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10 Knowledge plurality for greater
university-community permeability

Experiences in art and design from

fieldwork™

animhe Isha Beaulé, Elisabeth Kaine,
Etienne Levac, Anne Marchand and
Jean-Francois Vachon

Abstract: By relating the authors’ experiences in the field with institutions and within
indigenous communities, this chapter argues that knowledge plurality is required for
greater university-community permeability, reciprocity and transformation, and that
design can be a space to do so. When addressing the research obstacles, the authors
are trying to highlight how collaboration can be a relationship with different levels
and how addressing those obstacles within the university only makes the process of
community empowerment easier.

Keywords: Collaborative research, fieldwork, university-community permeability,
multiplicity, ways of knowing

Introduction

When addressing the pluriversal proposal of rejecting the modern and Western episte-
mology domination on the world (Escobar, 2018; Blaser, 2013; Stengers, 2007), set-
tler scholars often fail to truly consider the knowledge systems of Indigenous peoples
(Todd, 2016), hence undermining a true collaboration research process. Even so, the
pluriversal proposal is far from a goal in our sense; it offers new perspectives for
design practices. On this matter, Escobar is eloquent in stating, “Transitions studies
considers design as an innovative critical praxis, a particular form of knowledge-
practice that is in the spirit of transitions and the pluriverse’ (2018, p. 172). In this
chapter, the authors propose a reflection on university-community relationships and
reciprocity from the perspectives of knowledge plurality, particularly in the field of
design. This idea is addressed by presenting the authors’ voices and experiences as
non-Indigenous and Indigenous people. We, the authors, believe that as the first step
to truly engage in a university-community collaboration-based approach, we must try
to engage in a reflexive work in looking at our own experiences and thoughts reflexes.

The first section opens the discussion on how we are witnessing important changes in
the academic world regarding what we term the ‘university-community permeability’.
The second part of the chapter deepens the idea that moving away from the dictates
of a ‘unified science’ philosophy towards one that values pluriversal ways of produc-
ing knowledge and judging its validity (Weiler, 2011) opens spaces for imagining more
mutually enriching university-community exchanges. In the third part, based on extensive
fieldwork experience in art and design with Indigenous communities, the authors discuss
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the obstacles and possible incentives related to the integration of these ‘other ways’ of
knowing in academic research. Anecdotes in both parts of the chapter are used to illus-
trate shared ideas. This material is then discussed through the lens of different levels of
collaboration with the communities in a project. Finally, as an opening, the conclusion
suggests that design—as a relatively young discipline or meta-discipline—may be well
positioned to flourish by being especially permeable to a multiplicity of ways of knowing.

Towards greater ‘university—community permeability’

Over the past few decades, we have seen historical and well-defined boundar-
ies between research institutions and non-academic communities being challenged.
For example, knowledge mobilisation—where research outputs benefit knowledge
users outside academia—has significantly gained attention (Smith, 2012). In gen-
eral, the diverse forms of knowledge held by community experts and community
researchers are making their way into universities, contributing to this permeabil-
ity and, ultimately, to power negotiation in more diverse directions. This example
shows the contrast with the dominant ways of knowing established in academia by
including experiential knowledge (Baillergeau & Duyvendak, 2016), local knowl-
edge (Valkonen & Valkonen, 2018), Indigenous knowledge and procedural knowl-
edge or ‘knowing-how’, as defined by Ryle (1949). For instance, in health sciences,
rather than being an object of research, patients are considered partners, where their
experiential knowledge is acknowledged as valid research input. In the processes of
decolonisation, universities are invited to critically examine the hierarchy of knowl-
edge and recognise Indigenous knowledge systems that have been developed over
generations and that are grounded on individual and collectively learned experiences
(Nicholas, 2018), mostly on and with the land. Regarding procedural knowledge in
design research, discussions about design epistemologies support the legitimisations
of ‘knowing-how” or ‘knowing though making’ (Mikela, 2007).

Further recognition and legitimisation of such various forms of knowing and
knowledge are necessary for creating positive impacts within and outside academia.
However, by recognising the pluriversal proposal of different and ‘other’ ways of
enacting our modern world (Blaser, 2013)—and so as to be aware of the thought
mechanisms resulting in our constant perpetuation of the same onto-epistemology
hierarchy we criticise—we must have the consciousness that we are also this ‘oth-
erness’. From a critical standpoint and regarding Indigenous critical scholarship in
particular, while academia tends to include theories that are trying to recognise this
‘other’, we are still failing to create the conditions for ‘intellectual presence as Indige-
nous peoples within its very own bricks-and-mortar institutions’ (Todd, 2016, p. 10).
According to Todd, who offers a critical and different ontological perspective on the
notion of the pluriverse and the trend of ontological turn in a broader sense, such an
encounter requires negotiations between worlds and realities that must go both ways
and beyond a simple reference to Indigenous theories to achieve people’s full partici-
pation and account for their knowledge systems.

