opiofahe whole team.

“I received more comments on the slides that | sttbdy which is good. But they are not necessarily
from the corner that | expected. Starting from aesle questions is clearly not the normal course of
business here. The non-technical research theyrdidnow, | think, was particularly creative, atitey
also did some usability research. Both are impgrtaut it doesn't stop there of course.” (20th ®eto
2006)

But we see that very often a method is choserbesause researchers liked it, not out of a decisianthis is a
valuable method for finding the answer on particusearch question. And although different methoas
sometimes be used, it is also the question howgedtu

5.2 Choice of methods and value of outputs

When doing interdisciplinary work involving usersspeculative research into novel ICT applicatisesdraw
on methods used in design, marketing and sociahsei such as cultural probing, participative ols#wn,
participative design/co-design, scenario buildinthwsers, long interviews, focus groups, surveys then use
this data to build models, create personas, teliest, create scenarios, develop theory and exggoirements.



These methods have very different time scales g-term engagement with a community using multiple
methods versus an afternoon in the park with a canMost non-social scientists have not had rebeaaining

or experience to develop good fieldwork technigaed therefore incorporate existing social sciemethods
‘badly’. (Wynne [16] gives a good example on heodl “the way designers discovered ethnography as a
“method” without adopting the premise behind ethiap@ry: social context is everything, not just atrafactor

that can be bolted on, but ultimately has to begdes out”). This does not necessarily mean theyoaget
something out of the experiences, and we cannoh l[féam them either. And for sure social scientiate
usually not good at engaging with inventive praagiof the respondents and here we can learn aoluot the
practices of designers.

In the following we look at the relationships anatputs of investigations and interventions conddidietween
fields of practice and knowledge, and suggests wags they can be overcome, methodologically and
practically. The methods used for user-involvedeaesh appear to be similar, but the training inirtiise,
expectations of outcomes, and use of the experiandeesults can be quite different. In the follogvtable we
make a first step in creating an overview of thesnammmonly used research methods and the genesaligsl

for the different disciplines. There is a need éttdr define and understand these divergencedjfidpitfalls, to
create the possibility to also highlight the creatand analytic opportunities of these approachesdking.



Method

Description

Comments

Outputs

Value for disiplines

Cultural probes

Designer technique, creative
contextual investigation method.

Do things that SS would take for grante

d. Pictuoesutiful probe
material, drawings, movies

SS: generic info

B: nice visual material for in presentations
E: not really interesting nor useful

D: love it

Participant Observation

Contextuel investigation. Observing
practices in naturalistic environment|
Aiming at giving new viewpoints to
the topic.

Not valuable without literature research
in advance. Very time consuming and
sometime hard to negotiate access,
especially when in private or sensitive
environments

Pictures, diaries, discussions,

SS: core metfurds depth study and
theory development
B: not very valuable
E: reality check
D: background material > designer like it mofe
to work with (individual) people, and if
observing, then in lab context.

Participative design / co-design

Taking seriously input of ‘users’ —
tapping into non-expert’s ability to
invent and imagine possibilities of

Usually limited to generating ideas by
users (e.g. by brainstorming) to use
during the use case definition phase or

Paper prototypes, pictures, ided

S

SS: type ofgiaatit observation, but worries
about influencing process.
B: nice visual material

technology. new ideas on design level rather than gn E: new ideas (for features)
application or experience level. D: new design ideas
Scenario building with users Business and engineering tool to Involves choosing limited number of scenarios SS: seem simplistic and reductionisttdon
define requirements, offer simple factors (e.g. 2) and organising ideas and know what to do with it

range of choices and means to
balance risks and potential.

data. If done quickly cannot incorporate
careful researched information

B: need it to define business model and
choices

E: use it for requirement definition

D: Imagination tool

Long interviews

Qualitative Social Science method.

Very time-consgmespecially when
wanting to analyse it properly

Texts, quotes

SS: research report exploring mgarand
practices through talk.
B: quotes for use in business pitch
E: over complex material
D: useful insights, but not creative, visual or
tactile

Focus groups

Marketing and now Social science
method bring a range of ‘users’
together. Can be a panel of
unknowns, or people who know eac
other well (e.g. family).

