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Understanding the value, observing the change, evidencing the outcomes:  
(e)valuating an arts and design place-based intervention   
 
UAL’s Social Design Institute is leading the (e)valuation of MAKE@ Story Garden. This note 
introduces the MAKE initiative and outlines the proposed approach to capturing the value of 
the space and the projects and activities that come about due to the facilities and resources 
available. As part of this, the note explains why we have decided to place the e in 
(e)valuation in parenthesis.  
  
What is MAKE@ Story Garden? 
 
Located on a site behind the British Library in Somers Town, central London, MAKE @ Story 
Garden (MAKE) is a new collaboration between Central Saint Martins (CSM), UAL; Somers 
Town Community Association, a local community group; the London Borough of Camden; 
and Lendlease, a property developer. These partners aim for MAKE to be an inclusive space 
for local communities, students and staff at CSM, community organisations and the public at 
large to engage in participatory design, work together on a range of arts and design 
activities, catalyse cultural events and discussions.  
 
Find out more about the activities running. Those with an idea for a project who would like 
to run their own event, can contact the team. The space will remain open until October 
2020.  
 
The aim of the (e)valuation is to capture and understand the difference that the existence of 
this space and activities will make to local communities, partner organisations and others 
affected by it. Led by Dr Patrycja Kaszynska (Senior Research Fellow in the Social Design 
Institute), in collaboration with Professor Adam Thorpe (Academic Lead for MAKE), and the 
MAKE team, the approach to the (e)valuation project draws on research from the 
humanities, the social sciences and design, in particular participatory design (PD). 
 
The origin of MAKE and the expected outcomes 
 

MAKE offers an example of using practical design projects in response to local challenges, to 
involve communities in visioning and decision making. This approach has been developed 
and tested from within CSM/UAL through its Public Collaboration Lab (PCL).  Over four 
years, PCL has delivered 20 collaborative projects, most involving MAKE partners, including 
some supported by funding from the Arts and Humanities Research Council. It is an action 
research that explores the role of the design university, its staff and students, working 
together with local government and the communities they serve, in collaboration to address 
local challenges and goals.  
 
Projects support capacity building within communities by bringing design knowledge, and 
tools, to people seeking to address local issues. As such, these projects provided a blueprint 
for thinking of collaborative design projects as creating opportunities for challenge driven 
learning, service and social innovation, and social enterprise development.   

https://www.arts.ac.uk/colleges/central-saint-martins/whats-on-at-csm/make-story-garden/events
https://www.arts.ac.uk/colleges/central-saint-martins/whats-on-at-csm/make-story-garden/get-involved
http://www.publiccollaborationlab.com/projects/
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Envisaged as a neighbourhood hub aiming to address the perceived community challenges 
in the area of Somers Town Estate and the Knowledge Quarter in King’s Cross, MAKE has 
been set up by the partners to respond to a set of objectives around shared endeavour, 
employment and skills training, community resilience, social cohesion and wellbeing, and 
delivery of the Camden STEAM agenda. Specifically, the following outcome objectives were 
agreed by the partners at the outset: 

 

• Support local communities to address the complex societal challenges, such as 

overcrowded living, rough sleeping, social isolation and loneliness through challenge 

driven action learning projects that co-define, co-design and co-deliver social 

innovations that may be sustained as social enterprises; 

 

• Improve social cohesion and well-being; reducing social isolation and loneliness by 

connecting people through collaborative creative activities that offer opportunities 

for shared experiences and meaningful encounters with others.  

 

• Increase employability and entrepreneurship through skills development, training 

and networking – both formal and informal – linked to challenge driven learning and 

creative collaborations that provide and support opportunities for residents to work 

with businesses & local organisations to develop skills and experiences that help 

them towards employment and stimulate social enterprise. 

 

• Support delivery of Camden’s STEAM agenda by providing a making space as a 

prototype STEAM hub providing facilities and resources, accessible to schools and 

the wider community, to access digital making tools and to support the 

development of ‘fusion’ skills that combine arts & technology. 

 

• Support inclusive development of the local area by providing the physical and 

relational infrastructure required to directly involve local communities affected by 

re-development in shaping the public realm for Euston 2020 and HS2 developments 

via creative engagement and co-visioning of future scenarios. 