In collaborative research, creating the optimal conditions for the encounters of
different ways of knowing involves recognising these different forms of knowledges
in their own terms, which include those that exist outside the walls of university
institutions. That being said, as a way to introduce the next section, where the
authors share anecdotes from fieldwork to illustrate and nurture reflections on
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Figure 10.1 Okacic (walleye) fillet. Credit: Etienne Levac.

the obstacles and limits of knowledge systems, it seems pertinent to start by shar-
ing a small example. In our sense, it highlights interesting elements as part of this
reflection on the hierarchies of knowledge systems: those of context, utility and
standpoint. During a research project taking place in the community' and on the
traditional territory of the Atikamekw Nehirowisiw Nation (one of the ten First
Nations of Québec), one of the authors of this chapter, Etienne, who is not Indig-
enous, follows an Atikamekw collaborator on their fishing activity. He attempts
to help by preparing the fish they caught (Figure 10.1); however, although he tries
his best, he makes many mistakes. His collaborator tells him with humour, ‘For a
researcher, you don’t know that much!” Etienne adds, ‘In that moment, I truly had
a glimpse of the value of different forms of knowledge and that there, I was essen-
tially a child; in a constant learning process’. This small interaction between Etienne
and a member of the community can seem commonplace, but it holds an important
aspect of the pluriversal that impose the Western epistemological framework as a
knowledge benchmark for the rest of the world. As Stenger states, ‘Slowing down
reasoning creates the occasion for a small new sensibility regarding the problems
and situations that mobilize ourselves’ (2007, p. 45). In this sense, the consider-
ations in Etienne’s anecdote interact with questions such as the following: How can
we engage in truly collaborative community-based research when we are not able to
do a simple task in the daily life of the community with whom we work? How can
we engage with a different onto-epistemical? than ours without devaluating their
importance along the process of collaboration?
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Anecdotes from the fieldwork: caught between the tree and the bark

As mentioned earlier, this section highlights the obstacles and possible incentives
related to the integration of these ‘other ways’ of knowing in academic research.
Its content draws on the experiences of the authors through their participation in
various art and design activities, including those of the La Boite Rouge VIF (BRV),
an Indigenous nonprofit organisation (NPO) that was cofounded in 1999 by Elisa-
beth Kaine (author), which aims to preserve, transmit and value both Indigenous
and non-Indigenous community cultural heritage through a consensus-building and
cocreation approach. As an NPO, BRV was created as the more ‘operational’ branch
of the design and material culture research group, an initiative led by Elisabeth as
a professor and researcher at the University du Québec a Chicoutimi. The content
of the discussion in this chapter also stems from reflections that emerged from the
UNESCO Chair in Transmission of First Peoples’ Culture to Foster Well-Being and
Empowerment, which was established in 2018. This chair’s mission is to promote
an integrated system of research, training, knowledge transfer and documentation in
the areas of education, well-being and culture with First Nations and Inuit people.
It facilitates collaborations between cultural experts, Indigenous knowledge holders,
university researchers and higher education establishments of Canada, the Americas
and the world. This action research structure was also founded by Elisabeth, member
of the Huron-Wendat First Nation.

Unlearning as the first step: knowledge considered an alternative for
one is the way of knowing for another

During an activity organised as by the UNESCO chair in which the BRV is highly
involved, M. Lucien St-Onge, Innu and a member of the Elders and Knowledge Keep-
ers Committee of the chair, addresses the university researchers involved as part of a
collective reflection around Indigenous research: “To get there, you must first unlearn
what you know. At the moment, it is not you who is listening to me, but all the con-
ditioning you have received’ (Kaine & Lavoie, forthcoming).

These words from M. St-Onge invite university researchers to unlearn to learn from
each other, to access one another’s knowledge and to obtain greater equality between
knowledge systems and university and community researchers. This requires us to
change our ways of doing and perceive our roles as university researchers as facilita-
tors that set a context and the conditions that allow for the emergence of a diversity
of knowledge during the entire process. It seemed relevant for the authors to mention
that the concept of unlearning in the context of knowledge production, as pointed out
by M. St-Onge, is actually the object of a significant body of academic publications
on the notion of discomfort and the process of unlearning (Boudreau Morris, 2017;
Le Gallo & Millette, 2019).

