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Abstract 

The purpose of this intrinsic qualitative case study was to curate an operationalized 

school design framework connected to participatory design theory by teachers with 

students in a public-school setting. The aim of this study was to design an evidence-based 

framework for teachers to use with students when engaging in a co-design classroom, 

program, or school. The observable problem that led to this this study was youth are not 

involved in classroom, program, or school design. As a case study, the researcher 

observed and curated over a 15-day period an instantiation of a public middle school 

technology education teacher co-designing their classroom with students in the 

Midwestern US states. Fourteen student interviews were completed, classroom activities 

were audio and video recorded, and the teacher-participant was interviewed on three 

different occasions during the study. Several patterns from the study emerged. Students 

were engaged by activities and disengaged by lectures. The constraint and issue of time 

repeated throughout the study. A trusting, imaginative, effective, and flexible teacher was 

necessary to carry out the co-designed classroom. The findings from the study led to the 

development of the collective co-design framework, which has five evidence-based 

components and two theoretical extensions. The study adds to scholarly research by 

extending the participatory design theoretical framework to the student level in a school.  

Keywords: participatory design theory, student academic engagement, social cognitive 

theory, collective co-design framework, agency, K12, public school, middle school 
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CHAPTER ONE: OVERVIEW OF THE DISSERTATION IN PRACTICE PROBLEM 

Introduction and Background 

 How public schools are funded, governed, and managed is a political process 

involving tax revenue leading to resource allocation (McDonald, 2011). Several 

disruptions have entered the K12 industry and marketplace impacting how youth are 

raised, educated, and experience daily life. One of those disruptions is the concept of 

charter schools. The first charter school law was passed in Minnesota in 1991 (Nathan, 

1997). The passage of this law allowed for new schools to be created through a contract 

with a governing board and an authorizer (Henry, 2017). Forty-three states and the 

District of Columbia currently have a law allowing for charter schools to be established 

and maintained (Ziebarth, 2016). Although charter schools allow for parents, community 

members, and non-profit organizations to plan a new school based on an identified need, 

there have been few schools that have incorporated students into the design process. This 

study aims to design an evidence-based school design framework for teachers to use with 

students to create a new learning space – in this case – a public charter school. The 

researcher has professional experience working in charter schools managed by school 

districts and worked as a school developer to plan and then open a school. It was the 

intersection of professional experience and ambition to co-design a school with youth that 

caused questions to formulate about the reasons for school, the learning process, and 

student academic engagement.  

 The researcher worked as a teacher in student-directed project-based learning 

schools in which leadership development and agency of the student were highly valued. 

In describing agency Bandura (2001) stated the following:  
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To be an agent is to intentionally make things happen by one's actions. Agency 

embodies the endowments, belief systems, self-regulatory capabilities and 

distributed structures and functions through which personal influence exercised, 

rather than residing as a discrete entity in a particular place. The core features of 

agency enable people to play a part in their self-development, adaptation, and 

self-renewal with changing times (p. 2). 

For the development of agency of school aged youth, the theoretical underpinnings of this 

study were connected to agentic transactions extrapolated from Bandura’s (2001) social 

cognitive theory. The three different types of agentic transactions outlined by Bandura 

(2001) were:  

1. Direct personal agency – “I can”; 

2. Proxy agency, rely on others to act on one's behest to secure desired outcomes, 

traditionally the role of parents - "They" said I can;  

3. Collective agency exercised through socially coordinated and interdependent 

effort - "We" can.  

Statement of the Problem  

 Research in the social sciences often begins with an observation of an undefined 

problem (Babbie, 2014). The researcher’s professional trajectory is pertinent to 

understanding the problem situated in this study. The researcher began teaching At-risk 

youth and educationally disadvantaged seniors and juniors in high school not on track to 

graduate. Four-years later, the researcher designed and developed a student-directed 

project-based learning school and transitioned into teaching grades seven through 12. The 

career path for the researcher altered suddenly in August of 2015 – by accepting a 
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position as a Tiered Learning Specialist – the researcher worked with children in grades 

Kindergarten through eight. The Tiered Learning Specialist was tasked with designing 

and implementing a personalized learning program in a school with 500 children. In June 

of 2016, the researcher transitioned into school leadership in a system serving students 

from kindergarten through grade eight. Over a thirteen-year career arch that included 

working with children across ages, grades, and subjects, an observation stood out: kids 

love learning but not school, and the agentic transactions of the youth are limited to proxy 

agency. Contemporary youth have choices in nearly every facet of their life except for 

school. Willingham (2009) noted the importance of classroom environment and setting to 

thinking and learning. Additionally, youth have successfully directed their learning when 

provided with a structure, process, and adult leadership (Dintersmith, 2018; Newell, 

2003); what is the potentiality for youth to co-design their learning environment when 

provided with a structure, process, and adult leadership? The problem: youth are not 

involved in classroom, program, or school design in the public school setting.   

 Student academic engagement has steadily declined (Marks, 2000); while free 

play at school has decreased (Wagner, 2012). There has also been an observed 

connection between student choice in learning activities and teachers reported emotional 

exhaustion (Shen et al., 2015). Although schools, curriculum, and spaces are being 

designed; they are being designed with little input by the end users – the students 

(Hoadley, 2017). Youth make design decisions and choices in many parts of their lives, 

and the contemporary traditional public-school setting has the potential to have teachers 

facilitate a process to develop the agency of the learner to increase student academic 

engagement and teacher autonomy. Participatory design theory incorporates the users 



COLLECTIVE CO-DESIGN 4

into the design process (Robertson & Simonsen, 2013). Through the lens of participatory 

design theory, students are co-designers of their learning environment. This study sought 

to explore how participatory design theory might be applied in the development of a co-

designed learning environment.  

Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this qualitative case study dissertation in practice was to curate an 

operationalized school design framework connected to participatory design theory by 

teachers with students in a public-school setting.  

Research Question and Relationship to the Problem Statement 

 In qualitative research, the research question assumes two forms; a central 

question and associated sub-questions (Creswell, 2014). According to Creswell (2014) a 

researcher arrives at a central question by asking the broadest question in the study to 

participants in order to understand the essence of the phenomenon being studied and to 

“explore the general, complex set of factors surrounding the central phenomenon and 

present the broad, varied perspectives or meanings that participants hold” (p. 140).  

The following central question guided this qualitative study: how might participatory 

design theory be applied in the development of a co-designed learning environment? 

 Additional sub-questions emerged from the central question: 

 What was the role of teachers in developing a co-designed learning classroom? 

 What was the role of students in developing a co-designed learning classroom? 

 What was the relationship between the teacher and student during a participatory 

design process? 
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 What role do students’ perceptions of academic engagement play in their 

collective dreaming of their future learning environment? 

 How does the structure of the learning environment inhibit or encourage 

collective agency among students? 

 How does meta-design integrated into the school design process as an 

infrastructuring activity impact the learning community?  

Aim of the Study 

 The aim of this study was to design an evidence-based participatory school 

design framework for teachers to use with students to create a new learning space.  

Methodology Used  

 In qualitative research, the words are the data (Creswell & Poth, 2018). 

Qualitative research is characterized by using emerging methods, open-ended questions, 

multiple forms of data collection; and builds off of particular instances to inductively 

develop themes (Creswell, 2014). Stake (2005) argued that case study research is not a 

methodology but a choice of what is to be studied. Whereas Creswell and Poth (2018) 

argued case study research is a methodology in qualitative research that yields an “object 

of study as well as a product of the inquiry” (p. 96). A case study is a form of qualitative 

research in which the researcher conducts a few weeks of fieldwork after completing a 

few months of planning and completes a thorough analysis or write-up of the entire 

project (Stake, 1995). The project is bounded by time and place (Stake, 2005); therefore, 

it is difficult to generalize the results of one case study to another setting (Creswell & 

Poth, 2018).  
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Intrinsic Case Study and the Worked Example  

The researcher sought to develop an in-depth understanding of incorporating 

public school teenage youth into the school design process. A single case or instance was 

thoroughly examined, analyzed, and documented. Creswell and Poth (2018) noted an 

intrinsic case study is used when, “A qualitative case study can be composed to illustrate 

a unique case, a case that has unusual interest in and of itself and needs to be described 

and detailed” (p. 98). The researcher used an intrinsic case study to address the problem 

statement. The case study was the best fit for this study to evaluate a program in which a 

teacher carried out a co-design process with a group of students; thereby, providing a 

worked example for future school designs. In their essay dissecting the components and 

value of a worked example Barab, Dodge, and Gee (2009) noted, “It is in the “working” 

of the example that the design affords the likelihood of a particular resonance, 

illuminating the designer-intended conjectures, while simultaneously allowing for further 

discovery” (p. 1). In utilizing a bounded intrinsic case study, a product was produced that 

can be used to not only address the problem statement but also be used for future learning 

and application through the process of the worked example (Gee, 2009). By using a 

bounded case study constrained by time and place, the researcher sought to analyze and 

understand the limits to which students were able to participate in co-designing a new 

classroom, program, or school. Creswell and Poth (2018) stipulated a bounded case study 

is putting the edges or boundaries around the research project and the focus is on the case 

itself.  
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Therefore, this study consists of a bounded case study of a single class using 

participatory class design principles over a 15-day period, with the researcher acting as a 

participant-observer.  

Definition of Relevant Terms 

 The following terms were used operationally within this study. Roberts (2010) 

suggested defining how terms will be used specifically in a study when there is ambiguity 

or multiple meanings surrounding the word.  

Agency.  The sense of and ability to act. Borrowing from Bandura’s (2001) 

definition of three modes of agency, this study will reference three modes of 

agency: direct agency – the sense of “I can”; proxy agency – the sense of “I can 

because someone said I can”; and collective agency – the sense of “we can”.  

Charter school.  A public school guided by a charter agreement between a State, 

authorizer, and school. Charter school law varies greatly from state to state. This 

study will focus on Wisconsin charter law, which is guided under SS 118.40; and 

Minnesota charter law, which is guided under MN SS 120B.15. 

Co-design.  From Sanders (2017), “The practice of designing with people” 

(Sanders, 2017, p. 218). Sanders continued (2017), “In co-designing the people 

served by the design are considered to be experts in how they want to live, work, 

and play in the future. The designer takes on the role of facilitator, focusing on 

supporting the creativity of their design participants”. In co-design there is a bias 

that those being served by the design are the experts of what they want (Sanders, 

2017). Referenced in this study, co-design places the students as those being 

served by the design; and the teacher-participant as the facilitator of the process. 
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Collective dreaming. A participatory design for learning framework outlined by 

Sanders (2017) and theorized to envision longer-term future outcomes with a 

mindset of designing by provoking, engaging, and improving. “In collective 

dreaming, everyone can have the opportunity to play out (enact) imaginary 

scenarios in real or virtual 3D space” (Sanders, 2017, p. 221). 

Consensus. “Everyone makes decisions for everyone else” (Butler & Rothstein, 

1987/2009, p. 6). 

Middle school.  An educational institution housing students in grades six to eight 

ages 11-14. 

Participatory Design. A theoretical body of researching coming out of 

Scandinavia, originating in the early 1970’s and stemming from automation first 

entering manufacturing businesses. In Participatory Design, the user of the 

environment acts in the role as the designer (Robertson & Simonsen, 2013). This 

study positioned the students as the designers. 

Student.  A pupil attending a public muddle school with similar age peers. In this 

study, student is referenced as a middle school or high school aged youth. The 

students in this study were 13-14-years old.  

Student-directed Project-Based Learning.  A type of educational practice within 

schools where the pupil directs their learning and selects the curriculum, topic, 

and design. Student-directed Project-Based Learning is carried out in small multi-

age groups with learners ranging in ages from 12-19, and the passion of the child 

is emphasized over the expertise of the teacher (Newell, 2003). 		
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Teacher Professional Practice.  A model of school ownership where the teachers 

are the owners of a school in a similar manner as lawyers are owners of a law firm 

(Dirkswager, 2002). Teacher professional practice refers to a teacher-led school 

model.   

Delimitations, Limitations, and Personal Biases 

 A delimitation of this study was the focus on the experiences of youth ages 12 – 

14 in a school in the Midwestern United States. In addition to setting, another 

delimitation was the participants experiences of and associations with the concept of 

school. Past experiences of school shaped the co-design. Due to the expertise of the 

teacher-participant featured in this study, and the past experiences of the student-

participants, the specific outcomes will be difficult to transfer to other settings. Possible 

limitations of the study were a lack of researcher control for such factors as participant 

attendance at school, frequent unplanned interruptions to the classroom where the study 

took place, and limited time invested in the field. The researcher spent one hour per day 

for 15 consecutive school days in the same classroom. Classroom activities were video 

recorded, transcribed, and themed. The temporality of the co-designed classroom is 

another limitation of the study. The co-designed classroom began on March 5 and ended 

in early June. Had the participants been co-designing a program or school, a lasting 

artifact would have been produced; yet, this intrinsic case study was bounded to a single 

classroom in a middle school. 

 The researcher was biased towards a belief that schools provide the foundational 

experience for citizens in a democracy, and it is in continuing a strong American school 

system that democracy will continue. The researcher’s professional background is in 
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facilitating K-12 students in active learning such as: project-based learning, service 

learning, and personalized learning; this teaching experience has embedded a personal 

bias within the researcher that students are more engaged when they are directing and 

directly involved in the learning process. The researcher was biased towards a belief that 

many children ages 12 and older are capable of leading their educational experience 

when they are situated in a structured learning environment in which students have 

choice in curriculum and a voice in how the curriculum will be delivered. The 

researcher’s bias does not limit or mitigate the role of the teacher; conversely, in a 

student-led learning environment the teacher must facilitate the process and continue to 

scaffold appropriate experiences for the learner. The bias of the researcher was that 

facilitating and scaffolding required by a teacher in a student-led learning environment 

requires more planning and preparation than in a traditional classroom model. An 

additional bias of the researcher was that a white-male narrative was historically 

integrated into official school curriculum (Ladson-Billings, 2009). Lastly, it is the 

personal bias of the researcher that traditional schools and schooling are on an 

unsustainable trajectory. American schools – both public and private – are no longer 

adequately funded and have grown in complexity to the detriment of the organizational 

model. Many schools no longer know or are aware of their core principles.   

The Role of Leadership in this Study 

 Contemporary American public-school systems have evolved over time (Ravitch, 

2016). From large school systems to small school districts, both are setup with a central 

office that support and guide the leadership teams within each school (Marzano & 

Waters, 2009). Recent research has focused on a teacher-led school model known as 
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teacher-powered schools and this leadership dynamic varies from the traditional 

administration top-down management system (Berry & Farris-Berg, 2016). This study 

positioned schools as communities rather than organizations (Sergiovanni, 1992; 

Sergiovanni, 2015); and sought to develop learners within a community of practice 

(Wenger-Trayner & Wenger-Trayner, 2014).  

This study sought to flatten out the top-down management system from the 

bottom-up and positions the teacher as the practitioner and leader in the school 

(Dirkswager, 2002). Leadership can be distributed by design (Spillane, 2006).  The case 

selected allowed the pupil to create their learning environment, state their learning needs, 

and outline priorities of the school. This instantiation exhibited the kernels of Authentic 

Leadership Theory (ALT) and transformational leadership. ALT and transformational 

leadership both place a strong emphasis on open communication and transparency in the 

leader-follower relationship (Haslam, Reicher, & Platow, 2011). By placing agency and 

student academic engagement at the center of the study, the manner and method in which 

power was distributed and decisions were made within the classroom was dissected. In a 

traditional classroom setting, a transactional leader-follower relationship exists in which 

compliance behavior is rewarded through grades and rebellion behavior is punished 

through the same means (Schlechty, 2011). By positioning the students as co-designers of 

the learning environment and creators of the classroom rules, regulations, and protocols; 

a transformational leadership practice of flattening the hegemony was created to decrease 

the power-distance relationship between the instructor and student (Kirkman, Chen, Farh, 

Chen, & Lowe, 2009). 
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Facilitating a classroom co-design was an example of what Kotter (1995) referred 

to as a planned change. In a planned change, a group of people – in this instance students 

guided by teachers – are systematically guided through the change process (Kotter, 1996; 

Kotter & Rathgeber, 2006). Youssef and Luthans (2007) found that employees positive 

outlook contributed to positive outcomes. Positive Organizational Behavior (POB) 

practices seek to explain the tendencies of people to perceive a positive bias in 

judgements of themselves and others (Cameron, 2008). Effective communication is 

critical in a planned change effort (Kotter, 1995). Pertaining to implementers of a planned 

change, Lewis (2006) noted, “The higher the perceived value of their own input and of 

leaders' communication of vision, the higher the perceptions of success were” (p. 23). 

The lasting impact of this study on leadership will hinge on the ability of youth to 

perceive the planned change as being real, and the participants ability to see the newly 

co-designed classroom not as an imaginative classroom assignment, but as a tangential 

possibility.    

Significance of the Study 

 The researcher’s interest in teacher-led small schools grew out of an experience 

with completing a 1000-day school design and going through the inaugural year. The 

teacher-led school fused student-directed project-based learning and service learning for 

middle and high school students. The school had three teachers and 46 students. Like 

many other district-run charter schools in the region, the school closed within five years 

of being opened. The experience of working with youth and committed adults shaped the 

researcher’s educational practice and professional inquiry. The concept of developing a 

public school with the students led the researcher into different program and school 
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leadership roles and ultimately brought him to the Interdisciplinary Leadership program 

at Creighton University.  

 The study added to scholarly research by extending the Participatory Design 

theoretical framework to the middle school and high school student level. Hoadley (2017) 

noted a gap in the learning sciences field of including students in program design. The 

study added to the teacher leadership field by fully operationalizing the notions of the 

Teacher Professional Practice put forward by Dirkswager (2002) and allowed teachers to 

act as owners of the environment. In addition to extending the Participatory Design 

theoretical framework and operationalizing a fully teacher-led model, this case study 

indirectly addressed an essential question of: what do students see and experience at 

school? 

Summary 

 This study aimed to design an evidence-based participatory school design 

framework for teachers to use with students to create a new learning space: classroom, 

program, or school. To achieve the aim of the study, an intrinsic bounded case study took 

place. The researcher was embedded into a co-designed classroom process facilitated by 

a teacher in a middle school technology course. Theoretical underpinnings of the case 

study were tied to social cognition theory (Bandura, 2001). A review of literature 

revealed a robust theoretical body of research called participatory design and new media 

literacy has provided a process called the worked example to re-tell an instantiation to 

create meaning (Barab, Dodge, & Gee, 2009). The next section will delve deeper into 

participatory design, agency, and the worked example to show how a process of creating 
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a school with the students can be framed into a scholarly study through synthesizing the 

literature. 
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CHAPTER TWO: LITERATURE REVIEW 

Introduction 

 This literature review is divided into two distinct sections. The first section of the 

literature review was conducted prior to conducting the case study. The second section 

titled Concluding Literature Review was completed following the conclusion of the case 

study and was necessary in order to encapsulate and better understand the findings of the 

study. Each section includes a summary.   

Given the depth and breadth of educational studies completed in the public-school 

setting, significant attention has been given to classrooms where the student is 

responsible for directing the learning process (Scherer, 2009; Thompson, 2015). 

Additional studies have focused on understanding the linkages between student 

engagement and learning (DiSilvo & DesPortes, 2017; Skinner, Pitzer, & Steele, 2016). 

Recent research indicates a need to develop frameworks within the learning sciences 

where students participate in creating their learning spaces (Hoadley, 2017).  

 The following literature review will present findings pertaining to agency in a 

learning environment and will connect the self-development of the individual to the 

ability to direct learning. Following a brief discussion on agency, a review of 

constructivism and the progressive American school movement beginning with John 

Dewey’s Laboratory School in Chicago is threaded with an overview of contemporary 

student-led learning environments and an analysis of Participatory Design. Finally, 

studies relating to student academic engagement precede an analysis of Authentic 

Leadership Development (Luthans, Norman, & Hughes, 2005) and the current power 
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structures in K12 education. The literature review aims to connect the self-development 

of the learner with the agency of the teacher and student.   

Agency in Learning Environments 

 Bandura (2001) noted agency is the intentionality of one’s actions, and stated, 

“The core features of agency enable people to play a part in their self-development, 

adaptation, and self-renewal with changing times” (p. 2). Agency is connected to learning 

and meaning derived from experiences (Giroux, 1983). In the K12 school setting, 

learning for self-development of the student has not been directly connected to the 

purpose of schooling; and schools have emphasized and rewarded compliance over 

knowing how to learn (Schlechty, 2011).  A closely related term to agency is self-

regulated learning; meaning, a person is able to set goals and work within a system to 

achieve the desired outcome (Dabbagh & Kitsantas, 2012). One difficulty in exploring 

how to best develop agency within a student, classroom, school, or community is the 

intense sociopolitical pressure and surveillance placed on public schools since the 

passage of No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 (Kirshner, Hipolito-Delgado, Zion, 2015); 

and, the added pressure of accountability of the Every Student Succeeds Act of 2015 

(Mathis & Trujillo, 2016). Kirshner et al. (2015) noted agency must be used in 

accordance with academic skills and standards to build-up and empower communities 

through developing the individual citizen. Kirshner et al. (2015) also noted a tension 

there is a need for schools where students and parents feel connected to the community. 

The federal mandates from 2015 called for an expansion of multi-tiered systems of 

support to evaluate and monitor student academic and social behavior progress (Charlton 

et al., 2018). 
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Progressive Education and Constructivist Learning Environments 

Progressive education reform movements have encapsulated the concepts of 

agency through allowing students to direct their learning, and shifting the focus from the 

teacher and content towards the student and learning (Brooks, 1990; Thompson, 2015). 

Progressive education within schools is a concept where the learner is actively directing 

their participation in an activity and can be traced to the American scholarship of John 

Dewey (Breunig, 2017). Constructivism is a theory – not a pedagogy – put forward and 

associated with Jean Piaget, a Swiss psychologist, he noted the reliance of learning and 

development of the individual ought to be placed on the child rather than adult in charge 

of the youth (Hattie, 2009; Wadsworth, 1996).  Piaget (1948) wrote broadly about the 

developmental stages children encountered and the tensions presented by adult authority 

figures seeking to control and constrain the child’s worldview. Another psychologist, 

Russian Lev Vygotsky, lived and wrote at the same time as Piaget and contributed to the 

literature with his concept of the zone of proximal development (ZPD) (Harland, 2003). 

Vygotsky (1978/1997) theorized ZPD permitted a view of child development through 

cycles that had already occurred and emerging developmental phases the child was about 

to encounter. Vygotsky stated  

The zone of proximal development defines those functions that have not yet 

matured but are in the process of maturation, functions that will mature tomorrow 

but are currently in an embryonic state. These functions could be termed the 

“buds” or “flowers” of development rather than the “fruits” of development. The 

actual developmental level characterizes mental development retrospectively, 
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while the zone of proximal development characterizes mental development 

prospectively. (Vygotsky, 1978/1997, p. 3) 

Vygotsky also wrote broadly on codifying and connecting play to imagination, acting out 

literary drama, and fantasy drawing on parts of established reality of lived experiences in 

children’s lives (Vygotsky, 1967/2004). In doing so, Vygotsky situated the child as an 

agent capable of learning independently (Stetsenko & Arievitch, 1997). Vygotsky’s work 

on motivation, learning, and development has carried into adult learning in the workplace 

as a central tenet to agentic action between the individual and social sources of 

development (Billett & Pavlova, 2005).  

A contemporary of Piaget and Vygotsky is the American philosopher John 

Dewey, known as a progressive educator, Dewey’s work also has pieces of 

constructivism embedded within it (Phillips, 1995). The seminal statement juxtaposing 

constructivism from other teaching methods can be found in John Dewey’s 1909 Moral 

Principles in Education when the author stated  

The principle of the social character of the school as the basic factor in the moral 

education given may be also applied to the question of methods of instruction,—

not in their details, but their general spirit. The emphasis then falls upon 

construction and giving out, rather than upon absorption and mere learning. 

(Dewey, 1909, Section III)  

The constructivist philosophy implicates the school has a moral obligation to teach the 

child to learn, think, and create; rather than absorb and repeat back what was instructed 

(Brooks, 1990; Dewey, 1909). Freire (1970) took Dewey’s moral arguments one step 
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further and compared traditional lecture format teaching to a banking metaphor whereby 

students are repositories for teachers to place knowledge.  

The works of Freire (1970) and Illich (1983) interrelate to the teaching methods 

of constructivism to include an examination of the curriculum and culture within the 

school. In a contemporary traditional American high school art classroom, Thompson 

(2015) noted the tension between constructivism and what Dewey (1909) referred to as 

absorption and Freire’s (1970) banking method. In a teacher-directed learning 

environment, constructivism practices aiming at developing agency are at direct odds 

with the standards and policy in a public school requiring subject mastery. The self-

development of the learner is at odds with the self-development of the student within the 

discipline (Thompson, 2015). Pertaining to constructivism and agency, the intentional 

self-development of the entire student does not fit into the traditional American public-

school system where learning is measured in quantities of time spent on subject mastery 

(Garfolo & L’Huillier, 2016). The literature review will now examine research focused 

on schools and pedagogies specifically designed to allow students to direct their learning.  

Student-led Project-Based Learning and Teacher-led Schools 

Since 1993, school-wide student-directed project-based learning has been 

occurring at Minnesota New Country School in Henderson, Minnesota (Newell, 2003). 

Students document mastery of all of the state standards by proposing and completing 

projects (Wurdinger & Rudolph, 2009). In project-based learning, backwards design is a 

common process for completing self-directed learning. Backwards design has the student 

clearly state their intended learning outcomes, and create objectives and list questions 

necessary to reach those goals (Wiggins & McTighe, 2011). Students at Minnesota New 
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Country School graduate through exhibition, a practice that involves several 

demonstrations of learning in which the general public is welcome to attend, and the 

student defends or showcases their entire project (Newell, 2003). Dating back to the mid-

1980’s, the practice of graduation through exhibition has been adopted successfully at 

Crefeld School in Philadelphia (Zeleznik, Croxson, Lopata, & Craig, 2018).  

In the United States, public education law varies from state to state (Steinberg & 

Quinn, 2017). Nathan (1997) noted non-traditional schools began to appear in the 1970’s, 

but public lab schools can be traced back to John Dewey’s Laboratory School at the 

University of Chicago, which opened in 1896 (Durst, 2010; Mayhew & Edwards, 1966). 

The University School at The Ohio State University opened in 1936; and the Wilson 

Campus School in Mankato State University ran from 1917 and closed in 2002. These lab 

schools provided an alternative method of schooling to parents for their children and the 

universities were able to test new methods of teaching (Durst, 2010). Newell (2002) 

chronicled the early 2000’s and the EdVision’s Cooperative as an organization of eight 

public charter schools. These funding for these schools came from the State of Minnesota 

and a $4.4 million grant from the Gates Foundation (Dirkswager, 2002). Over the span of 

a decade, EdVision’s assisted with developing project-based schools, and 16 are still in 

existence today (Berry & Farris-Berg, 2016). In addition to being student-directed 

project-based learning schools where students are allowed to integrate the standards into 

self-selected projects, another hallmark of these charter schools is the teacher-led 

leadership structure (Berry & Farris-Berg, 2016). These schools have shaped 

constructivist learning environments leading to developments of metrics to gauge for 

learner autonomy and outlook on life outcomes (Newell & Van Ryzin, 2007; Orakci & 
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Gelski, 2017). Constructivist learning environments place the learning and development 

of agency in the hands of the student, in doing so, agency is provided to the teachers to 

manage and lead the school; students are provided with a plan; therefore, the teacher 

professional practice must be equipped with a plan and a budget to keep the school going 

(Dirkswager, 2002).   

Difficulty in managing non-traditional schools and programs. For all of John 

Dewey’s accomplishments as an educator and contributor to the progressive education 

movement, a recent study by Knoll (2015) indicated the reason Dewey left the Lab 

School at the University of Chicago was due to his wife’s lack of effectiveness as an 

administrator of the school. The researcher intends to conduct a case study of students 

designing a school. An important topic to synthesize in the literature are leadership-

models and structures in schools where the focus is on developing the agency of the 

youth – logically – exploring research leveraging the self-development of the teacher 

serving those youth should also be included. Knoll (2015) and Durst (2010) noted Dewey 

struggled maintaining the managerial workload of being a professor and administrator of 

the school. Under Dewey’s leadership, the school went through a 40% decline in 

enrollment that nearly resulted in the Lab School being closed (Knoll, 2015). Knoll 

(2015) also noted parents grew to displeased and even concerned with the course of study 

offered at the Lab School.  

