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ABSTRACT 
Concepts and theories that emerge within the social 
sciences tend to be nuanced, dealing with complex social 
phenomena. While their relevance to design could be high, 
it is difficult to make sense of them in design projects, 
especially when participants have a variety of 
backgrounds. We report on our experiences using role-play 
scenarios as a way to sensitize heterogeneous designer 
teams to complex theoretical concepts related to 
museology as social and cultural phenomena. We discuss 
design requirements on such scenarios, and the importance 
of connecting their execution closely to the context of the 
design and the current stage of the design process.  
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CSS CONCEPTS 

• Human-centered computing~HCI design and 
evaluation methods  
INTRODUCTION 
Designer teams need to be sensitized to a complex web of 
issues and design qualities specific to their design context. 
Within HCI, a range of methods have been developed to 
sensitize designers, e.g. to their target user’s needs within 
the fullest relevant context [11,20,30], to bodily 
experiences [47,48,53], and to the capabilities and 
constraints of technology [78]. The notion of sensitizing 
concepts has gained traction for this purpose, the term 
adopted from Blumer’s approach to qualitative theory in 
the social sciences [4]. The sensitizing concepts and 

theories that Blumer is referring to are complex and 
nuanced in a way that does not lend itself easily to 
delimitation and definition, but they are also phenomena 
that manifest in everyday social interaction between people 
and in culturally conditioned practices. Qualitative social 
theory is not just theory, but fundamentally grounded in 
human experience. 

We propose role-playing as an approach to sensitize 
designers to such theory in ways that are relevant for 
design. While role-play has a long history of being used in 
design research [11,14, 6,18,26,40,41,61] previous work 
has primarily been informed by theatre and focused on 
users and technology usage (current and future). We 
engaged in a design exploration of live role-playing 
scenarios, intended to convey complex theories from 
experiential as well as analytic perspectives, based on a 
tradition of role-playing scenarios as a form of artistic 
expression.  

The target use for our scenarios is to sensitize 
heterogeneous designer teams towards concepts and 
theories from the social sciences; more precisely from 
sociology, anthropology and museum studies. The goal 
was to create a sufficiently shared, embodied as well as 
reflective, experience to work as a shared frame of 
reference for further discussion and design work. Our 
domain was projects aiming to develop museum 
technology, for which design teams tend to have vastly 
different backgrounds, goals, and knowledge. We report on 
our design process, during which the scenarios went 
through multiple iterations and playtests. The process 
helped identify insights into critical design features for the 
scenarios. Finally, we present two case studies in which 
two different scenarios were run in their intended context, 
as sensitizing exercises with heterogeneous designer teams 
in the museum domain. 

Permission to make digital or hard copies of all or part of this work for personal or classroom use is 
granted without fee provided that copies are not made or distributed for profit or commercial 
advantage and that copies bear this notice and the full citation on the first page. Copyrights for 
components of this work owned by others than ACM must be honored. Abstracting with credit is 
permitted. To copy otherwise, or republish, to post on servers or to redistribute to lists, requires 
prior specific permission and/or a fee. Request permissions from Permissions@acm.org. 
 
CHI '20, April 25–30, 2020, Honolulu, HI, USA 
© 2020 Association for Computing Machinery. 
ACM ISBN 978-1-4503-6708-0/20/04…$15.00 
https://doi.org/10.1145/3313831.3376620 



BACKGROUND 
Sensitizing Concepts 
The notion of sensitizing concepts originates in an 
epistemic critique of positivist approaches to sociology, 
articulated by Blumer [8]. Blumer argued that for concepts 
developed through qualitative research, it makes little 
sense to construct formal definitions. They are better seen 
as sensitizing concepts, Blumer argues, in that they 
“suggest directions along which to look.” Their role is to 
articulate and make identifiable phenomena that manifest 
over and over again, but every time in a unique way. 
Blumer’s conceptualization has been very influential for 
qualitative method development in the social sciences [32]. 

Sensitizing concepts have gained traction also in pragmatic 
design research. An additional requirement emerges in this 
context. For design, sensitizing concepts must also be 
conductive to design, be “developed with the intention of 
improving the practice of design” [86]. Concepts may 
either provide direct design guidance [36] or provide 
analytical lenses through which the context and use of a 
design can be understood [50]. Such concepts and 
frameworks must be actionable and limited in scope 
[36,50,51] and encompass design knowledge towards 
achieving particular design goals [51]. Examples of such 
design concepts include ‘pliability’ as a useful experiential 
feature [50], ‘trajectories’ as a way of analyzing and 
designing interactive narratives [5], and ‘reflective 
practicum’ [72] as an analytical framework for design for 
reflection. 

While this work has been very productive, it stands in 
contrast with how Blumer originally framed “sensitizing 
concepts” as open-ended tools for analysis and reflection. 
“A sensitizing concept”, Blumer writes, “lacks such 
specification of attributes or bench marks and consequently 
it does not enable the user to move directly to the instance 
and its relevant content. Instead, it gives the user a general 
sense of reference and guidance in approaching empirical 
instances.” [8:7] These kinds of open and complex theories 
are not easily communicated. This does not mean that they 
cannot be useful for design; Zimmerman et al [86] argue 
that more broadly scoped “guiding philosophies, which 
take the form of sensitizing concepts” can work to help 
direct designers and researchers in solving design 
problems. Bardzell et al [3] further argue that “The role of 
the work of art or RtD [Research through Design] is not to 
present us with new facts about the world, but rather to 
enrich our capabilities of perceiving and interpreting the 
world”. 

HCI has yet to develop a rich palette of methods to sensitize 
designers and design teams to relevant theories in a 
nuanced way [6]. Some exist; design fiction [17,25,45,46] 
is perhaps the most developed methodology that 
incorporates ‘grand’ theory perspectives. More common 
HCI methods for sensitizing designers to, primarily, user 
contexts and needs [11,20,30] will typically not aim to 

address the breadth, depth, and nuance of social science 
theories. The museum domain is a good example of when 
such theories become relevant, as museums are deeply 
rooted in long-standing struggles over who gets to 
contribute to and define the cultural heritage [4]. 

Role-play as Art, Community-Building and Learning 
Henriksen [33] defines role-play as “...a medium where a 
person, through immersion into a role and the world of this 
role, is given the opportunity to participate in, and interact 
with the contents of this world, and its participants.” In a 
role-played scene, participants are instructed to improvise 
the actions and reactions of a character in a particular 
situation. Players can play themselves in fictional 
situations, or they can take on fictional characters. One of 
the reasons for using characters is that they present an alibi 
for participants to engage in non-normative behaviors [22]; 
taking on roles makes it possible to freely express emotions 
via the character while lessening the risk of affecting real-
life relations with other participants [35], such as co-
workers on a design team.  

Role-play has long been used for education [12,13,57] and 
therapy [59,66] as well as for leisure and entertainment. 
The tradition of improvisational drama [7] has long worked 
to develop ways to use role-play for community-building, 
learning and reflection among the participants. What sets 
this genre of drama apart from theatre is that it is typically 
not performed for a separate audience, but for the benefit 
of the participants. Role-play has been argued to broaden 
the perspective of the participants [24] and give 
opportunity to both formulate one’s own opinions and to 
meet and argue with the opinions of others [70]. Blatner [7] 
proposes six possible uses of improvisational drama: for 
community-building, in education, in psychotherapy, for 
empowerment of marginalized groups, and finally as life 
expansion and entertainment. Augusto Boal [9,10] 
developed a range of methods for involving audiences in 
improvisational drama and developed the concept of the 
spect-actor, who sometimes spectates and sometimes acts 
or instructs. 