 

• Widen access to arts and culture through an inclusive programme of collaborative 

creative activities. 

 
These intended outcomes were formulated based on the expectations of the MAKE partner 
organisations, experience derived from PCL, and a growing body of research. Particularly 
important in this context was the action research project Cultures of Resilience, led by 
Italian researcher in design for social innovation, Professor Ezio Manzini, whilst Chair 
Professor of Design at UAL between 2014-2017. The project explored the cultural dimension 
of resilience with a specific focus on ‘place-related’ communities and with a specific agenda 

https://www.camden.gov.uk/camden-steam
http://culturesofresilience.org/
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to answer how creative collaborative practices contribute to creating ‘the conditions for 
meaningful encounters between people’. 
 
The preliminary set of questions for the (e)valuation 
 
It is this background and other existing research (more on this below) that has informed the 
articulation of the outcome objectives set for MAKE. The first (e)valuation task will be to 
answer to what extent these expectations are warranted and whether the outcomes have 
been met. However, in addition to this, we want to do more.  
 
Firstly, we want to test and probe the theories of change and the assumptions underpinning 
our expectations: what evidence do we have to think that these outcomes will materialise?  
 
Secondly, we want to remain sensitive to the fact that focusing on the agreed outcomes 
might mean that we don’t pay enough attention to other – emergent – outcomes, and so 
we would like to try to register the expected as well as the unexpected.  
 
Thirdly, we want to see whether these expectations are ‘universally’ shared: whether the 
outcomes expected by, say, the residents are the same as those projected by the funders 
and academics, and whether, in the first place, there are in fact ‘shared expectations’ 
amongst diverse actors within these groups.  In short, rather than assuming that these 
named outcomes will necessarily materialise and just ‘box ticking’ to indicate when these 
standards are met, we set out to understand what will happen and how, perhaps more 
importantly, why some but not other things are expected to happen. 
 
Foregrounding the (e)valuation in research: Understanding the effects of participatory 
design 
 
Our approach is underpinned by research. Here we cast our net far and wide hoping to 
connect the proverbial dots between sociology, social psychology, cognitive neuroscience, 
network theory, education and learning, media theory, cultural studies, etc., on the one 
hand, and the existing body of research in participatory design and design for social 
innovation on the other (see for instance, Simonsen & Robertson, 2013; Manzini & 
Staszowski, 2013).  
 
Participatory design practices have been notoriously difficult to ‘evaluate’.  A survey by 
Bosen and colleagues over 26 years, found only 13 papers with explicit and systematic 
evaluation of participatory design processes (Bosen, et al., 2016).  It is already apparent that 
many claims made specifically in the context of participatory design scholarship can be 
linked and traced back to some of the classical accounts of the value of human relations, 
and the relationships between humans and their environment. Notably, Granovetter’s 
theorisation of social networks in terms of bonding and bridging (1974), and Puttnam’s now 
famous account of social capital (2000) underpin many discussions in participatory design.  
 
Theorisations looking specifically at the role that physical objects play in connecting people 
(Gauntlett, 2011), and the importance of ‘making’ for self-actualisation and identity 
formation (Sennett, 2008), as well as the role of ‘boundary objects’ in supporting 
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socialisation (Star & Griesemer, 1989) – are equally influential. Foucauldian considerations 
of how power works (Foucault, 1980) and Deweyian theories of how contextual learning 
happens (Dewey, 1938), also play a prominent role in grounding theories of participatory 
design.  
 
This is just a snapshot of the backdrop to assessing and understanding claims made of 
participatory design. There are many accounts targeting different aspects of engagement 
with communities and ‘users’.  For instance, there are claims made about ‘social change 
making’ projects and their potential to ‘disrupt historically powered relations as part of 
working towards equity and forms of just democracies’ and their ability to ‘cultivate 
transformative agency among historically marginalized individuals and communities toward 
specific and consequential ends’ (Bang, et al., 2016, p. 173).  
 
Or, for instance, there is disagreement that some benefits observed in relation to design 
participation are attributable to the ‘‘designerly thinking” of skilled designers, shifting the 
focus of work from problem-solving to problematisation and enabling participants to 
collectively formulate concerns, roles, and potentialities’ (Bowen, et al., 2016, p. 174).  
 