Constructivism as a Theory of Knowing, Rather than a Theory of Teaching 

 Phillips (1995) noted constructivism has taken many forms and grown in 

complexity that a framework was necessary to compare the different bodies of the 

philosophy as a dimension. Student-directed project-based learning is a constructivist-
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based learning approach (Ravitz, 2010). Research and popular writing has contributed to 

the false notion that constructivism and progressive education are associated with a 

teaching practices embracing discovery learning (Mayer, 2004). In a critical reflection to 

discovery learning, Mayer (2004) grounded an approach by beginning the narrative with 

an attachment of discovery learning to constructivism. Mayer (2004) stated  

As constructivism has become the dominant view of how students learn, it may 

seem obvious to equate active learning methods of instruction. Thus, educators 

who wish to use constructivist methods of instruction are often encouraged to 

focus on discovery learning-in which students are free to work in a learning 

environment with little or no guidance. (Mayer, 2004, p. 14) 

Mayer’s (2004) claim that constructivism has become the dominant view of how students 

learn has been refuted in recent years (Danielson, 2002; Hattie, 2009; Marzano & Waters, 

2009; McTighe & Wiggins, 2013; Smagorinsky, 2017).  

For the past 100 years, a clear and concise definition of discovery learning has 

been elusive (Klahr & Nigam, 2004). The confusion of discovery learning as a teaching 

practice rather than a learning process is compounded when researchers site Mayer’s 

(2004) work.; and continue to associate constructivism with discovery learning 

(Bonawitz et al., 2011). Discovery learning is a form of inquiry learning in which the 

student is entirely free to direct their learning and is without constraint and often provided 

limited guidance from adults or teachers (Klahr & Nigam, 2004). Discovery learning is 

often associated with Jerome Bruner and Seymour Papert, both late 19th century 

education theorist (de Jon & Lazonder, 2014); recent research has tied Bruner to Dewey 

through social learning theory (Dron & Anderson, 2014).  



COLLECTIVE CO-DESIGN 23

Dron and Anderson (2014) stated, “The defining component of social learning is 

the presence and participation of other learners and, at least in formal education, a 

teacher” (p. 35).  Durst (2010) noted Dewey’s Laboratory School at the University of 

Chicago pioneered such practices as three-part lesson plans, regularly scheduled teacher 

department meetings, and weekly reports or reflections-on practices. In recent years, 

Vygotsky’s ZPD has been retranslated and reconceived as the zone of next-level 

development (Smagorinsky, 2017). Hattie (2009) noted, “constructivism is not a theory 

of teaching, but a theory of knowing and knowledge, and it is important to understand the 

role of building constructions of understanding” (p. 26).   

Legacy of the Carnegie System in K12 and Higher Education 

Learning in higher education is quantified and calculated based on units of time 

spent on mastering content – these units of time are typically called credits – and are 

assembled into the Carnegie System (Silva & White, 2015). The Carnegie unit is a 120-

hour block of time, and was put in place in 1909 when Andrew Carnegie provided $10 

million to establish a retirement benefits fund for higher education faculty (Garfolo & 

L'Huillier, 2016). Garfolo and L’Huiller (2016) noted the system of learning being 

tracked and integrated with time-on-task, time with instructor, or time in general has been 

fixed to the current education system even though competency-based equivalents (CBE) 

have been accepted and in place since the early 1980’s. The Carnegie unit does not place 

an emphasis on the development of agency, rather, “seat-time” and completed instructor-

led initiatives is placed above self-development (Garrick, Pendergast, & Geelan, 2017).  

The Carnegie unit has been adopted by K12 secondary school (Kim, 2014). The 

method of students spending time mastering content in courses led by teachers, and then 
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having that time quantified into credit measured on a transcript has been the commonly 

accepted practice for most United States high schools (Kim, 2014). One alternative to the 

Carnegie unit is graduation by exhibition. According to Newell (2003) Minnesota New 

Country School does not utilize the Carnegie system, but does track hours spent on 

projects. Crefeld School’s handbook revealed a rich, robust, and rigorous process for 

students to graduate sans credit (Crefeld, n.d.), this school leveraged student exhibitions 

combined with rubric and summative reflections to demonstrate learning (Zeleznik et. al, 

2018)  

Participatory Design for Learning 

 Participatory Design (PD) is theory of integrating the users into the design process 

(Robertson & Simonsen, 2013). Robertson and Simonsen (2013) defined PD as, “a 

process of investigating, understanding, reflecting upon, establishing, developing, and 

supporting mutual learning between multiple participants in collective ‘reflection-in-

action’” (p. 2). Kensing and Greenbaum (2013) traced the roots of PD to automation 

entering Scandinavia in the 1970’s and the workers wanting to have a voice in their 

work-place environment.  Although participatory design provides the theoretical 

underpinnings for student-led school design; Hoadley (2017) noted the persistent and 

consistent lack of including this theoretical model in the learning sciences.  

 Design thinking as a concept has been integrated in schools and workplaces since 

the 1950’s and has experienced a recent burst in published research literature (Johansson‐

Sköldberg, Woodilla, & Çetinkaya, 2013). Stanford University’s Design Thinking to 

School Initiative aims to bring design to any school setting (Stanford University School 

of Education, n.d.). Yeager et al. (2016) noted the success of utilizing design thinking for 
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psychological interventions with adolescents transitioning from middle school to high 

school. Noel and Liub (2017) created a design thinking framework to increase these 

critical skills in elementary aged youth: (a) enthusiasm; (b) resourcefulness; (c) 

creativity; (d) a good work ethic; (e) self-control; (f) self-esteem; (g) self-efficacy. 

Design thinking activities, curriculums, and processes are prevalent in K12 (Johansson‐

Sköldberg et al., 2013). The remainder of this section is going to focus on design 

activities and case studies that situate the end user as the designer – which is a 

trademarked feature of participatory design (Robertson & Simonsen, 2013). 

Hallmark PD activities found in the workplace include collective brainstorming 

sessions, Future Workshops, and prototyping (DiSalvo, Clement, & Pipek, 2013). In a 

Future Workshop, users of the environment are asked to reimagine an ideal workspace, 

job role, or occupational ecosystem (Kensing & Greenbaum, 2013). These activities force 

a planned change process through direct input of collaborative activities in which several 

mutual agreements are made (DiSalvo, Yip, Bonsignore, & DiSalvo, 2017). Sanders 

(2017) conceptualized another PD activity: collective dreaming. In collective dreaming, 

spaces are improved through a process of provoking, engaging, and improving. Sanders 

(2017) stated, “In collective dreaming, everyone can have the opportunity to play out 

(enact) imaginary scenarios in real or virtual 3D space” (p. 221).  

Louw, Barbuto, and Crowley (2017) acknowledged the complexity of innovating 

and using students as designers in a top-down environment where stakeholder priorities 

do not always align. The researchers stated, “Our claim is that design-led modes of 

inquiry are especially needed to respond to ambitious visions of educational 

transformation and funding directives” (p. 91). DiSalvo and DesPortes (2017) chronicled 
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a solution to the complexity of installing students into design-led initiatives through what 

they termed value-driven learning integrated with the concept of meta-design – a term 

meaning the users act as designers in perpetuity – students developed agency by creating 

their learning in a situated environment. Value-driven learning varies from student-

directed project-based learning in a single nuance, the teacher is often the meta-designer 

noting the following problem with student-directed project-based learning, “low-

structured interventions also place a large burden on the educator to assist the students 

and appropriately scope the projects” (p. 178).  

In value-driven learning, the teacher scaffolds the academic environment to 

increase the interest, engagement, and expertise of the student (DiSalvo & DesPortes, 

2017). The researchers carried out two case studies. A group of undergraduate African-

American male students at a public university participated as glitch-game testers and 

designed solutions to broken video games. In another case study, a group of Latino 

middle school students in an after-school program were meta-designers when they 

created Dia de Muertos Puppets. DiSalvo and DesPortes (2017) drew upon the work of 

Ehn (2008) for scaffolding users towards designers through the following process: 

1. Formats – predefined solutions with an outline of important characteristics; 

2. Component strategy – Lego block approach, used reflection worksheets to 

activate personal experiences; 

3. Design patterns – context specific problem and solution; 

4. Protocols – procedural agreements for completing activities and or 

communicating. 
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DiSalvo and DesPortes (2017) continued, “Participatory design is a set of methods, a 

practice of engagement, and a commitment to a particular set of values-all enacted 

through design” (p. 177). According to DiSalvo and Desportes (2017), the end goal of PD 

is to develop the agency of the participants in the design of the learning experiences. 

Recent studies have transformed PD from workplace environments and carried the 

activities and processes into schools, community centers, and other shared spaces 

(DiSalvo & DesPortes, 2017; Kensing & Greenbaum, 2013; Louw, et al., 2017).   

Student Academic Engagement 

Students are more engaged when they are actively solving problems and 

exploring than when encountering rote memorization and lower-level thinking skills 

(Drake & Long, 2009; Scherer, 2009). Student engagement is conceptualized as a multi-

dimensional outcome in which student interactions with relationships and contexts drive 

motivation (Bottiani, Bradshaw, & Mendelson, 2014; Skinner, Pitzer, & Steele, 2016). 

Student engagement has been tied to many different concepts, constructs, and definitions 

(Appleton, Christenson, & Furlong, 2008). High levels of student academic engagement 

in classroom instruction are correlated to high levels of student achievement (Marks, 

2000, Shen et al., 2015). Recent research has focused on the types of student engagement 

ranging from engagement for compliance to engagement for authentic learning (Zmuda 

& Jackson, 2015).  

Appleton et al. (2008) viewed engagement as a meta-construct, and provided 

several different dimensions and definitions; in their thorough literature review providing 

19 different views and definitions of engagement; they noted Marks (2000) definition as 

a: “Psychological process involving the attention, interest, investment, and effort students 
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expend in the work of learning (p. 371)”. Three decades of research indicated low-levels 

of student academic engagement in the classroom (Jennings & Nathan, 1977; Marks, 

2000; Natriello, 1984). For adults, engagement is an antipode to burnout in the workplace 

(Schaufeli & Bakker, 2004). Recent research findings have also indicated that student 

academic engagement, more specifically, re-engagement in a difficult learning task is a 

successful coping strategy leading to academic success (Shen et al., 2015; Skinner, 

Pitzker, & Steele, 2016). Engagement and re-engagement have been shown to lead to 

positive coping strategies for students to persevere in their academic tasks (Skinner, 

Pitzker, & Steele, 2016); however, studies focusing on engagement and student behaviors 

are grounded in theoretical models in which the K12 student serves as a research 

participant, rather than a child with agency and ability to choose their desired learning 

task or outcome. Therefore, much of the literature focusing on student academic 

engagement is connected to the hegemony of pupil as a subordinate to the instructor, and 

it is through that lens in which compliance by the student is portrayed as engagement 

(Zmunda & Jackson, 2015).  

In a recent peer-reviewed opinion piece, Bunting (2015) theorized self-starters in 

the classroom are prohibited from entering the teaching profession. This train of thought 

that teachers are compliant and must conform to established standards connects to the 

practice of classroom instruction being a pre-determined act in which compliant behavior 

from the student is rewarded. Engagement in the act of learning and for the purposes of 

learning is difficult to observe, quantify, and does not lend itself to deductive study such 

as quantitative analysis. Whereas, engagement in the outcome of learning for the 
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purposes of pre-defined activities scripted in a lesson plan lends itself directly to 

observation (Appleton et al., 2008).  

Leadership Literature  

Recent research has focused on a teacher-led school model known as teacher-

powered schools and this leadership dynamic varies from the traditional administration 

top-down management system (Berry & Farris-Berg, 2016). In schools where teachers 

have what Farris-Berg (2014) called “collective autonomy” consistent themes emerge. In 

a study of 11 teacher-led schools, Farris-Berg (2014) found eight relevant themes 

emerged, they are: 

1. Accept ownership 

2. Innovate 

3. Share purpose 

4. Collaborate 

5. Lead effectively 

6. Function as learners 

7. Avoid insularity 

8. Engage and motivate one another and students (pp. 34-35) 

The case study conducted at Anywhere Middle School positioned schools as 

communities rather than organizations (Sergiovanni, 1992; Sergiovanni, 2015); and 

sought to develop learners within a community of practice (Wenger-Trayner & Wenger-

Trayner, 2014). The eight themes noted by Farris-Berg (2014) are consistent with 

transformational leadership (Carlson & Perrewe, 1995). Further, the instantiation of a 

teacher-led school co-designed with the students, the leader-follower relationship 



COLLECTIVE CO-DESIGN 30

between the teacher-student is markedly distinct from a traditional school through the 

process of co-designing in the short-term and co-dreaming in the long-term (Sanders, 

2017).  

The researcher in this study sought to flatten out the top-down management 

system from the bottom-up and positioned the teacher as the practitioner and leader in the 

school (Dirkswager, 2002). Leadership can be distributed by design (Spillane, 2006).  

The case selected allowed the pupil to create their learning environment, state their 

learning needs, and outline priorities of the school. This instantiation exhibited the 

kernels of Authentic Leadership Theory (ALT) and transformational leadership. ALT and 

transformational leadership place a strong emphasis on open communication and 

transparency in the leader-follower relationship (Haslam, Reicher, & Platow, 2011). By 

placing agency and student academic engagement at the center of the study design, the 

manner and method in which power was distributed and decisions were made within the 

school community was dissected. In a traditional classroom setting, a transactional 

leader-follower relationship exists in which compliance behavior is rewarded through 

grades and rebellion behavior is punished through the same means (Schlechty, 2011). By 

positioning the students as designers of the learning environment and creators of the 

classroom rules, regulations, and protocols; a transformational leadership practice of 

flattening the hegemony was created to decrease the power-distance relationship between 

the instructor and student (Kirkman et al., 2009). 

Facilitating a school design was an example of what Kotter (1995) referred to as a 

planned change. In a planned change, a group of people – in this instance students guided 

by teachers – are systematically guided through the change process (Kotter, 1996; Kotter 
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& Rathgeber, 2006). Youssef and Luthans (2007) found that employees positive outlook 

contributes to positive outcomes. Positive Organizational Behavior (POB) practices seek 

to explain the tendencies of people to perceive a positive bias in judgements of 

themselves and others (Cameron, 2008). Effective communication is critical in a planned 

change effort (Kotter, 1995). Pertaining to implementers of a planned change, Lewis 

(2006) noted, “The higher the perceived value of their own input and of leaders' 

communication of vision, the higher the perceptions of success were” (p. 23). The lasting 

impact of this study on leadership will hinge on the ability of youth to perceive the 

planned change as being real, and the participants ability to see the newly designed 

school not as an imaginative classroom assignment, but as a tangential possibility. 

Authentic Leadership Development (ALD) is a framework consisting of the 

following core concepts: self-awareness, self-regulation, unbiased processing, relational 

transparency, and authentic behavior (Luthans, Norman, & Hughes, 2005). Implementing 

a student-led school design process could be leveraged through an ALD theoretical lens. 

Gardner, Avolio, Luthans, May, and Walumbwa (2005) described leader-follower 

interactions resulting in an authentic relationship (p. 348). In seeking to design a school 

with youth, the researcher is hoping to solidify authentic relationships between teachers 

facilitating the design and the students carrying out the design process. As designers, 

youth are placed in a leadership position.  

Hegemony is the distribution of power (Cox, 1983; Gramsci, 1971/1980; Hoare & 

Nowell-Smith, 1980). In the K12 American public education system, there is a top-down 

distribution of power stemming from the superintendent or district administrator to 

directors and then to building level principals (Garrick, Pendergast, & Geelan, 2017; 
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Marzano & Waters, 2009). Power is then distributed from building level administration to 

the teachers who supervise the students much in the same way that foreman supervise 

workers in a mid-20th century factory (Gatto, 2010). The theoretical body of work 

connecting power to stakeholder roles in the school is critical race theory pioneered by 

Gloria Ladson-Billings (Jay, 2003). Building off of the concepts of power in the school, 

Ladson-Billings (2009) stated, “Critical race theory sees the official school curriculum as 

a culturally specific artifact designed to maintain a White supremacist manuscript” (p. 

29). As Jay (2003) noted, power structures are solidified and systematized when the 

dominant group convinces the subordinate group that the dominant groups interest is 

what is best for the subordinate group (p. 7). The power structure consistent in a 

traditional public education system is congruent with a transactional leadership model 

(Hamstra, Van Yperen, Wisse, & Sassenberg, 2014). In a small-school setting of less than 

150 students and less than 10 staff, the hegemony could be flattened evenly among 

faculty to create a teacher professional practice capable of managing the entire 

organization (Dirkswager, 2002).  

Student Academic Engagement as an Outcome to Learning Design 

Shen et al. (2015) found teachers' emotional exhaustion was negatively related to 

students' perceived teacher autonomy support; meaning, the less choice students were 

provided in learning activities in the classroom, the more emotionally exhausted the 

teachers became. Further, Shen et al. (2015) found a negative relationship between 

teachers feeling of depersonalization and student’s autonomous motivation development 

when controlling for inadequate teacher autonomy support. Student academic 

engagement during instructional activity has steadily declined (Marks, 2000); the amount 
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of free play at school has decreased and the amount of time pupils spend receiving 

teacher-led instruction has increased (Wagner, 2012). The ubiquitous nature of 

personalized devices and array of consumable entertainment accessible by students as 

young as four-years old has shifted the type of interaction and communication among 

children (Turkle, 2011). As the world has shifted towards humans having more options to 

interact with a customizable space at younger age (Payne & Ross, 2010); some school 

systems have embraced a process to allow students to participate in designing their 

learning environment through personalized learning initiatives (Rickabaugh, 2016). 

 Processes to increase student academic engagement from teacher-directed 

learning towards student-directed learning have been well documented and codified to 

align to local, state, and national standards (Newell, 2003). Teacher-led schools have 

emerged and a recent “teacher powered” movement has also been incorporated into K12 

schools (Berry & Farris-Berg, 2016). Personalized learning initiatives and methods have 

emerged with the disruption in technology. Increased access to devices, collaborative 

tools, and the ability track student data and achievement at the individual level in real-

time and across classes has led to a personalized learning school environment based on 

strength, interest, need and skill (Rickabaugh, 2016). Although schools, curriculum, and 

spaces are being designed; they are being designed with little input by the end users – the 

students (Hoadley, 2017). Youth make design decisions and choices in many parts of 

their lives, and the contemporary traditional public-school setting has the potential to 

have teachers facilitate a process to develop the agency of the learner to increase student 

academic engagement and teacher autonomy. This researcher sought to find and 

understand the precise moments of disengagement or “hating school” and develop a 
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framework for re-engaging students into the learning community through positioning the 

student as a designer of their educational experience. 

Summary: Initial Literature Review  

 Schools are the compulsory community centers responsible for educating youth 

(Ravitch, 2016). Schools are not required by law or mandate to develop the agency of 

students, and have long adopted a system of issuing credit based on performance over a 

fixed period of time. Constructivism, student-directed project-based learning, and 

teacher-led schools all place the curriculum into the hands of the student (Farris-Berg, 

2014; Newell, 2003). The design of the school design could be the curriculum when 

looking at meta-design as a viable option of doing school (Anderson, 2017; Ehn, 2008). 

Participatory Design provides a process for placing users in a community to carry out a 

design. In conclusion, when examined through an Authentic Leadership Development 

framework, research suggests Participatory Design activities could be carried out by 

teachers with youth to create a new learning environment. 

Concluding Literature Review 

 The case study unfolded in a manner requiring an additional examination of 

literature after the field research was completed. This additional review was completed to 

inform the research topic and better understand the findings.  

Co-design Versus Student-designed 

 For clarification purposes, this study began as a deep-dive into student-designed 

spaces and youth-led design. Upon getting into the case study, the researcher noted that 

without the adult – the teacher in the room to facilitate the process – there was no 

scaffolding for the student-led design to take place. Student-designed spaces were 
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reconceptualized and clarified into co-design as the case study unfolded. In co-design, the 

initial designer interacts over-time with youth (Maurer & Bonsignore, 2017). For this 

case, the initial designer is referred to as the facilitator. The words chosen to describe the 

participatory design case matter (Light, 2018). Mills (2016) noted that power roles are 

perpetuated through literacy, and in that same notion transforming a role from a teacher 

to a facilitator is a conscious choice in distributing power to the student (Schlechty, 

2011). 

 Temporality. In a case study documenting co-design of two urban common areas, 

Seravalli (2018) noted the issue of temporality and the fallible nature of such 

relationships. To confront the temporary partnerships, Seravalli (2018) noted 

transparency and accountability are two necessary components of co-design. Additional 

tenets for successful communing – co-designing in a public space – included recognizing 

and addressing the common base; meaning, connecting and confronting the people who 

are already present. The local government or decision-making body must also be 

considered when co-designing, Seravalli (2018) referred to this as articulating democratic 

or governance aspects. Kendall and Dearden (2018) noted the disentanglement associated 

with overlapping values of developers enacting co-design. In their participatory design 

study in a socioeconomic undeveloped region, Kendall and Dearden (2018) the 

researchers posited an essential question: who engages with whom with what and why? 

Light (2018) noted, the tone and content emerge from the words we choose, and there is a 

huge politic implication with what is left out. 
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Formal Consensus 

 The teacher in the case study leveraged formal consensus exclusively as a 

decision-making tool. The researcher had not been familiar with formal consensus prior 

to entering the case study, although Pyritz, King, Sueur, and Fichtel (2011) noted the lack 

of consistency surrounding terminology in decision making. The language used by the 

teacher was clear, logical, and role driven. The teacher-participant in the study leveraged 

the 1987 Butler and Rothstein On Consensus and Conflict as a driver for the participatory 

school design process. Butler and Rothstein (1987/2009) defined consensus as, “everyone 

makes the decision for everyone” (p. 6). Consensus decision making in the school setting 

is a difficult process (Garmston & Wellman, 2009). From that published work, the 

teacher participant had students generate proposals, give consent for proposals to be put 

to a vote, and reach consensus for making classroom decisions impacting all students in 

the class. Proposals are defined by Butler and Rothstein (1987/2009) as, “A written plan 

that some members of a group present to the whole group for discussion” (p. 6). Dyer et 

al. (2008) found that a small group of knowledgeable people were capable of guiding 

large groups to consensus. Regarding consensus decision among adults in the school 

setting, Garmston and Wellman (2009) stated,  

Consensus decision making is the ultimate test of this capability. This procedure 

assumes that participants know when and how to self-assert and when and how to 

integrate, both during and after the decision-making process. (p. 29) 

Infrastructuring with Youth in a Public School Co-design  

 An essential issue or tension with incorporating youth into public school design 

was placing the design as the outcome (Anderson, 2017). One sub-question of the study 
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asked: how does meta-design integrated into the school design process as an 

infrastructuring activity impact the learning community? The design-of-design referred to 

as meta-design (Ehn, 2008), is replete with outcomes not currently measured in K12 

schools. One aim of the study was to understand how youth and educators can design 

together to create the learning environment. One viable outcome of Johnson’s work with 

youth is a curated instance of infrastructuring. Agid (2018) stated, “In participatory 

design, infrastructuring helps to hold in view complex intersections between people, 

groups, technologies, systems, and ideologies” (p. 1). Agid (2018) noted how 

infrastructuring is carried out is a political concern. Johnson’s tone and tenor with youth 

and intentionality of instructional design illustrated an attempt to implement co-design. In 

noting issues with participatory design research Kensing and Blomberg (1998) stated: 

However, the concern for worker participation in design that drives PD 

researchers has also been challenged in recent years by economic conditions that 

predominate on the international scene, where efficiency is emphasized over 

quality of work life and the power of worker organizations is declining. (p. 168)  

Twenty years after Kensing and Blomberg wrote about the demand for efficiency in the 

work force being a barrier between worker and manager implementing co-design; the 

same sediment holds true for teacher and student. Johnson articulated the only time that 

students demanded a distraction-free learning environment was during state-mandated 

high stakes testing. In a re-read of the Kensing and Blomberg (1998) quote, replacing 

student with worker encapsulates the challenges of implementing co-design in the public 

school setting. Seravalli (2012) presented participatory making as a process created by 

short-term and long-term activities. The teacher participant featured in the case study 



COLLECTIVE CO-DESIGN 38

leveraged activities and layered the artifacts created from the activities upon one another 

to create a co-designed classroom.    

School Success Outcome Factors in a Co-designed Space 

A co-designed school, learning space, or classroom intentionally considers 

multiple stakeholder groups (Anderson, 2017). There is a long-standing practice of 

connecting schools, families, and community organizations through integrating programs 

and services (Sanders, 1999). One example of a community-wide school, family, and 

community organization is Geoffrey Canada’s Harlem Children’s Zone (Fisher, 2017). 

Canada has been the CEO of Harlem Children’s Zone since 1992 and has drawn both 

praise and criticism for his approach to educating the youth in Harlem (Ravitch, 2016). 

Canada’s school provides food, dental and medical services, and mental health services 

for children and their families (Fisher, 2017; Miller, Gibson, Balslev, and Scanlan, 2012). 

In examining other community-based school reform movements, Miller et al. (2012) 

noted the difficulty of replicating the Harlem Children’s Zone efforts. The researchers 

examined area-based initiatives in European countries including Belgium, Denmark, 

United Kingdom, France, Ireland, Netherlands, and Spain. The success or failure of the 

area-based initiative relied solely on the students’ performance on standardized-test 

scores. If tests scores increased, the initiative was viewed as a success, if scores decrease 

then the effort was a failure (Miller et al., 2012). In a recent case study leveraging 

artificial intelligence and a simulated learning environment of self-directed doctoral 

students, Lelei and McCalla (2018) leveraged graduation rate as the outcome for student 

success. In co-designing a new school, students could leverage the work of Lelei and 

McCalla (2018) and look at higher education rather than K12 to draw out successful 
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outcomes: graduation could be utilized rather than performance on standardized 

assessments. Thus, part of the co-design process should include clearly articulating and 

unpacking the graduation requirements.  

The question remains, can you build a school? Or do you have to build the 

network that does school? Can youth co-design a school and articulate the intended 

outcomes they hope to achieve?   

Impact of Interruptions on Learning 

 The researcher noted interruptions frequently occurred during the 15-day case 

study. Glover and Miller (1999) noted that interruptions occur in the secondary classroom 

and are a known phenomenon. A recent study conducted by Reed, Hirsh-Pasek, and 

Golinkoff (2017) found significant learning delays in language acquisition for two-year-

olds when their parent’s word-teaching was interrupted by a cell phone call or text. In this 

study, the two-year-old participants were taught a novel word such as “black”, and the 

instruction occurred for 60-seconds. One group of participants experienced a 30-second 

interruption in which their parent received a brief phone call. The group who received the 

60-second uninterrupted instruction far exceeded the number of words acquired than the 

group with the interruptions. Reed et al., (2017) supported the hypothesis that 

interruptions affected word learning. Interruptions are commonly viewed as 

unacceptable, and some educators are better at deflecting these disturbances than others 

(Glover & Miller, 1999). Gupta, Li, and Sharda (2013) studied the impact of interruption 

frequency via instant messenger communication systems and primary task completion. 

The researchers found a negative impact on both primary task completion and task 
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quality when workers were met with interruptions by their superiors (Gupta, Li, & 

Sharda, 2013).  

Careful planning has been shown to mitigate against unplanned interruptions 

(Glover & Miller, 1999) – which is useful for teachers, administrators and other adult 

educators. Yet, interruptions not only impact the ability of people to learn new 

information (Conard & Marsh, 2014). Foroughi, Werner, Nelson, and Boehm-Davis 

(2014) found that being interrupted also impacted the quality of work. In their 

experimental study involving 54 undergraduate students, the participants wrote and 

outlined essays. The researchers found that interruptions negatively impacted the written 

essays; however, the quality of the outlines were unaffected by interruptions (Foroughi, 

Werner, Nelson, & Boehm-Davis, 2014). Conard and Marsh (2014) found a 4-5% 

decrease in learning as a result of the effects of interruptions, and although interest level 

improves learning, the interest level did not moderate the effects of interruptions (Conard 

& Marsh, 2014).  