In this article, we draw in particular on the emergence of 
the role-play scenario as an art form. With its roots in Live 
Action Role-Playing (larp) [81], ‘Nordic larp’ [76] and 
freeform role-playing [81], role-playing scenarios are pre-
designed role-play experiences that can be playable in very 
short time, stageable with few or no props, and well 
documented to be re-stageable with little effort. 

We were particularly inspired by #Feminism [75], a 
collection of role-playing scenarios that illuminate a range 
of concepts from feminist theory through role-play. Apart 
from being very powerful experiences, they illustrate well 
how complex theories from feminist literature such as 
“emotional labor” [60] can be made accessible through an 
embodied and affective experience. In addition, the 
#Feminism scenarios are organized into a clear and 
uniform format, making them easy to stage. 



When role-play is used for learning purposes, it is 
important to include an element of recontextualization 
[34], bridging the experiential learning process in the 
fictional setting of the scenario to problems situated outside 
the learning situation. While every participant may need to 
recontextualize the experience somewhat differently, the 
process can be facilitated through a staged debrief. This is 
largely missing from artistic role-play scenarios, which is 
why we wanted to explore this as a critical design element 
of our designs. 

Role–Playing in Design 
Within HCI, we find a rich tradition of using role-playing 
for design.  It originates in the approach of using 
“scenarios”, brief scenes describing user and/or usage 
situations, to charter the domain and usage for new 
products [11,18]. In role-play these are taken one step 
further through enactment. (Note that in HCI, “scenarios” 
typically refer to very short scenes. The Nordic larp role-
play scenarios discussed previously are full role-playing 
sessions including preparations and debrief.) 

Role-play is particularly well represented in the 
Scandinavian tradition of participatory design. Early work 
includes Ehn and Sjögren [26], who developed a range of 
games that are best described as table-top role-playing 
games that allow users to play out future usage situations 
while designers act as facilitators. Brandt and Grunnet [14] 
took inspiration directly from theatre to introduce bodily 
enactments. Inspired by Stanislawski’s principles of 
method acting [73], they experimented with role-playing 
future users as a way of sensitizing designers to their 
context and needs. Buchenau et al [16] used a very similar 
method to envision a future train journey. A radical 
scenario-based design approach was developed by Iaccuci 
and Kutti [40], in which the designers would shadow their 
future users at home, in their everyday life, using an 
evocative object to inspire role-played scenarios of future 
use. 

Boal’s Forum Theatre [9] has been adopted for this 
purpose. These have actors acting out scenarios for an 
audience, who can suggest changes and replays. Brandt and 
Grunnet used the form to enact future uses in front of 
representatives of the target user group, to let them reflect 
on the scenes, give feedback and change the designs. 
Newell et al [61] used professional actors to record 
scenario videos that were played to the future users, with 
opportunities to pause and discuss.  

As these seminal examples indicate, HCI primarily uses 
role-play as a way to ideate new designs, with or without 
the involvement of end users. For this purpose, authors 
argue that enactment should interweave with design 
[16,38,41] in a tight loop. We can also note a striving 
towards making scenarios as authentic as possible. Iacucci 
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et al let “participants play roles or act as themselves in 
given situations” [41:196]. Bødker emphasizes the careful 
way scenarios must be constructed from ethnographic data 
[11], and Brandt et al. [14] let future users provide 
feedback on how the staged scenarios can be made more 
correct.  This contrasts with our approach, which explores 
the power of make-believe and the alibi created by role-
playing. Only a few researchers have engaged with the 
power of suspension of disbelief, such as Brodersen and 
Dindler [15,23] who used fictional settings and games to 
trigger imaginative design explorations. 

SENSITIZING SCENARIOS 
Domain: Hybrid Museum Experiences 
The work reported was carried out within GIFT1, a project 
that targets the development of hybrid digital-physical 
museum experiences. In discussions with museum 
professionals and project teams we saw how teams tended 
to be heterogeneous and work in a distributed manner, 
giving little opportunity for developing a joint vision or 
even common terminology.  We also noticed how teams 
tended to give low priority to the visitor experience, and 
how the social context of a visitor group influences the 
museum experience, this despite the documentation of its 
importance in literature (see e.g. [29,39,63,82]). 

Design Goal and Approach 
Based on the improvisational drama tradition of using role–
play for community-building, learning and reflection, we 
set out to explore a way to use role-playing as a way to 
sensitize a heterogeneous design team towards complex 
concepts from sociology or museology. 

Our goal was to allow for an embodied learning experience 
related to nuanced concepts, that could further the aims of 
the project team as a collective. We wanted to create 
experiences that were sufficiently shared within the team 
to work as ‘boundary objects’ [74], representing theories 
of social practices, in a similar way to how props can 
function as ambiguous design representations [14]. Hence, 
we did not aim for (and did not test for) participants ending 
up having the exact same understanding of the theories 
underlying the scenarios.  

The way in which role-playing tends to foster group 
cohesion [13] can be seen as a tool to this purpose. 
Furthermore, McEvan et al [56] argue that role-play gives 
opportunity for ethical experiences, to use communicative 
strategies in a new way, and gives exposure to the opinions 
of others. These are all properties that may help to build 
group cohesion in a meaningful way, centered on the topic 
at hand.  

The format of (artistic) role-playing scenarios was adopted, 
since the form is fairly time- and resource-efficient. (The 
word ‘scenario’ here thus refers to the whole exercise, and 



should not be read as a user scenario as in most HCI 
literature.) Examples from the art scene illustrate their 
capability to foster embodied and emotional engagement 
with difficult topics. Two of the participating researchers 
had previous experience with designing in this format, and 
one had previous experience with educational role-play 
scenarios.  

We deviated from artistic scenarios in the framing of the 
role-play activity. Our scenarios are scripted to begin with 
a preparatory workshop which explains the goals of the 
scenario, move on to the actual role-play, and conclude 
with a debrief and discussion, during which the embodied 
experience is contextualized intellectually within the 
theories in focus for the scenario. This follows a common 
way of structuring pedagogical role-play activities [35] and 
helps promote reflection [42]. While artistic role-playing 
scenarios will include the first two, they tend to place less 
focus on the debrief, and the introduction is more focused 
on preparing players for the role-play session than on 
making the purpose of the scenario explicit.  

Method 
The overarching methodological approach to this project is 
research through design [85]. Compared to technology 
development, designing a role-play scenario is a simple 
process requiring very few resources and often done in 
very small teams. Hence, it was possible to play-test many 
scenarios, allowing us to explore a wide design space. For 
each phase of the design exploration, we could – and did – 
develop and test new scenarios rather than iterate the 
existing ones.  

To preserve the participant’s integrity (and in line with the 
principle for improvisational drama as not performed for 
an audience), we avoided recording role-play sessions. 
These were documented primarily through note-taking and 
a few photographs. Some (but not all) of the debrief 
sessions were recorded. The researcher notes and recording 
transcriptions have been thematically analyzed. During the 
first two phases, analysis was focused on design insights 
for the next design cycle, and done rather informally. The 
analysis of the two final field trials was more extensive and 
focused on the design goals for the scenario design. Note-
taking from observations focused on meaningful group 
interactions related to the topic at hand before, during and 
after running the scenario. Interviews were not coded, but 
mined for comments that indicated increased insights, or 
lack of the same, and of heightened ability to engage in 
dialogue.  