It is not difficult to see how either of these claims could be presented as central to 
explaining the outcomes of MAKE. Given that these are just two examples pulled from an 
extensive library of existing research, a significant task for our (e)valuating efforts will be to 
understand and catalogue the current theories of change in relation to participatory design. 
This will help provide an evidential basis of the claims of outcomes associated with MAKE.  
 
Foregrounding the (e)valuation in research: understanding the challenges of evaluation 
 
Our research concerning evaluative practices tells us that we are up against a formidable 
challenge, not only because of the relative ‘infancy’ of evaluation in relation to participatory 
design but also because of what we know about the complexities of evaluating place-based 
interventions, such as MAKE.   
 
MAKE is not happening in a vacuum. In fact, it is one of many place-based initiatives 
prototyping new ways of working with local communities and defining new ways of 
evaluating the outcomes. Open Works in West Norwood, in south London  and, more 
recently, the Participatory City in Barking & Dagenham, east London and Impact Hub 
Birmingham are examples of initiatives grappling with the challenge of demonstrating the 
multi-faceted nature of changes they bring about. The recently established Social 
Integration Design Lab was set up as part of All of Us: The Mayor’s Strategy for Social 
Integration, with the mission of linking up and scaling up best examples of participatory 
projects and thus, driving evaluation practice in social design.  
 
One interesting area of development is the systems-based approach to evaluation which has 
evolved alongside the commonly used triple bottom line of sustainability where 
environmental value and economic value co-exist alongside social value (Serin, et al., 2018). 
Hopefully, what we are starting to see is not just an acceptance of the need to recognise 
value as multi-dimensional (see for instance Stiglitz, Sen and Fitoussi, 2009; UNESCO, 2010), 
but also to understand the dynamics of how the different dimensions interact. 

http://www.participatorycity.org/about
https://birmingham.impacthub.net/mission/
https://birmingham.impacthub.net/mission/
https://www.london.gov.uk/what-we-do/communities/all-us-mayors-strategy-social-integration/social-integration-design-lab
https://www.london.gov.uk/what-we-do/communities/all-us-mayors-strategy-social-integration/social-integration-design-lab
https://www.london.gov.uk/what-we-do/communities/all-us-mayors-strategy-social-integration
https://www.london.gov.uk/what-we-do/communities/all-us-mayors-strategy-social-integration
http://www.participatorycity.org/tools-to-act?ss_source=sscampaigns&ss_campaign_id=5de4fde4f992237a46d7690e&ss_email_id=5de5211879f14759bdc8b527&ss_campaign_name=Tools+to+Act+Year+2+report+released+and+new+funding+announced+&ss_campaign_sent_date=2019-12-02T14%3A35%3A30Z
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Of great interest in this context is the work done in the U.S. in relation to ‘creative 
placemaking’. Creative placemaking is often used to refer to an investment programme to 
encourage ‘the use of arts and culture by diverse partners to strategically shape the physical 
and social character of a place in order to spur economic development, promote enduring 
social change and improve the physical environment’ (see Markusen & Gadwa, 2010).   
 
As part of this framework, Our Town, an initiative of the US National Endowment for the 
Arts (NEA), invested more than $21 million; ArtPlace America - a funding consortium - 
invested $56.8 million in projects where art-making improves community or place. In 
addition, some prominent foundation, such as The Kresge Foundation, have adopted this 
framework for all of their arts funding. This all resulted in an unprecedented level of funding 
for art-based, place-based interventions and a unique learning opportunity for what works 
in evaluation.    
 
As part of their efforts to make this assessment, the NEA developed a set of creative 
placemaking indicators - Our Town Community Indicators - to enable practitioners and other 
stakeholders to better identify and understand potential outcomes of their efforts and how 
they might be communicated. Similarly, ArtPlace America and others developed indicator 
suites to assess the contributions of arts activities to creative placemaking (Jackson, et al., 
2006; Morley and Winkler, 2014).  
 
However, rather than leading to a superior set of indicators, creative placemaking became a 
paradigmatic example of illustrating the difficulty of evaluative approaches grounded in 
indicators and theory of change approaches. One conclusion was simply that the 
programmes were unable to demonstrate their accomplishments according to the different 
set of indicators developed – or put another way, that creative placemaking has an 
outcomes problem.  
 