Work-based Learning Programs  

The teacher-participant in the case study referenced a career planning initiative 

that all homeroom teachers were responsible for implementing at the middle school. A 

recent review of best-practices compared to current practices for work-placed learning 

programs noted a continuum of activities from awareness to exploration to training 

should be implemented; with middle school being the time and place for career and work-

place exploration (Giffin, Neloms, Mitchell, & Blumenthal, 2018). Alfeld (2015) noted 

effective work-based learning programs are integrated with effective classroom practices. 

In a quantitative study to understand the relationship work-based learning programs have 
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to re-engaging At-risk youth in Southeastern Wisconsin, Litzau and Rice (2017) found 

that youth were rarely able to receive “soft skills” training. The researchers concluded 

many of the work-based learning programs did not offer occupational credentialing, did 

not engage in paid employment, and did not provide students with opportunities to earn 

high school or college credit (Litzau & Rice, 2017, p. 40). For effective work-based 

learning programs, student-workers and teachers must ask the following key questions: 

(a) who is responsible for making the links between the different kinds of learning? (b) 

how should these links be made? (c) how can the links be strengthened? (Alfeld, 2015, p. 

26). Findings from this case study align with the literature. Litzau and Rice (2017) found 

more than half of the schools in Southeastern Wisconsin did not offer paid employment 

or occupational credentialing for their work-based learning programs.  

Summary: Concluding Literature Review  

The preliminary literature review aimed to connect the self-development of the 

learner with the agency of the teacher and student. The concluding literature reviewed 

aimed to understand the observations made by the researcher during the case study. 

Formal consensus as outlined by Butler and Rothstein (2009) was used by the teacher to 

engage youth co-design. Infrastructuring provided the co-designers with a method to 

develop spaces (Seravalli, 2012). To better understand the observations made and data 

collected upon completing the case study, the researcher investigated the literature 

regarding work-based learning programs and the impact of interruptions on learning. The 

next section outlined the participants, setting, case study research design, and data 

collection and analysis plan. 
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CHAPTER THREE: METHODOLOGY 

Introduction 

 The purpose of this qualitative intrinsic case study was to curate an 

operationalized school design framework connected to participatory design theory by 

teachers with students in a public-school setting. The researcher observed students 

engaged in a classroom co-design process to explore the potentiality for developing a 

framework that can be replicated in which the end user – the student – designs their 

classroom, program, or school.  

In qualitative research, the words are the data (Creswell & Poth, 2018). 

Qualitative research is characterized by using emerging methods, open-ended questions, 

multiple forms of data collection; and builds from particular instances to inductively 

develop themes (Creswell, 2014). Stake (2005) argued that case study research is not a 

methodology but a choice of what is to be studied. Whereas Creswell and Poth (2018) 

contended case study research is a methodology in qualitative research that yields an 

“object of study as well as a product of the inquiry” (p. 96).  A case study was 

appropriate to address the central question to explore and analyze an instance of students 

co-designing a classroom. The researcher aimed to analyze a framework to better 

understand the viability and limits of student participation in designing a learning 

environment. A case study is a form of qualitative research in which the researcher 

conducts a few weeks of fieldwork after completing a few months of planning, and 

completes a thorough analysis or write-up of the entire project (Stake, 1995). The project 

was bound by time and place (Stake, 2005); therefore, it is difficult to generalize the 
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results of one case study to another setting (Creswell & Poth, 2018). Pseudonyms were 

used to describe people and places in the research study.  

Through the process of embedded analysis (Creswell & Poth, 2018) and the 

worked example (Barab, Dodge, & Gee, 2009), the researcher synthesized patterns from 

the case study by focusing on the co-design process facilitated by the teacher with the 

students. Several patterns emerged when students co-designed in an existing classroom 

setting. Qualitative research does not generalize across settings due to the highly 

contextualized nature of the data collection (Creswell, 2014). Yet, Willoughby and Tosey 

(2007) utilized a case study and demonstrated appreciative inquiry as a driver of school 

improvement. Although the participants of the study were in a different country – 

England – with a different school system, there were several usable takeaways from that 

case study for a leader steering a school improvement process. The boundaries and edges 

placed around a case allow for meaningful connections and takeaways for leaders in other 

settings (Creswell and Poth, 2018). Zmunda and Jackson (2015) emphasized developing 

authentic learning environments which allow for student voice and student choice to 

increase student academic engagement. A case study situated in a co-designed classroom 

– with student and teacher reflection and sharing their perceptions of school – offers 

usable suggestions and takeaways for leadership hoping to engage in a co-designed 

classroom, program, or school. 

Central Question and Sub-questions 

 In qualitative research, the research question assumes two forms; a central 

question and associated sub-questions (Creswell, 2014). According to Creswell (2014) a 

researcher arrives at a central question by asking the broadest question in the study to 
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participants in order to understand the essence of the phenomenon being studied and to 

“explore the general, complex set of factors surrounding the central phenomenon and 

present the broad, varied perspectives or meanings that participants hold” (p. 140).  

The following central question guided this qualitative study: how might participatory 

design theory be applied in the development of a co-designed learning environment? 

 Additional sub-questions emerged from the central question, they were  

 What is the role of teachers in developing a co-designed learning environment? 

 What is the role of students in developing a co-designed learning environment? 

 What is the relationship between the teacher and student during a participatory 

design process? 

 What role do students’ perceptions of academic engagement play in their 

collective dreaming of their future learning environment? 

 How does the structure of the learning environment inhibit or encourage agency 

among students? 

 How does meta-design integrated into the co-design process as an infrastructuring 

activity impact the learning community?   

Research Design: Intrinsic Case Study and the Worked Example  

The researcher sought to develop an in-depth understanding of incorporating 

public school teenage youth into the co-design process. A curriculum recently developed 

and conceptualized as Participatory School Design for Participatory Democracy was 

operationalized (Anderson & McCabe, 2017). A single case or instance was thoroughly 

explored, analyzed, and documented. Creswell and Poth (2018) noted an intrinsic case 

study is used when, “A qualitative case study can be composed to illustrate a unique case, 
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a case that has unusual interest in and of itself and needs to be described and detailed” (p. 

98). The researcher used an intrinsic case study to address the problem statement. The 

case study was an appropriate method to evaluate or explore a program in which a 

teacher carries out a co-design process with a group of students. The aim of the study was 

to provide educational practitioners with a process and framework to incorporate students 

into a co-design process. In their essay dissecting the components and value of a worked 

example Barab, Dodge, and Gee (2009) noted, “It is in the “working” of the example that 

the design affords the likelihood of a particular resonance, illuminating the designer-

intended conjectures, while simultaneously allowing for further discovery” (p. 1). In 

utilizing a bounded intrinsic case study, a product was produced that addressed the 

problem statement and can also be used for future learning to inform educational practice 

through the process of the worked example (Gee, 2009). By using a bounded case study 

constrained by time and place, the researcher analyzed and sought to understand the 

limits to which students were able to participate in creating a new school. Creswell and 

Poth (2018) stipulated a bounded case study is putting the edges or boundaries around the 

research project and the focus is on the case itself.  

The criteria for selecting a case was based on having access to teenage youth that 

wanted to participate in designing a new classroom. This case was situated within the 

context of participants believing their design could be implemented and within a space 

where teachers and students collaborated closely. A setting where both teachers and 

students believed they can shape, design, and infrastructure a new learning space was 

essential to the case. Finally, an additional design essential included the students being 

able to freely share their current concepts of school without reservation or fear of being 
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punished for speaking critically about their current school experience or teachers. The 

teacher facilitating the process needed intellectual freedom to act honestly and put the 

voice of the student at the forefront of the work.  

Participants and Data Sources 

 The site of the intrinsic case study was a rural middle school, where students in an 

eighth grade technology education class and their teacher were the participants.  Roberts 

(2010) noted January through April and October through November as the best 

opportunity for researchers to collect data. The researcher passed the Institutional Review 

Board (IRB) process prior to conducting the study. An interview protocol was used for 

teachers and students at the research site (see Appendix A for an Interview Protocol for 

Student Participants and Appendix B for an Interview Protocol for Teacher Participants). 

The semi-structured interview questions were accompanied by additional follow-up 

questions. All interview data was transcribed and then coded. Classroom activities were 

video and audio recorded during the 15-day case study.  

 The population studied consisted of students ages 13 – 14 in Midwestern United 

States. The sample was a eighth grade technology education class in a public middle 

school. Shane Johnson was a full-time technology education teacher at Anywhere Middle 

School. Anywhere Middle School (AMS) houses approximately 500 students in grades 

six, seven, and eight; operates on a trimester schedule, and Shane taught all students 

throughout the entire year, seeing a third of each grade each trimester. The school 

operates on a seven-period day, and each class was 42-minutes long. During the 2017-18 

school year, Mr. Johnson taught the co-design unit to 8th graders. The researcher 

observed an 8th grade class go through the co-design process by being onsite from 
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7:30am – 8:47am. This encompassed approximately three weeks of fieldwork onsite at 

Anywhere Middle School. There were 20 students in the first hour class. Three of the 

participants were students with disabilities or on a 504 plan, one of the participants was 

an English-Language Learner (ELL).   

The participants in the study consisted of Mr. Shane Johnson and his first hour 

class of pupils that he instructed during the third trimester – which began March 5, 2018 

and ran from through the first week of June – this purposeful sampling technique allowed 

the researcher to conduct one to two interviews per day and also observe the classroom 

activities.  

Data Collection Tools 

Creswell and Poth (2018) outlined case studies take advantage of using multiple 

data collection strategies including: documents, archival records, interviews, direct 

observations, participant observations, and physical artifacts (p. 100). During the case 

study, the researcher leveraged all of the data collection strategies noted. For three-

weeks, the researcher observed the curriculum being delivered in the classroom, 

interviewed students and the teacher, collected documents and captured video of the 

student activities. The researcher also collected physical artifacts such as jottings and 

student responses to prompts generated in a design journal. Open ended questions were 

asked to the teacher, Mr. Johnson, prior to the school design unit being taught, in middle 

of the case study, and again after the initial interviews were coded and themes developed. 

The interviews with Mr. Johnson and students were uploaded into NVivo 12. Jottings 

from students, the teacher, and the researcher were uploaded into NVivo 12, and were 

cross referenced with coded interview data. Video recordings were hand-coded, partially 
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transcribed, and stored. Archival documents were reviewed by the researcher to better 

understand the relationship between student academic engagement stated in the 

interviews compared to the curriculum design, student reflections, and assessment of 

learning. Meaning, lesson plans and curriculum guides were fully investigated and so 

were student responses and reflections. Mr. Johnson utilized Google Classroom to post 

assignments, communicate with students in an online environment, and to seek student 

feedback. Google Classroom was not available to the researcher; upon request, Mr. 

Johnson shared documents he posted on this site with the researcher.  

Finally, participants maintained a design journal during the project for jottings, 

reflection-on action, and reflect-in action (Dickel, 2011; Valli, 1997). The design journal 

was distributed at the onset of the project and collected upon completion of the three-

week project. Eight of the students turned in their design journal. The other participants 

either chose to keep their journal or forgot to bring it to class on the last day of the study. 

In a case study, the researcher can also act as a participant (Creswell & Poth, 2018). The 

participant researcher kept a design journal for observations, reflection-on action, and 

reflection-in action. This journal served as a code book, and evolved into a journal 

chronicling the entire case. Following the case study, the journal was critical in cross 

referencing audio and video recorded data with reflection-in action notes. Excerpts from 

transcripts of interviews and from journals were presented in whole and not edited for 

spelling or grammar in their logs nor were pauses or sounds edited in interview 

transcripts. 
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Data Collection Procedures 

 For 15-days, the researcher arrived at Anywhere Middle School by 7:30am, and 

set up the audio recorders, reviewed the upcoming lesson for the day, and went over any 

abnormalities in the daily schedule with Mr. Johnson. Students entered at approximately 

7:45am and the first period class started with morning announcements and the Pledge of 

Allegiance. Classes began with students gathering in a circle and engaging in an opening 

circle activity. The morning circle was observed, notes were taken, and the activity was 

video or audio recorded. Following the morning circle activity, Johnson completed a 

mini-lesson teaching a phase of design or another pertinent component related to co-

design. An activity followed the mini-lesson. The opening circle, mini-lesson, and 

activity were recorded by the researcher. As the research study went into the second 

week, students were interviewed individually an adjacent room. The interviews took 

place during the opening circle or following the mini-lesson. All interviews were digitally 

recorded with a Dictaphone. A second Dictaphone was also placed into the teacher-

participant’s shirt-pocket to record what took place while the researcher interviewed 

participants. Student-participant reflection and jottings were captured in a design journal.  

All student participants were interviewed once individually, and small-group 

observations were video and audio recorded throughout the study. The data was 

incorporated into NVivo 12 and was coded to develop themes. Regardless of the themes 

corresponding to the central question or sub-questions, the researcher presented the 

findings in an organized and coherent manner. Due to the large quantity of data, an 

embedded analysis strategy was employed with a focus on the co-design process of the 
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classroom carried out by the teacher. A thorough write-up of the findings included but 

was not limited to: 

 Student takeaways and student-generated co-design essentials; 

 Adult takeaways and teacher-generated notes on potentiality or viability of co-

designed spaces; 

 Perceptions, limitations, and connections to central question and sub-questions. 

Qualitative research leverages emerging themes from the data (Creswell, 2014). 

The researcher tracked emerging themes in writing through a design journal and through 

analyzing the data after the study was completed. 

The teacher-participant was interviewed on three separate occasions. The first 

interview took place prior to Day 3 of the case study on March 7, 2018.  The second 

interview took place prior to Day 10 of the case study. These first two interviews began 

at 7:20 am, and lasted for approximately 25-minutes. Following completion of the second 

coding cycle, the researcher carried out a final transcript review of all student-participant 

interviews and the first two teacher participant interviews. A third and final interview 

with the teacher participant was completed on April 28, and member checking occurred 

(Creswell, 2014). The last interview with Mr. Shane Johnson occurred in a private setting 

outside the school to ensure an untimed and uninterrupted setting would allow the 

participant to speak freely, openly, and without hesitation. This interview was carried out 

to allow the participant to clarify concepts not fully understood by the researcher, clear 

up any inaccurate understandings of findings, and to make additional connections.        
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Ethical Considerations 

Education is a political endeavor (Dewey, 1909; Gatto, 2010). Mr. Johnson and 

the researcher were both Directors at a non-profit organization that provided educational 

support services. At the time in which the research study was being conducted, the non-

profit they work for was completing a proposal to the state’s education department to 

open an independent charter school. This placed Johnson and the researcher in a tenuous 

position with their employers. Smagorinsky (2015) noted the tension felt by teachers and 

administrators who attempt to work for the “public”, try to innovate, or seek out on their 

own. To mitigate against potential bias or unethical behavior, the researcher clearly stated 

biases, followed accepted academia practices, and cross-referenced observations with the 

teacher participant through summarizing findings in a final interview prior to completing 

chapter four of this dissertation. With the researcher and the teacher participant of the 

study turning in a request for proposal for a co-designed school, the study was timely and 

completed with transparency. The researcher strived to seek a full exploration and 

understanding of the problem prior to ideating a framework and potential solutions. 

Evidence of transparency and candor was presented fully in chapter four; succinctly 

stated, the findings redirected the entire case. The proposed topic focused solely on 

student-designed spaces, following the findings, the topic morphed into co-design with a 

focus on the process implemented by the teacher to allow for youth to co-design the 

learning environment.   

An ethical issue associated with the study being carried out under the auspices of 

the non-profit organization: the researcher could potentially benefit personally from 

heighten professional prestige. This ethical issue was presented during the proposal of the 
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research topic, at the defense of the dissertation, and positioned on the forefront of the 

project during entire process. Creswell (2014) noted confidentiality can be assured in a 

qualitative study, but anonymity is more difficult to carry out to fidelity. Given the nature 

of leveraging social media to build community, connect with one another, and track data; 

there was the potentiality of anonymity gaps in the data and the researcher was mindful to 

protect participant confidentiality and anonymity in all co-design activities.  

Leading up to the study, the researcher was unsure if students would turn in the 

paperwork necessary to be a part of the study, participate in interviews, or provide access 

to documents and design journals. This was a high-risk, high-reward proposition. The 

bias of the researcher to trust in youth, and that youth wanted to co-design their 

classroom resulted in 14 of the 20 students in the classroom opting-in as participants in 

the study. McCabe (2011) noted developers of schools feel trepidation and have a built-in 

sense of: what if no one shows up? Conversely, when participants do show up, there is 

the constraint of being a subject in a study. Babbie (2014) noted a common phenomenon 

impacting social science research is the Hawthorne Effect. The Hawthorne effect was 

conceptualized as the presence of the researcher impacts the behaviors and actions of the 

participants involved in the study (Babbie, 2014). To minimize the potentiality of the 

Hawthorne effect, the researcher was in the classroom each day for three weeks, the 

constancy of the researcher in the classroom and familiarity of the participants with the 

researcher minimized unnatural student actions; however, as Bradshaw, Koth, Bevans, 

Ialongo, and Leaf (2008) noted, it is difficult to rule out the Hawthorne effect as a 

potential explanation for positive effects observed. As part of keeping a design journal, 

the researcher asked the teacher-participant to reflect-on-action and reflect-in-action 
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observable changes in student behavior. A direct question from the researcher to the 

teacher participant regarding the Hawthorne effect was noted and described in the 

findings section in chapter four of this dissertation in practice.  

Summary 

 Fourteen student participants were interviewed for this case study and the teacher 

participant was interviewed on three separate occasions. For 15 consecutive days, the 

researcher conducted field research at a public middle school in the Midwestern United 

States. Activities in a technology education classroom were observed. In this classroom, 

the teacher utilized a participatory school design curriculum in which students co-

designed their own classroom. The activities were video and audio recorded. The findings 

and analysis of the activities follow in chapter four.  
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CHAPTER FOUR: FINDINGS AND ANALYSIS 

Introduction 

 Chapter four presents the results gathered from the 15-day onsite case study, a 

description of the participants – both student group and the teacher – as well as an 

analysis of the activities observed and 14 student interviews and three teacher interviews. 

The audio recorded and digitally video recorded activities were also analyzed. Chapter 

four features nuances observed of Anywhere Middle School. The participants of the 

study are placed within a highly contextualized setting to develop a greater level of 

understanding of the participatory school design curriculum that was operationalized by 

Mr. Johnson.  Over a 15-day period, the teacher participant aimed to have students co-

design their own classroom and develop a process for directing their own learning. 

Johnson expanded upon tried-and-tested pedagogical models of small group and student-

directed project-based learning by having students co-design the values, processes, and 

procedures, guiding the classroom. The 15-day case study resulted in students 

successfully reaching a nexus where they were ready and able to propose projects to 

direct and guide their learning. An externality of the case featured and curated the process 

of youth unlearning traditional lecture-based learning.   

This intrinsic case study examined the potentiality of incorporating youth into a 

co-design learning space by doing an in-depth study and analysis of the practices in a 

middle school technology education classroom. The students co-design the rules, 

procedures, processes and curriculum of their class. A direct interpretation analysis was 

used for the data analysis. A direct interpretation involves the thorough examination of a 

single case. The data is pulled apart and put back together in order to find correlations 
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between categories (Creswell & Poth, 2017; Stake, 1995). The purpose of this study was 

to curate a school design framework rooted in participatory design theory facilitated by a 

teacher in a public-school setting. The aim of this study was to design an evidence-based 

participatory school design framework for teachers to use with students to create a new 

learning space. A process would be established for the end-users – the students – to 

design and implement a new classroom, program, or school.  

Students in a technology education course co-designed their classroom. This unit 

encompassed the design process from ideation through production and involved an end of 

unit summative presentation in which students created their own project. Prior to working 

independently on their own project which they designed, students spent the first three 

weeks of the course making decisions about how the classroom would run. All decisions 

were made in a circle and required consensus. Decisions went through a democratic 

decision-making process initially facilitated by the instructor, and gradually scaffolded to 

the students. Throughout the unit, students were able to work individually or in small 

groups. Mr. Johnson used a unit design connected to Next Generation Science Standards 

and Common Core State Standards.  

Three separate coding cycles were carried out upon completion of this study. The 

first coding cycle was completed approximately three weeks after the completion of the 

study and utilized four different types of codes as referenced in Saldana (2013), the codes 

were: (a) descriptive code – summarizes the primary topic; (b) in vivo code – direct quote 

from participants; (c) process code – a word or phrase which captures action; (d) 

simultaneous code – applying two or more codes within a single datum. The first coding 

cycle was completed after all student interviews and two of the teacher interviews were 



COLLECTIVE CO-DESIGN 56

transcribed. The transcribed data and coding was processed and curated in InVivo 12 Pro. 

A third and final interview with the teacher participant, Mr. Shane Johnson, took place 

approximately 10-days after the initial round of coding was completed. The findings were 

shared with Mr. Johnson, and his insights led to additional information for the researcher 

participant. The second coding cycle resulted in 129 total codes. Where the first coding 

cycle relied heavily on lumping – meaning the data was summarized by the code – the 

second cycle utilized splitting: in this cycle each phrase of the participants was parsed. 

Saldana (2013) noted, “Lumping gets to the essence of categorizing a phenomenon while 

splitting encourages careful scrutiny of social action represented in the data (p. 20)”. The 

second cycle of coding was completed approximately two months after the study was 

completed. The third coding cycle consisted of categorizing each code and reexamining 

the datum source associated with the code. Once categories were developed, a theoretical 

theme analysis was carried out. This type of analysis is driven by the researcher’s 

theoretical interest in the area (Braun & Clark, 2006). The themes that emerged are 

presented alongside supporting examples and analysis.  

This chapter is divided into four sub-headings: 

 Participant researcher observations from onsite case study; 

 Major findings;  

 Patterns; 

 Summary   

Participant Researcher Observations From Onsite Case Study 

This section begins with a noted tension of a researcher participant in a K12 

setting. This section will introduce the reader to the student participants and processes 
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cleared by the researcher in order to conduct social science research in a public middle 

school. This section will also introduce the reader to the middle school technology 

education classroom in which the case was situated and the noticeable pattern of frequent 

unplanned interruptions by adults into the classroom. At the conclusion of the case study, 

the pattern was shared with the teacher-participant during the final interview. This 

process is known as member checking (Creswell, 2014). Member checking was 

completed to increase the probability of the reliable and accurate information (Thomas, 

2014, p. 72). Prior to moving into the major findings of the study, the section ends with a 

summary of the setting of the case study. 

A Researcher Participant in a K12 Classroom 

Collins and Cooper (2014) noted the tension for practitioners carrying out 

qualitative research. The authors stated: 

Is it possible for a teacher to ask students to participate in a study without any 

coercion? Every situation is highly contextual, but in general, it is assumed that 

there should be some skepticism and caution about including participants in a 

study when a researcher holds some degree of positional power (Collins & 

Cooper, 2014, p. 96). 

Although the researcher does not hold positional power over the students directly, a 

known professional relationship between the teacher-participant and researcher could 

have influenced positional power through the classroom teacher towards the researcher. 

On three different occasions during the first three days of the study, Johnson encouraged 

students to turn in their signed consent forms so that they could be a part of the study. 

Within that context, and as Collins and Cooper (2014) noted, there should be some 
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skepticism and caution regarding the findings reported in this study. The researcher acted 

as a participant in the study and the term researcher participant is noted throughout 

findings to indicate the dual role of a qualitative researcher participating in the case study 

as both social science researcher and participant engaged in an unfolding case.   

Description and Rationale of Interview Participants 

The participant researcher completed in-field research at Anywhere Middle 

School during the first three weeks of the third trimester. The intrinsic case study was 

carried out March 5, 2018 through March 24, 2018. The sample was drawn from first 

hour students in an 8th grade technology education classroom. Mr. Shane Johnson was a 

veteran technology education teacher. For each of the past three years, he selected one 

class each trimester to co-design their own course. The students spent the first three 

weeks of the term co-designing their ideal middle school technology course, and then 

implement their design. Four of the students enrolled in Mr. Johnson’s first hour class 

participated in the classroom co-design process as 7th graders during the previous school 

year. Fourteen of the 20 students enrolled in the course returned the necessary 

Institutional Review Board (IRB) paperwork allowing them entry into the study. Entry 

was closed on March 7, 2018. Student interviews were completed during day eight 

through day 15 of the study. Mr. Johnson’s classroom has six students with disabilities, 

and just two of those pupils turned in the paperwork allowing them entry into the study. 

All student and teacher participants names have been changed to pseudonyms to protect 

the identity of those who participated in the study and to align with accepted-practices for 

collecting social science research (Creswell, 2014). In qualitative studies Creswell and 
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Poth (2018) noted that confidentiality can be assured and that every step should be taken 

to assure anonymity of the participants involved.  

Table 1. 

Demographic Information of Student Participants 

Student Name Self-identified 
Gender/Race 

Student’s first co-designed 
course taught by Johnson 

Robyn  Female/White No 

Vincent  Male/White No 

Adrian Male/White Yes 

Cody Male/African-American Yes 

Howard Male/White Yes 

Erik Male/White Yes 

Lydia Female/White Yes 

Dan Male/White  Yes 

Hector Male/Latino Yes 

Charles Male/White Yes 

Gustavo Male/Latino No 

Amy Female/White Yes 

Jack Male/White Yes 

Alicia Female/White No 

 

Classroom Layout  

The classroom had seven tables in which two students could sit comfortably, and 

four students were able to sit with their elbows touching the person next to them and the 
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person across from them. Mr. Johnson’s desk was in the corner of the classroom and 

looked out to the tables. Next to Mr. Johnson’s desk was a podium, and behind that 

podium was a 47” Vizio television circa 2013. This five-year-old screen was tethered to a 

Chromebook the instructor used to present notes, slides, and other digital materials to the 

students. Mr. Johnson worked from a separate MacBook and accessed his phone when he 

needed a prompt response to a student question. This type of three device to one 

instructor setup appeared to be common place at Anywhere Middle School. Every student 

had a Chromebook they brought with them to class and a cart-on-wheels furnished with 

24 MacBook’s sat in the corner of the classroom. The MacBook laptop computers were 

not used by this group of students during the entire case study. 

Summary: Setting of the Case Study 

The case study was set in a rural public middle school technology education 

classroom. There were 20 students in the classroom and 14 of those children participated 

in the case study along with their teacher. All of the names of the participants have been 

changed. The case study took place over three consecutive weeks in the March of 2018 as 

the students began a new course. The setting of the classroom provided a unique context 

on the intrinsic case study. The effectiveness of the teacher to operate under these 

conditions and thrive within them is extrapolated further in the next section.  

Major Findings 

 This section reported the major findings and analysis associated with a co-

designed classroom and demonstrated the teacher-participant – both knowingly and 

unknowingly – leveraged participatory design theory through democratic teaching 

practices.  The researcher found two major findings. The first major finding was 
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associated with the impact and importance of the teacher facilitating the design process. 

The second major finding was associated with student perception of academic 

engagement, specifically, that the participants in this study reported being engaged by 

activities and disengaged by extended lectures.  

 The researcher entered the study seeking to understand the processes and 

classroom environment conducive to student agency. Early into the case study, it became 

clear to the researcher that student agency without teacher scaffolding was unrealistic. 

Further, the findings demonstrated the intentionality, expertise, and usefulness of the 

teacher carrying out the co-design. The classroom teacher used several effective teaching 

and learning strategies, and had a three-part approach to conducting the co-design; 

namely:  

 Circle as a structure, 

 A clear, visual, and codified process, 

 Formal consensus as an agentic tool. 

It was evident that Mr. Johnson was a highly effective teacher, easily carrying out the 

forwards and backwards design required to develop the co-designed classroom. In 

backwards design, the instructor determines what they want the students to understand at 

the end of the unit, then designs the necessary assessments, and creates the learning 

activities to scaffold the needed skills for understanding and assessment (McTighe & 

Wiggins, 2013). In contrast to backwards design, which begins with output; forward 

design emphasizes input processes (Brooks, 2010). An example of forward design is 

presented in Chapter 5 of this study. Using a framework to co-design a classroom is a 

forward design process. This section unpacked examples of the teacher-participant in this 
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study as an agent who utilized what Ehn (2008) referred to as intentional and strategic 

design-by-playing and design-by-doing; teacher-participant Johnson exemplified value-

driven learning (DiSalvo & DesPortes, 2017). 