 
Scenario Theoretical Grounding 

Life on Display  

- Characters 

- Futuristic museum setting 

Critical perspectives 
from New Museology: 
History use [58] 

Holiday at Grandma’s 

- Characters 
- Non-museum setting 

Curatorship and 
meaning of objects 
[31,37,83] 

A Multi-layered Story 

- No characters 
- Museum setting 

Narrative, perspectives 
from New Museology 
[31,37,84] 

Constrained 
Communications  

- Game 
- No characters 

Medialization [44,64] 

Table 1. Scenarios developed during the first iteration. 

DESIGN PROCESS 
The design process proceeded in three iterations. Within 
each phase, some play-tests were done for polishing 
purposes. The major trials were done to evaluate the 
scenarios with experts, and towards the end of the project, 
were run in authentic design projects in the museum 
domain. A table with details on the playtests and 
participants is included in the supplementary material for 
this article. 

First Iteration: Establishing a Suitable Format 
Our first step was to sketch four scenarios that varied 
wildly in their structure and setup (see Table 1). While all 
of them had at least a vaguely defined sensitizing goal, we 
were at this point of the process less concerned with 
accurately reflecting a theoretical body of knowledge. 
Focus was placed on developing a format that would make 
the scenarios playable as well as provide room for 
reflection. In particular, we wished to explore what kind of 
role-taking would be suitable. 

The scenarios were play-tested on two different occasions. 
Constrained Communications and Life on Display were 
tested with a group consisting of the researchers, one larp 
designer and one museum pedagogue. A Multi-layered 
Story and Holiday at Grandma’s were tested in a larger 
workshop with project members from GIFT, including 
experienced designers and curators from the museum 
domain. In both sessions, the participants were allowed to 
select which scenarios they wanted to run – the fact that 
they chose different ones was a happy coincidence. In the 
second, we also experimented with letting the players self-
organize without an assigned facilitator. 

Results 
All of the scenarios “worked” from a technical perspective: 
the participants were able to read them and collectively 
select which one they wanted to play. However, we noted 



that one participant would step up to facilitate in the session 
without assigned facilitator. It was also too much to require 
the participants to read through five complete scenarios in 
order to select which one to play. 

During the second session, two participants did not feel 
comfortable playing characters. A Multi-layered Story was 
chosen precisely because it did not include pre-written 
characters. Two participants, both of whom had theatre 
training, opted out from participating in Holiday at 
Grandma’s.  

The most important feedback related to the relevance of the 
scenarios to the museum domain. Several of the scenarios 
were intended to be metaphors or analogies rather than 
explicitly situated in the museum context, and participants 
had trouble connecting them to the museum domain. This 
became clear in debrief sessions, where the participants 
(including museum experts) had trouble making sense of 
the scenarios from a museum perspective. In A Multi-
layered Story, this was expressed as a lack of authenticity: 
the storytelling exercise was deemed too different from 
what museum curators actually do despite the direct 
relevance of the scenario’s underlying theme. The 
participants considered the scenarios to be slightly too 
long, and a total running time of no more than one hour was 
recommended. 

During the post-experience discussions, the participants 
also offered a range of new ideas for scenarios, that 
influenced subsequent design iterations. 

Second Iteration: Museum Relevance and Theoretical 
Grounding 
Based on the experiences from the two first workshops, 
three new scenarios were designed, of which two were 
tested (see Table 2). An important design decision was to 
use only scenarios that included pre-scripted characters. 
The reluctance of some to engage in role-play has also been 
reported in literature [77]. We speculated that this 
reluctance may emerge from giving the participants a 
choice in the matter, since having a choice may strip them 
of their alibi [22] to act in uncharacteristic ways. Hence, 
we decided to make role-taking an integral part of the 
scenario design. In line with feedback from the first 
iteration, we focused the scenarios on concepts and 
theories relevant for the museum context, with clear 
takeaways scripted into the debrief sessions.  

New Museology. This scenario told the story of how a 
museum exhibition comes to be, and the different 
considerations of its influential stakeholders. It was based 
on critical perspectives in New Museology, as well as on 
personal experiences from project members. We worked 
extensively with this scenario. A museum pedagogue was 
recruited as co-designer to ensure that it was sufficiently 
realistic. It featured multiple alternative settings, so that the 
participants could choose the setting that was most similar  

Scenario Theoretical Grounding 

New Museology 

- Characters 
- Realistic/authentic cases 
- Museum setting 

Critical perspectives from 
New Museology: 
Stakeholders [31,37,52] 

The Gift 

-Characters 
-Non-museum setting 

Anthropological and 
sociological theories on 
gifting [19,21,55,68,71] 

Table 2. Scenarios developed during the second iteration. 

to their own design project. Participants play curators, 
artists, and audience. In each scene, the three groups 
worked in different constellations to make changes to the 
same exhibition. 

The Gift staged a reciprocal gifting ceremony within a 
family. Anthropological theories related to reciprocal 
gifting [54] constituted an important background for one of 
the design approaches developed within the wider context 
of GIFT, creating a need to communicate those theories to 
museums that made use of the approach. The reason for 
staging a ceremonial gift exchange that was not set in the 
museum was that the literature highlights the importance 
of such exchanges (see e.g [21,49,54]), and even though 
gifts may be made, bought or consumed in the museum, the 
gift exchange seldom takes place there. The scenarios were 
play-tested with invited participants before run with 
museum professionals. 

The trial of these two scenarios took place during a 
workshop in a separate action research subproject within 
GIFT, in which museum professionals from multiple 
museums came together to discuss their experience with 
digitalization processes. The scenarios were run in 
conjunction with, but not as part of, the action research 
workshop, and only those who opted into testing the 
scenarios participated in the test run. The time was very 
limited and unfortunately a full interview could not be done 
as intended. We were able to gather feedback both during 
the trial and afterwards, though, through a survey 
administered by the action research project team. 

Results 
Based on brief descriptions of the scenarios, the 
participants first voted for which of the scenarios to play, 
and based on the results were subsequently split into two 
groups, one playing New Museology and the other The Gift. 
We experienced no reluctance to engage in role-play in this 
trial, possibly due to the fact that participation was 
voluntary. The players were also highly engaged and 
seemed to enjoy the experience. The Gift received positive 
feedback related to the way it provided for emotional 
engagement with the topic at hand, as well as to how the 
debrief was able to contextualize these experiences with 
theories on gifting. 



However, in the debrief, criticisms arose. In particular, the 
request for authenticity was voiced again, this time even 
more vocally. New Museology was criticized for giving too 
little time to construct an exhibition and causing people to 
disengage when playing as museum curators or artists. This 
negative feedback must be seen as a setback, in particular 
since we had gone through some length to make New 
Museology as authentic as possible. For The Gift, the 
participants found it hard to understand how the takeaways 
could be made relevant in the museum setting (apart for 
designing the museum shop). This we saw as a lesser 
problem as the scenario was expected to be relevant only 
to design projects that included gifts or gifting.  

In order to develop a deeper understanding of what could 
account for the feedback, we organized a workshop with 
experienced role-play and larp designers at a larp design 
symposium. The six participants in this workshop all had 
some experience with designing for educational role-play. 
The group first got to play The Gift and were then allowed 
to read both scenarios, and work in smaller groups to 
develop an understanding of what made them work or not 
work. The consensus that emerged was that the New 
Museology scenario failed to create emotional investment, 
primarily due to lack of time in the different scenes but also 
due to its emphasis on roles as functions (artist, curator, 
visitor) rather than nuanced characters and their attitudes. 
As one of the participants eloquently described it, in an 
educational role-play scenario what you want participants 
to do and feel must be connected to the learning goals of 
the scenario. Feelings can, to some extent, be scripted into 
characters. This was successfully achieved in The Gift but 
not in New Museology, due to its focus on roles as 
functions. 