Hard to run, and limited in what it can

cover, but very illuminating as ideas,

practices etc. are challenged in group §
h not by researcher.

Recordings, videos, texts

nd

SS: explore meaningsafiechative
perspectives
B: get range of views and opinions quickly
E: get range of views and opinions quickly,
especially on experiences with prototypes
D: as above

Interventions Creating events or objects that woulf A strong design element, very much Texts, videos, images SS: Not a usual method, $ed in Action
not normally be part of an aimed at stimulating the critical and Research, or in asking for Interpretations of
environment or everyday activities ip inventive of the participants, but unlike texts, images.
order to challenge participants , cultural probes, often done in dialogue B: very vague, not as concrete as direct
stimulate critical thinking and with the creator. Can be lengthy to set up feedback on products
conversations. and analyze. Actually similar to user E:
testing, but not focused on validating the D: an important human-centred design method,
object. drawn from the arts.
Surveys Quantitative Social Science method Very expentivdp, therefore often Report, statistics, models SS: find it interestiviten representative pari

done on small scale, useless output the

n.

of the population is studied.

B: love it, numbers is what they want
E: believe it, it's a model

D: mostly used for usability research




6 USER RESEARCH AS TOOL FOR INTERDISCIPLINARY WORK

There are a number of ways to make interdiscipjinraams successful. Important are bridging of thpsgin
understanding and forming common purpose and ige@f course bridging occurs to a large degreeeddmg

on the team members. Interdisciplinary work neesitai kinds of people, with an open mindset anibsity.

In some ways this is unfortunate, since it meaasititerdisciplinary is not structural to innovatiprocesses of
organizations or consortia. At a more structureelea bridging management approach is necessary. Th
manager must not only be a good interdisciplinatian/herself. They must ensure a culture whereether
respect for other viewpoints and a willingnessrigage in dialogue and openness and exchange isrageal.

But we suggest that it is possible to facilitatédging using research on users. While much of theva
discussion is rather negative, complaining of idelming of methodology and its replacement wigbtniqué,
we also see some positive aspects of bringing retseéth people or ‘users’ into interdisciplinarysearch.

- Everyone in a team can engage with users, and we kinat each does it for different reasons and with
different expectations and intellectual resourtes,it is none the less a shared process, andeuimikrnal
factors such as vision or goals, user researchy binirihe voice of people from outside, whose voicas
considerable value and force.

- Doing research with users opens up the world opfgedVe are confronted with certain users with whom
in everyday life we possibly would never have cont@he fact that we do this with the whole teankea
discussions possible that start from the same .

- We can learn a lot by evaluating together the mekedone. In that way we hear what others found
interesting, what it means to them and the worly e doing and the way they interpret certainviis.
In that way we can get more respect for each athietérpretations.

- Speculative research with users makes things happery from theoretical constructions. The teanugho
work together to make this happen and when it goesg, the users will be the victims. The doing
together, and the doing-together-for-the-user my makes the feeling of working together on sorimggh
strong, but also the feeling that there will beeal user’ somewhere, somehow.

- Finally we can educate each other methods by d@nd, maybe we can generate new methods that are
more useful for the different disciplines.

7 FUTURE RESEARCH

This paper wants to stimulate debate on the subfectethods, and better able researchers in olgr tiiework

more effectively in multidisciplinary teams that tkdbetween users and developers of new technolagids
services. We know that a lot of literature on idisciplinary work and on disciplinary (research) thuels

already exists. But more research is needed ordhwination of involving users in speculative reshaand
innovation of novel ICT applications.

In this article we have taken a closer look todbecrete everyday doing of research in multidisc#ply teams.
We see this article just as one step in the dveati§ more knowledge on this topic. We aim to a enarofound
discussion and more knowledge on the use of sp@milaesearch methods in a satisfactory way for all
interdisciplinary researchers on novel ICT appimad.
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