 A second major finding focused on student academic engagement as perceived 

and reported from the student participants. Although there was not a single subject, 

discipline, or teacher that every participant reported as engaging: students were engaged 

by activities. A troubling pattern also emerged and was explored: students reported 

bullying and lecture-based teaching as disengaging and reasons for hating school.  

Impact of Teacher-led Processes Necessary to Scaffold Co-design 

 The researcher participant was a middle school principal and carried out teacher 

observations and evaluations of middle school teachers on weekly basis during the 

months of October through March. As the case study unfolded, the researcher completed 

teacher observations of faculty in the school in which they are employed. Very early in 

the case study, it became clear to the researcher that Mr. Shane Johnson was a competent 

and effective educator. An initial entry activity into the classroom situated students to set 

goals, provide and receive feedback, and gauged their attitude and interest; according to 

Marzano (2007), all three of these teaching strategies lead to percentile gains in academic 

achievement and are effective teaching and learning strategies.  

As students entered the classroom to begin the first day of their 8th grade 

technology education class, they were met with an entry ticket activity from Mr. Johnson. 

He stated, “Which one of these best describes you, if you have to choose one, what would 

it be?” Each student received a color-coded slip of paper with the following statement on 

it:  



COLLECTIVE CO-DESIGN 63

 good with hands; or,  

 good with words; or,  

 good with numbers; or,  

 good with drawing; or,  

 good with computers.  

When asked about the ticket-to-enter activity, Mr. Johnson stated, “I want them to pick 

teams they are comfortable with. The goal there was to make sure teams have diversity of 

strengths, but also make sure there’s an easy out for kids to avoid that awkward social 

situation of being left out”. Within the first moments of walking in the classroom, 

students are provided choice. They are allowed to pick from seven different tables to sit, 

with the teacher-provided constraint that no more than two colors or strengths at the 

table. In doing this asset-building activity, Mr. Johnson was telling the students that 

everyone is good at something. The self-selected seating developed into design groups 

for the rest of the case study. Students worked in these small groups with varying 

strengths to solve design challenges, address classroom conflicts, and discuss proposals.  

 As students entered the classroom on the first day, they saw the following 

statement on the screen in front of them: “Our design process – problem-solve like an 

engineer!” Students used their entrance ticket with their self-identified strength and were 

instructed to draw a map, “write your name on the paper” Johnson stated, “and glue it 

down on the sheet”. Upon completing the self-selected seating chart activity titled 

“Constructing Design Team”, Mr. Johnson transitioned into a teacher-created Cantilever 

Design Challenge. Within the first 15-minutes of the first day of class, the students were 

transitioning into their second hands-on activity. In reflection-on action, the researcher 
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participant noted that Mr. Johnson never referred to his pupils as students, the language 

he used on that initial day when referring to the students was designers, workers, and 

fellow-workers. The high-level of respect paid to students by the instructor and ability to 

choose the small group they would sit next to stood out to the researcher as an effective 

initial trust-building strategy employed by Mr. Johnson.  

 As students entered the classroom for day two of their class and this case study, 

they were provided with the following slip of paper: 

	

Figure	1. 3x4 inch entry ticket provided by Shane Johnson to students as they entered 
class on Day 2, March 6, 2018 at 8:55am. 
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Johnson’s intentionality with positioning the students into a predefined yet flexible 

solution or characteristic is an infrastructuring strategy from participatory design theory 

known as formats (DiSalvo & DesPortes, 2017; Ehn, 2008). The student was co-

designing the learning space by providing democratic input into what they would like to 

be called. Although one sophomoric comment emerged in which an adolescent male 

requested to be called Pegasus, Gandin (2007) noted the inclusionary and democratic 

processes provided to the youth by the teacher was an element necessary for participatory 

democratic education.  

 Although the researcher spent nearly nine months planning and preparing for the 

social science experiment, there were three different phases of the participatory school 

design process integrated into the instructional delivery that were unknown to the 

researcher until the case began to unfold. In interviews and candid conversation 

throughout the study, Johnson shared he iterated, modified, and improved teaching 

strategies from one school year to the next. Entering the case study, the researcher had a 

lack of understanding of the full delivery of the co-designed classroom.  Johnson 

incorporated both the co-design for use before use – which Ehn (2008) referred to as 

participatory design – and meta-design which Ehn (2008) defined as “designing for 

design after design” (p. 92). Through planning and iteration from one-year-to-the-next 

Johnson implemented participatory design theory into his classroom practice and the 

researcher observed three critical processes related to agentic youth-building classrooms, 

they were: Circle as a structure, a codified process – which Johnson titled Phases of 

Design, and formal consensus as an agentic tool. The outcome for students was what 

DiSalvo and DesPortes (2017) referenced as a value-driven classroom.  
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 Circle as a structure. Three of the student-participants interviewed referenced the 

circle as a part or structure of their class. When asked about what had been occurring in 

the classroom over the past three weeks and what the student found most rewarding, 

Adrian stated, “The circle thing in their steps in how to do this and I thought was really 

cool to feel like you’re going to use it”.  When asked, “Do you feel like you have a 

choice in what you learn?” Robyn stated, “Because we’re doing a circle and a consensus 

consensus thing then it would be cool if we did that in all of our classes”. When asked 

what’s most frustrating about the process of designing a new class, Erik stated, “That it 

takes two hours to get around the circle”. That answer directly followed Erik’s response 

to what do you find most rewarding about designing a new class: “It’s that we get to do 

what we want and we're not forced to do what the teacher says”. In all of these student 

statements, they noted the structure of the circle. For Adrian, the circle was the ‘how-to’, 

for Robyn, it provided a choice in ‘what’ to learn, and for Erik the circle was a structure 

that slowed down the decision-making process and at the same time provided students 

with a space “to do what we want”.  
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Figure 2. Example of a circle. This was Circle #6 observed by the researcher on Day 10, 
Friday, March 16. This circle was in progress as Mr. Johnson was called into the 
gymnasium for a faculty picture. 

Mr. Johnson attributed the circle as an engagement structure. Johnson was 

interviewed on three occasions: prior to day three of the case study, prior to day 10 of the 

case study, and at the conclusion of the study once initial findings had been coded and 
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analyzed. During the second interview which took place at 7:30am on day ten of the 

study, Johnson was asked, “Are your students engaged in this first hour?” The teacher 

stated: 

So, this is the first time I've tried using the, uh, the circle practice. It's adapted 

from the restorative justice world. Um, and I've noticed a tremendous difference. I 

feel like the activity itself has a lot of innate, um, engagement in it. There's a lot 

of built in interest because students are number one – deliberating – talking to 

each other, which they love doing, you know, it's this sort of a natural interest 

thing. Um, but number two, that the topic, the content of their deliberations is 

something they have a vested interested in, you know, like what are you going to 

be doing in this learning space for the next 10 weeks? So, it's always, there's 

always engagement, but the fact that now we're trying this business of sending a 

talking piece around giving everybody dedicated space to um, to, you know, share 

or not, um, that seems to have driven that engagement level even further.  

One example of students engaged in conversation and enjoying each other is 

demonstrated in Figure 3 below. This structure of the circle allowed for students to carry 

out conversations, make eye contact, and see expressions such as laughter, intrigue, or 

wonder. This circle discussion took place during Day 14 of the case study. Hector 

completed a story and Vincent was adding on to it. The researcher had just completed a 

student interview in the adjacent room, and upon re-entering to the circle discussion, 

noted the calmness and perceived high-levels of peer-to-peer active listening; thereby, 

curating an image of this circle discussion.  
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Figure 3. Circle on Day 14, Thursday, March 22. Students were actively listening to one 
another.  

The circle was noted again by Johnson as a structural form to engage, include, and 

develop all students in the design process. In the first interview, Johnson was asked, 

“What do you do or don’t you do to support the development of each of your students?” 

Johnson stated: 

I'm using a circle dialogue and deliberation process where every student is 

actively invited to contribute to the deliberations over the design. Um, I think the 

first step in supporting each individual student, letting them know that their voice 

counts, that there's a place for them, but they also have the opportunity to pass if 

they don't feel like speaking. Um, we also had been trying to use different roles, 

um, within the design process and asking students to take on the roles of the 
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workshop. So, a facilitator, a timekeeper, note-taker, scribe, a peacekeeper, 

sometimes stepping into those roles really helps students develop that 

empowerment. 

The teacher used the structure of the circle, assigned roles, and built capacity among the 

students to ideate, create, and then implement project and curriculum design.  

 Finally, the teacher leveraged the guidelines setup by the students and built a 

culture of respect through the circle. Each day ended with an evaluation. Many of the 

circle activities were audio or video recorded by the researcher from the vantage point of 

sitting outside the circle near Mr. Johnson’s desk. During the evaluation period of day 

nine, students began to talk at an atypically loud level for the classroom. In a 

transcription of the video recording of this closing circle activity, the teacher provided a 

redirection, and the classroom chatter subsided. Johnson stated, "And we are back – at 

meeting our guidelines right, so one person talking at a time if you have the talking piece, 

if not, please listen." That statement provided by Johnson reminded the students of the 

values and guidelines they co-designed together. Rather than stating “I” language to 

redirect the class, ‘I want you to be quiet’ or ‘I want you to listen to your peers’; the 

teacher used “we” language. “And we are back” cued the entire student population of the 

circle structure along with the student-generated guidelines.  

A codified process. Student perceptions of being a designer was shaped by the 

Phases of Design process generated by Mr. Johnson (see Figure 4 below).  
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Students relied on the Phases of Design as a process to break apart self-directed learning 

into a series of stages. In completing a word query search of all interview transcripts for 

the word “process” – multiple student responses were associated with Johnson’s Phases 

of Design process. The students came to view the phases or steps as stages of learning. 

The following transcript is from a student interview in which the participant’s think time 

and response time were noticeably longer for one specific question. Robyn responded to 

most questions rapidly, and formulated answers within one to three seconds of questions 

being asked. One question elicited a longer response time.   

	
Figure 4. Nine Phases of Design used by the teacher to scaffold student-directed learning. 
Anderson (2017) noted The Phases of Design process as being synthesized from existing 
engineering, design, and teaching frameworks. This image shows how the Phases of 
Design exhibited in the classroom where the case study took place.	
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Researcher: 01:56 Alright. If you are on the design team of the new school, what  

would you take from your current school and bring it into a new 

school?  

Robyn:  02:04 Um, probably like the steps,  

  02:09 on the wall.  

Researcher: 02:10 Tell me more about that.  

Robyn: 02:17 Maybe if I couldn't get them to do it or if they don't already have it,  

I could do it myself so I could understand their process better.  

[end transcript] 

By many measures, Robyn was a successful student in her final trimester at Anywhere 

Middle School. She was in band, was a multi-sport athlete and when asked about what 

she liked about school, she said gym and talking with her friends. But when asked about 

what she would take from her current school into a new school she’s designing, she chose 

the Phases of Design – she also noted it as a process.  

 Students noted the process being slowed down by other students talking. Howard 

used process as a verb when he stated, “Ah, like what's frustrating is like um people 

talking out of turn because that slows down process”. And another student named Alicia 

stated, “People's opinions. Like I have my opinion, but I just mad about other people's 

opinions but then they don't like mine. So, it's just a long process”. Alicia contended she 

found the process rewarding, she stated, “Cuz I did this last year, so I have a little of like 

background with it. And it's cool to see like we started from this one step – two, now we 

have this whole class of what we enjoyed and liked it”. A third student, Lydia, stated 

what she found most rewarding about the classroom co-design experience, “I think that 
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we have a say in what we do and it's not just given to us about what we're going to do”. 

When asked what she was most frustrated by, Lydia stated, “Everyone has a different 

opinion on what they want to do. So, it's hard to get one thing that we all want to do”. In 

the Phases of Design process rooted in engineering and project management systems 

(Anderson, 2017), middle school students noted the value and tension of having a formal 

step-by-step process. The value was in giving agency to the group through each 

individual giving consensus. The tension was the amount of time required for the 

decision-making process and having to get along with everyone else in the classroom.  

Formal consensus as an agentic tool. As student responses in the previous 

section indicated, students articulated the Phases of Design as a process in which student 

choice, curriculum, and ownership of the classroom culture was evident. Bandura (2001) 

noted a form of agency as a we-ness in which the group knows they can do something 

because ‘we say we can’. In order to move from one-stage-to-another in the Phases of 

Design process, students made a proposal and passed that agreement by consensus in a 

circle. Formal consensus integrated into moving through each phase of the design process 

provided the classroom co-design team with an agentic tool. The students knew they were 

able to proceed due to the formal process of coming together in the circle, chronicling 

agreement and disagreement, and moving forward through the stages of design. Student 

frustration and tension were noted by the process taking too much time and being easily 

thwarted by a single disagreement from a lone student. Jack – a frequent note taker for 

the group and gregarious young man – noted a problem of associating formal consensus 

with unanimous acceptance. He stated, “Um, just like some things I just don't agree with. 

Yet everybody else agrees with. And then it's just like, I don't really want to speak out 
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because I'm going to be that one really annoying kid-“.  Even withstanding Jack’s 

comment regarding not wanting to block consensus, the researcher was struck by the 

manner and enthusiasm in which students adopted the roles of facilitator, note taker, 

public scribe, time keeper, peace keeper, and advocate. Figure 5 shows an example of a 

daily sign-up for these roles. Figure 6 shows a Google Document curated by the note 

taker.  

 

	

Figure 5. Role sign-up on 25 x 30 inch post-it note. Completed daily by the students. 
Roles are: facilitator, peace keeper, advocate, timekeeper, public scribe, and note taker. 
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Figure 6. Document maintained by student notetaker showing two days of the case study. 
This was a Google Document where proposals are curated. 
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Another student response showed the impact of the design process on student 

perceived agency. When asked, “What do you find most rewarding about designing a 

new school, program, or class?” Gustavo stated:  

I feel like they just reward you with your say. You are in charge. You have to say 

you can learn whatever you want and just has to be okay with the other designers 

and they just have to agree with you. It's not really what Mr. Johnson wants to 

learn, that's what we want to learn. And the rest of the kids in this class. 

Gustavo’s response demonstrated how the three parts of agency outlined by Bandura 

(2001) are fulfilled through formal consensus. To review, those three stages of agency 

are: I can because I know I can, I can because you say I can, and we can because we 

know we can (Bandura, 2001). 

Reeve and Tseng (2011) advocated for positioning a fourth aspect of agentic 

engagement within student engagement during learning activities. The three existing 

components are behavioral, emotional, and cognitive. In their quantitative study in which 

they surveyed 365 Taiwanese high school students, Reeve and Tseng (2011) found 

agentic engagement positively impacted the other three aspects and predicted 

independent variance on achievement. The findings of this study supported an additional 

facet of agentic engagement in learning activities, and that is: students perceive the 

structure of the classroom and the teacher in charge of it as an agentic interaction. In 

congruence with Shen et al. (2015) who found that teacher exhaustion-a critical 

component leading towards burnout-was negatively related to teacher autonomy support, 

and Skinner et al. (2016) who determined academic coping and persistence was 

positively related to student academic engagement, this study indicated agentic 
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engagement was positively related to student autonomy support. When asked, do you feel 

like you have a choice in what you learn? Robyn’s response to that question and answers 

to follow-up questions indicated an understanding of an agentic student-teacher 

interaction and the agentic engagement referenced by Reeve and Tseng (2011).   

Researcher: 07:07  Do you feel like you have a choice in what you learn? 

Robyn:  07:10 Uh definitely in this class this year.  

Researcher: 07:13 Tell me more about that…  

Robyn: 07:16 Because we're doing a circle and a consensus – consensus thing 

then it would be cool if we did that in all of our classes.  

Researcher: 07:29 How, how does that, how does the consensus can it be a choice I 

guess?  

Robyn: 07:37 Yeah, just kind of asks your opinion to see if you want to do it or 

not.  

Researcher: 07:44 So in other classes do you get to express your opinion?  

Robyn: 07:47 I mean you can say it out loud, but sometimes the teachers just 

like. Yup.  

As Robyn’s response indicated, students understand when a structure, agentic tool, and 

codified processes are in place to provide them with a choice in what they learn. 

 The co-designed classroom as an example of value-driven learning. DiSalvo 

and DesPortes (2017) extrapolated upon Ehn’s (2008) concept of meta-design by 

extenuating the design-of-design as value-driven learning. Whereas Ehn (2008) situated 

the co-design prior to the design as being participatory design, and the design-of-the-

design after the design as meta-design; Johnson’s work with his students in the first hour 
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technology education classroom in March of 2018 was an example of value-driven 

learning (DiSalvo & DesPortes, 2017, p. 179). Johnson’s used a highly structured 

curriculum tied to Common Core State Standards and performed a carefully plan scope 

and sequence (Anderson, 2017); further, as the Cantilever Design Challenge and opening 

circles where students identified self and group values and norms indicated, the teacher 

used what DiSalvo and DesPortes (2017) referred to as design patterns. Even further, 

Johnson co-designed protocols with the youth he was in charge of instructing. DiSalvo 

and DesPortes (2017) defined protocols as, “within a social context, the defined 

procedural agreements for completing activities and/or communicating” (178). The 

researchers continued to explain the benefits of value-driven learning and meta-designed 

curriculum when they stated,  

Low-structured interventions also place a large burden on the educator to assist 

the students and appropriately scope the projects. By using a meta-design learning 

experience, we scaffolded the structure and focus the students on creating 

something within that structure that is reflective of and incorporates their cultural 

values. This provides value-driven design that is flexible. (DiSalvo & DesPortes, 

2017, p. 178)   

The procedural agreements put in place by Johnson allowed for students to experience a 

co-designed classroom, and multiple students voiced they felt engaged and in charge of 

their learning in Mr. Johnson’s classroom.  

It must be noted the co-designed classroom was a highly structured curriculum, 

with intentionally articulated and pre-planned activities. This was not a physical 

education classroom where the balls were rolled out and the music was turned on and the 
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students were told to go play. Johnson carried out the participatory co-design classroom 

as a fifth-year teacher at Anywhere Middle School. As a technology education teacher, he 

was not under the same intense sociopolitical pressure and surveillance placed on other 

math, science, or English public schools since the passage of No Child Left Behind Act 

of 2001 (Kirshner et al., 2015); and, the added pressure of accountability of the Every 

Student Succeeds Act of 2015 (Mathis & Trujillo, 2016). Johnson used reflection, 

evaluation, and other forms of feedback within his daily teaching learning practices for 

his students. The teacher carried out best-practices for implementing agency in 

accordance with academic skills and standards to build-up and empower communities 

through developing the individual citizen (Kirshner et al., 2015). The teacher was 

provided maximum autonomy to carry-out the co-design by administration at the building 

and District level. The leadership support allowed the teacher in-turn to provide students 

with maximum autonomy within a highly structured curriculum, process, and classroom. 

The design-of-the-design was the learning outcome, and in order to get to that place, the 

teacher had to have a clearly articulated and crafted plan.  

Dynamic, Trusting, and Imaginative Teacher Necessary to Implement Co-design 

 Day two of the case study occurred during the second day of the trimester for the 

students. After opening circle Johnson showed a brief animated video to the class in 

which co-design was introduced. From the video, “Everybody is equal and each opinion 

and idea counts. The designer helps everybody to be creative by designing a process and 

tools that spark ideas and help participants to articulate them” (PROUD Europe, 2014). 

Following the video, Johnson stated, “There’s the designer and the user. Two very 

different groups of people. What this video said is that in co-design these two groups of 
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people have to come together”. In reviewing the video data gathered from that day, the 

researcher noted that approximately two minutes later, Johnson reviewed the term “expert 

blind spot” and connected that term to the syllabus and said, “I propose we step back and 

use the proposal to design our little portion of school together”. These four minutes of 

action were nestled in with loud music outside the classroom as a student could be heard 

shouting, “Let’s play dodgeball”. Meanwhile, inside the technology education classroom, 

Johnson continued with a design journal prompt, and encouraged students to take out 

their design journals to answer the following question, “What do you think about co-

designing class together?” One student blurted, “sounds like we get more freedom”. 

Then, the following dialog ensued: 

 “Talk to us Pegasus” 

 “Are we going to sit in a circle?” 

 “Last year we didn’t do a whole lot,” Vincent said. 

 Alicia added, “Hard to get consensus or whatever it’s called”. 

 Rather than shutting down the conversation, Johnson went along with the dialog 

and asked the students who participated in the co-design the previous year to reflect aloud 

on their experience. Vincent stated, “I liked it”. Alicia added, “It’s fun”. At 8:42am, there 

was a proposal of passing a new plan. The syllabus for 8th grade technology education 

was discarded. The new proposal to co-design a class using the Phases of Design was 

unanimously passed. Referencing the syllabus, Vincent stated, “Can we just rip this up?” 

Johnson ignored the sophomoric comment and stated, “One last thing, in your design 

journal, how did you feel about what you just decided?” (See Appendix C for a complete 

list of the writing prompts Mr. Johnson asked the youth participants during the study). 
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The following verbatim entries in Table 2 were entered into design journals regarding the 

two prompts provided by Mr. Shane Johnson on day two of the case study. 

Table 2 

Student Written Responses in Design Journal 

Response Student 

 About co design 

 how long? 

 Where do you start 

Gustavo 

I learned about co design which is working with people to 

create a solution. The people that do this are called designers. 

I like this idea. 

I am excited to do this. 

Amy 

Co – design 

- everyone is equal 

- everyones ideas should be considered 

Lydia 

1. There is different ways of design. Everyone should be 

equal 

2. I think its cool because we did this last year 

      IM Happy! 

Alicia 

why the people in the video were gray. 

I am feeling nervous about makeing our own class. 

Cody 

Usually designs take multiple people to make and give advise 

Little nervis on desition but confident with desition 

Adrian 

people how work together make it better some times 

alitall skared but confadint  

Howard 

Co design is trying to design with other users in the design 

process. 

 

Robyn 
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As the student writing demonstrated, there was a wide range of ability among the 

eight students who turned in their design journals for this study. Robyn’s written 

definition of co-design shows a level of understanding that was missing from Howard’s 

response. For Mr. Johnson to begin, adapt, and iterate the co-designed classroom shows 

trust, courage, and imagination. Johnson viewed the varying abilities of the students as a 

positive constraint in the design process. When asked during the second interview, “You 

have six students with disabilities in your class yet they're all participating in the 

process?” Johnson stated:  

Yes. Without particular accommodation from me without particular support from 

the education support professionals that are in the room. I felt a real strength of 

this model, um, because you know, even up to and including, um, know, verbal 

language, cognitive disability, the ability, you know, the opportunity to sit around 

and talk with people and share your thoughts and ideas I feel like is a 

fundamentally approachable- 

Johnson’s comments were interrupted by the intercom as faculty were invited to go to a 

specific location to get pictures taken for wearing red t-shirts in anticipation for a 

basketball game played that evening.  

 The next question in the same interview involved the researcher participant 

sharing a reflection-in action jotting from an opening circle of the second day of the case. 

The jotting read, Is Shane Johnson implementing the Geoffrey Canada effect? Is this one 

charismatic teacher, or is this process replicable? Geoffrey Canada is a charismatic 

leader and founder of Harlem Children’s Zone (Fisher, 2017). Critics of Canada have 

noted the difficulty of replicating his work due to the level of charisma, community-
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specific-knowledge, and social capital exhibited by the founder (Miller et al., 2012). The 

thought gnawed at the researcher over the next few days, and led to this question, “would 

your peers who are in this building or another middle school be able to do the formal 

consensus process with their youth or is this really a culmination of, of your teacher 

professional practice and you as an agent?” Johnson acknowledged the validity of the 

question, and unpacked a thorough answer that lasted for two minutes and 12 seconds. He 

acknowledged that he does not know if his peers in the building are capable of carrying 

out this process because he has not watched them teach. He then provided an explanation 

of his personal belief, lived experiences, and philosophy on education that makes him 

feel comfortable co-designing a class with youth. He concluded his answer by stating:  

Your question about sort of charismatic leadership I think is interesting and I 

think if it's applied towards empowering all kinds of people to make decisions for 

themselves, then I think it's sort of a justifiable means to an end. 

Gardner et al. (2005) diagrammed an authentic leadership model whereby positive 

modeling occurs between leader and follower in respect to self-awareness when values, 

identity, emotions, motives/goals are displayed. Whether Mr. Johnson was a lone 

charismatic leader or an authentic leader remains to be seen and conclusions regarding 

leadership style could not be fully vetted during the brief 15-day study. 

Analysis: Values – a Critical Component for Implementing Co-design 

 Johnson speculated other teachers at Anywhere Middle School were capable of 

co-designing their classroom with students. He articulated the choice to implement 

formal consensus as the decision-making process as a “values-based decision”. During 

the final interview to review the findings of the case study, Johnson was asked, “how did 
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you as a practitioner choose formal consensus?” Johnson referenced values three 

different occasions and in three different contexts. The first reference to values was in 

choosing formal consensus as a decision-making process. This process aligned with his 

personal values. The second reference to values occurred when Johnson reflected-on 

action regarding the shift from managing individual projects in a technology education 

course to having students co-design the class. The teacher stated, “Um, what to me 

became much more interesting – what happens when multiple people have to make a 

decision together and how do we do that?” Johnson made a decision based on 

professional values to transition students from working individually to working into small 

groups.  

The third mention of values reflected the teacher’s comfort-level with distributing 

power from the teacher to the student. It is this statement that sets Johnson apart from his 

colleagues and casts doubt on his speculation that other teachers could easily adopt the 

participatory designed classroom. Johnson’s entire classroom hinges on the ability of a 

single student to stop any decision. He stated, “But it also is like a highly individualistic 

process where any one person has the authority to stop any decision by the group and 

going forward as long as it's rooted in some values”. From this answer, Johnson 

demonstrated a level of respect towards each student’s lived experience that is 

uncommon in other classrooms. Each person has the authority to stop a decision. The 

concept of a pupil having the ability to stop a teacher’s decision if student articulates the 

reasoning and values is a fundamental shift away from the Carnegie unit which placed an 

emphasis on “seat-time” and completed instructor-led initiatives above personal values 

(Garrick, Pendergast, & Geelan, 2017). Having evaluated and observed teachers in the 
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classroom, the researcher-participant posited the ability for students to stop decisions 

from going forward in the classroom based on the pupils’ values sets Johnson apart from 

his colleagues at Anywhere Middle School and in many other middle schools in the 

Midwestern United States. Fundamentally, teachers do not allow students that level of 

control in the classroom.  

The first three days of the trimester are used to set-up, design, and implement the 

class values. The activities are not taught through direct instruction, they are designed 

and then facilitated. Johnson is a facilitator. Once the activity is completed, Johnson 

reflects-on action through writing what went well and what needs to be adapted for the 

next iteration. Johnson tracked these reflections in a moleskin notebook. The values 

ideation activities facilitated by Johnson were referenced by nine students during the 

interviews as an example of having choice in what they learn. More than any other class, 

subject, or teacher, the co-creation of values was recalled as an example of having choice 

in school. This data is relevant for school leaders wanting to incorporate youth into co-

design. The youth in this study viewed values ideation activities as learning, and the 

students articulated creating values as an example of having choice in learning.  

Summary: Impact of the Teacher on the Co-designed Classroom 

 Mr. Shane Johnson was an effective and highly competent teacher. In order for 

him to carry out the co-designed classroom, he needed to have administrator approval and 

support. And before he went to administration, he developed a clearly defined scope and 

sequence of his plan for his classroom. Johnson has iterated and improved his plan over 

the three years he has been carrying it out with youth. Parallels from the case study 

observed and participatory design for value-driven learning were drawn (DiSalvo & 
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DesPortes, 2017). Johnson used the circle as a structure to embed student voice into the 

learning environment. He used a codified process-Phases of Design-to systematically 

guide instruction and the co-design experience. The teacher leveraged formal consensus 

as an agentic tool and to layer-up the capacity of the student group. Finally, the teacher 

created a value-driven learning environment through enacting participatory design theory 

into the classroom.   