Third Iteration: Contextual Authenticity 
An important realization from running New Museology 
was that authenticity is difficult to script into scenarios. We 
recognize this issue from HCI literature, in how 
authenticity has primarily been achieved through 
incorporating authentic users in the design process 
[14,61,65,77] and even, as in Iaccuci et al. [40], staging 
exercises in their homes. We judged that when running 
scenarios with experts from the museum sector we would 
not be able to simulate what they would accept as an 
authentic experience, if for no other reason than constraints 
on location and time.  

In the last phase, we instead explored whether participants 
could bring with them their own authenticity. Could we 
design scenarios in which participants would tap into their 
own expertise and experiences? More importantly, could 
we do so without losing the alibi provided by role-play? To 
investigate this, two new scenarios were developed (see 
Table 3). 

My Museum highlights how museum visits are 
interpersonal experiences. The participants play different 
visitor groups on a guided museum tour, for which the 

facilitator plays the guide. 
Scenario Theories 

My Museum 

- Characters 
-Played in authentic 
museum 

Interpersonal meaning-
making in museum 

[2,27,28,44,64,80] and 
results from the GIFT 

project [1]. 

The object  

-Characters 
-Players can play on 
expertise 
-Museum setting 

Critical perspectives from 
New Museology: History 

use, provenance, and 
cultural appropriation 

[2,4,5,7,8,11] 

Table 3. Scenarios developed during the third iteration. 

It is intended to be played in an authentic exhibition and 
can, with small modifications, be used for testing a new 
museum experience design in a way similar to use-case 
theatre [67]. 

The Object is a scenario about provenance and cultural 
appropriation: the history of the ownership and 
transmission of a museum object. Concepts such as 
provenance and history use [79] are central to museum 
practices, but are not necessarily well understood by 
developers brought into a museum project. The participants 
play through a sequence of short scenes telling the story of 
how a museum object was created, used, collected into the 
museum and displayed. Participants are encouraged to 
adopt roles that lie close to their professional or personal 
experiences. The pre-written characters do not describe 
functions, but emotions and attitudes (see Table 4).  

Both scenarios were first play-tested with invited 
participants before being staged with museum 
professionals. Play-testing led to some polishing of details, 
but did otherwise not present any new insights.  

RUNNING THE SCENARIOS WITH DESIGN TEAMS 
The two scenarios from the third iteration have been used 
in their intended context, as part of workshops targeting 
ongoing design projects in the museum domain. In this 
section, we report on the way they were staged, what 
discussions they triggered, and what we know of how 
running the scenarios affected the projects.  

Running The Object at the Museum of Yugoslavia 
The first occasion for using the scenarios in an authentic 
context was in the Museum of Yugoslavia, an institution 
with which we were in contact through the GIFT project. 
The project team was developing a mobile app that could 
complement a museum exhibition through provoking 
affective and personal engagement and reflection [1]. The 
design focused on how Tito, former dictator of Yugoslavia, 
had controlled his media image and invited its players to 
create propaganda in a similar way. A first technical 
prototype had been trialed about one year before the 



workshop was run. Since the prototype trial, the museum 
staff had gone through some turnover and the project had  

1. The emotional 
You love this quirky object 
and don’t want to get rid 
of it. 

6. The rule observer 
You want to follow the 
guidelines and make the 
right decision based on 
them. 

3. The pragmatic 
If it is no longer of use, get 
rid of it. 

7. The crowd pleaser 
All you care about is what 
is best for the audience 
and public opinion. 

Table 4. Example characters for the first scene of The Object 
called ‘The End’, in which the object is culled from the 
collection. 

stalled; hence, it was necessary to reconnect and find out 
how to proceed with the design. Previous feedback from 
museum staff had been positive but vague, and the app 
designers were unsure about how to proceed. We, the 
research team, were in this case invited by the app 
designers. The participants in the workshop included two 
museum curators, one person from the app development 
company, and two researchers.  

The research team developed and facilitated a full-day 
workshop where running the scenario was just one part. 
The workshop started with a timeline exercise, clarifying 
what had been done in the project so far. Next, the scenario 
was run, followed by a re-design exercise. The purpose of 
the timeline workshop was to clarify the process – which 
we knew from the start had been rather disconnected – so 
that changes could be suggested without implicitly blaming 
any of the participants. The re-design exercise was seen as 
a way of tapping into the experiences from the scenarios 
while they were still fresh. Since the goal of the scenarios 
is to encourage affective engagement, we did not want to 
interleave design with the experience.  As a design 
exercise, we ran a situated bodystorming [67] session 
based on the current prototype, walking around in the 
museum and innovating ideas for content related to 
different spaces and artefacts. 

We chose to run The Object for this workshop, as much of 
the previous feedback had concerned the relation between 
the app and the museum collection. The scenario was 
tailored so that the chosen object was of a type that was 
common for the particular museum’s collection. 

Results 
The participants found it easy to engage with the prescribed 
attitudes, and afterwards commented that the roles were 
realistic even if stylized in representing a single 
perspective. 

“For me, it felt really realistic” … “I don’t think that 
anyone is so clear about it, attitude of the perspective. 

It’s always a mixture of a lot of different of 
perspectives.” (Curator) 

During the debrief, participants reflected on how useful it 
was to adopt an attitude towards the museum and its 
collection, that was different than their own. They found it 
both challenging and enlightening to have to argue from a 
perspective that they would not normally take.  

The curators also suggested that the type of discussions 
reflected in the scenario happened frequently at their 
museum. 

“I think that since we often really have this sort of 
discussions in the museum, it’s good to try to see things 
from other side and make yourself create arguments for 
that.” 

The museum curators did not feel that they learned much 
about museum collections from the experience. With The 
Object, this is to be expected, as museum participants take 
roles that lie close to their professional expertise.  
Consequences for Design  
The scenario was supposed to be followed by a design 
exercise, in which the current design was to be extended. 
However, almost immediately the curators declared that 
they would not install the planned app in their museum. 
This came as a surprise to the developers, who had not 
received this type of feedback before.  They emphasized 
that the thematic focus on Tito was not in line with the way 
the museum wished to portray itself, and the content 
produced so far was not sufficiently nuanced. On multiple 
occasions they also expressed a fear of such a strong theme 
as propaganda, and the lack of underlying research that 
they considered necessary to develop such as strong theme. 

In the subsequent brainstorming exercise the team still 
managed to agree on a design concept, where the 
overarching narrative was omitted. Instead, they selected 
some of the artefacts on display that had interesting (and 
already researched) stories of their own, connecting them 
to the visitor’s current life. Below is an excerpt from that 
discussion, using a flag on display as an example: 

“In front of this object … imagine how it was made, 
imagine you know where it was used, imagine that you 
are in that situation, imagine yourself, imagine this, 
imagine that.” … “So this is object, this is flag with 
three eights, this is the story, and [this is] now” 
(Developer) 

“You have your own flag, so what would you fight for 
today?” (Curator) 

This idea shows some inspiration from the scenario and its 
emphasis on personal stories around objects.  

We believe that the scenario was influential in two ways. 
Firstly, the negative but clear feedback from the curators 
highlighted differences in the perception of the current 
design that had not been articulated before. The heightened 



group cohesion created by engaging with the scenario, and 
the alibi created through the initial timeline exercise and 
role-playing likely contributed to this. In a separate debrief, 
the main app designer reported on seeing the exercise 
particularly useful as a way to develop group cohesion and 
as a stepping stone to further design activities. But also, the 
curators were able to articulate how the museum and the 
developers did not share the same design goals for the app. 
The following brainstorming was also influenced by the 
scenario and its focus on history use, in refocusing the 
design on the content of the museum and why that content 
was relevant today. 