Nonetheless, the conditioning to which M. St-Onge is referring is profoundly rou-
tinised and institutionalised in our ways of learning and understanding. Elisabeth,
who has been involved for more than 30 years in various exhibition design projects
as an Indigenous commissioner, project director or been responsible for collabora-
tions with First Nations and Inuit, states that both museums and research institu-
tions do not escape this reality. Among the projects she has been involved in, as an
invited researcher for a significant national museum in Canada, she led an extensive
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Figure 10.2 Creative workshop—thematic modelling, strategies and museographic means at
the Matakan Camp in Manawan, 2011. Credit: La Boite Rouge VIFE.

concertation with the 11 Indigenous Nations of Québec as part of a new permanent
and reference exhibition on the First Peoples of Québec (Figure 10.2). This process,
financed by the Social Sciences and Humanities Research Council of Canada, was
intended as exemplary in terms of its collaboration; however, as we will discuss, this
exemplarity was not reflected as much as it should have been in the exhibition. The
concertation process allowed encounters with over 700 people and collaboration
with about 60 artists and cultural experts from various Indigenous Peoples (Kaine,
Kurtness et al., 2016). More than 2,000 pages of verbatim, 250 hours of video mate-
rial and more than 10,000 photos were collected. Based on oral tradition, the content
conveyed what the Nations had to say about their own histories and, most impor-
tantly, their contemporary reality. For an institution that relied primarily on aca-
demic ‘written’ knowledge to give credibility to its exhibitions, this approach turned
out to be highly destabilising. From Elisabeth’s perspective, this might have occurred
because of the museum’s personnel going back to their old ways of acting once she
let her guard down.

At the end of the extensive concertation and creation process that started in 2010
and that lasted over three years, very few recommendations from the makers were
followed by the institution. Few of the objects selected during the concertation were
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included as part of the exhibition, and it did not reflect what the individuals had
imagined over the years.

If, at the beginning, I thought the intent of working in a collective dynamic of
action with all the First Peoples seemed real, it was crumbling during the whole
process. Finally, an amount of decisions are taken internally; the institution fell
into it’s the compliance with its old reflexes on the first occasion: the centralisa-
tion of decisions, the ‘let’s do everything in the place of.

[...]

T was literally obsessed to find answers, reasons for this failure, which I wanted
to be a concertation process that was completely exemplary. [ would have wanted
to identify a single and fundamental cause—the one that would explain it all. But
it was rather a combination of small factors that created failure, and I found that
almost barder to accept, as they were, in general, easy to resolve: the personal-
ity of some, a lack of sensitivity regarding the Indigenous cause or wrongdoings
of colonialism for others, the unawareness of Indigenous cultures, the lack of
knowledge regarding consultation approaches, but also, and most importantly,
perbaps a lack of humility to stay behind the ones we are supporting for them to
represent themselves.

(Kaine, 2021)

The humility, which is discussed here as the capacity to stay behind (Kaine et al.,
2017), which was necessary to the legitimisation of different ways of knowing
and encountering this knowledge, is clearly expressed through the shared vision
of the Indigenous stakeholders of the UNESCO chair. During a long trip, canoe-
ists can alternate the one steering the boat according to the conditions in the
field. Following this image, leadership is shared based on the context and comple-
mentarity of expertise. Nonetheless, the main challenge remains not to fall back
into old reflexes. As powerfully illustrated by Mme Evelyne St-Onge, M. Jacques
Kurtness and M. Lucien St-Onge, members of the Elders and Knowledge Keep-
ers Committee of the chair, the metaphor of the cowalker—especially the one of
the canoeists—helps define a relationship based on alternatively sharing the lead-
ership between the university and the community researchers (Kaine & Lavoie,
forthcoming).

The answer is in the following action: circularity versus linearity

Nowadays, universities and funding agencies require the generation of knowledge
and activities that have a strong societal impact. Research impact is often expressed
through the idea of knowledge transfer, which can be criticised for being essentially
unidirectional. Rioux et al. (2006) propose moving from ‘knowledge transfer’ to
‘knowledge interfacing and sharing’ and the ‘coproduction’ of knowledge through
collaborative learning. According to them, this implies “[. . .] a shift from a view of
knowledge as a ‘thing’ that can be transferred to viewing knowledge as a ‘process of
relating’ that involves negotiation of meaning among partners’.