Student Perception of Academic Engagement 

 The study sought to touch on the phenomenon of students hating school and 

loving learning. The second major finding of the study emerged from honing-in on 

student academic engagement. Students strongly associated academic engagement with 

activities. Although students reported being engaged during in-class activities, there was 

dissensus regarding student academic engagement relating to specific courses, content, or 

teachers. Students reported being disengaged when they were lectured to, or when 

teachers stood in front of them and spoke directly to them for long periods of time. 

Student’s reported time going by slowly and daydreaming as two indicators of 

disengagement. 

Multiple student participants in the study indicated they were engaged in Mr. 

Johnson’s technology education class. Student’s reported being engaged in social studies 

class, and pointed to a particularly engaging classroom led by Mrs. Cray. Students also 

reported being engaged when they were directing the creative process, stated examples 

included art class or cooking at home. The following verbatim quotes were provided by 

students in response to the question, “Can you tell me a time when you were engaged?”  
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Table 3 

Student Reported Academic Engagement 

Participant Participant Responses 

Adrian Probably Mrs. Cray’s. Some activities that we've done like we've done 
like plastic money activity, then we did this Starburst activity, the 
French revolution, the government just like you would get Starburst 
and depends on like what estate you were. If you're the third estate, like 
he would always get his taken away and all that because the first estate 
would always take it away. 

Charles Well, I like this class. I like workin’ in there [pointing to wood shop 
and auto garage adjacent to technology education classroom]. 

Cody Ah, when I was taking too much time up in the kitchen and mom's 
yelling at me cuz I need to hurry up because I was cooking. 

Erik Ah Mrs. Cray’s classroom, we did this really fun activity. It was a, you 
got to like spend money like money, but it wasn’t this country's money, 
like it was fake. Obviously it was representing like World War Two 
and all that. 

Jack Um, well there was one time, we were doing a ah, so it was last year in 
social studies we went up and we were like grabbed cards and there 
was like a, it's like trying to make a colony on, on the America’s and 
one, one group managed to somehow get 20 rifles per person. So it's 
like a super rifle and then we just had so much fun. Then it's like, Oh 
hey, the bell rang like five minutes ago or ‘oh no’- 

Gustavo Art. cause I really like drawing and I really like doing things like that 
and when like when you're in the moment and like listening to your 
favorite music and kind of just sketching on art notebook you really 
like are in your own zone and like just keep focusing in and want to 
finish your piece and you don't know like what things are happening to 
you but you're focusing on the shading or your precision on your 
artwork. 

 

Students were also asked about designing a school with the expectation of 

learning and student engagement. Alicia, a self-reported creative student who reported 

high-levels of anxiety when faced with a test, was asked, “If you were designing a new 

school, what would you do to make sure students learn and were engaged?” She stated,  

More activities. I think people like that more than just watching the teachers. At 

the time [if] I was like the principal – I would make sure that teachers have a good 
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background stuff and want to work with kids instead of just be there to leave with 

a paycheck. Yeah.   

Alicia’s comments attributed to a narrative that student’s associated activities with caring 

teachers who intentionally created engaging environments. Gustavo has been in the co-

design technology education classroom design for two years. At the end of the interview, 

when asked if he had anything else to say about being a part of the study of student-led 

school design, he stated:  

Um, I really love this study just because I've been in it already for like two years 

and it really like shows you the steps on making a class. Like say if you want to 

be a teacher, this an amazing – like type of class to show how you want to be a 

teacher and kind of the steps of a teacher, how would they have to make the class 

or something like that. It just really shows just that like teachers have a lot on 

their hands. They have a lot of responsibility and a lot of things that they have to 

do and they have to do it in a week or so and come up with it fast or something 

like that. So, it's really like showing us that teachers aren't just giving us copied 

work from another school. They're actually making activities.  

When provided with the opportunity to design a classroom, and then share their 

experiences, students were able to reflect-on action to evaluate their teachers, learning 

experiences, and classroom environment from the vantage point of a designer and a pupil.  

Dissensus regarding student reported engaging class or teacher. Although 

multiple students reported being engaged in social studies with Mrs. Cray or technology 

education with Mr. Johnson; nearly all academic subjects were covered when asked about 

engaging classrooms or subjects. Students reported being engaged and disengaged in the 
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following courses: math, science, social studies, art, English. Students reported being 

disengaged in but not engaged in Spanish. Students reported being engaged but not 

disengaged in technology education, and gym.  

Students disengaged by lectures. One resounding statement regarding student 

academic disengagement was reported: sit and get instruction. One student – Alicia – 

reported they enjoyed taking notes and learning from interesting teachers. However, a 

preponderance of data indicated a clear lack of engagement from the lecture-response 

format. Student’s reported getting talked at, talked to, and having teachers talk for 

extended periods of time as a moment when they were disengaged. When asked about 

being disengaged, Adrian stated, “Probably in Mr. X’s room because he does a lot of 

talking for like 45 to 50 minutes”. The participant researcher had heard a similar response 

from other students and asserted, “So that lecture format. So, if you get bored, what do 

you do?” To that, Adrian responded, “You just lose track when drifting off like thinking 

of other things”. Although students reported being engaged in different classrooms with 

various teachers, only one student reported enjoying taking notes and 10 out of 14 

students reported either being bored by teachers who talk too much, a dislike for having 

to take too many notes, or daydreaming in class.   

Students noted the feeling of time going by slowly as an indicator they were 

disengaged. A young man named Dan who struggled to give a definition of learning or 

school was easily able to say, “English” as a time when he was disengaged. The 

researcher asked a follow-up question, “What’s it like when you’re disengaged?” Dan 

stated, “When you keep looking at the clock and you want to get out the class”. The 

student went on to say that if he did not have to go to English class, he would like school 
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better. An enthusiastic student named Vincent who developed a love of science by 

completing experiments in his backyard with his father and brother made the following 

statement:  

Um, well since Spanish class goes by really slow, just because, um, I mean I'm a 

little into it but I don't really know a lot and it's hard to pick up a new language. 

So it's studying stuff and it's just hard to learn. 

In Dan and Vincent’s situation, it could be surmised difficult content led to 

disengagement. Dan was a student with a learning disability and struggles academically; 

and Vincent stated the difficulty in picking up a new language.   

 Another example of student perception of time and day dreaming involved a role- 

playing activity in English class where students were assigned a Shakespeare character 

from A Midsummer Night’s Dream and had to read aloud and act a part. Hector reported 

this activity as an example of being engaged and spoke for over a minute about how 

much fun he had. Conversely, Gustavo reported this activity to be disengaging. Here is an 

excerpt of Gustavo’s 27 second explanation,  

I think in English I was like just like zoning out and like maybe thinking of things 

that like I wanted to do afterlife, I was thinking of being like an actor. I was 

thinking of other things beside school. I feel like we do that in a lot of classes just 

because it’s more studying and of looking at book and taking notes. 

Whereas one student was thrilled to be reading Shakespeare and found the act of sitting 

in a desk reading aloud to be acting and role playing, another student found himself 

daydreaming and being an actor. 
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Analysis: Student Perceptions of Academic Engagement 

 Students were asked about a time when they knew they were engaged, one teacher 

repeatedly emerged throughout the study: Mrs. Cray. Mrs. Cray taught social studies. 

Students shared that she did not lecture, she told stories. This teacher was juxtaposed with 

Mr. X, a science teacher who lectured for upwards of forty minutes, then assigned a 

worksheet for homework. If students were quiet, compliant, and obedient in Mr. X’s 

class, they received additional time in class to complete homework. In reference to being 

disengaged in Mr. X’s class, Erik stated, “Well when he like talks for the whole class and 

that's very boring because one time we talked about a whole class, we had three minutes 

at the end doing the work”. Mrs. Cray covers the content through telling stories rather 

than lecturing, and those stories are embedded into activities and simulations. Data from 

this study indicated storytelling and situating students into activities or simulations were 

different methods for covering necessary content and standards instead of lecturing. Shor 

and Freire (1987) conceptualized a dialogical method of teaching between pupil and 

instructor. In a dialogical method, students interacted with the content activated by the 

teacher. Shor and Freire (1987) stated “the lecture method sets up the teacher as an 

authority who transfers fixed knowledge to students”. As Light (2018) noted, the words 

not used often tell a story. Mr. X is not creating activities. Alicia stated that she prefers to 

talk to her friends instead of completing the labs, she stated,  

My science class, it just labs are kind of boring. Sometimes they're kind of boring. 

So you just like, I don't know what I'm doing here. I’m just going to sit here and 

talk to my friends instead of doing what I need to do. 



COLLECTIVE CO-DESIGN 92

In Mrs. Cray’s class, students are a part of history. They get to engage with the content. 

In Mr. X’s class, compliance is rewarded with extra minutes to complete homework.    

Four different students referenced being disengaged during Mr. X’s science 

course. Five different students connected academic engagement or losing track to time 

with Mrs. Cray’s social studies class. According to student-participants in this study, Mrs. 

Cray tells stories – she does not lecture – those stories lead students into activities and 

simulations. Adrian stated,  

She lets you get into stuff and she just does like cool activities. Like we'll do this 

money activity. The activity where you have to pay and who doesn't want to do 

activities? Which I like doing a lot activities.  

Jack said,  

I really like, um, like Ms. Cray’s, like social studies because I'm just a big fan, 

like social studies and history, especially because we're learning this stuff that I 

actually like, like um, European history. So we got the Cold War, Russian 

revolution and all that. I really like that class.  

Robyn stated that she lost track of time in social studies regularly because of the 

activities.  

 There was one student who preferred taking notes and completing worksheets. 

Amy was the only student in the study who reported being bored in Mrs. Cray’s social 

studies class. She was also the only student engaged during Mr. X’s science class. It was 

this lone student’s reported perceptions of school that shaped the following inference for 

the researcher: student perception of academic engagement varies from learner to learner. 

Although a preponderance of student academic engagement was associated with 
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activities, one learner preferred the information up front through a lecture. When students 

were asked what they liked about Johnson’s technology education class or Cray’s social 

studies class, verbs used included: doing, making, and deciding. These action words stand 

in contrast to the verbs used when lectured in Mr. X’s class: sit, zoning out, and blank 

out. 

Summary: Student Academic Engagement 

 Students reported being engaged when they participated in hands-on or active 

activities. Although the data was inconclusive regarding a single teacher or classroom 

where the engagement took place, many of the students reported being engaged by 

simulations and in-depth activities in social studies, technology education, and physical 

education. Students were disengaged when they were lectured to for long periods of time. 

Reported indicators of disengagement included time going by slowly and daydreaming.  

Patterns 

 Patterns emerged from the data. This section discusses, details, and analyzes data 

from student and teacher interviews, direct observations gathered in the field, and visual 

data gathered from Nvivo12. Students repeatedly voiced four constraints of school 

limiting the effectiveness of learning in community, they were: (1) time, (2) pressure to 

concede to consensus, (3) homework, (4) bullying. The researcher noted the pattern of 

frequent unplanned interruptions. This section examined a discussion centering around 

the students’ lack of social imagination for re-creating and co-designing a new school. 

The researcher expected the students to have more ideas, input, and creative approaches 

to creating a new school. The findings indicated that students struggled with imagining 

school in a different way than they had experienced it. This pattern was significant and 
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led to the researcher refocusing the study from students as school designers to co-design 

facilitated by adults with youth. Conversely, the section closed with an examination of 

students bringing an expertise to school design – as a group – they have relevant lived 

experiences that can inform the school design process. The chapter is then concluded 

with a brief analysis of the findings.  

 

 

 

Constraints Limiting Effectiveness of Learning in Community 

 Students and teacher expressed common concerns and frustrations with 

implementing co-design in a public middle school. Several patterns emerged throughout 

the study surrounding common frustrations with school as experienced by students and 

teacher. Common frustrations of implementing the co-design process centered around 

time and the difficulty of giving in as a part of consensus making. When asked what they 

Student	
Experience

Time

Peer	
Pressure

Homework

Bullying

Figure	7.	Unanticipated	patterns	emerged	from	student	interview	data.	
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would change about their current school, homework and bullying were two topics that 

surfaced repeatedly. The researcher-participant and teacher-participant were struck by the 

frequency of unplanned interruptions during the first hour technology education class. 

Interestingly, interruptions were not once mentioned by students during the interviews 

and were not captured on any of the observations.  

 The stated issue of time. During the second interview preceding day 10, Johnson 

was asked about the replicability of the co-design process. The teacher adamantly stated 

co-design processes could be done in other classrooms and schools. When questioned 

further and asked, “What about the known constraints of the school?” Johnson stated, “I 

think nearly every everything should be interrogated for the applicability of this 

framework”. Another follow-up question from the researcher pursued, “What do you 

mean by interrogated?”  

So looking at every, everything that the teacher as a curriculum designer, the 

teacher is a designer of learning. Every decision that a teacher makes or an 

administrator makes should be subject to, um, that, that inquiry. Can students be a 

part of this? Should the people affected by this decision, have some say in it?   

The researcher responded with another follow-up question, “How is that possible given 

the constraint of time? That seems to be a common theme each day. We're running out of 

time. Um, what, what would you, what would you do about that?” 

 Johnson responded: 

Well, I, I feel that sort of a logical, uh, extended outcome of this process would be 

those things would start to dissolve the time constraints, the, um, the disciplinary 

constraints, I mean disciplined like academic field wise, like the fact that there is 
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such a thing as a distinct social studies class versus an English language arts class. 

I think the more this process was engaged authentically, um, uh, then those things 

would start to, to break up and what we were recognized as a lot of those existing 

constraints in schools are either arbitrary or are just the product of a history that is 

deeply anti-democratic and the more democratic we make the decision making, I 

think the more you would see schools start to change really fundamentally. 

Recent school reform has focused on reimagining school (Dintersmith, 2018). The issue 

of time from the researcher and teacher-participant was from the vantage point that a 42-

minute class period was inadequate for co-design with youth. Whereas Johnson viewed 

adding more time to the co-design process as being a fundamental component to breaking 

down siloed academic disciplines and the Carnegie system, student data from this study 

indicated students perceive the constraint of time from a much different vantage point – 

co-design takes too long.  

Vincent stated he was most frustrated by the amount of time it takes to reach 

consensus: 

I would say, Um, there's gonna be a lot of times where we all can’t go with the 

same decision. So that's going to be hard to do. Like last year I remember there 

was like two or three kids every time that didn't like the decision, so then we had 

to block it and then go through and do it again and just change a lot of stuff in. 

That took a lot of time. 

Adrian, Erik, Howard, and Alicia asserted frustration the amount of time taken to get 

decisions to consensus. Possible questions for further examination of co-design with 

youth are:  
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 How long are youth able to discern and debate processes dependent upon 

consensus?  

 What skills are necessary for consensus?  

 How can consensus making strategies and skills be scaffolded according to the 

development level of the learner? 

 Potential peer pressure to concede to consensus. Multiple students voiced 

frustrations with yielding to consensus due to perceived pressure to conform. When 

asked, what did you find most frustrating with the co-design process, Jack stated, “Um, 

just like some things I just don't agree with. Yet everybody else agrees with. And then it's 

just like, I don't really want to speak out because I'm going to be that one really annoying 

kid-” The researcher participant asked, “Why don’t you want to speak out?” To that, Jack 

responded, “Just because you kinda- you kinda get the kids don't like it when it's just like, 

‘oh yeah, you speak out and then you're just slowing down everything else’”. On video 

and audio recordings of circle activities students were observed and heard influencing the 

opinion of their peers. If the co-designed classroom concept were operationalized at a 

larger scale or iterated again in the future, another area of research would be to 

investigate the role of power dynamics in learning spaces valuing consensus or in 

classrooms that leverage consensus as an agentic tool.  

 Homework. Multiple participants stated homework as a barrier to school success 

and learning. Students reported losing sleep to complete projects, assignments, and study 

for tests. In their meta-analysis of homework studies completed between 1987 and 2003, 

Cooper, Robinson, and Patall (2006) found a positive correlation between secondary 

school students reported homework completion time of seven to 12 hours per week and 
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student achievement on standardized assessments. That student group scored better than 

the student group who reported 13 – 20 hours per week and greater than 20 hours per 

week. Homework is a longstanding controversial topic among students, parents, teachers, 

researchers and pundits (Houser, Maheady, Pomerantz, & Jabot, 2015; Hattie, 2009). 

When asked, “Have you ever said the following statement? I hate school” – four different 

students associated their answer with homework.  

Another homework node emerged from the student interviews was that homework 

was assigned busy work. Vincent shared that he strategically worked ahead in math class. 

The researcher stated, “You're focused, you're engaged in math, huh?” Vincent 

responded, “Yeah. And then I try and get my homework done in class so then I have less 

to do at home and then I can just do stuff that I want to do”. Homework was not 

associated as an engaging activity or a moment when students lost track of time. Another 

example of homework as perceived assigned busy work was when Alicia was asked, 

“How does being a school designer change the way you see school?” She stated:    

I see how much work they put into it. Like it's not just like ‘Oh we’re going to do 

this homework assignment tonight’. There's a lot of how much a person needs to 

know in a matter of weeks. So we're trying to decide that.  

The student juxtaposed the co-design of a learning space as requiring thoughtful work 

compared assigning homework as thoughtless work.  

Another notable finding associated with homework was the intense level of 

dislike towards school work taking away free time from youth. Jack was especially 

passionate about his dislike of homework, he referenced it 14 times during his interview 
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compared to the next most frequent reference of seven by Howard. Jack was asked what 

he disliked most about school. He responded:  

Homework and stuff. Like I hate having to do all the homework every day. Just- 

like I don't want to go home to go, ‘Oh yeah. I just spent eight weeks at school, uh 

eight, eight hours of school and go home and do more school’ [inaudible 

grunting]. 

Another student observed the punitive nature of homework. Lydia stated:  

I feel like here they talk about all of, like, if you don't have this turned in and 

you're going to get a bad grade instead of saying like, well, if you turn it in here, 

you'll get a good grade. 

One student did say that in order to be successful at school, the most important 

requirement was to turn in their homework. That statement stands alone compared to the 

other students who reported losing sleep, reported to hate school, and worked well into 

the night to complete projects. Going back to Lydia, after reporting to enjoy and be 

engaged in all of her classes, the researcher asked, “Have you ever said I hate school?”  

Lydia:  00:59 Yes. 

Researcher: 01:01 What made you say that?  

Lydia:  01:06 Um, if they were like projects that I had to stay up late doing.  

Researcher:  01:11 Do you remember the exact moment where you felt this way? Can       

            you tell me about that?  

Lydia: 01:17 Uhm Monday night, and into Tuesday morning. I had to stay up    

            until three. Working on English project-  
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Researcher: 01:25 You were up til three in the morning. Wow! Was it due the next    

             day? 

Lydia:  0129 Yup.  

Researcher: 01:31 Did you start it that day?  

Lydia:  01:32 No. I started like two weeks ago. 

 “I would want to fix like bullying”. Three different students-Erik, Vincent, and 

Cody-stated they would fix or end bullying if they were designing a new school. Erik was 

asked, How will the school you are designing be different from the school you currently 

attend?” He stated: 

This school is not fun and they're kind of strict and they don't care about like 

bullying or anything. I mean they care but they don't really do anything about it. 

And I'll make my school like bully free, like the consequences and then it would 

be more energetic. 

Vincent also reported seeing bullying regularly and perceiving that adults could have 

done more to stop the actions. He stated:  

I see some forms of bullying where it's like they're just like talking to like making 

fun of them verbally and the teachers just say like, ‘stop it’, ‘that's not nice’. And 

then they just like walk away and that doesn't really do anything to help it. 

Cody, the only African-American youth in the study, reported being the victim of 

bullying. He reported perpetual teasing, taunting, and name calling. He cited this bullying 

as leading to him hating school. He reported the bullying stopped when a teacher got 

involved.  
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From the student responses, there was an expectation that being safe and treated 

with respect was a right afforded to all students in a school, and is the responsibility of 

the adults to monitor and uphold. This observation was supported from two additional 

responses by Vincent and Erik. When asked how he would fix bullying, Vincent stated, 

“I would put like harsher rules on bullying and just try and like get more teachers, like 

involved in bullying. So that if they see it and they report it like right away and then they 

can stop it”. In a separate individual interview session, Erik concurred with Vincent’s 

statement regarding harsher rules and penalties towards bullying. In response to Erik 

answering that he would increase consequences for bullying, a follow-up question was 

directed at Erik, the researcher asked: 

I'm a principal, so talk to me because it's really, it is tough to get rid of bullying 

and how, how would you do it? What are some strategies to, to really, you said 

tough consequences, but to enforce a bully free zone? 

Erik replied: 

Well if you see bullying you need to like harp on them like some kid bullying 

somebody like it was hard and they got one lunch detention. That’s not enough to 

stop them from doing what they're doing. One lunch detention isn't normal but he 

didn't have like a week’s lunch detention then maybe it would stop.  

Erik went on to say that he would contact the parents of the children involved to keep 

everyone informed about the bullying.  

Two findings can be taken away from the comments made by the students: it was 

possible that adults in the school remain unaware of the frequency of and harm caused by 

bullying. It was also plausible that students are unaware of the measures taken on a daily 
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basis to curb or reduce bullying. One of Erik’s solutions to get rid of bullying was to 

make sure parents were contacted. One of Vincent’s solutions was to hire more faculty 

and have teachers stop bullying when they see it. What was reported from Cody’s 

example was that a teacher did stop the teasing, taunting, and name calling when they 

were made aware of it. Although it was unknown if Cody’s peers were aware of the 

bullying being stopped when it was addressed. The study revealed the students are 

experts in diagnosing bullying – which can be an amorphous term – and look to the adults 

to stop it. In designing a school where values are brought into the co-design process, 

students would be able to use their expertise to help develop a code of conduct to codify 

acceptable and unacceptable peer-to-peer behaviors. In outlining a perspective of health 

contrary to the existing pathogenesis model in which the pathogen – the thing causing the 

sickness – was studied, Antonovsky (1979) proposed a salutogenesis model, saluto 

meaning health. Antonovsky set out to study health instead of disease and posited, “How 

do we manage to stay healthy?” (p. vii). The researcher did not craft a single question 

addressing bullying and was not prepared for direct answers from student-participants 

describing their experiences of being bullied. As bullying is a pathogen, participatory 

school design operationalized by Johnson acted as a salutogen: the question of what is 

good about school led the co-designed classroom (Anderson, 2017).   

According to a meta-analysis completed by Lereya, Samara, and Wolke (2013), 

negative parenting behavior was related to an increase of risk for becoming a bully and a 

victim of bullying. Espelage, Van Ryzin, and Holt, (2018) found that early family 

relations and social emotional learning interventions impacted the trajectory of middle 

school students from becoming a bully. One difficulty associated with reducing bullying 
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among middle school students was that victims exhibit both internal versus external 

behaviors, and the home life of victims ranges from abuse and neglect to over-responsive 

parents (Natesan, Mitchell, & Glover, 2018). Vincent expressed seeing bullying and 

feeling disengaged in his school. Erik reported seeing adults not enact justice. Both 

Vincent and Erik internalized the feeling of disengagement towards school when they 

witnessed bullying. 

An environment of built-in unplanned interruptions. The classroom in which the 

case study was situated was a 30-foot by 20-foot room; however, two distinguishing traits 

set the technology education classroom apart from all other rooms in the school. To get 

into the classroom, all students must enter through the gym. The second distinguishing 

trait of the classroom was that it sits alongside a woodshop and auto garage – signaling 

the era in which Anywhere Middle School was built. The relevance of these two 

distinguishing features of this classroom was that noise and interruptions are built-in to 

the classroom environment.  

On day 1, at 8:20am, the researcher noted: “Booming voice in the 

gym…interrupted my thought process”. On day 3, at 8:19am, “Booming gym teacher 

voice”; and at 8:29am on day 3, “loud, loud, loud music and badminton”. During that 

same 10-minute time frame on day 3, another adult entered, exited, and re-entered the 

room. The researcher noted at 8:19am, “Para-pro hovered outside door and re-entered”. A 

para-professional is an adult who is paid an hourly wage to support the students with 

disabilities. A high school diploma is the prerequisite credential for people to apply to 

this position. The researcher was never formally introduced to the para-professionals and 

over the first three days of the trimester two different para-professionals and a special 
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education teacher entered and exited the classroom frequently. The classroom was also a 

walk-through for maintenance staff who either entered the building to start their work 

day, or were traveling to get tools stored in the workshop adjacent to the classroom. The 

noise, especially the loud 1980’s rock music emanating from the gym, and the frequent 

adult interruptions stood out the researcher as potential environmental disruptions 

unconducive to learning. Interruptions lead to a 4-5% decrease in learning, even with a 

high interest level in the content (Conard & Marsh, 2014).   

On day 4 of the research study, at 8:05am, a janitor interrupted the classroom 

seeking keys from Mr. Johnson in order to unlock the safety goggles cabinet. The 

persistent interruptions throughout the case study were nascent of the adult-focused 

environment of Anywhere Middle School. A third and final interview with Mr. Shane 

Johnson was held to go over findings from the case study and seek clarification following 

the first two coding cycles. The researcher was struck by the level of noise and 

interruptions and asked the following question:  

Here's some statistics from what I observed three out of the 13 days that you were 

present for the case study. You were called out of the classroom. So as somebody 

where my day job is as a principal that concerned me…you were called out to go 

take a group photo or to do something for a Lion King production. That 

extracurricular class classes you're involved in – what – was that planned or 

unplanned? 

Mr. Johnson stated, “Unplanned”. The researcher opined and asked,  

So that would be an unplanned interruption that, that, that struck me as just a 

concern. Then there were the interruptions that were just blatant environmental 
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interruptions nearly every single day at 8:20, very loud, 1980's rock music would 

interrupt the class because your classroom to get to your classroom, you have to 

go through the gym. And so that type of a external interruption struck me. It didn't 

appear to- the students didn't flinch, you didn't flinch. Can you talk to me more 

about that disruption of having a gym right next door or being pulled out of your 

class? 

Mr. Johnson’s verbatim response:   

So, um, I think that they're, they're sort of part and parcel of the general culture of 

the school that I'm in, um, where, you know, there's very little that is like 

sacrosanct you know? There's, there's very little that would be off limits that the 

big exception to that, and I think you just missed with your observation dates, was 

standardized testing.  

You know, it's, it is kind of illuminating to think about how when 

standardized testing rolls around, you know, everything is – it suddenly gets very 

serious and interruptions are absolutely forbidden and quiet in the hallways. 

Absolutely. And this came up because I had to proctor standardized tests in my 

classroom and I had not even thought about how insanely noisy the gym is with 

the blaring music and with, you know, the noisiness of just being a gym. Until I 

tried to administer a standardized test. And within the first five minutes the 

students were telling me ‘I can't focus on this’. And I hadn't really ever thought 

about like, what it means for my classroom instruction and practice to have that 

same sort of like baseline, you know, disruption like you're saying.  
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Um, but I think it's, you know, I think it's a very important point if we're 

trying to like craft these experiences and particularly like the experience in 

question where we're trying to craft something that really requires thoughtful 

reflection and deliberation and discussion amongst, you know, co-designers like 

that probably would be much more effective in an environment that, you know, 

was as disruption free as it could be.  

On both occasions when Mr. Johnson was called out of the room, out of a sense of 

classroom safety protocols and etiquette, the researcher assumed the role of supervising 

the youth. Although environmental and adult interruptions where frequent, administrator 

or school leader such as a principal, dean of students, school psychologist, or school 

counselor was not observed in the classroom or passing by the classroom during the 

entire case study. One possible reason for the lack of building leadership present in the 

technology education classroom was that walking through the gym was a requirement to 

walk-by or walk into the room.  

Analysis: interruptions on learning in classroom studied. Interruptions in the 

secondary classroom are a known phenomenon, are commonly viewed as unacceptable, 

and some educators are better at deflecting these disturbances than others (Glover & 

Miller, 1999). Gupta, Li, and Sharda (2013) studied the impact of interruption frequency 

via instant messenger communication systems and primary task completion. The 

researchers found a negative impact on both primary task completion and task quality 

when workers were met with interruptions by their superiors (Gupta, Li, Sharda, 2013). 