When checking in on this project some weeks later, we 
learned that the project was progressing according to the 
design sketched during the workshop. At the time of 
writing, the app is still in production. 

Running My Museum at Jönköping Municipality 
Museum 
Our second chance to use the scenario approach was in the 
context of a design project in Jönköping Municipality 
Museum, which had been ongoing for four months. The 
goal for this project was to develop a new permanent 
exhibition appealing in particular to a youth audience. It 
would include ordinary museum exhibits, fixed 
installations with interactive challenges, and a mobile app 
game. The challenge was to make all of these elements 
connected and dependent on each other in a way that 
encouraged engagement and opened for reflection. The 
team was large, consisting of museum curators and 
pedagogues, exhibition scenographers, and a mobile game 
developer. When the workshop was run, the mobile app 
developer had delivered a first suggestion for the app game, 
which the museum pedagogues considered too screen-
centric and detracting from the rest of the experience. This 
project was a bit more problematic than the first, given that 
much of the available budget for design had already been 
spent. The research team was recruited by one of the 
museum pedagogues with the purpose of creating a shared 
vision of what the full experience would be.  

Again, we planned for a full day workshop and used a 
timeline exercise to initiate discussions. Since the main 
issue in this case related to how a museum visit would be 
experienced, we chose to run My Museum. Eight people 
participated in the workshop, including two researchers. 
These were two project leaders from the museum, one 
museum pedagogue, the app programmer, two exhibition 
scenographers, and one young assistant employed by the 
museum as “representatives of youth.” The group had 
already been meeting for one day, and many of the issues 
had already been negotiated by the time we arrived.  

To suit the target audience, the My Museum scenario was 
modified to focus solely on young museum visitors and run 
in an existing exhibition at the museum that is directed 
towards children. The participants were split into groups of 
two and three, representing different types of groups 

visiting the museum together. The play preparations were 
somewhat lengthened to let players develop their roles and 
their relation to the other visitors in the same group a bit 
more in depth than as scripted. The whole exercise took 
about one hour and 15 minutes, including debrief. 
Results 
This scenario provided clear learning outcomes for the 
museum personnel, reflecting how museum practitioners 
tend to underplay the interpersonal aspects of museum 
visits [37,69]. One of the project leaders commented that 

“[We] so seldom get a chance to reflect on how people 
actually behave in a museum, it made you think.”  

The participants also reflected on how little the different 
groups would interact with each other, something that had 
been a point of discussion in the project. One participant 
reflected upon how an exhibition  

“can look as though it is full of people, while in reality 
each group passes through as an isolated island”. 

The use of an authentic museum space was beneficial for 
the experience. Participants reflected in particular on how 
the museum installations offered ways to support the social 
relations between visitors in unexpected ways, such as 
when a stuffed animal was used to play-hit a good friend, 
or how a love letter would trigger nervous laughing among 
a pair of visitors on a first date. One of the scenographers 
commented on how the experience made him think about 
how few things a visitor actually directs their attention to, 
and how an exhibition must have focal points. 

Consequences for Design 
Due to the advanced state of the design process we decided 
to stage the final design exercise as a use case theatre 
session [62] (a method that also involves an element of 
role-play). We instructed the participants to very quickly 
develop their target designs through a combination of 
simple prototyping materials such as cardboard boxes, 
signs, chairs and tables, as well as through enacting 
interactive prototypes with their own bodies. The 
participants (including the researchers) took turns playing 
a pair of visitors, while the others would simulate the 
functions involved, including interactive installations, 
room layout, questions and responses in the app, and 
information on signs. In line with bodystorming [67] 
principles we strongly encouraged some ‘on the spot’ 
redesign.  

Running the scenario most likely helped in creating a 
permissive attitude toward this design session. None of the 
participants had previously done such an exercise. We 
believe that the shared experience of playing visitors in a 
less “perfect’” way opened the participants up for the 
potential of also staging the envisioned design in a very 
much less than perfect manner. We could also see how 
some of these takeaways from playing the scenario were 
incorporated, in particular in how the scenographers 



worked with staging the space to construct focal points and 
pathways through the exhibition, and in how the 
participants would enact their visitor groups. 

With this project, we did not see much effect on group 
cohesion.  The group was meeting for the second day in a 
row, they had already worked through their issues and had 
developed an acceptable compromise design. 

Checking in on the project some weeks later, we learned 
that it was progressing according to plan and that the 
reflections from the workshop were used in further 
developments. The exhibition is expected to launch spring 
2020. 

DISCUSSION 
Learning and Meaningful Group Cohesion 
We first turn to the key design goal for the scenarios: to 
allow for an embodied learning experience related to 
nuanced concepts, that could further the aims of the project 
team as a collective. 

Some, but not all, of our scenarios were perceived as a 
learning experience. The Gift was particularly successful in 
this respect, as it dealt with theories and concepts that were 
not known to most of the participants, and managed to 
convey these both in the embodied role-play phase and 
during the more analytical debrief session. In a similar 
vein, My Museum was experienced by museum 
professionals as providing meaningful insights into 
museum visits as interpersonal experiences, but the debrief 
was not as successful in articulating the underlying 
analytical theories. 

While the analytical takeaways from The Object and My 
Museum were less obvious, both still contributed with an 
emotional and embodied experience that made the theories 
come alive. Both provoked post-experience reflections, in 
The Object about different perspectives and attitudes 
towards museum artefacts, and in My Museum about the 
interpersonal visitor experience. Even when sensitizing 
scenarios are not presenting radically new knowledge, they 
seem to make analytical concepts accessible for reflection 
and for connecting to personal experiences.  

Based on the design exercises run in the two authentic 
projects, we argue that the scenarios contributed to group 
cohesion in a way that was conducive of design, through 
creating a joint experience relevant to the project at hand, 
in a way that is similar to that boundary objects [74]. The 
different participants mentioned noticing very different 
things that influenced their meaning-making process, but 
the scenario experience was still sufficiently shared for the 
purposes of reflection, referencing and creating joint 
narratives, and in our case, design ideas. Meaningful group 
cohesion was important both in order to surface tensions 
and resolve them (Museum of Yugoslavia) and overcome 
prestige and performance anxiety for the subsequent use-
case scenario exercise (Jönköping Municipality Museum). 

In both museums, we also saw that some of the learnings 
from the scenario carried over to the subsequent design 
work. 

The Quest for Authenticity 
Running the scenarios in the context of an authentic design 
project worked very differently from play-testing. 
Participants indeed brought with them their own 
authenticity, but in more ways than we had expected. The 
function of the scenario, to contribute to an ongoing design 
process, and the fact that the participants were members of 
a design team, contributed greatly to the participants’ 
ability to re-contextualize the experience and make it 
meaningful. We saw this through the way participants 
would reconnect to their ongoing project in unforeseen 
ways, such as when the Jönköping Municipality Museum 
team reflected on how little the different visitor groups 
took notice of each other. In both debriefs, the participants 
made numerous references to their own museum’s 
exhibitions, work practices and personnel. 