In a similar perspective, Anderson and McLachlan (2015) point out that ‘main-
stream knowledge production and communication in the academy generally reflect
the tenets of positivist research and predominantly embody hierarchical processes
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of knowledge transfer’ (p. 295). In contrast, according to Anderson and McLachlan
(2015):

A transformative research paradigm, which create social change, is rooted
in knowledge mobilization processes involving close collaboration between
researchers and community actors as co-enquirers as a part of a broader agenda
for progressive social change. They also involve communication strategies that
mobilize knowledge beyond those directly involved in the research process.

(p. 295)

The authors describe three key and nonlinear knowledge mobilisation strategies for
high impact research methods, communication and outcomes: transmedia to exchange
knowledge across a wide range of communication media, formats and platforms to
engage wider audiences; bridges to invite communication among diverse knowledge
communities by inviting, for example, people with different politics, sensibilities and
interests; and layering to communicate knowledge at varying levels of detail.

Why not undertake a collaborative approach from the start, where, step by step,
the project is completed together? If community members are stakeholders from the
start and contribute to the emergence of knowledge and solutions, there is no need
for ‘transfer’ at the end of the research because they are actors in the research. For
this to work, there cannot be a hierarchy of knowledge and epistemologies. Col-
laborative and cooperative approaches are key to successful knowledge mobilisa-
tion strategies. A model developed by members of the design and material culture
team, where eight levels of project collaboration applying to non-Indigenous and
Indigenous milieus are identified, is reported here (Kaine, Bellemare et al., 2016).
This scale allows us to reflect on how the appropriation of a project and transfer
of knowledge can be done in a unidirectional manner at the very end of a project;
alternatively, it can be a part of the project’s conceptualisation, in which knowledge
mobilisation is an integral part (Table 10.1). When located in the higher levels of
collaboration, the odds are higher of project appropriation and knowledge mobili-
sation. In this model, collective action—a project approach where the answer is in
the following action and where transformation occurs though reflective action—is
the goal of a true collaboration process. Ultimately, this approach would allow us to
move from a scale of collaboration to one of decolonisation. These tools have been
developed from the perspective that too often projects are coming to a community
in response to a problem. Solutions are designed and carried out by experts coming
from outside, and at the most, people are informed of it. It is a visual tool where
actors of the project can agree upon or evaluate the level of collaboration desired
in different phases of the project. Further, in section 4, this table will support the
synthesis and further reflections on knowledge sharing in relation to the degree of
collaboration in a project.

Rhythm and formats or the shock of the worlds

When the level of collaboration in a project is high and properly achieved, there is
a shock of ‘worlds’. However, if conversation and adaptation are constant and the
appropriate amount of time is taken, this creates conditions for the real participation
of all the actors in the project. Conversing must take time, and one should not expect



Table 10.1 Levels of desired collaboration in a cultural development project.

Level Description of the project proponent’s relationship with — Types of Dynamic of collaborative Resulting power for the
the community collaboration work population/community

7 The project proponent entirely hands over decision- Collective Decisions and actions Real power—the community
making and action- taking to the community, which action are entirely taken by the is in a position of authority,
therefore becomes the project proponent. community. and holds all of the decision-

making and action-taking
powers, becoming perfectly
self-reliant.

6 The project proponent oils the wheels of dialogue Consensus The project proponent Real power—the community
and teams up with the community as equals to make building and the community is as powerful as the
decisions and draw up an action plan. are experiencing a real proponent. The relationship is

encounter. The project a partnership.
proponent makes decisions
with the community.

5 The project proponent always seeks to dialogue and Negotiation The project proponent Relative power—the
argue with the community in order to make decisions enters into dialogue with community gains some
and take actions that are based on consensus and that the community, and takes power but isn’t in a position
aim for compromise. part in making decisions of equality with the project

and taking actions. proponent. So there is a
‘give and take’ of power
relationships.

4 The project proponent wishes to consult the community Cooperation The project proponent Relative power—dialogue is

and is committed to hearing the opinions that it
expresses in order to influence decision making and
action plans.

goes to the community and
aims to represent it (ideas,
concerns, aspirations) in the
decisions it will make.

established, the community
begins to have some power of
influence and persuasion, but
with no real influence over
decisions.