Conversely, Csikszentmihalyi (2014) noted frequent interruptions are necessary for 

professional actors engaged in improvisational to get into a deep state of concentration 
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called flow. When questioned about the frequency of interruptions during the last 

interview, Johnson’s reflection-on action response indicated he was aware of the 

disturbances, but his quality of task completion was not impacted. His lessons were 

carried out regardless of the interruptions. The teacher-participants careful planning 

allowed him to overcome the environmental, logistic, and adult-led interruptions. In a 

single day in 1998, a research team looked at 56 different secondary classrooms and 

noted that careful planning mitigated against unplanned interruptions (Glover & Miller, 

1999).  Johnson required his note taker share out what students miss who were sick, at 

band lessons, or missed for another reason. On two different occasions, the researcher-

participant was forced to take over the class due to Johnson being called out of class. In 

each instance, approximately four to six minutes of learning were lost, yet, Johnson was 

able to get back on track due to his deliberative practice – which was planned – and his 

strategy of teaching specific processes and a complex system of co-designing the 

classroom is the deliberative practice, which is one of the most effective teaching 

approaches (Hattie, 2009, p. 185-186).  

When examining the impact of interruptions on learning, one possible area for 

future research is to focus on the professional in the room and not just the scholars. The 

researcher did not examine the impact of interruptions on Johnson’s learning. Conard and 

Marsh (2014) found interruptions led to a 4%-5% decrease in learning even when interest 

levels for the content being learned was high. Johnson has iterated his co-design 

classroom over the past three school years. Through careful reflection and refinement, 

Johnson was learning in a high interest environment. Will the quality of instruction 

improve if the teacher is able to perform in a distraction-free highly-controlled 
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environment? As Foroughi et al. (2014) demonstrated, the quality of outlines were not 

impacted by interruptions, but essays were. That begs the question: with the time 

constraints and frequent interruptions, was Johnson carrying out full co-design as a writer 

is able to craft an essay or was he assembling a collection of outlines? 

Lack of Imagination From 8th Grader Students For Reimagining School 

 The researcher went into the study with a bias that youth were capable of re-

imagining school and creating designs capable of implementation with little oversight 

from adults. That bias was challenged and broken down by student responses to the 

following two questions: “What would you take from your current school and put into the 

new school?” And, “If you were designing a new school, what would you do to make 

sure students learn and were engaged?” Multiple students struggled to provide concise, 

coherent answers to these questions.  

Amy: 09:43 I feel like there would be maybe like different classes or like you could  

choose what you want to learn about, like a different, like types of like 

social studies or something. So then the kids can choose what they want to 

work.  

Researcher: 09:59 So you would have more choices.  

Amy:  10:02 Yes. 

Researcher: 10:04 And how will it be the same?  

Amy:  10:04 Still have to take all your classes. I dunno.  

Amy’s response of having different classes such as electives being offered in 

social studies, but also having the same classes was a thread that was repeated by other 
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students. The following quote from Cody indicated this finding may not be generalizable 

across school settings and may be unique to Anywhere Middle School. He stated,  

I think now that you're in eighth grade, you get to pick, you had to in seventh 

grade year a big Spanish or choir that was a choice of education. Could have been 

learning Spanish or singing or yeah, those two.  

This quote demonstrated the lack of choice presented in the day-to-day school life of an 

8th grade student at this school. Students had limited class selection options and were 

dictated their entire course selection. The researcher was struck by this observation, 

having worked in other middle school’s – it did not seem to ring true that student course 

selection was limited until entering 8th grade. In the final interview with Mr. Johnson, the 

researcher shared this observation with the teacher and asked if student choice was that 

limited at Anywhere Middle School, or were student’s exaggerating the reality. Johnson 

stated, “Yes. I think that is very accurate and I think you could ask almost any student in 

the building and they would express the same thing”. Johnson went on to express that he 

has spent very little time in other classrooms and then stated,  

So, you know, just with that caveat, like I, I know that they're, there are certain 

times where students will have choice. For example, the seventh grade did up a 

Black History Month, you know, multidisciplinary, interdisciplinary projects. And 

part of that was they got to choose the subject of the report. You know, you got to 

choose a historic, important African-American person and then write a report 

about it. Would it, would a typical student identify that as a choice in learning? I 

don't know would I define that as like, you know, important decision-making 

power and learning? No.  
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Um, so there are things, there are things that some individuals, individual 

teachers are probably doing. Everything that I've personally witnessed and all of 

my sort of informal conversations with students been super clear and it's reflective 

of my own experience too when I was in school is that it's a very prescribed path. 

You know, all the important decisions are basically made for you.  

One possibility leading to a lack of social imagination for what school could be 

was that student’s like school and want to see it continue as they experience it. Adrian 

said, “I would keep all the classes”. Hector stated, “A lot of the teachers, I would take a 

lot of what they did, like what they're doing and all that”. These are statements from 

children who reported enjoying school. The students who reported hating school due to 

reading or homework – Dan and Jack – provided two suggestions for re-designing school. 

They advocated for adding free time when homework was completed and slightly shorter 

school days.  

Student as Expert – Bringing Value to Co-Design 

 Although the youth who participated in this study had difficulty reimagining 

school, they highlighted the perceived importance of having youth co-design a school. 

When asked what excited him the most about the possibility of designing a new school, 

Howard stated, “Knowing how it was as like a student. I think it would help me figure 

out what I need to change”. When asked, “What did you find most rewarding with the 

school, program, or classroom design process?” Howard stated, “I think it’s rewarding 

because like you get to think about like what were the problems that you had in school? 

And you can figure out how to solve people's problems”. Amy responded, “Being able to 

help people”. Hector said, “I'm having a fun time with my friends”. Vincent stated,  
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The reward is really at the end of what we get to do. So once we get through all 

the hard stuff, then we get to do what we want to do in the, in the lab over here. 

And uh, then we just get to have fun and actually design what we want to and not 

what we have to.  

Adrian said, “That we’re kind of learning the steps…I don't know what to call it. The 

circle thing in there – steps in how to do this and I thought was really cool to feel like 

you're going to use it”. Jack provided the most thorough answer to that question with his 

90-word, 30-second response: 

I think that the most rewarding part is the fact that you can do what you want and 

not just like, the teacher’s like ‘oh yeah, now we're going to do this. You don't 

like that? Your opinion doesn't matter- this is school’. But if you get to do it. This 

is just like, ‘oh yeah, this class seems pretty fun. Let's do that’. And so now you 

have your opinion. You do what you want to do. So other people could do what 

they want to do. Everyone wins. 

Summary 

 The findings of the case indicated a co-designed classroom utilizing participatory 

design theory was applied through a process, tool, and structure. Student’s reported and 

associated academic engagement as participating in activities and associated 

disengagement with a lecture-response format. The central question was addressed 

through direct observation of and recording of classroom activities and student and 

teacher interviews. The central question of the study was: how might participatory design 

theory be applied in the development of a co-designed learning environment? The teacher 

featured in the study was dynamic, trusting of youth, and imaginative. There were 
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structural issues that impeded on the co-design process, specifically, frequent unplanned 

interruptions. There was also a lack of imagination from students regarding the 

possibilities of what “school could be”. Finally, youth voiced reasons for being included 

in the school design process and positioned themselves as experts of school.  
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CHAPTER FIVE: CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Introduction 

 Roberts (2010) noted surprises are the unanticipated outcomes of a study. The 

intrinsic case study unpacked two surprises, both of which may not be generalized to 

other settings, but were pertinent to this study. They were: Significant surprise #1: The 

teacher’s planning, preparation, effectiveness, and trust in the youth were essential 

elements to the co-design process. Significant surprise #2: Youth needed a facilitator to 

carry out the co-design process. Both surprises shifted the focus of the evidence-designed 

framework from a student-led school design process to actions requiring an adult to 

facilitator to initiate. The framework developed and presented in this chapter is intended 

to be used by an adult facilitator to activate co-design with youth. Participatory design 

incorporates the end-user into the design process. Social cognitive theory outlined three 

different types of agentic transactions; one type, collective agency is exercised through 

socially coordinated and interdependent effort leading to a notion of "We" can (Bandura, 

2001). Both participatory design and social cognitive theory were utilized to frame the 

central question, understand the findings, and develop the framework. This study 

supported the existing body of literature that students were engaged by activities 

(Appleton et al, 2008; Marks, 2000, pp. 168-169; Schlechty, 2011; Shen et al., 2015) and 

that middle school students develop positive coping skills when engaged (Skinner et al., 

2016). This framework was designed for implementation at the classroom, program, or  

school level. This study positioned schools as communities rather than organizations 

(Sergiovanni, 1992; Sergiovanni, 2015); and positioned learners within a community of 

practice (Wenger-Trayner & Wenger-Trayner, 2014).  
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This study sought to flatten out the top-down management system from the 

bottom-up and positioned the teacher as the practitioner and leader in the school 

(Dirkswager, 2002). Leadership can be distributed by design (Spillane, 2006).  The case 

selected allowed the pupil to create their learning environment, state their learning needs, 

and outline values of the classroom. This instantiation exhibited the kernels of Authentic 

Leadership Theory (ALT) and transformational leadership. ALT and transformational 

leadership place a strong emphasis on open communication and transparency in the 

leader-follower relationship (Haslam, Reicher, & Platow, 2011). By positioning agentic 

transactions and student academic engagement at the center of the study, the manner and 

method in which power was distributed and decisions were made within the school 

community was disentangled and analyzed through the data collection process. In a 

traditional classroom setting, a transactional leader-follower relationship exists in which 

compliance behavior is rewarded through grades and rebellion behavior is punished 

through the same means (Schlechty, 2011). By positioning students as co-designers of the 

learning environment and creators of the classroom rules, regulations, and protocols; a 

transformational leadership practice of flattening the hegemony was created to decrease 

the power-distance relationship between the instructor and student (Kirkman et al., 2009). 

Facilitating a co-designed classroom was an example of what Kotter (1995) 

referred to as a planned change. In a planned change, a group of people – in this instance 

students guided by a teacher – were systematically guided through the change process 

(Kotter, 1996; Kotter & Rathgeber, 2006). Youssef and Luthans (2007) found that 

employees positive outlook contributed to positive outcomes. Positive Organizational 

Behavior (POB) practices seek to explain the tendencies of people to perceive a positive 
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bias in judgements of themselves and others (Cameron, 2008). Effective communication 

is critical in a planned change effort (Kotter, 1995). In the case study, the teacher-

participant consistently communicated positively with the students. Pertaining to 

implementers of a planned change, Lewis (2006) noted, “The higher the perceived value 

of their own input and of leaders' communication of vision, the higher the perceptions of 

success were” (p. 23). In multiple student interviews, the students articulated they 

enjoyed the opportunity to create their own classroom. 

 The study adds to scholarly research by extending the Participatory Design 

theoretical framework to the student level, something that Hoadley (2017) noted as a gap 

in the learning sciences field. The study adds to the teacher leadership field by fully 

operationalizing the notions of the Teacher Professional Practice put forward by 

Dirkswager (2002) and allowing teachers to act as owners of the environment. The rest of 

this chapter integrated the two significant surprises into an evidenced-based framework 

for an educator to implement a co-design framework with learners.  

Purpose of the Study 

 The purpose of this qualitative case study dissertation in practice was to curate an 

operationalized school design framework connected to participatory design theory by 

teachers with students in a public-school setting. 

Aim of the Study 

The aim of this study was to design an evidence-based participatory school design 

framework for teachers to use with students to create a new learning space.   

 

 



COLLECTIVE CO-DESIGN 116

Proposed Solution – The Collective Co-Design Framework 

The data from the study indicated students hate school less when they have 

increased agency. Students are engaged more when they are involved in activities and 

engaged less during a lecture. A student-participant Adrian noted, “I think you need to 

have good teachers and you have to learn and not just sit there and not like listen to 

anything”. Gustavo stated, “Um, I feel like this is like really the only class we can design 

something that we really want to learn and like this really is different than more classes 

and I feel like it gives people or students more like a mindset that we do have a say or we 

do like we can make activities that we can really enjoy and learn”. Having a structure, 

process, and tools are necessary to facilitate the co-design framework with youth. Trust in 

the learner and in a process are additional elements necessary to implement the 

framework. Merriam-Webster (n.d.) defined a framework as, “a basic conceptional 

structure”. In writing in great detail about theory and conceptual frameworks, Jabareen 

(2009) noted an important feature of frameworks is flexibility. Jabareen (2009) stated: 

A theoretical framework representing a multidisciplinary phenomenon will 

always be dynamic and may be revised according to new insights, comments, 

literature, and so on. As the framework is multidisciplinary, the theory should 

make sense for those disciplines and enlarge their theoretical perspective on the 

specific phenomenon in question. (p. 55) 

 The findings and analysis from this case study were used to develop the collective 

co-design framework with the intention of facilitating co-design with youth. It is an 

evidence-based framework synthesized from concepts operationalized and presented in 

this case study. The first five components of the framework were drawn from the findings 
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of the case study. The sixth and seventh component were developed through analysis of 

the data and build off of practices in the field of participatory design. As shown in Figure 

8 below, the seven components of the framework: 

1) Articulate the role of the designer – known as the facilitator – and recruit the 

co-designers; 

2) Create group values; 

3) Establish structure for co-design; 

4) Establish processes for making decisions; 

5) Teach the tools necessary to create collective action;  

6) Interrogate every decision together; 

7) The emerging co-design is the outcome. 
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Figure 8: Collective Co-Design Framework. Seven steps to enacting co-design with youth.	
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• Determine outcome:
• Participatory design (designing for use before use)
• Meta-design (designing for use after use) (Ehn, 2008)
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The Seven Components of the Collective Co-Design Framework 

 The findings from this study produced an evidence-based framework with seven 

components. The researcher has titled the evidence-based framework as collective co-

design. This section outlines the components for collective co-design and explains how 

these seven parts work together to create a systematic approach to carrying out co-design 

with youth.  

Articulate the Role of the Facilitator and Recruit the Co-designers 

 For co-design to take place, multiple people come together to make decisions 

(PROUD Europe, 2014). Johnson noted that he selected one class each trimester to co-

design a classroom. He selected the specific group of students for a variety of reasons. 

Johnson stated, “The first two times I did it, I picked the smallest classes with groups of 

kids who I suspected would be interested in the challenge. But by the time I did the third 

group – when you came in – I was actively testing it with groups with high numbers of 

students with disabilities with 504’s and things like that”. Teachers have students, and 

this basic element of school provides a natural space for co-design. The first essential 

component of the collective co-design framework requires the designer – from now on 

referred to as the facilitator – to consciously and intentionally set hegemonic parameters. 

Hegemony is the distribution of power (Cox, 1983; Gramsci, 1971/1980; Hoare & 

Nowell-Smith, 1980). Distributive leadership is a design choice (Spillane, 2006). 

Collective co-design is activated when a facilitator initiates the end user into the design 

ensuring the outcome will be altered, enhanced, or articulated by the co-designer. 

Johnson connected power to decision making and the curriculum he used in class:  
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Student directed project-based learning was for me an opportunity to like give 

students that power to start making those decisions. Like what's important to you? 

What do you care about? What do you want to learn about, how can I guide you 

and support you in your learning? And then watching those two things come 

together at the engineering design process, which is about problem solving and 

student directed, project-based learning, which is, you know, letting kids make 

those important decisions like really what I'm doing right now and what you're 

observing.  

The facilitator should clearly articulate their role in the design process. In the case 

studied, the teacher positioned the students as designers of the learning environment and 

creators of the classroom rules, regulations, and protocols; a transformational leadership 

practice of flattening the hegemony was created to decrease the power-distance 

relationship between the instructor and student (Kirkman et al., 2009). On Day 1 of the 

case study, just moments after students entered this classroom for the first day of the 

trimester, Johnson initiated a self-selecting seating activity, he stated, “Here are the roles 

for constructing design teams”. From the moment the students entered the door with their 

entry ticket (see Figure 1 in Chapter 4) and through their initial activity choosing their 

seating and designing a map; teacher-to-student agentic transactions were shaped towards 

co-design. Students did not walk into the classroom and were told “have a seat”; rather, 

students were asked what they like to be called, their preferred pronoun, and then asked 

to design their seating chart. Juxtapose Johnson’s interactions with a teacher telling 

students to sit down, call off their name, and then design a seating chart – from the onset 



COLLECTIVE CO-DESIGN 121

of the students entering the learning environment they were being recruited as co-

designers by the facilitator.    

Once the facilitator role has been articulated, co-design can be initiated by 

seeking other designers and the participatory process has been activated. Day 2 of the 

case study involved Johnson seeking consensus from the students to abandon the 

traditional course syllabus in favor of designing a classroom where students create their 

own projects. This process formally acknowledged the role of the students in the design 

process and established the collective co-design. This moment was also filled with 

extreme trepidation for the researcher. Had the students voted to keep the syllabus in-tact 

and not proceeded with the co-design, the case study may have been abandoned. Johnson 

carefully explained the responsibility, process, and scope involved by enacting the 

participatory school design curriculum. The students were provided with the syllabus and 

went over the different units, activities, and projects covered in 8th grade technology 

education. Johnson then stated, “The ideas, the ideas within the syllabus is a product of 

design. Believe me. Anyone want to challenge me on this?” After clearly articulating the 

different components of the syllabus, Johnson then introduced the video explaining co-

design (PROUD Europe, 2014). As noted in Chapter 4, a lengthy discussion ensued and 

students who experienced the co-design the previous school year explained their 

perceptions of the participatory school design curriculum compared to the syllabus. 

Johnson stated, “I propose we step back, use the proposal to design our little portion of 

school together”. This call to action was unanimously accepted by the students and a 

design team was formed.  
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The collective co-design framework encompasses all three agentic transactions 

from social cognition theory (Bandura, 2001). Bandura’s (2001) stated, “The core 

features of agency enable people to play a part in their self-development, adaptation, and 

self-renewal with changing times (p. 2)”.  Direct personal agency – “I can” is exhibited 

by the facilitator including other people in the design. Proxy agency, traditionally the role 

of parents or bosses – where individuals rely on others to act on one's behest to secure 

desired outcomes – "They" said I can; is exercised when co-designers make decisions 

under the tutelage of the facilitator. Finally, collective agency is exercised through 

socially coordinated and interdependent effort and produces and outcome of "we" can. 

Collective agency is executed in collective co-design when the facilitator is brought into 

the group of co-designers and that group acts in unison to make design decisions.   

Summary: articulate role of facilitator and recruit co-designers. There are two 

critical questions that must be answered prior to a group embarking on co-design, they 

are:  

1. Do the facilitators know their role and have they articulated the type of power 

they have over or through the co-designers? Stated simply: do the facilitators 

know their job? 

2. Do we have designers?  

Although the question may seem elementary, having clearly defined roles allows for 

collective action to initiate. Bandura (2001) noted collective agency is exercised through 

socially coordinated and interdependent effort leading to a notion of "we" can. For the 

“we”, the facilitator must communicate their intended role in the crafting of the socially 

coordinated effort. 
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Activities Intentionally Designed to Create Group Values  

The findings from this research study supported existing literature that students 

are engaged by activities (Bassett, Martinez, & Martin, 2014; Bratteteig, Bødker, 

Dittrich, Mogensen, & Simonsen, 2013; DiSalvo & DesPortes, 2017; Marks, 2000; 

Scherer, 2009; Schlechty, 2011). On Day 3 of the case study, Johnson facilitated an 

opening circle activity whereby students journaled and then shared three they admire or 

want to inspire in people. This activity led to the group developing shared values. 

Cappella, Kim, Neal, and Jackson (2013) found students less engaged academically in the 

fall were less engaged behaviorally in the spring. As with other action research studies 

deploying participatory design theory (Uchidiuno et al., 2017), this study curated an 

open-ended values ideation activity. Collaborative groups articulated shared values as the 

outcome. Co-created shared values allowed for initial common ground and was an 

example of the facilitator collecting a short-term win, which is also an initial stage of 

initiating planned change (Kotter, 1995).  

The findings from the study indicated students previously participated in the study 

were aware of the importance of collaborating to determine the values. Vincent remarked, 

“It’s okay to have fun in here”. Creating group values through activities intentionally 

designed to elicit reflection and incite discussion allows for students to begin to shape the 

culture of the group and permits the facilitator to put in the structure necessary for co-

design to occur. The teacher in the case study led with creating group values; placing 

values at the front-end of the co-design process provided the learners with a similar meta-

cognitive opportunity that professionals have when they are permitted to have input into 

creating mission, vision, and value statements (Bryson, 2011; Wells, 2012). By creating 
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values in a group, the initial stage of collective co-design is in place. Once group values 

have been co-created, the facilitator of the design can now move into establishing the 

structure for co-design.  

“The heart of participatory design is participation” (Brandt, Binder, & Sanders, 

2013, p. 147). Prototyping is an activity of iteratively building off of previous designs 

and is documented in the literature as a method and a tool in the participatory design field 

(Bratteig et al., 2013). Value ideation during Day 3 of the study was not a stand-alone 

activity, and was an activity integrated into repeated prototyping. As members join, leave, 

and rejoin a classroom, program, or design cohort – the pieces making the element of 

participation shift – creating an opportunity for value ideation activities. For example, 

students in the class enrolled in band class were called out from the technology education 

classroom. On Day 2 of the case study, four students were removed from the class when 

the design challenge was being shared out. Johnson referred to the values of the co-

design group on a daily basis. Once the values were agreed upon, the teacher stapled 

them onto a wooden post and this was used as a centerpiece in the circle. Values making 

activities are a core element to the collaborative co-design framework requiring constant 

attention and vigilance. In the study, values drove the process. In reflecting on the 

students’ ability to act and react to the participatory school design curriculum, Johnson 

stated, “It also is like a highly individualistic process where any one person has the 

authority to stop any decision by the group and going forward as long as it's rooted in 

some values”. In this regard, the teacher’s practice aligns with literature that the 

participants revising the mission, vision, and values of the team are important to the core 

work being carried out (Bryson, 2011). By empowering youth to participate in co-
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creating the foundational belief statements of the co-design, the baseline agentic 

transaction shifts from proxy agency to collective agency.  

Summary: activities intentionally designed to create values. Students are 

engaged by activities. Establishing group values was in important initial step necessary to 

outline what the collective group believed to be important. As participants in a co-design 

shifted and changed, values activities were revisited. The theoretical and operationalized 

work of prototyping provided a method for consistently revisiting the group values. 

Establishing Structure for Co-design 

Establishing the structure for collective co-design occurred when adult leadership 

– the facilitator – intentionally engaged in infrastructuring with youth. Infrastructuring is 

a multi-dimensional concept in participatory design theory (Karasti, 2014). Participatory 

design theory initially conceptualized infrastructuring with information management over 

time (Karasti & Baker, 2004), and was expanded to include what Ehn (2008) noted as 

being accessible to a community-of-practice at a specific point in time through leveraging 

design games. Recent conceptualizations of infrastructuring by Agid (2018) are pertinent 

to the project carried out by the teacher participant in this study. Agid (2018) expanded 

upon the theory of Karasti and Baker (2004) and the practice of Ehn (2008) by noting the 

relational aspect of infrastructuring. Agid (2018) argued infrastructuring expanded to:  

“how we do, and create capacity to do, the work of infrastructuring locally with people 

and groups affected by and working in relations to the systems we seek to engage” 

(Abstract). For the collective co-design framework, infrastructuring refers to the 

facilitator building the structure with the co-designers. 
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The findings from this study supported existing literature which found students 

thrived when presented with a structure to learn and at the same time floundered with 

non-scaffolded autonomy (Breunig, 2017). A bias the researcher held leading up to the 

case study was that 13 and 14-year-old youth had the capacity and skills to design a 

classroom and school. When individual students were interviewed and asked for input 

into school design concepts, they were unable to present suggestions; yet, when provided 

with specific prompts in circle, students generated ideas, agreements, and acted. The 

teacher-participant intentionally structured the co-designers in small groups and brought 

those groups to a collective circle on a daily basis. The circle established a power 

structure. Robyn noted she wished the circle was used in her other classes, and Adrian 

felt the circle was a useful teaching tool. The hegemony of this structure decreased the 

power-distance of the co-designers from the facilitator and stood in stark contrast to a 

lecture format where students sit in rows or tables facing an instructor. The circle invited, 

initiated, and normalized collective action whereby designers faced one another.  

Embedding structural layers such as formats was another participatory design 

feature of infrastructuring Johnson used (Ehn, 2008; DiSalvo & DesPortes, 2017), and 

was critical in collective co-design. An example of a format or structural layer used by 

the teacher participant was adding a talking piece into the circle. The person in 

possession of this item is the only co-designer talking or presenting feedback. Ehn (2008) 

stated, “Formats are principal solutions with clear characteristics”. Just as the talking 

piece is a simple and clear solution for having a structure where one person talks while 

the rest of the group listens; another structural layer is added by having flexible and 

clearly defined roles for participants of the collective co-design. The design of co-design 
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was interdependent on the structure put in place by the leader – in the case presented the 

teacher – and it is in the layering of the structures collective co-design was shaped.  

Whereas having the co-designers gather in a circle with talking pieces and defined 

roles co-created a visible structure, an invisible component of collective co-design was 

the language used by the adults in the room towards the youth. The intentionality of using 

terms such as “designers” and “fellow workers” as well as providing youth with the 

opportunity to claim their pronoun of choice was an example of proxy agency 

transforming into collective agency – teacher authority was transformed into collective 

agency (see Figure 1 for an example of Mr. Johnson using he/she, him/her, they/them 

other). The adult told the children they were worthy of claiming their identity; thereby, 

allowing the group of individuals to form a collective structure. Establishing a structure 

with youth as co-designers required transformational leadership by the facilitator. Within 

a classroom setting, or when adults are engaged in co-design with youth, another 

component of building the structure was the words used by adults towards the youth and 

the meaning those words hold (Light, 2018). The language used by leaders towards 

followers is an essential component of transformational leadership (Haslam, Reicher, & 

Platow, 2011). Opening a design framework to youth, specifically, enacting a collective 

co-design framework required transformational leadership from the facilitator-leader for 

the follower to shift into a co-designer. The facilitator invites the co-designer to build the 

structure, rather than telling followers what the structure is. Once the structure is in place, 

and a collective group has been formed, the next stage of the collective co-design is to 

establish the process for making decisions. 
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Summary: establishing structures for co-design. Infrastructuring is a multi-

dimensional construct that has emerged from participatory design theory and evolved into 

different arenas of practice overtime. Infrastructuring in collective co-design framework 

is an agentic transfer from proxy agency to collective agency. The adult designer invites 

youth as an intentional action and leads to establishing the structures for collective co-

design. These structures are visible in how the co-designers physically gather, and are 

invisible in the words used by the adults towards the youth.  

Establishing Processes for Making Decisions 

 The teacher participant in the intrinsic case study combined existing engineering, 

design, and teaching practices to create the Phases of Design process for his students to 

co-design their classroom (see Figure 4 for a schematic of the Phases of Design). The 

teacher-participant deployed formal consensus developed by Butler and Rothstein (2009) 

to move from phase-to-phase of the codified process. These processes were built into the 

structures mentioned in the previous section. Formal consensus deployed in a circle with 

clearly defined roles allowed co-designers to make proposals, voice concerns, make 

agreements, and track the experiences through an agenda contract (Butler & Rothstein, 

2009). The findings from this study indicated youth were engaged by the process of 

formal consensus and paradoxically were frustrated by the amount of time required to 

develop agreements.  

An important takeaway from the study was that processes were intentionally 

established by the teacher to allow for co-design with youth. Whereas the structure is 

embedded with formats, the processes are created by establishing protocols. In unpacking 

value-driven learning, DiSalvo and DesPortes (2018) noted protocols are: “the defined 
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procedural agreements for completing activities and/ or communicating” (p. 178). In this 

instantiation of value-driven learning, the teacher participant deployed formal consensus 

as defined by Butler and Rothstein (2009) and leveraged the Phases of Design to create a 

process for making decisions. Teaching and scaffolding the Phases of Design intertwined 

with formal consensus resulted in an unplanned outcome of value-driven learning among 

middle school youth. The actions of the teacher to plan and then implement formal 

consensus protocols is an example of a direct agentic transaction shifting to collective 

agency (Bandura, 2001). Further, it is a curated example of value-driven learning 

(DiSalvo & DesPortes, 2017). Simply stated, the adult gave their agency to the youth, the 

outcome was a collective co-design.  