In general, we believe that the request for authenticity must 
be approached with some care. First, the domain experts 
will have high expectations on authenticity with respect to 
their area of expertise, something a non-expert scenario 
designer cannot provide. Second, a scenario can only be 
meaningfully situated in a domain where the theories 
already have a clear connection. If the goal of the design 
project is to build that connection, the scenario can’t 
provide it. Third, if sensitizing scenarios are made too 
authentic and too close to the domain, they become 
simulations. A simulation is sometimes a useful tool, but it 
forces participants into their professional capacities, 
leaving little room for emotional engagement and 
embodied exploration. Finally, role-playing a character 
will never give the experience of actually being that person. 
A too realistic scenario risks conveying the impression that 
this is possible. 

Design Principles for Sensitizing Scenarios 
Below, we discuss the most important design takeaways 
arising from our project. 

Using characters as alibi. An important design decision 
was to use pre-written characters. This helps participants to 
engage in behaviors atypical for them, and also to alleviate 
some of the burden of acting in their professional capacity. 
We believe that in order to establish this alibi it is important 
to not give participants the opportunity to opt out of role-
playing. This belief is partly supported by the observation 
that once we took this choice out, we did not meet with any 
reluctance to engage in role-play. This contrasts with 
previous uses of role-play for design (e.g. [11,14]) which 
places much stronger emphasis on authenticity. 

Relevance. There must be a good fit between the design 
project and the chosen scenario, so that participants can 
reconnect the experience to their own design challenge. 
The fit, and the sense of authenticity, can be heightened by 



letting participants bring authentic elements into the 
scenario.  It is also useful to design scenarios so that they 
can be easily adapted to the design project at hand. 

The importance of a structured debrief. In order to connect 
to the underlying concepts and theories, the scenarios 
should include a highly structured and facilitator-led 
debrief. While there are several ways to structure a debrief, 
it should introduce, explain, and contextualize the theory in 
terms of the scenario. A debrief may for example start with 
a presentation held by the facilitator, followed by a more 
open discussion among the participants. We are 
considering to complement our scenarios with pre-
recorded de-brief videos. 

While the debrief is an essential part of the process, when 
run with a design team, we can expect the re-
contextualization process to continue long after the debrief. 
Role-play experiences are at the same time personal and 
shared. Their meaning grows through reflection and 
discussion over an extended period after the experience 
[43]. Hence it is not necessary to close the discussion fully 
within the debrief – some questions and reflections can be 
left for later. 

Heightened energy fostering group cohesion. The way the 
scenarios foster meaningful group cohesion and create 
heightened energy in the group is useful for follow-up 
exercises. However, we saw a need to act quickly to 
capitalize on this, as the effect fades rapidly during the de-
brief reflection process. 

When to use scenarios and when not to. Most likely, a 
design team will need to gain a shared understanding of 
many different things, including the available budget and 
the target technology. But for these, there are other 
methods that are more efficient and appropriate. 
Sensitizing scenarios are most useful when there is a need 
to understand complex and nuanced concepts and theories 
both intellectually and affectively, so that a shared 
experience can create a ground for this understanding 
through discussion and reflection. 

CONCLUSION 
We have proposed a way to use role-play as a tool for 
making concepts and theories from the social sciences, 
which often are both complex and vague, relevant for 
design. In the context of digital design for museum 
experiences, we explored the use of role-play scenarios, an 
emerging art form, as sensitizing tools for designer teams.  

We reported on a design exploration of such sensitizing 
scenarios, and on two concluding runs of scenarios in 
ongoing design projects. We saw how the scenarios 
contributed to meaningful group cohesion, through an 
embodied experience related to concepts and theories that 
could contribute significantly towards resolving critical 
issues in the projects. We conclude by identifying key 
design components that make them work: the use of 
scripted roles to provide alibis, the relevance of the 

scenario to the project at hand, the importance of a 
structured debrief, and heightened energy fostering group 
cohesion. 

The supplementary material to this article includes several 
of the scenarios discussed in this article. More scenarios 
can be found at www.gifting.digital.  
Future Work 
As stated in the method section, our exploration has not 
focused on successfully transferring any ‘correct’ 
understanding of the underlying theories. We do not 
believe that the participants ended up with the exact same 
understanding of the theories underlying the scenarios. 
Neither is this a critical goal per se – the critical success 
factor must be if the design solutions become more 
reflective of the theories at hand. To investigate this issue, 
further work is needed in which design projects working 
with the method are followed long-term and both their 
work processes and their results are critically examined. 

The sensitizing scenario approach that has been sketched 
out in this paper can be further developed in multiple ways. 
One open question relates to how closely a scenario must 
lie to the domain at hand in order to become relevant in the 
design process. In our trials, the chosen scenarios were 
designed to draw some authenticity from context, and they 
were also modified to fit each museum. However, as 
discussed above, several other factors also contributed, 
including the workshop context in which the scenario was 
run. We intend to explore this further by tapping into the 
rich resource of pre-existing and well-crafted scenarios 
from the art world that might be used as sensitizing 
scenarios. 

Another very interesting development would be to develop 
a design kit for sensitizing scenarios, so that a project 
leader could design their own bespoke scenario. Creating a 
scenario can be done quickly with very limited resources. 
However, this does not mean that it is easy. The design 
challenge we experienced was to create scenarios that 
illustrated complex concepts and theories in a way that 
was, at the same time, focused enough to create a useful 
debrief discussion and re-connection, while still allowing 
for affective and bodily engagement while playing. The 
design team for a scenario must include people who know 
the theory well, but this is not enough – at least some 
artistic sensibility is need in order to achieve the latter. 

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS 
This project has received funding from the European 
Union’s Horizon 2020 research and innovation programme 
under grant agreement No 727040 (the GIFT project). We 
thank our play-testers and project members for play-testing 
and feedback. 

REFERENCES 
1. Jon Back, Benjamin Bedwell, Steve Benford, 
Lina Eklund, Anders Sundnes Løvlie, William Preston, 
Paulina Rajkowska, Karin Ryding, Jocelyn Spence, Emily-



Clare Thorn, Annika Waern, and Tim Wray. 2018. GIFT: 
Hybrid Museum Experiences through Gifting and Play. In 
Proceedings of the Workshop on Cultural Informatics co-
located with the EUROMED International Conference on 
Digital Heritage 2018 (EUROMED 2018), 31–40. 
Retrieved from http://ceur-ws.org/Vol-2235/paper4.pdf 

2. Liam Bannon, Steve Benford, John Bowers, and 
Christian Heath. 2005. Hybrid design creates innovative 
museum experiences. Communications of the ACM 48, 3: 
62–65. 

3. Jeffrey Bardzell, Shaowen Bardzell, and Lone 
Koefoed Hansen. 2015. Immodest Proposals: Research 
Through Design and Knowledge. In Proceedings of the 
33rd Annual ACM Conference on Human Factors in 
Computing Systems, 2093–2102. 

4. Tim Barringer and Tom Flynn. 2012. Colonialism 
and the object: empire, material culture and the museum. 
Routledge. 

5. Steve Benford and Gabriella Giannachi. 2008. 
Temporal trajectories in shared interactive narratives. In 
Proceedings of the SIGCHI Conference on Human Factors 
in Computing Systems, 73–82. 

6. Steve Benford, Chris Greenhalgh, Andy Crabtree, 
Martin Flintham, Brendan Walker, Joe Marshall, Boriana 
Koleva, Stefan Rennick Egglestone, Gabriella Giannachi, 
Matt Adams, and others. 2013. Performance-led research 
in the wild. ACM Transactions on Computer-Human 
Interaction (TOCHI) 20, 3: 14. 