(Continued)
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Table 10.1 (Continued)

Level Description of the project proponent’s relationship with — Types of Dynamic of collaborative Resulting power for the
the community collaboration work population/community

3 The project proponent wishes to consult the community ~Consultation/ The project proponent goes  [llusion of power—the
about decisions and actions he/she has to make or take, Co-opting to the community, considers community has a power
while making no commitment to take this feedback its viewpoint, and decides of expression, but this
into account. If the project proponent makes no such instead of the community. expression, has no real impact
commitment, the strategy is ‘co-opting’—appeasing and is ultimately manipulated.
the community by raising hopes of involvement, which
in fact is illusory. Long-term co-opting may make the
community lose confidence that it can really influence
its own development. The resulting disillusionment may
lead to a reflex of passivity among citizens.

2 The project proponent makes an effort to inform the Information The project proponent goes ~ Absence of power—project
community about his/ her decisions and actions, wants to the community, gives ita  proponent’s goal is to ‘put
to ensure that the community fully understands them, message, and hopes it will forward.” Thus, no real
but does not ask for its opinion or acquiescence. The be fully understood. He/ dialogue takes place with the
information provided is nonetheless more objective she decides instead of the community.
than at the ‘communication level; the community can community.
thus form its own opinion and eventually respond and
seek dialogue with the project proponent.

1 The project proponent makes an effort to communicate ~ Communication The project proponent goes — Absence of power—the
his/her decisions and actions to the community, while to the community and gives ~ community is subjected to
not ensuring that the community has understood this it a message. He/she decides  decisions and actions that are
message. He/she shows a desire for contact with the instead of the community. imposed on it-the community
community, but isn’t open to any feedback from the is merely succinctly informed.
community. There may also be manipulation of the
facts presented in order to convince people. He/she
retains the power to decide and act.

0 The project proponent wishes to keep his/her power No agreement The project proponent Absence of power—the
and remain faithful to his/her work habits (vertical from the decides and acts instead community is subjected to
dynamic). He/she acts alone, without communicating community community. deci-tead of the sions and
with the community concerned by the project. or trust in actions that are imposed

the project on it—guardian/ward
proponent relationship.

Source: Kaine, Bellemare et al. (2016, p.39).
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quick answers. Jean-Francois Vachon (author), scientific director of the BRV, recalls
the following:

A crew was literally thrown out of a community because their framework was
too rigid. It was catastrophic. They wanted answers from the elders that would
fit within the two-minute clips they had predetermined; that they answer the
questions in two or three sentences, then they would cut them off. This highly
disturbed the elders, as they could not answer in their own ‘format’ in their own
ways.

Again, regarding the format, similar to what Nishnaabeg academic Leane betasamo-
sake Simpson has previously mentioned (Simpson, 2017), Etienne observes that when
he asked a question to the elders of the Atikamekw Nation, with whom he collabo-
rates, they often respond with a story. They take a different path to answer the ques-
tion: their own path. In their universe, the elders responding directly, answering with
oral tradition that works through narrative; in their system, they answer perfectly.
Elisabeth recalls that for the treatment of the 2,000 pages of verbatim mentioned
previously, it was necessary to avoid summarising the contents of the interviews, the
length of which was determined by how much time the interlocutors desired to give to
their answers; these interviews lasted between two and eight hours. A method inspired
by phenomenological reduction (Husserl, 1980) was developed with the main objec-
tive of concentrating on meaning rather than a summary tainted by the editor. The
aim is not to condense or summarise, but rather to extract its essence and meaning.

The question of formatting the research products presents a challenge. For instance,
when we start from a complete experience and process it in a linear way—a linear
narrative—we reduce and destroy something that is alive. The product can be suitable
for certain standards, but it does not correspond to decolonising approaches, and in a
wider sense, it undermines the multiple ways of apprehending the world. Ultimately,
the format of the research outcomes should be thought out with and by the people
during the fieldwork. Our deliverables as researchers are highly framed by the norms
and conventions that dominate the funding organisations. “We are caught between the
tree and the bark’ says Elisabeth when speaking about the pressures that are brought
by the reporting process and its formats, before saying with a laugh:

When we worked with members of a Guarani community in Brazil, we learned
afterwards that in their language, they named us ‘those who run with papers in
their hands’. We had about 10 weeks to wrap up everything, produce the contents
and deliverables and meet our commitments with the funding organisations. We
were trying to fit into a conception of time that was not the same as that of the
Guaranis.