 Summary: establishing processes for making decisions. The collective co-design 

framework requires clearly defined processes for communicating, making, and curating 

decisions. This case study illustrated what Barab, Dodge, and Gee (2009) referred to as a 

work example of a single instantiation of an adult engaging youth at a level where direct 

agency of the individual was transformed into collective agency of the group (Bandura, 

2001).  

Teach the Tools Necessary to Create Collective Action 

 Participatory design theory has conceptualized and operationalized the term tools 

to transform theory into practice (Agid, 2018; Kensing & Blomberg, 1998; Kensing & 

Greenbaum, 2013). The findings section from Chapter 4 indicated formal consensus was 

used as an agentic tool. End-users of the classroom – the students – executed direct 

agency through providing consent on agreements and creating proposals. Collective 

agency was evident as the group of students made decisions in consensus. 
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Infrastructuring, formats, protocols, and value ideation are all examples of theoretical 

tools used in the participatory design field (DiSalvo & DesPortes, 2017, Ehn, 2008; 

Kensing & Greenbaum, 2013; Uchidiuno et al., 2017). These tools allow for groups of 

people to create, ideate, and collaborate to make collective decisions. The facilitator of 

the design implemented direct agency by deciding which tools to use and scaffolding the 

toolset to harness co-design.  

Other tools observed in the case study that led to a co-designed classroom 

included available technology. Students collaborated in real-time through capturing in-

activity notes on Google Docs. Students planned and curated daily events, roles, and 

agreements through an agenda. This information was communicated to all of the students 

in the classroom by the Google Classroom learning management system. The agenda was 

on a video screen in the front of the classroom and as students updated the documents, 

the changes were visible in real-time. The tools communicated action steps necessary to 

execute the agreements. Each student had a design journal where they reflected-on action, 

pondered, made predications, and journaled. The design journal remained with the 

students. They were not required to share-out what they wrote down. Having a personal 

space – even just a four by six inch journal – allowed for direct agency of the individual 

to continue throughout the co-design.   

Bratteteig et al. (2013) outlined role specific responsibilities and joint 

responsibilities are connected to tools used in design. The researcher argued the tools 

selected by the facilitator of the design illustrate the perceived capacity for the 

participants in the co-design. The tools selected in the case study allowed for real-time 

collaboration, tracked agreement and conflict, and embedded into the structure and 
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processes established for collective co-design. The case study revealed the more 

familiarity the co-designers have with some of the tools, the more time can be dedicated 

to establishing the structure and processes for co-design. The students in the eighth grade 

technology education classroom at Anywhere Middle School were accustomed to Google 

Docs, engaging in classroom discussions, and were able to read and write. Being familiar 

with the technology and possessing basic literacy skills allowed their teacher to focus 

time on teaching formal consensus and the Phases of Design.  

In the case studied, the roles within Butler and Rothstein’s (2009) formal 

consensus were an example of tools selected by the facilitator. As noted in Chapter 4 of 

this study, several different lessons across the first two weeks of the course were spent 

teaching the roles of facilitator, note taker, scribe, peace keeper, time keeper, and 

advocate (see Figure 5 for a sheet used by students to track their roles). The teacher 

leveraged roles to carry out the co-design process with youth. Intentionally selecting tools 

that included multiple student-leader roles is a characteristic from this case study that 

should generalize to other settings and age groups for carrying out collective co-design. 

The student-participant Alicia commented on the amount of work it was to go through the 

collective co-design through formal consensus and juxtaposed her experience as a 

designer to traditional course design. She stated,  

I see how much work they put into it. Like it's not just like ‘Oh we’re going to do 

this homework assignment tonight’. There's a lot of how much a person needs to 

know in a matter of weeks. So we're trying to decide that.  

Johnson’s decision to involve multiple students in the roles each day, and establish 

different people in the roles daily, led to a co-designed classroom where student-
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leadership was spread out among several different students. When asked about formal 

consensus as a tool used to facilitate the participatory school design process, Johnson 

connected his decision to employ Butler and Rothstein’s (2009) decision making guide as 

a values-based decision. When asked why he chose to connect formal consensus to the 

Phases of Design, Johnson responded, “I think it was a values-based decision”.  

Summary: teach the tools necessary to create collective action. Participatory 

design theory has conceptualized tools as the activities, experiences, and practices used in 

the field to bring end-users into the design process (Sanders, Brandt, & Binder, 2010). 

The co-designers in the study were provided with technology that enabled collaboration 

and curation of the work completed. The students also possessed the basic literacy skills 

required to co-create a learning community. Finally, the teacher in the case study 

explicitly taught different roles for co-design, which involved the students in different 

phases of the process. 

 With the essential components of the collective co-design framework articulated, 

the researcher developed two additional components that were not observed during the 

case study, and have been theorized after careful analysis of the findings and an extensive 

review of the literature.  

Interrogate Every Decision 

 Chapter 4 outlined the constraint time placed on the co-design process with youth 

in a public school setting. Suppose the barrier of time was lifted, and Mr. Johnson had 

more than 42-minutes to work with a group of students before another class entered the 

room. Stretched further, suppose the group of twenty teenage youth were not re-designing 

their classroom, but were co-designing a program or even a new school. The teacher 
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participant of this study stated every decision made by a teacher or administrator ought to 

be subjected to inquiry. The teacher stated, “I think nearly every everything should be 

interrogated for the applicability of this framework”. The teacher surmised a thorough 

interrogation of all school practices would reveal the undemocratic structure and 

authoritarian processes embedded in contemporary K12 schooling. Ehn (2017) reflected 

on 35 years of work in the field as a participatory designer and noted, “I am not sure my 

younger colleagues think they are doing participatory design or co-design, just as much 

as we did not think we were doing that in the 1970’s” (p. 18). Processing, reflecting-on, 

and engaging in dialog around the decisions that go into making school a public school is 

an example of a theoretical extension of the collective co-design framework. The 

literature reveals examples of co-design with youth and graduate level students (DiSalvo 

& DesPortes, 2017; Ehn, 2017; Newell, 2003; Wigginton, 1986); however, there has not 

been an example of a co-designed school with youth. The teacher participant featured in 

this case study interjected schools would become democratic institutions if all 

stakeholders were allotted the opportunity to fully examine the structures, systems, and 

actions. Sizer (1984/2004) noted the unique developmental stage of adolescence, and it is 

precisely in that point-in-time in human development where the collective energy of 

youth could be harnessed to co-design democratic spaces. Sizer (1984/2004) stated: 

Of all the stages of life, adolescence is the most volatile-full of promise, energy, 

and because of newly achieved freedom and potency, substantial peril. In its 

freshness, adolescence is attractive. In its enthusiasms, it can be, to older folk at 

least, exhausting. For most people it is pivotal: it is the time of life when we find 
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out who we are becoming, what we are good at, what and whom we like. What 

happens in these years profoundly affects what follows. (p. 1) 

Decide: Is the Design Emergent or Defined? 

 Ehn (2008) distinguished participatory design from meta-design in the following 

manner: “Participatory design (designing for use before use) and meta-design (designing 

for use after use)” (p.92). In the same article, the author associated participatory design 

with projects and noted the limitations inherent with work designed in stages. The case 

study was an in-depth instantiation of a project. The case study ended after three weeks, 

at which time, the students in the technology education class continued the projects they 

had designed. However, at the end of the 12-week course, the eighth grades students 

move on to ninth grade, and the collective co-design was disbanded. In this case study, 

the students designed the classroom before they used it. If students designed a school and 

then attended it – or if youth designed a learning space for other youth – that would be a 

meta-designed.  

The researcher posits a group of youth led by a dynamic, effective, imaginative, 

and trusting educator have the capacity to carry-out collective co-design at a larger scale 

than designing a classroom experience. There are K12 educators who read scholarly 

journals to inform their practice, who incorporate theory into practice, and who care 

deeply about providing youth with direct, proxy, and collective agency as noted in 

Bandura (2001). Further, a small dedicated group aligned to create change is capable of 

setting up a new educational system (Lowney, 2003). The researcher sought to develop a 

framework for youth to engage in school design, this instantiation of social science 

research did not provide evidence needed to address the concept of student-led school 
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design; yet, the collective co-design framework developed has the capacity to 

operationalize such a concept. The evidence for youth carrying out school design was not 

adequately addressed in this study, and the constraint of time disabled the discussion of 

school design with youth. When conceptualizing the methods of participatory design 

fitting within the process and analysis of the work, Bratteteig et al. (2013) noted, “Design 

is not understood as the achievement of predefined goals, but is guided by insights 

emerging in the actual process” (p. 122). The insights gained from an in-depth 

instantiation of co-design indicated youth have insights into the process of school per 

lived experience. That relevant takeaway implied a co-designed school is a worthy 

thought experiment and potential future study.  

Summary: The Seven Components of the Collective Co-Design Framework 

The findings and analysis of the case study led to the development of the 

collective co-design framework. An individual initiating the design is known as the 

facilitator, and bring others into the design process by recruiting the co-designers. The 

group creates the values that will guide the design team. If designing with youth, the 

facilitator will have increased buy-in and engagement with values created using activities 

rather than through a lecture and answer format. Once the values have been created, a 

structure for co-design needs to be established and a process for making decisions must 

be taught to the co-designers. In participatory design, tools are necessary for co-design. 

Tools that encourage collaboration and curate the process so that the work can easily 

transfer from day-to-day must be taught to all co-designers.  Through extensive analysis 

of the data gathered in the case study, two additional components emerged, they were: the 

potentiality of operationalizing the framework without the constraint of time and 
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designing for the end user iteratively over long periods of time. Stated simply, the sixth 

and seventh component developed were interrogating every school decision and 

incorporating a co-designed classroom, program, or school as a meta-design. Through the 

curated worked example, this study has captured an instantiation of a co-designed process 

carried out with youth, producing an evidence-based framework for further testing in the 

field. The framework for collective co-design has seven evidence-based research 

components for conducting classroom and program design with youth. Now that the 

components have been articulated, the section will conclude with a pragmatic analysis of 

the framework. 

An Analysis of the Applicability of the Collective Co-Design Framework in a 

Public School Setting 

Participatory research involves change and should benefit all involved (Herr & 

Anderson, 2015). The following sections examine the collective co-design from different 

perspectives in K12 education. The section begins with support for the solution and 

examines how bringing youth together to design aligns with best-practices for promoting 

high-levels of student academic engagement. Factors and stakeholders for the solution are 

considered and investigated. The political, financial, legal, and ethical barriers for 

implementation of the collective co-design framework are woven into the analysis.   

Support for the Solution 

 The collected data from this case study aligns with existing research that students 

are academically engaged when they are participating in activities (Cappella et al., 2013; 

Drake & Long, 2009; Scherer, 2009; Zmunda & Jackson, 2015) and disengaged when 

faced with excessive homework and being lectured to at school (Cooper, Robinson, & 
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Patall, 2006; Dron & Anderson, 2014; Yeager et al., 2016). The collective co-design 

framework is an evidence-based solution for youth to co-design their learning space, 

classroom, or program. Participatory design theory and the field of participatory design 

incorporates the end user into the design stage, and was utilized to develop the theoretical 

underpinnings of the collective co-design framework. The field of participatory design 

has a myriad of documented activities such as infrastructuring, future workshop, and 

values ideation; all of which, were used with youth in the formal school setting to 

increase student academic engagement. Social cognition theory was used in the planning 

and proposal of the study; Bandura’s (2001) work of distinguishing types of agentic 

transactions was used to craft and analyze the framework.  

Factors and Stakeholders Related to the Solution 

 There are many factors, obstacles, and barriers to consider when exploring and 

implementing the collective co-design framework. This section explores the legal 

standing and issues associated with implementing the framework. A discussion of the 

potential barriers and obstacles of exploring and implementing the collective co-design 

framework accompanies a financial analysis. This section concludes with a discussion 

regarding implementing the collective co-design framework in a school setting with both 

transactional and transformational leadership. 

Legal issues related to collective co-design framework. The teacher featured in 

the case study is a certified licensed teacher and participated in the state mandated 

educator evaluation system in their state. The federal Every Student Succeeds Act 

(ESSA) passed in 2015 calls for an expansion of multi-tiered systems of support to 

evaluate and monitor student academic and social behavior progress (Charlton et al., 
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2018). ESSA called for de-tracking, an increase to school-community partnerships, 

extended school year and day; and State Education Agencies (SEA) to transform from a 

regulatory to an assistance role (Mathis & Trujillo, 2016). Education laws vary from 

state-to-state and even within states (Steinberg & Quinn, 2017). Noted succinctly: the 

researcher was not able to find any state laws preventing co-design with youth in the 

Midwestern United States of Wisconsin, Ohio, Minnesota, Michigan, Illinois, or Iowa. 

The collaborative co-design framework backed by research is an evidence-based 

framework and can embed into a school-level multi-tiered system of support to increase 

academic student engagement.  

 A review of educational state statues in Wisconsin and Minnesota outlined legal 

standing to implement the collective co-design framework at the classroom, program, and 

school-design level. At the classroom level, both Wisconsin and Minnesota have 

statutory language requiring educational programs for gifted and talented or advanced 

learners. In Wisconsin, a child qualifies for additional programming under the gifted and 

talented law if they show evidence of high performance in any of these five different 

categories:  intellectual, creative, artistic, leadership, or specific academic areas (WI SS 

118.35). The Minnesota state statute states gifted and talented programming must be 

based on current theory and research (MN SS 120B.15). The researcher posits the 

collective co-design framework could be implemented within small groups or even at the 

individual student level to meet the needs of students requiring accelerated learning 

opportunities under the law. At the classroom level, the gifted and talented statutory laws 

provide legal standing for the collective co-design framework. Focusing on the leadership 

component in the Wisconsin state statute, the collective co-design framework could 
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provide middle and high school youth with a structure and process to create their own 

learning space. Facilitating activities where the student is a direct agent of their learning, 

scaffolds agentic transactions from the proxy-level to the collective.  

 Wisconsin statutory language outlined criteria for school boards to create work-

based learning programs for students in grades 9-12 (WI SS 118.56). Under this state 

statute, high school students are able to work in the community for at least 280 hours 

within a 40-50 workday period. Further, students must work six to eight hours per day, 

and no more than two days per week (WI SS 118.56-2).  The flexible guidelines of the 

work-based learning program allow for implementation of the collective co-design 

framework at the program level. Under the guidance of a skillful facilitator, students 

could create the work-based program by implementing the five research-based 

components of the framework. Students could enroll in the work-based program, 

establish the values of the program, create the structure of the program, determine a 

process for making decisions, and learn the tools necessary to continue the co-design.  

Alfeld (2015) noted effective work-based learning programs are integrated with 

effective classroom practices. Litzau and Rice (2017) found that youth were rarely able to 

receive “soft skills” training. For effective work-based learning programs, student-

workers and teachers must ask the following key questions: (a) who is responsible for 

making the links between the different kinds of learning? (b) how should these links be 

made? (c) how can the links be strengthened? (Alfeld, 2015, p. 26). Findings from this 

case study align with the literature. Cody – the student-participant who dreamed of being 

a chef – would have benefited from work-based learning opportunities and the ability to 

co-design a learning program centered around learning how to cook in a professional 
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setting. Howard craved the opportunity to get out into the “real world to see the other side 

of things”. Implementing the collective co-design framework in a high school work-based 

learning program aligns with best practices for installing classroom learning with work 

experience (Alfeld, 2015). With more than half of the schools in Southeastern Wisconsin 

not offering paid employment or occupational credentialing (Litzau & Rice, 2017), 

bringing students into the program design would allow for strategic resource allocation 

and flexibility to market demands. Johnson noted 12 – 16 students would be an ideal co-

design cohort size. Examples of potential co-designed work-based learning programs:  

 A group of twelve youth decide there is a demand for becoming a certified 

nursing assistant and then work with a teacher and nurse practitioner to design a 

work-based learning program;  

 Youth focus on developing skills that would position them to work at a local call 

center where the wage is much high than other available jobs in the area; 

 In close-coordination with a technology education teacher, students work 

alongside welders at a local manufacturing company, while earning a wage and 

college credit.   

This type of market flexibility and responsiveness can be sorted out prior to recruiting co-

designers or during the values ideation stage. Youth co-designed work-based learning 

programs are an example of the collective co-design framework being implemented at the 

program level. Data from this study indicated the potentiality of exploring work-based 

learning programs with middle school students. 

Collective co-design framework could be implemented at the school level to 

design a new school. Charter school laws in Minnesota and Wisconsin allow new schools 
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to be authorized, designed, and implemented (MN SS 124E.06, WI SS 118.40). Ehn 

(2008) defined the concept of meta-design as “design for use after use”. Johnson referred 

to meta-design on during his first interview, it was in reference to the ideal participatory 

school design outcome without limited time or constraints of time. The teacher stated, 

I think the most important attribute that could come out of this process is the 

concept of, you know, meta-design or perpetual iterative design where at least 

once a year, if not more often than that, you know, this design processes is being 

repeated so that the space continues to be responsive and flexible. And as 

communities change and needs change and contexts changed, uh, the schools 

should change too. So, uh, I think the best case scenario is if, if I was a facilitator 

of a school designed like this and I disappeared for five years, I would love it if 

when I came back I did not recognize the schools. 

To co-design a school the five evidence-based components of the collective co-design 

framework would be used alongside the two theoretical extensions. The design cohort of 

youth would interrogate every decision to develop a school design where the outcome – a 

new school – is emergent. This school design would then be taken to a school board or an 

independent authorizer and the new school would open. Additionally, designers would 

enroll in and continue to shape their school.  
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Table 4 

Legal Standing For Collective Co-design Framework at Classroom, Program, and 

School Level 

Co-Designed 

Outcome 

Legal Standing Theoretical 

Underpinnings 

Documented Evidence-

based Practices 

Classroom MN SS 120.B15 

WI SS 118.35  

(Gifted and talented) 

Participatory 

Design 

Values Ideation 

(Uchidiuno et al., 2017); 

Infrastructuring (Karasti, 

2014); 

 

Program WI SS 118.56  

(Work based learning  

programs) 

Participatory 

Design 

Future Workshop 

(Kensing & Blomberg, 

1998); Collective 

Dreaming (Sanders, 

2017); Framework For 

Organizing Tools and 

Techniques (Sanders, 

Brandt, & Binder, 2010); 

Prototyping (Bratteteig et 

al., 2013)  

School MN SS 124E.06 

WI SS 118.40 

(Charter school) 

Meta-Design Design for use after use 

(Ehn, 2008; Ehn, 2017); 

Value-driven Learning 

(DiSalvo & Deportes, 

2017) 
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With the legal standing of collective co-design framework examined and 

established, the potential barriers and obstacles to implementing the framework in public 

schools is examined in greater detail. 

Potential barriers and obstacles to implementing collective co-design in public 

schools. The biggest barrier to implementing collective co-design with youth is having a 

highly-qualified adult enter an arena of trust and carry out the framework to fidelity. 

Implementation fidelity refers to carrying out the framework as it was designed in order 

to get the results reported in trials (Breitenstein et al., 2010). Implementation fidelity 

could potentially impact the collective co-design framework; considering the extensive 

expertise exhibited by the teacher-participant from the case study that led to the findings, 

analysis, and framework development. The theme of the teacher trusting youth emerged 

throughout the study. When asked who the community stakeholders should be for 

designing a new program or school, Johnson stated: 

One part of the process that has meant the most to me as it's developed as this idea 

of doing the, the participatory work of identifying who your community 

stakeholders are, trusting the learners in this process, but they know their 

communities better than the teachers in the room do. So I could say I could rattle 

off a list of, of community stakeholders and I think it'd be important which would 

be, um, you know, family members, people who are doing community organizing, 

you know, nonprofit's a business leaders, you know, local government people, 

local educational leaders, um, you know, folks like that. But I'm most interested in 

finding out who the participants believe or understand to be their community. 
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Kochanek (2005) noted the following four factors promote trust in schools: implementing 

formal structures of complex interaction, developing a school mission, pursuing a plan of 

strategic action, shifting control from administrators to teachers (p. 32). The collective 

co-design framework encompasses all four of the trust-building factors noted by 

Kochanek (2005), and the activities of crafting a possibility statement (Ginwright, 2016), 

values ideation, and establishing a process for making decisions enable trust networks to 

grow. 

Another barrier to implementing the collective co-design framework was the 

difficulty generalizing qualitative research from one setting to another (Creswell, 2014). 

Mr. Johnson is an experienced teacher, and prior to entering the teaching profession, he 

worked as a construction worker. The teacher possessed skill credibility with his students. 

Mr. Johnson had an established relationship with students in his co-designed classroom 

through teaching the entire grade the year before. Those contextual factors should lead to 

skepticism and caution regarding the findings and framework development (Collins & 

Cooper, 2014). If implementation fidelity and the highly qualified teacher challenges 

were met, additional barriers exist at the board, administrative, teacher, and school family 

level.  

School boards approve policies and monitor the performance of the lead 

educational professional known as the superintendent or district administrator (Hooge & 

Honingh, 2014). Although superintendents are responsible for the educational outcomes 

of their school system, few job contracts outline academic and student achievement goals 

or criteria for the lead educator (Maranto, Trivitt, Nichols, & Watson, 2017). Further, 

superintendent turnover is high, with the average top leadership position becoming open 
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every 5.6 years in one Midwestern state (Bredeson & Kose, 2007). Polka and Litchka 

(2008) found several examples of superintendents becoming professional victims and 

being subjected to harsh treatment from their school boards and even their subordinates. 

Simply stated: the top-down management structure of K12 education is a barrier to 

implementing collective co-design and provides inherent obstacles requiring strategic 

thinking and leadership. To mitigate against top-level leadership being surprised at a 

board meeting – prior to the collective co-design being enacted – the superintendent 

should be informed. In a large school system, the decision maker who reports to the 

superintendent – a chief of staff or Director of Curriculum – needs to have the structure, 

process, and tools clearly explained and ought to be invited into the classroom or 

program where the co-design is taking place.  

Based on the findings from this study, particularly the interview data gathered 

from the teacher participant, a teacher implementing the collective co-design framework 

with youth should anticipate barriers and obstacles prior to, during, and after 

implementation. Having contingency plans in place assures for smooth operations when 

obstacles to achieving a complex mission are presented (Willink & Babin, 2017). 

Bratteteig et al. (2013) noted a multitude of participatory design tools compiled creates a 

method. To overcome potential barriers and obstacles, and to have contingency plans in 

place, the adult facilitator should have an arsenal of several different tools such as 

prototyping (Bratteteig et al., 2013), infrastructuring (Karasti, 2014), values ideation 

(Uchidiuno et al, 2017), and design games (Brandt, 2006; Bjögvinsson, Ehn, & Hillgren, 

2012; Ehn, 2008; Gee, 2009; Light & Boys, 2017). Based on the findings in this study, 

necessary dispositions and skillsets for adults engaging in the collective co-design 
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framework with youth are: professional competence, flexibility, and adapting to a 

constant stream of unplanned interruptions.  

  Another potential barrier and obstacle to implementing the collective co-design 

framework is having supportive organizational leadership. Findings from this study 

indicated the importance of communicating the planned co-design with leadership. Prior 

to exploring co-design with youth, the teacher participant presented the participatory 

school design curriculum and scope and sequence to his building principal and 

curriculum director. Johnson stated, “I think it's a really exciting experiment. Um, and 

I've been surprised and impressed with how even leadership that might not seem to be 

invested in these concepts has responded very positively to it”. Resources in K12 

education are limited and becoming scarcer due to decreased funding of public schools 

(McDonald, 2011). Epitropaki and Martin (2013) found rational tactics as the most 

straightforward, least political, and most effective under most circumstances for 

influencing both transactional and transformational leaders. Someone wanting to 

facilitate the collective co-design framework should assess the leadership style of their 

manager and the organizational culture; then, craft a rational tactic for carrying out the 

work with youth. Bass (2008) noted transformational leaders were guided by four 

components: inspirational motivations, intellectual stimulation, individualized 

consideration, and idealized influence. Individualized influence from a leader to a 

follower is demonstrated through emulated behaviors and actions (Diaz-Saenz, 2011). 

Someone aspiring to implement the collective co-design framework who has a 

transformational leader should clearly explain to their leader the perceived benefit of 

providing youth with direct agency as outlined by Bandura (2001) and building the 



COLLECTIVE CO-DESIGN 147

capacity for collective agency at the classroom, program, or school level. In providing 

such an explanation, the facilitator of the co-design is connecting with all four of the 

components of transformational leadership.  

 If the facilitator wanting to implement the collective co-design framework is led 

by a transactional leader, they will want to provide an alternate rational tactic. McCleskey 

(2014) noted transactional leaders were focused on increased quality, efficiency, and 

production along with reducing costs. Seeking to reduce behavior problems and increase 

student productivity are possible tactical approaches towards a transactional manager. 

Data from this study indicated students who participated in the co-designed classroom 

viewed themselves as leaders. Alicia and Erik both situated themselves in the role of 

school principal when they reflected upon their experiences from the participatory school 

design process. Alicia noted that if she were the principal, she would make sure she hired 

the best and most caring teachers. Erik said he would be much harsher on bullies and 

crack down on social media at school. The students viewed classroom co-design as a 

leadership role. Communicating that finding to a transactional leader would be a rational 

tactic for incorporating the collective co-design framework.  

Presenting data is another potential approach a teacher could make to their 

principal. Two examples of presenting data in-line with a transactional manager’s 

worldview of decreased behavior and increased productivity are: the data that disengaged 

students in the fall are more likely to have behavior problems and stay disengaged in the 

Spring (Cappella et al., 2013); and the data of perceived teacher autonomy support and 

student motivation (Shen et all, 2015). The collective co-design framework is a low-cost 

approach to engaging students in their learning, and the facilitator could rationally argue 
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the only cost of putting such a plan in place is time. The student-participants in this study 

viewed their role as designers as a leadership role. When asked what she found most 

rewarding about co-designing a classroom, Robyn stated, “Um If I was like the principal 

or whatever I could interact with all of the students”.  

 Another barrier for implementing the collective co-design framework is the 

constraint of state-mandated curriculum and the amount of time required to measure 

student performance. The teacher participant of the study expressed moments when 

distraction-free environments were demanded revolved around state testing. The students 

in Mr. Johnson’s class had three full days of state testing-equaling 24-hours. 

Additionally, students at Anywhere Middle School participated in a full-day age-based 

ACT assessment test known as the Aspire. Students with disabilities and students 

participating in tier two or tier three interventions received weekly benchmark 

assessments. General education students are assessed 32 hours per year and students with 

disabilities receive 20 – 60 minutes of additional testing per week. The assessment 

practices at Anywhere Middle School are representative from other middle school 

Midwestern public schools the researcher has worked in. An educator wanting to 

implement the collective co-design framework with youth needs time to learn the 

framework, plan the activities, and autonomy in choosing curriculum. Even with time and 

autonomy, mandated assessments are an obstacle to implementing the collective co-

design framework. Compounding the issue of mandated assessments is that teachers in 

many states must adhere to the Common Core State Standards, and this requires the 

capacity for educators to have in-depth content knowledge along with implementing best-

practices for their subject to fidelity (Supovitz & Spillane, 2015). 
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 The issue of time emerges once again. For an effective teacher or school leader to 

implement the collective co-design framework they must be cognizant of navigating the 

following obstacles: 

 Leadership support at the District Administrator and school board level; 

 Possess a working knowledge of participatory design activities, and have 

contingency plans in place when such activities are interrupted; 

 An understanding of the leadership style of their direct supervisor, and rationally 

approach their boss with a logical and tactical reason for implementation; and 

 Be cognizant of the state assessments, benchmark assessments, and curriculum 

already established in the school. 

Maneuvering through and around all of the obstacles listed above takes time. The 

facilitator embarking on co-creating a learning space with youth must be invested in their 

practice and be willing to set aside additional time to learn, plan, and do the collective co-

design framework. The teacher participant in this case study estimated investing five to 

10 hours per week over the course of three school years into developing and 

implementing the participatory school design curriculum. Johnson garnered the support 

of the curriculum director who reported directly to the district administrator. The teacher 

delved into participatory design theory and practice, he purchased several texts and 

handbooks dedicated to the field. Johnson developed a curriculum aligned to national and 

local standards and presented that plan to his building principal for approval.    