 The story is of course a complicated one (see for instance, Stern, 2014) and yet, one general 
lesson to be drawn is that one cannot evaluate complex place-based interventions without 
understanding the ecology of specific places and how different parts of local assets and 
infrastructures come together.  
 
Our proposed approach to (e)valuating MAKE 
 
These preliminary ‘lessons’ from research – when it comes to understanding the evidence 
base and theories of change for participatory design, as well as the developments in the 
field of evaluation – are coming to inform our proposed approach to (e)valuating MAKE. In a 
nutshell, we propose to overlay and juxtapose two frameworks: the more traditional theory 
of change approach on the one hand, and a version of the outcome mapping approach, on 
the other.  
 
Whereas the former will provide a way of looking back from the agreed outcomes and 
thinking what outputs, activities and resources might be thought to support these; the latter 
will provide a fine-grained ‘picture’, working forwards from contributions to outcomes, 
which may or may not directly correspond to the outcomes agreed at the outset of MAKE. 

https://www.arts.gov/file/5386
http://createquity.com/2012/05/creative-placemaking-has-an-outcomes-problem/
http://createquity.com/2012/05/creative-placemaking-has-an-outcomes-problem/
https://www.betterevaluation.org/en/node/5280
https://www.betterevaluation.org/en/node/5280
https://www.betterevaluation.org/en/plan/approach/outcome_mapping
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In this way, using outcome mapping will sensitise us to emerging values not pre-defined by 
the agreed project objectives.   
 
Outcome mapping originated in the context of international development and following the 
recognition that while individual organisations are ‘under pressure to demonstrate that 
their programs result in significant and lasting changes in the wellbeing of their intended 
beneficiaries’, the claimed impacts are ‘often the product of a confluence of events for 
which no single agency or group of agencies can realistically claim full credit’ (see Earl, 2001, 
p. vii).  
 
The originality and, in this context, usefulness of the outcome mapping approach lies in that 
it focuses directly on changes in behaviour, relationships, actions, and activities in the 
people, groups, and organisations directly affected by the initiative, independently of 
signing up to general and generalisable outcome indicators. In doing so, not only does it 
allow for more specificity in recording the effects, it also allows funders, commissioners, 
agencies and participants, to test the assumption behind the expected outcomes and to 
question the assumed theories of change.  
 
By working directly with individuals, groups and organisations with whom MAKE interacts, 
and by plotting what changes in the behaviours, relationships, activities, or actions they 
would not only ideally like to see but also realistically anticipate, as well as by understanding 
what kind of connections actually take place, the outcome mapping approach might provide 
a way of side-stepping the difficulty of evaluating place-based interventions in terms of 
general indicators. It will most certainly provide a detailed way of charting the ecologies of 
value amongst actors in a place.  
 
Perhaps even more interestingly, when used against the backdrop of the theory of change 
(ToC) approach, outcome mapping will help us to reflect on, and question, the relationships 
between outputs and outcomes which are often taken for granted in the ToC frameworks 
(e.g., what exactly supports and warrants the assumed causal connection between ‘x 
number of participants’ and outcomes such as, enhanced wellbeing, improved social 
cohesion, better skills, etc) Lastly, but perhaps most crucially, talking to people directly 
about their expectations and projections of what can be accomplished through MAKE, will 
give us an insight into how outcome expectations and the attached values come about.  
 
In this way, the (e)valuation of MAKE will take the form of a research inquiry informed by 
contemporary thinking in valuation studies concerning the co-produced nature of value, 
notably, the growing recognition that the concept of evaluation (assessing value against 
some pre-given standards) has to be considered together with that of valorisation (agreeing 
on what is valuable in the first place) – see for instance Vatin, 2013. It is in recognition of the 
fact that the proposed approach goes beyond the formulaic ‘box ticking’, that the term 
chosen to describe our approach is (e)valuation, rather than evaluation.  
 
Over the coming months the Social Design Institute and MAKE partners will be building on 
this approach to capture and assess the changes taking place that are associated with, and 
enabled by, this new, place-based community design and art studio. By sharing our ongoing 
learning, we aim to contribute to broader discussions about value and valuing.  
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