7. Adam Blatner. 2007. Interactive and 
improvisational drama: Varieties of applied theatre and 
performance. iUniverse. 

8. Herbert Blumer. 1954. What is wrong with social 
theory? American sociological review 19, 1: 3–10. 

9. Augusto Boal. 2000. Theater of the Oppressed. 
Pluto Press. 

10. Augusto Boal. 2002. Games for actors and non-
actors. Psychology Press. 

11. Susanne Bødker. 2000. Scenarios-setting the 
stage for reflection and action in user-centered design. 
Interacting with computers 13, 1: 61–77. 

12. S. Bowman and Anne Standiford. 2015. 
Educational Larp in the Middle School Classroom: A 
Mixed Method Case Study. International Journal of Role-
Playing,(5). 

13. Sarah Lynne Bowman. 2014. Educational live 
action role-playing games: A secondary literature review. 
The Wyrd Con Companion Book: 112–131. 

14. Eva Brandt and Camilla Grunnet. 2000. Evoking 
the future: Drama and props in user centered design. In 
Proceedings of Participatory Design Conference (PDC 

2000), 11–20. 

15. Christina Brodersen, Christian Dindler, and Ole 
Sejer Iversen. 2008. Staging imaginative places for 
participatory prototyping. Co-Design 4, 1: 19–30. 

16. Marion Buchenau and Jane Fulton Suri. 2000. 
Experience prototyping. In Proceedings of the 3rd 
conference on Designing interactive systems: processes, 
practices, methods, and techniques, 424–433. 

17. Stuart Candy. 2010. The futures of everyday life: 
Politics and the design of experiential scenarios. University 
of. 

18. John M Carrol. 1999. Five reasons for scenario-
based design. In Proceedings of the 32nd Annual Hawaii 
International Conference on Systems Sciences. 1999. 
HICSS-32. Abstracts and CD-ROM of Full Papers, 11–pp. 

19. J Clarke. 2007. The Four ‘S’s’ of experience gift 
giving behaviour. International Journal of Hospitality 
Management 26, 1: 98–116. 

20. Andy Crabtree, Terry Hemmings, Tom Rodden, 
Keith Cheverst, Karen Clarke, Guy Dewsbury, John 
Hughes, and Mark Rouncefield. 2003. Designing with 
care: Adapting cultural probes to inform design in sensitive 
settings. In Proceedings of the 2004 Australasian 
Conference on Computer-Human Interaction 
(OZCHI2004), 4–13. 

21. Gary Davies, Susan Whelan, Anthony Foley, and 
Margaret Walsh. 2010. Gifts and Gifting. International 
Journal of Management Reviews 12, 4: 413–434. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-2370.2009.00271.x 

22. Sebastian Deterding. 2018. Alibis for adult play: 
A Goffmanian account of escaping embarrassment in adult 
play. Games and culture 13, 3: 260–279. 

23. Christian Dindler. 2010. Fictional space in 
participatory design of engaging interactive environments. 
Aarhus University. 

24. Neelke Doorn and J Otto Kroesen. 2013. Using 
and developing role plays in teaching aimed at preparing 
for social responsibility. Science and Engineering Ethics 
19, 4: 1513–1527. 

25. Anthony Dunne and Fiona Raby. 2013. 
Speculative everything: design, fiction, and social 
dreaming. MIT press. 

26. Pelle Ehn and Dan Sjögren. 1992. From system 
descriptions to scripts for action. In Design at work, 241–
268. 

27. John H. Falk. 2009. Identity and the museum 
visitor experience. Left Coast Press. 

28. John H. Falk and Lynn Diane Dierking. 2012. The 
Museum Experience Revisited. Routledge, London, 



England. 

29. Lesley Fosh, Steve Benford, Stuart Reeves, 
Boriana Koleva, and Patrick Brundell. 2013. See me, feel 
me, touch me, hear me: trajectories and interpretation in a 
sculpture garden. In Proceedings of the SIGCHI 
conference on human factors in computing systems, 149–
158. 

30. Bill Gaver, Tony Dunne, and Elena Pacenti. 1999. 
Design: cultural probes. interactions 6, 1: 21–29. 

31. Eileen Hooper Greenhill. 1992. Museums and the 
Shaping of Knowledge. Routledge. 

32. Martyn Hammersley. 2018. Routledge Revivals: 
The Dilemma of Qualitative Method (1989): Herbert 
Blumer and the Chicago Tradition. Routledge. 

33. Thomas Duus Henriksen. 2003. Learning by 
fiction. As Larp Grows Up. 

34. Thomas Duus Henriksen. 2004. On the 
transmutation of educational role-play: A critical reframing 
to the role-play in order to meet the educational demands. 
In Beyond role and play. Knudepunkt, SF. 

35. Paul Heyward. 2010. Emotional Engagement 
Through Drama: Strategies to Assist Learning through 
Role-Play. International Journal of Teaching and 
Learning in Higher Education 22, 2: 197–204. 

36. Kristina Höök and Jonas Löwgren. 2012. Strong 
concepts: Intermediate-level knowledge in interaction 
design research. ACM Transactions on Computer-Human 
Interaction (TOCHI) 19, 3: 23. 

37. Eilean Hooper-Greenhill. 2013. Museums and 
their visitors. Routledge. 

38. Steve Howard, Jennie Carroll, John Murphy, Jane 
Peck, and Frank Vetere. 2002. Provoking innovation: 
acting-out in contextual scenarios. In People and 
Computers XVI-Memorable Yet Invisible. Springer, 175–
191. 

39. David Howes. 2014. Introduction to sensory 
museology. The Senses and Society 9, 3: 259–267. 

40. Giulio Iacucci and Kari Kuutti. 2002. Everyday 
life as a stage in creating and performing scenarios for 
wireless devices. Personal and Ubiquitous Computing 6, 
4: 299–306. 

41. Giulio Iacucci, Kari Kuutti, and Mervi Ranta. 
2000. On the move with a magic thing: role playing in 
concept design of mobile services and devices. In 
Proceedings of the 3rd conference on Designing 
interactive systems: processes, practices, methods, and 
techniques, 193–202. 

42. Rilla Khaled. 2018. Questions over answers: 
Reflective game design. In Playful disruption of digital 

media. Springer, 3–27. 

43. Johanna Koljonen. 2008. The Dragon was the 
Least of it: Dragonbane and Larp as Ephemera and Ruin. 
Playground Worlds Creating and Evaluating Experiences 
of Role-Playing Games: 33. 

44. Yann Laurillau and Fabio Paternò. 2004. 
Supporting Museum Co-visits Using Mobile Devices. In 
Mobile Human-Computer Interaction - MobileHCI 2004, 
Stephen Brewster and Mark Dunlop (eds.). Springer Berlin 
Heidelberg, Berlin, Heidelberg, 451–455. Retrieved 
December 14, 2016 from 
http://link.springer.com/10.1007/978-3-540-28637-0_55 

45. Joseph Lindley and Paul Coulton. 2015. Back to 
the future: 10 years of design fiction. In Proceedings of the 
2015 British HCI Conference, 210–211. 

46. Conor Linehan, Ben J Kirman, Stuart Reeves, 
Mark A Blythe, Joshua G Tanenbaum, Audrey Desjardins, 
and Ron Wakkary. 2014. Alternate endings: using fiction 
to explore design futures. In CHI’14 Extended Abstracts on 
Human Factors in Computing Systems, 45–48. 

47. Lian Loke, George Poonkhin Khut, Maggie 
Slattery, Catherine Truman, Lizzie Muller, and Jonathan 
Duckworth. 2013. Re-sensitising the body: interactive art 
and the Feldenkrais method. International Journal of Arts 
and Technology 6, 4: 339–356. 