 The constructive labor of youth as an integral component of the collective co-

design framework is another obstacle to consider prior to implementation (Anderson & 

McCabe, 2018). The issue of youth as worker appeared in two different ways:  
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1. How will youth want to participate in designing their own classroom, program, or 

school?  

2. How are youth compensated and credited for their labor? 

A question repeatedly emerged as this research study was proposed and brought to other 

researchers and scholars: how do you know youth want to design their classroom, 

program, or school? And the follow-up question that frequently followed was: what do 

the young designers get out of it? Meaning, what is the incentive of and for investing 

labor into designing a school, program, or classroom? These questions were not suitably 

answered at the program or school level through this case study and require further 

consideration (Anderson & McCabe, 2018). The research findings from this study 

indicated youth were engaged and willingly participated in activities. Reported findings 

from this study indicated student resistance centered around lecture-response format. 

Practitioners implementing the collective co-design framework at the classroom-level 

should consider the findings from this study when developing activities and teaching the 

tools used for co-design. To engage youth, and attract designers to the process, the 

facilitator leading the co-design project should avoid lectures and consider developing 

activities such as simulations and design-games. The tension associated with 

implementing the collective co-design framework has to do with labor and work 

attribution. What do youth receive for their participation? Are they compensated? And 

how will artifacts, processes, and organizational documents be attributed to the co-

designers completing the work? The questions centering on and revolving around youth 

labor and work attribution have not been properly addressed in this study and could pose 

potential barriers for implementing the framework.   
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 Light (2018) noted “The tone and content emerge from the words we choose” 

and then observed there is a political implication with what is left out. The findings of 

this study and literature review discussed a hegemonic redistribution from the teacher to 

the student. Power is decentralized from the teacher and infused to the student-designers. 

This dynamic assumed students welcome the redistribution of power, and embrace the 

responsibilities associated with decision making. The collective co-design framework 

begins with a person claiming direct personal agency as outlined by Bandura (2001), and 

recruiting a group of youth to participate in co-design. The language of recruiting implies 

the facilitator has influence, power, and authority to initiate the co-design project. 

Gaining the influence, power, and authority required to lead a co-design project may be a 

barrier to operationalizing the collective co-design framework.     

Finally, all of the students in the case studied participated in the co-designed 

classroom facilitated by Mr. Johnson. Yet, what would have occurred if a student wanted 

to remain in the class, and refused to participate in the co-design? The collective co-

design framework requires participation. Youth may not want to participate for a number 

of reasons. The potential exists for young adults who were engaged at a high level to 

become disengaged. Participation fatigue is another issue associated in regions with 

frequent and ongoing participatory projects (Furr, 2018). The issue of disengaged youth 

in a framework requiring participation and valuing agency is another obstacle to 

implementing the collective co-design framework.  

Financial and budget issues related to exploring and implementing the 

collective co-design framework. A central question relating to the financial component of 

exploring the collective co-design framework is: does the professional educator have the 



COLLECTIVE CO-DESIGN 152

financial ability to invest their resources of time, capital, and talent to implement the co-

design framework? To implement the collective co-design framework, an assumption has 

been made that a professional educator desires to bring youth into the design arena. A 

second assumption is that educators possess the resources to explore the concepts related 

to the collective co-design framework.  Those assumptions present a financial issue 

surrounding the narrative of a teacher as a professional (Clandinin, Connelly, & Bradley, 

1999). Friedman and Farber (1992) noted the impact of teacher’s viewing themselves as 

professionals and their personal satisfaction – how they received gratification from their 

job performance – correlated to their burnout level. Additionally, burnout is predicted by 

job demands (Schaufeli & Bakker, 2004). If the teacher is approaching the collective co-

design framework with direct agency, the researcher posits burnout is less likely than if 

the job demand were placed on the professional by a supervisor. The collective co-design 

framework is not intended as an added job demand. If applied inappropriately; meaning, 

if forced upon a teacher, principal, or other school figure by coercion, the externalities of 

burnout and job role replacement should be figured into the financial implementation due 

to the time investment outlined in previous sections. Paradoxically, the teacher-

participant in this study reported being rejuvenated the more he worked – the more 

Johnson was able to learn and teach through a participatory lens – he felt connected to his 

teaching practice and convinced of the value to his students.  

The collective co-design framework outlined in this study, Anderson’s (2017) 

participatory school design curriculum, Bandura’s (2001) social cognitive theory, and the 

theory and field of participatory design are accessible for free; however, there is a cost 

associated with being literate, possessing the time to access the materials, and in a 
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position of power to access literature (Mills, 2016). Once an individual has approached 

the barrier of accessing the materials, the budgeted cost is time.   

How public schools are funded, governed, and managed is a political process 

involving tax revenue leading to resource allocation (McDonald, 2011). The collective 

co-design framework can be explored and implemented at the classroom and program 

level with little cost-added to current operating revenue. Once the framework is 

operationalized at the school level – when youth are brought in to design a school – the 

financial costs increase significantly. Each Midwestern state funds public schools through 

nuanced methods, but the general principal in Michigan, Ohio, Illinois, Iowa, and 

Wisconsin is that tax revenues from property owners fund public schools (Cornman, 

2017). Considering the element of each child being associated with a per pupil revenue 

dollar figure, the notion of starting a new chartered school as taking money from an 

established school system has emerged (Ravitch, 2016). The concept of new schools as 

taking from or depleting existing structures is a rich topic deserving attention in another 

study, and was not adequately addressed. It is a fair critique of the collective co-design 

framework that youth would be leaving an existing school to co-design a new school. 

That direct and collective agentic transactions have a financial cost.  

Summary: Exploring and Implementing the Collective Co-design Framework 

 The section began with an exploration of the legal standing for implementing the 

collective co-design framework at the classroom, program, and school level in two 

Midwestern states. The section then explored potential barriers and obstacles for 

practitioners exploring and implementing the collective co-design framework. The 
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section concluded with a brief exploration of potential financial issues pertaining to 

operationalizing the framework in the school setting.  

Offboarding the Study Into Practice: Change Theory, Leadership, and a Final 

Reflection 

As the dissertation concludes, a stepping back and reflecting on the praxis of 

change theory as it relates to leadership is connected to the intrinsic case study. Prior to 

summarizing the entire study, a final reflection from the researcher and a statement of 

growth are accompanied by the practical implications of the study and future areas of 

research. 

What Was Revealed During The Study – Limitations of the Framework 

The researcher-participant facilitated the collective co-design framework at a 

professional design conference (Anderson & McCabe, 2018). A doctoral student working 

with indigenous people in Australia noted the applicability and usefulness of the 

framework may be confined to Western schools (Anonymous, personnel correspondence, 

August 21, 2018). The study assumed an American perspective of democracy, public 

schooling, and education. This was revealed to the researcher as educational models in 

other countries were better understood. It is through this perceived constraint the 

following connections to theory and reflection are reported.  

Connecting Hegemony, Critical Race Theory, and Planned Change  

 Hegemony is the distribution of power (Cox, 1983; Gramsci, 1971/1980; Hoare & 

Nowell-Smith, 1980). In the K12 American public education system, there is a top-down 

distribution of power stemming from the superintendent or district administrator to 

directors and then to building level principals (Garrick, Pendergast, & Geelan, 2017; 
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Marzano & Waters, 2009). This study examined the role of the student through the lens 

of critical race theory. Ladson-Billings (2009) stated, “Critical race theory sees the 

official school curriculum as a culturally specific artifact designed to maintain a White 

supremacist master script” (p. 29). Notions, concepts, and constructs of agency and 

student academic engagement were analyzed, and a case study was constructed in a 

classroom setting where the researcher-participant and teacher-participant philosophically 

aligned with critical race theory. The impact of having the researcher and teacher featured 

in the case study actively seeking frameworks to redistribute power led to the 

development of the collective co-design framework.  

 Kotter’s (1996) planned change strategy provided an empirical entry into enacting 

the collective co-design framework. When integrated with the three different types of 

agentic transactions from social cognitive theory (Bandura, 2001), the strategies outlined 

by Kotter (1996) and the processes for carrying out the tactics (Kotter & Rathgeber, 

2006) provided the potentiality for a hegemonic shift from the teacher to the student. The 

teacher in the case study demonstrated direct personal agency by choosing the role of 

facilitator and initiating the co-design classroom. The teacher created a sense of urgency 

by limiting the scope of the co-design with the youth to the first three weeks of the 

course. The teacher-facilitator assembled a guiding coalition. The students were brought 

together and provided the power to co-design their classroom. That action of assembling 

the co-designers and clarifying the role of the teacher as the facilitator was the first two 

steps of Kotter’s (1995, p. 2) planned change, the first component of the collective co-

design framework, and an example of each person in the co-design expressing direct 

personal agency (Bandura, 2001). Step three and four of Kotter’s (1995) planned change 
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is creating a vision and communicating the vision. The second component of the 

collective co-design framework was creating the values of the design cohort. It is in this 

step, that direct personal agency of the facilitator was passed to each designer. In the case 

studied, rather than the instructor expressing, “Here are the values in my classroom,” 

each student was able to ideate the values (Uchidiuno, 2017). Every student-designer 

expressed direct personal agency by creating and agreeing to the values set forth in the 

co-design. It was in this stage and process where the kernels of collective agency were 

incubated, students began to take ownership of the environment.  

 The fifth step in planned change is empowering others to act on the vision 

(Kotter, 1995, p. 2). Johnson enacted a structure to permit others to act on the vision. The 

teacher used the circle and brought the designers together in a common space to discuss, 

reflect, and make decisions. This structure provided youth with proxy agency (Bandura, 

2001); the designers were permitted to make decisions and expressed opinions because 

they were allowed to. In proxy agency, the agent knows they can act because they have 

the permission of an authority figure to act (Bandura, 2001). Through bringing students 

to the circle, the teacher established a structure for co-design. In integrating consensus as 

outlined by Butler and Rothstein (2009), the facilitator planned for and created short-term 

wins (Kotter, 1995), and created a process for making decisions. With the values and 

structure already in place, embedding formal consensus into the circle was an example of 

the youth having collective agency (Bandura, 2001). The notion of group decision-

making and we can because we say we can was lived out in the example of formal 

consensus as the decision making process. Bandura (2001) stated, “People's shared belief 

in their collective power to produce desired results is a key ingredient of collective 
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agency (p. 14)”. Johnson cheered for the students when they passed their first decision in 

the circle through consensus. The facilitator planned for this short-term win, the students 

believed they had co-designed a classroom. In reflecting on the experience of designing a 

class shaping the student’s perspective of school, Lydia stated, “Well since we've been 

doing this in Tech Ed, I didn't know that there were so many steps that went into actually 

being able to do the activities in the class”. The student went on to say that if she were to 

continue going through the design, she wanted, “To fix the things that are not the best 

here”. That statement by the student is an example what Sanders (2017) referred to as 

collective dreaming. Through design, the students and teacher in the case studied were 

able to imagine a changed and improved space.  

 The final step Kotter (1995) outlined is consolidating improvements and 

producing still more change. This component of the collective co-design involved the 

facilitator teaching the tools necessary to carry out the co-designed classroom, program, 

or school design. The collective agency of the co-designers was passed back to the 

facilitator through an agentic transaction in which direct personal agency was once again 

expressed. Examples of this from the case study included: 

 Johnson teaching students where to curate notes, actions taken, and how to create 

the agenda; 

 Johnson instructing the students to answer design prompts, thereby, asking 

students to reflect-on action and hypothesize improvements;  

 Johnson teaching students the roles of formal consensus outlined by Butler and 

Rothstein (2009), and integrating those roles into activities; 
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 Johnson carrying out design challenges to teach the process of working in small 

groups, and reporting out in the circle; 

 Johnson teaching students how to identify a problem that needs to be solved, or an 

interest or passion that students want to extend – creating a space for students to 

propose projects.  

This agentic transaction in which the facilitator expressed direct personal agency was an 

example of the importance of the teacher in the co-design process. Further, it 

demonstrated the importance of scaffolding from direct personal agency to proxy agency 

to collective agency, and an example of a high trust classroom environment (Kochanek, 

2005). This was the final component observed during the case study. 

 One sub-question posited during the creation of the case study went unanswered. 

The question regarding the role of student perception of academic engagement and 

collective dreaming of future learning environment was not suitable addressed in the 

findings of the 15-day case study. In the analysis of the data and findings, the researcher 

developed two additional components based on the case study data. The teacher talked 

about the importance of interrogating every decision that goes into making and sustaining 

a school. Incorporating youth into the co-design by interrogating decisions was one 

example of institutionalizing the change (Kotter, 1995); and would involve direct, proxy, 

and collective agentic transactions (Bandura, 2001). Finally, Ehn (2008) distinguished 

participatory design as designing for use before use and meta-design as designing for use 

after use. The seventh and final component for the collective co-design framework is to 

elaborate on the end of the project. In a classroom, program, or school design; having a 

defined endpoint would be participatory design and having an open, emergent, or 
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repetitive process would be a meta-design. Social cognitive theory connected into each 

phase of the collective co-design framework and the type of agentic transactions required 

to carry out the planned change are clarified below in Table 5. 

Table 5  

Kotter’s (1995) Planned Change Related to the Collective Co-design Framework and 

Agentic Transaction  

Kotter’s Planned Change 
(1995)

Collective Co-Design 
Framework 

Social Cognition Theory 
(Bandura, 2001) 
Agentic Transaction 

Establish a sense of urgency
Forming a guiding coalition

Recruiting the designers Direct personal agency 
of the facilitator 
messaging the need and 
recruiting designers 

Creating a vision, 
communicating the vision

Creating the values Transfer of direct 
personal agency from 
facilitator to co-
designers 

Empowering others to act 
on the vision

Establishing the structure Proxy agency 
transaction: co-
designers shift structure 
due to permission 
granted from facilitator 

Planning for and creating 
short-term wins

Establish process for making 
decisions 

Transactions: Direct 
agency from facilitator 
transferred to collective 
agency of co-designers 

Consolidating for 
improvements and 

producing still more change

Teach the tools necessary to 
create collective action 

Collective agency from 
the co-designers 
transferred to direct 
personal agency of the 
facilitator 

Institutionalizing new 
approaches

Interrogating every decision; 
Is the Design Emergent or 
Defined? 

Multimodal exchange of 
direct, proxy, and 
collective agency 
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Implications 

Practical Implications 

 Roberts (2010) wrote a researcher should consider “who will likely benefit from 

your study, what they will learn from it, and why they will gain from this knowledge” (p. 

181).  The researcher’s interest in teacher-led small schools grew out of an experience 

with completing a 1000-day school design and going through the inaugural year. The 

researcher has transitioned from a teaching role into a leadership and management role.  

The interest of bringing the end-user into the decision-making process has had a practical 

implication on the researcher’s leadership practice. Self-identifying as a participatory 

design practitioner and middle school principal has altered the decision-making process 

and created a hyper-awareness of transactional leadership practices for the researcher. 

Lived-experience of working with youth and committed adults shaped the researcher’s 

educational practice and professional inquiry. The concept of developing a public school 

with the students led the researcher into different program and school leadership roles 

and ultimately brought him to the Interdisciplinary Leadership program at Creighton 

University.  

 The study added to scholarly research by extending the participatory design 

theoretical framework to the student level in a school, something that Hoadley (2017) 

noted as a gap in the learning sciences field. The study adds to the teacher leadership 

field by fully operationalizing the Teacher Professional Practice put forward by 

Dirkswager (2002) and allowing teachers to act as owners of the environment. In addition 

to extending the participatory design theoretical framework and providing an in-depth 

worked example as outlined by Barab et al. (2009), diligent work and thoughtful practice 
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were invested to bring-in students to this study. Fourteen different youth were able to 

address their lived experience of school, and that has value. This study aimed to provide 

an evidence-based framework for conducting school design with youth. What resulted 

from the planning, fieldwork, and analysis was the collective co-design framework. 

Implications for Future Research 

Steinberg and Quinn (2017) noted rigorous evaluation of teachers can improve 

teacher effectiveness. Future research for the collective co-design framework could 

explore creating evaluator tools and guides for facilitators to receive formative and 

summative feedback. Further, a codified training program for implementing the collective 

co-design framework for adults wanting to lead co-design with youth would be an area of 

research requiring time, energy, meaning-making and capacity building. Further research 

questions for the collective co-design framework could focus on assessment of the 

framework:  

 How do we know it’s working? A comparative study of traditional learning and 

learning in a co-designed setting would address this question. 

 What are the teacher, student, and academic outcomes of implementing the 

framework in a classroom, program, or school?  

 How would facilitator training guides provide added-value to existing educational 

practices and student outcomes?  

 What is the role of power dynamics in learning spaces valuing consensus, and 

how can consensus be further conceptualized as an agentic transaction in the 

classroom? 
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 Can you build a school? Or do you have to build the network that does school? 

Can youth co-design a school and articulate the intended outcomes they hope to 

achieve? 

 What is the fit of collective co-design framework with different student 

populations? Specifically, what is the applicability of the framework with gifted 

and talented populations or with students with disabilities?  

 What is the likelihood that youth want to co-design their classroom, program or 

school? And do youth expect to be compensated for their labor through 

credentialing, wages, or attributions? 

Another area for research and development involves disentangling stakeholder roles in 

the framework. Further exploration of structures, processes, and roles are needed to better 

understand how the collective co-design framework can be effectively implemented for 

enjoyable, robust, and coherent teaching and learning experiences. 

Finally, Christiansson, Gronvall, and Yndigegn (2018) presented methods for 

operationalizing the ‘magic circle’ as described by Huizinga (1949); and activated co-

design with undergraduate college students (Christiansson, Gronvall, & Yndigegn, 2018). 

The ‘magic circle’ is a concept that play is important and the rules created while playing 

are important (Huizinga, 1949).  In establishing a structure to redistribute power to the 

student-designer, the collective co-design framework leveraged the circle as a structure. 

The participatory school design curriculum operationalized by the teacher-participant in 

this study relied on using the circle (Anderson, 2017). The concept of the ‘magic circle’ 

was presented to the researcher after the completion of this study. Further research and a 
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future study regarding the structures, specifically, the circle and connecting that structure 

to existing literature and practice is warranted. 

The Participant Designer Role – Practicing Direct Personal Agency in Research 

 As a participant-researcher I played a role in the study. My lived experience, bias, 

judgement, words written, words omitted, gaps created, and inferences also tell a story 

(Baker & Karasti, 2004; Light, 2018). I am a white-male living in the Midwestern United 

States. I am a husband, father, principal, coach, and Catholic. These self-identified labels 

are true to my lived experience and contributed to putting the edges and boundaries 

around the intrinsic case study. Inherently, I chose the words. Mistakes made are mine to 

own. The process of interacting with youth in public school and sharing different types of 

questions with them ultimately led to someone and something, or even groups and 

positions being left out. This was not intentional, and the work of discovering who I left 

out of my research is now a part of my future leadership practice. Three words guided my 

research effort: next right thing. When the teacher was pulled out of the room, and I 

assumed the role of care taker – at that moment-in-time – I perceived that to be the right 

action. Going into a middle school as a researcher forced me to bring my best self into the 

schoolhouse on fifteen consecutive weekdays. Approaching the setting as a researcher 

unveiled the concept of bringing best-self in and has continued to resonate with me as I 

have the privilege of walking into the schoolhouse to serve as a principal. Being a 

participatory designer walking with the mantra of: if this decision impacts you, you’re 

invited to the table – that ethos is a responsibility I now carry-in with me.  
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Summary of the Study 

The purpose of this qualitative case study dissertation in practice was to curate an 

operationalized school design framework connected to participatory design theory by 

teachers with students in a public-school setting. The following central question guided 

this qualitative study: how might participatory design theory be applied in the 

development of a co-designed learning environment? The fieldwork yielded surprises 

resulting in a shifting of terms from student-designed learning environment to collective 

co-design. Participatory design theory, Bandura’s (2001) social cognition theory, and 

Kotter’s (1995) process for leading planned change integrated into a coherent process for 

communicating the data gathered. The researcher went into a middle school in the 

Midwestern US states to operationalize a planned and approved intrinsic case study. 

Fourteen students and one teacher were interviewed and class activities were observed 

over a three-week period. The aim of this study was to design an evidence-based 

participatory school design framework for teachers to use with students to create a new 

learning space. From the research gathered and analyzed, a seven-step collective 

evidence-based framework was developed to guide co-design with youth. The collective 

co-design framework was synthesized to actively engage students in their own education.   
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Appendix A 

Full Interview Protocol for Student Participants 

Protocol Statement Read Prior to Interview: Thanks for sitting down and talking with 

me today. And thank you for volunteering and agreeing to be interviewed for this 

research study on student academic engagement and student-designed spaces. I am 

interested in your opinions and views on school. I appreciate you returning the signed 

consent form allowing me to record this interview. Once the findings have been written 

up, this recording will be permanently destroyed. You may end the interview at any time 

if you feel uncomfortable, and there is no intended harm to participants.  The interview 

should take no more than 40-minutes.  If you have any questions, please interrupt me, if 

you need me to repeat anything, just ask.  

A. Questions pertaining to participants current feelings and dispositions towards 

school and how those perceptions, constraints, and elements of school carry into a 

new design 

a. Tell me about school 

i. What do you like? 

ii. What do you dislike? 

b. Have you ever said the following statement, “I hate school” 

i. What made you say that? 

ii. Do you remember when you felt this way? Can you tell me the 

exact moment? 

c. If you are on the design team of a new school, what would you take from 

your current school and put into the new school? 
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B. Questions pertaining to participants academic engagement, perceptions of and 

requirements for learning  

a. What is learning?  

i. Tell me your definition of learning 

b. What do you love learning about? 

c. In your free-time what do you enjoy doing? 

i. How do you learn more about that? 

ii. What do you use to teach yourself when you want to learn more 

about that topic? 

d. What is school? 

i. Tell me your definition of school 

e. What do you love about school? 

f. When you’re at school, what do you enjoy doing? 

i. How do you learn more about that? 

ii. What do you need to be successful at school? 

C. Questions pertaining to democratic learning and the learning process impacted by 

teacher and student engagement? 

a. Tell me about a teacher or a classroom where you enjoy learning so much 

that you lost track of time 

b. Do you know what academic engagement is? [If participant says no, 

provide age-appropriate definition] 

i. Can you tell me about a time when you were engaged? 

ii. What about a time when you were disengaged? 
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c. Do you feel like you have a choice in what you learn? 

i. Tell me more about that 

d. Do you think you have a choice in how you learn? 

i. Can you please tell me more about that? 

e. If you were designing a new school, what would you do to make sure 

students learned and were engaged? 

D. Questions pertaining to meta-design being incorporated into the school design 

process 

a. How does being a school designer change the way you see school?  

b. What are you most excited about in designing a new school? 

c. How will the school you are designing be different from the school you 

currently attend? How will it be the same?  

d. How are you a designer? What does it mean to design? 

e. What did you find most rewarding about designing a new school or 

program? 

f. What did you find most frustrating? 

E. That concludes my list of questions.  You now have the opportunity to share 

additional information or perceptions about the relationship between student 

academic engagement and student-designed spaces or your experience as a part of 

this study. 
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Appendix B 

Full Interview Protocol for Teacher Participants 

Protocol Statement Read Prior to Interview: Thank you for volunteering and agreeing 

to be interviewed for this research study on student academic engagement and student-

designed spaces. I appreciate you returning the signed consent form allowing me to 

record this interview. Once the findings have been written up, this recording will be 

permanently destroyed. You may end the interview at any time if you feel uncomfortable, 

and there is no intended harm to participants.  The interview should take no more than 

40-minutes.  If you have any questions, please interrupt me, if you need me to repeat 

anything, just ask. 

1. What role was played by teachers and students in developing a student-designed 

learning environment?  

a. What is your role in developing a student-designed school? 

b. What makes you think students are capable of participating in a 

meaningful way in designing a new school?  

2. How do you facilitate a participatory design workshop?  

3. Will the activities help you develop a design essentials checklist to open a new 

school?  

4. How do you seek to develop the agency of the learner? 

a. What do you do or don’t you do to support the self-development of each 

of your students? 

5. What perceptions, constraints, and elements of school do students carry into a 

new design? 
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6. What past experiences of teaching shape the way you approach the work of 

designing a new school? 

7. As a teacher, what limitations do you feel with carrying out the participatory 

design process in your classroom? 

8. With unlimited resources, tell me how you would go about leading the 

participatory school design process? 

a. How many co-teachers? 

b. How many students in the design cohort? 

c. What other community stakeholders would be included? 

d. Who would be excluded from the process? 

9. Five years after the student-designed space is fully operational, what does it look 

like? Can you describe that for me?  

10. How do students report academic engagement to you?  

a. What are you looking for when you see students engaged? 

b. Is student academic engagement connected to learning? How so? 

11. What is your definition learning?  

12. How does the learning process impact teacher and student engagement? 

13. Tell me about meta-design, and how can meta-design be incorporated into the 

school design process? 

14. That concludes my list of questions.  You now have the opportunity to share 

additional information or perceptions about the relationship between student 

academic engagement and student-designed spaces.    
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Appendix C 

Teacher Generated Writing Prompts 

We will be meeting in circle all week next week, with the goal of 
working through the Phases of Design efficiently but deeply. 
To get ready for next week’s design work, please think about 
each prompt below, and write down your thoughts, questions, 
and reflections about each. Next week, these prompts will 
become discussion questions in our design circle: 
	

Phase 1: Build the Design Team 

	

Prompt	 Your	thoughts	

1.	What	guidelines	will	
you	suggest	for	our	
design	circle?	How	do	
you	hope	your	fellow	
designers	will	behave	
while	we	work	
together?	

	

2.	Skim	Chapter	1	
Introduction:	The	
Advantages	
of	Formal	Consensus	
in	this	document	(pg	
3‐6):	
http://www.consensu
s.net/pdf/consensus.p
df	
What	do	you	find	
yourself	wondering	
about	this	process	and	
how	we’ll	use	it?		

	

	

	
	



COLLECTIVE CO-DESIGN 197

Phase 2: Name Your Challenge 

	

Prompt	 Your	thoughts	

Imagine	the	most	
perfect	“school”	for	
you	‐‐	dream	it	up	as	if	
you	have	never	heard	
of	“school”	before,	and	
it’s	your	job	to	create	
the	best	learning	space	
possible.	Even	though	
we’re	only	designing	
one	class,	think	big	
about	school	in	
general.	Try	to	write	
your	vision	as	a	
“possibility	statement”	
that	is	just	one	
sentence.	You	might	
start,	“Our	school	
could	be	designed	so	
that…”	
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Phase 3: Understand Your Challenge 

	

Prompt	 Your	thoughts	

1.	We	need	to	get	input	
on	our	design	goals	
from	stakeholders.	
Who,	besides	us,	is	
invested	in	our	work	
here?	Who	will	be	
impacted	by	our	
design?	Who	cares	
what	8th	graders	
learn	in	Tech	Ed?	List	
as	many	people	as	you	
can	think	of.	

	

2.	We	need	to	know	
what	other	people	
have	designed	‐‐	how	
can	we	find	some	
interesting,	exciting,	
unexpected	designs	
for	schools	(or	Tech	Ed	
classes)	to	learn	from?	
What	schools	and	
classes	should	we	
study	before	we	
continue	designing?	
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Phase 4: Generate Ideas 

	

Prompt	 Your	thoughts	

What	do	you	already	
know	that	you	want	
included	in	our	class	
design?	What	should	
we	learn	about	in	this	
class?	How	should	we	
learn	it?	How	should	it	
be	taught?	What	kinds	
of	projects	and	
assignments	should	we	
do?	How	should	we	
give	and	get	feedback	
on	our	learning?		

	

	

	
After	you	have	finished	responding	to	the	final	prompts,	please	
turn	this	Google	doc	in,	then	take	out	your	design	Journal	and	
please	write	down	your	thoughts	on	our	process	so	far.	What	
seems	to	be	working	well?	What	do	you	think	we	need	to	change	
for	next	week?	
	

 

 