Discussion: collaboration and trust as grounds for knowledge
interpenetration

Based on Table 10.1, it could be useful to think about a scale of knowledge sharing
or interpenetration anchored in the concept of collaboration between the stakehold-
ers of a project according to the different steps that constitute it. Such a tool could
allow all the stakeholders to together situate their potential contribution—or their
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projected position in the canoe—for each step of the project, all while supporting
trust-building. These intersubjective interactions, including knowledge sharing and
constant dialogue, are at the core of the trust-building processes needed for successful
collective action; these are also conducive to navigating multiple knowledge systems
and expertise interacting within the same project (Beaulé & Viinikainen, 2022).

In terms of knowledge interaction, in the seventh level, it is the community that
holds the intellectual leadership and project products, with their formats being deter-
mined by them during the whole process. To ultimately reach the seventh level of
collaboration, it may mean that you work in the coconstruction of transformative
knowledge and solutions at level 6 but within the perspective of level 7. This notably
resonates with the idea of cultivating humility while occupying the support posture
mentioned earlier. In levels 6 and 7, knowledge is considered a ‘process of relating’,
not as a ‘thing’. On the sixth level, where there is shared intellectual leadership, there
is the recognition that the knowledge considered as “alternative’ for one is the way of
knowing for the other. Knowledge mobilisation is an integral part of the project’s con-
ceptualisation. The format of the research outcomes is thought out with and by the
people during the fieldwork. Levels 4 and 5 are mostly about knowledge interfacing
and sharing. There is an account of pluriversal knowledge systems, but old and famil-
iar ways of doing are difficult to undo. It is important to remain vigilant to avoid the
dominant ways of knowing taking over again. In level 4, the community is especially
likely to carry the burden of translating their world into the prevailing meaning sys-
tems to be considered. Finally, if the project occurs in the community, the third level is
certainly the most critical and dangerous one because the community’s knowledge is
profited from and approaches that are defined from the outside are used. Indeed, the
risk of instrumentalising and appropriating knowledge from the community seems
particularly high because of an illusion of power and the possible establishment of
trustful relationships.

Conclusion

To conclude, we are now expected to produce academic knowledge that has impacts
on society or on transformative knowledge, but it is less clear how institutions are
being transformed by ‘knowing otherwise’. This chapter has stressed that recognising
and celebrating knowledge plurality is necessary for greater university—community
permeability, reciprocity and transformation and that design may be especially well-
positioned to do so. The chapter has underlined that know-how or practice knowledge
and experiential knowledge, being essentially tacit, are often seen as incompatible
with or even less valid than the traditional understanding of research (Niedderer &
Reilly, 2010), which contributes to exclusion and domination (Kamarck Minnich,
2005). From a broader view, the discussion in this chapter opens a reflection on the
asymmetry of relationships that are inadvertently perpetuated by the nature of the
research funding ecosystem in terms of leadership, retribution, output and liability.
It suggests the production of a model and tool that could facilitate an open dialogue
about knowledge leadership and interaction during the different phases of a collab-
orative project.

Finally, because designers are increasingly involved in projects that are anchored
within a community, design practice and research in such contexts seem to call for new
forms of competences and approaches that favour local actors to take charge. This may
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call, for example, for the integration of new contents in the curriculum of design train-
ing, including the approaches and postures that have been presented in this chapter.
Many of the ways of knowing discussed are not part of traditional documentation prac-
tices or of knowledge mobilisation in the academic world. Collaborative approaches
that rely on creation and creativity to ‘envision something that is not yet un existence’
(Niedderer & Reilly, 2010, p. 2) may represent an avenue supporting its access and
celebration, while enhancing research practice in creative disciplines and their epistemo-
logical foundations. One can consider that design can no longer draw on the model of
applied sciences, where practical knowledge is seen as the mere application of scientific
knowledge (Bousbaci, 2020) to circumscribe design epistemologies and postures as a
scientific discipline. As opposed to disciplines with long-established traditions, design, a
relatively young discipline or meta-discipline—which is notably seeing its epistemology
defined by established traditions and disciplines—may be well-positioned to flourish by
being especially permeable to a multiplicity of ways of knowing.
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Notes

* The authors of this text wished to emphasise the common authorship of this work and,
therefore, deliberately used the alphabetical order system.

1 The use of the term ‘community’ here is referring to the geographical location of Manawan
and people with whom Etienne has been collaborating.

2 This term is used to reflect how ways of knowing and our ways of enacting the world are
mutually re-enforcing themselves at the expense of other onto-epistemologies (Blaser, 2013).
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