48. Lian Loke and Toni Robertson. 2013. Moving and 
making strange: An embodied approach to movement-
based interaction design. ACM Transactions on Computer-
Human Interaction (TOCHI) 20, 1: 7. 

49. Antonio López. 2013. Gift and the Unity of Being. 
Wipf and Stock Publishers. 

50. Jonas Löwgren. 2007. Pliability as an experiential 
quality: Exploring the aesthetics of interaction design. 
Artifact 1, 2: 85–95. 

51. Jonas Löwgren. 2013. Annotated portfolios and 
other forms of intermediate-level knowledge. ACM 
Interactions 20, 1: 30–34. 

52. Sharon Macdonald. 2011. A companion to 
museum studies. John Wiley & Sons. 

53. Elena Márquez Segura, Laia Turmo Vidal, and 
Asreen Rostami. 2016. Bodystorming for Movement-
Based Interaction Design.  

54. Marcel Mauss. 1990. The Gift: Forms and 
Functions of Exchange in Archaic Societies. Routledge, 
London. 

55. Marcel Mauss. 2002. The gift: The form and 
reason for exchange in archaic societies. Routledge. 

56. Lindsey McEwen, Alison Stokes, Kate Crowley, 
and Carolyn Roberts. 2014. Using role-play for expert 



science communication with professional stakeholders in 
flood risk management. Journal of Geography in Higher 
Education 38, 2: 277–300. 

57. Gabrielle McSharry and Sam Jones. 2000. Role-
play in science teaching and learning. School Science 
Review 82: 73–82. 

58. Nick Merriman. 2000. 22 The crisis of 
representation in archaeological museums. Cultural 
Resource Management in Contemporary Society: 300. 

59. Jacob Levy Moreno. 1953. Who shall survive?  

60. J Andrew Morris and Daniel C Feldman. 1996. 
The dimensions, antecedents, and consequences of 
emotional labor. Academy of management review 21, 4: 
986–1010. 

61. Alan F Newell, Alex Carmichael, Maggie 
Morgan, and Anna Dickinson. 2006. The use of theatre in 
requirements gathering and usability studies. Interacting 
with computers 18, 5: 996–1011. 

62. Antti Oulasvirta, Esko Kurvinen, and Tomi 
Kankainen. 2003. Understanding contexts by being there: 
case studies in bodystorming. Personal and ubiquitous 
computing 7, 2: 125–134. 

63. Stefan J. Rennick-Egglestone, Patrick Brundell, 
Boriana Koleva, Steve Benford, Maria Roussou, and 
Christophe Chaffardon. 2016. Families and mobile devices 
in museums: designing for integrated experiences. ACM 
Journal on Computing and Cultural Heritage (JOCCH) 1, 
212: Article 11, 1–13. https://doi.org/10.1145/2891416 

64. Stefan J. Rennick-Egglestone, Patrick Brundell, 
Boriana Koleva, Steve Benford, Maria Roussou, and 
Cristophe Chaffardon. 2016. Families and mobile devices 
in museums: designing for integrated experiences. ACM 
Journal on Computing and Cultural Heritage 9. 
https://doi.org/10.1145/2891416 

65. Steve Sato and Tony Salvador. 1999. Methods & 
tools: Playacting and focus troupes. Methods. 

66. Charles E Schaefer. 2003. Play therapy with 
adults. John Wiley & Sons. 

67. Dennis Schleicher, Peter Jones, and Oksana 
Kachur. 2010. Bodystorming as embodied designing. 
Interactions 17, 6: 47–51. 

68. John F. Sherry. 1983. Gift Giving in 
Anthropological Perspective. Journal of Consumer 
Research 10, 2: 157–168. https://doi.org/10.1086/208956 

69. Lois H Silverman. 1995. Visitor meaning-making 
in museums for a new age. Curator: The Museum Journal 
38, 3: 161–170. 

70. Laurence Simonneaux. 2001. Role-play or debate 
to promote students’ argumentation and justification on an 

issue in animal transgenesis. International Journal of 
Science Education 23, 9: 903–927. 

71. Jörgen Sk\aageby. 2010. Gift-giving as a 
conceptual framework: framing social behavior in online 
networks. Journal of Information Technology 25, 2: 170–
177. 

72. Petr Slovák, Christopher Frauenberger, and 
Geraldine Fitzpatrick. 2017. Reflective Practicum: A 
Framework of Sensitising Concepts to Design for 
Transformative Reflection. In Proceedings of the 2017 
CHI Conference on Human Factors in Computing Systems 
(CHI ’17), 2696–2707. 
https://doi.org/10.1145/3025453.3025516 

73. Constantin Stanislavski. 1989. An actor prepares. 
Routledge. 

74. Susan Leigh Star and James R Griesemer. 1989. 
Institutional ecology,translations’ and boundary objects: 
Amateurs and professionals in Berkeley’s Museum of 
Vertebrate Zoology, 1907-39. Social studies of science 19, 
3: 387–420. 

75. Lizzie Stark, Anna Westerling, Misha Bushyager, 
and Shuo Meng. 2017. #Feminism: A Nano-Game 
Anthology. Pelgrane Press. Retrieved from 
http://storytelling.pelgranepress.com/feminism-a-nano-
game-anthology/ 

76. Jaakko Stenros and Markus Montola. 2010. 
Nordic larp. Fëa Livia, 2010. Fëa Livia. 

77. Hanna Strömberg, Valtteri Pirttilä, and Veikko 
Ikonen. 2004. Interactive scenarios—building ubiquitous 
computing concepts in the spirit of participatory design. 
Personal and Ubiquitous Computing 8, 3–4: 200–207. 

78. Petra Sundström, Alex Taylor, Katja Grufberg, 
Niklas Wirström, Jordi Solsona Belenguer, and Marcus 
Lundén. 2011. Inspirational bits: towards a shared 
understanding of the digital material. In Proceedings of the 
SIGCHI Conference on Human Factors in Computing 
Systems, 1561–1570. 

79. Sophie Thomas. 2003. Assembling history: 
Fragments and ruins. European Romantic Review 14, 2: 
177–186. 

80. Peter Tolmie, Steve Benford, Chris Greenhalgh, 
Tom Rodden, and Stuart Reeves. 2014. Supporting Group 
Interactions in Museum Visiting. In Proceedings of the 
17th ACM Conference on Computer Supported 
Cooperative Work & Social Computing (CSCW ’14), 
1049–1059. https://doi.org/10.1145/2531602.2531619 

81. Anders Tychsen, Michael Hitchens, Thea 
Brolund, and Manolya Kavakli. 2006. Live action role-
playing games: Control, communication, storytelling, and 
MMORPG similarities. Games and Culture 1, 3: 252–275. 

82. Peter Vergo. 1989. The New museology. Reaktion 



Books. 

83. Andrea Witcomb. 1997. On the Side of the 
Object: an Alternative Approach to Debates About Ideas, 
Objects and Museums. Museum Management and 
Curatorship 16, 4: 383–399. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/09647779700501604 

84. Andrea Witcomb. 2006. Interactivity: thinking 
beyond. A companion to museum studies 39: 353–61. 

85. John Zimmerman, Jodi Forlizzi, and Shelley 

Evenson. 2007. Research through design as a method for 
interaction design research in HCI. In Proceedings of the 
SIGCHI conference on Human factors in computing 
systems, 493–502. 

86. John Zimmerman, Erik Stolterman, and Jodi 
Forlizzi. 2010. An analysis and critique of Research 
through Design: towards a formalization of a research 
approach. In Proceedings of the 8th ACM Conference on 
Designing Interactive Systems, 310–319.

 

 


