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Abstract
How do the relations between human and nonhuman actors unfold as part of design
for learning? What happens as a design for learning cycle unfolds? These questions
underpin the practice of design for learning. However, in-depth studies of this nature are
rare, especially those uncovering the situated practice of the university staff involved in the
process.
The field of design for learning focuses on the design of learning activities, learning
environments, and social learning components. Of particular importance are the
interrelated conceptual, social, and material aspects of design for learning. The design
process is emergent; it is social and material in nature—various human actors create various
objects that, in turn, influence the design outcomes. Human actors each bring unique
perspectives, skills, and experience that evolve and are changed by the objects they interact
with.
This study explores the sociomaterial entanglements of the learning design team in a
large Australian university. Methodologically, this research draws on ethnography,
sociomaterial sensibilities, and actor–network theory. Data were collected through
observations of a design for learning team of university staff in natural settings, interviews,
and detailed analysis of objects involved in their work. The design team consisted of four
members. Two in-depth workshops were observed, each totalling approximately 1.5 hr.
Many photographs (approx. 100 per workshop) were taken during the observations. Four
semistructured interviews were conducted following observations, each totalling
approximately 1 hr. Finally, a large corpus of project-related documentation was analysed,
including email communications, digital project planning tools, and design documentation.
Key findings revealed that the nature of the broader institutional network influenced
the work of the design for learning team from different perspectives. From a situated
practice perspective, this research demonstrates how practical knowledge is produced
through negotiations and ideas seeding in sociomaterial assemblages. This study also
provides an understanding of how actors in sociomaterial assemblages influence design for
learning by supporting design cognition and collaboration.
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The insights developed through this research contribute to the existing literature by
uncovering patterns of how design for learning is conducted, encompassing human and
nonhuman sociomaterial configurations.
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Chapter 1. Introduction
1.1. Setting the Context for This Study
In higher education, design for learning is an emerging field that is going through a
process of rapid transformation. Design for learning is increasingly characterised as an
interdisciplinary team-based practice, which involves both social and material aspects.
Furthermore, the practice of design for learning does not exist in isolation; broader
institutional forces influence the work of educational design teams. However, little is known
in relation to how the process evolves from the sociomaterial perspective. Therefore,
further research is needed to explore sociomaterial practices of design for learning.
Universities in Australia are currently undergoing a significant shift in the way they
approach design for learning; this is partially due to the challenges of the COVID-19
pandemic but also due to transformations in the ways that university staff work (Chan et al.,
2021).
Furthermore, design practice involves conceptual as well as social and material
aspects. Goodyear (2015) argued that, in relation to teaching as design, there are “three
main classes of things which can be designed: (i) good learning tasks, (ii) properly supportive
physical and digital environments, and (iii) forms of social organisation and divisions of
labour” (p. 32).
Materiality has always been embedded in education; however, there has been a
widespread “blindness towards the question of how educational practice is affected by
materials, beyond the expected results” (Sørensen, 2009, p. 2). In a humanist framing,
materials are merely instruments and therefore are not worth exploring unless they yield
certain results. As Adams and Thompson (2016) noted, “Most people tend to ignore,
dismiss, or subordinate the materials—the things—that populate the backgrounds and
foregrounds of work and learning practices” (p. 7).
A posthumanist approach explores the way that both humans and nonhumans
influence educational practice. From this perspective, it is not about which objects and
technologies support and meet the goals of human actors but more about “what practice
takes place when a particular arrangement of social and material components is
established” (Sørensen, 2009, p. 2).
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To explore this perspective, in this study I adopted a sociomaterial theoretical
approach (Fenwick & Edwards, 2010; Fenwick et al., 2011; Fenwick & Nerland, 2014;
Orlikowski, 2000; Suchman, 2007). It positions the practice of design for learning as both
social and material, where materiality is central to human activity (Latour, 2005; Suchman,
2007). Fenwick and Nerland (2014) reinforced this notion by arguing that “both material and
social forces are mutually implicated in bringing forth everyday activities” (p. 30).
As part of the broader sociomaterial approach, this study utilised concepts from
actor–network theory (ANT) and selected heuristics from Adams and Thompson (2016). ANT
assumes that common distinctions such as the teacher and student are “taken to be effects
rather than foundational assumptions” (Fenwick & Edwards, 2010, p. 3). Furthermore, these
are network effects, where “society and the social are not seen as a pre-existing object of
enquiry, but as emerging through enactments of various forms of association” (Fenwick &
Edwards, 2010, p. 3). Therefore, it is crucial to understand how human and nonhuman
actors come together and form associations that produce effects, such as new knowledge
and routines.
From the methodological perspective, Adams and Thompson’s (2016) heuristics
provide a novel way of looking at the sociomaterial interactions in the context of a situated
practice. The heuristics derived from Adams and Thompson’s posthuman research into
materialities in a workplace and learning practices are not intended as a prescriptive stepby-step process. Rather, these are an “invention or approach hoping to discover, uncover, or
find out something new” (p. 19).
This study explored the work of a design for learning team—a group of higher
education professionals with diverse skills and knowledge who worked on course design and
development. The team was composed of a learning designer, a unit coordinator, a subject
matter expert, and a video production coordinator. The nature of these roles is consistent
with broader research that shows the design process requires a diverse skills base,
interdisciplinary knowledge, teamwork, and the ability to exercise design thinking to solve
complex problems (Goodyear, 2015; Tracey, 2015).
In addition, the work of the design team was enabled and supported by a variety of
physical and digital objects, such as project documentation, whiteboards, and laptops. The
work was complex, as different project team members and the material objects they
2

worked with assembled and reassembled in a variety of ways as they progressed through
their work. The main goals of this study were to explore how these sociomaterial
assemblages came together and in what ways human and nonhuman actors influenced the
situated educational practice. The project team’s work was also influenced by the broader
institutional network and its many complexities, such as university policies, support systems,
and relationships between different faculties and departments.
A university is a familiar setting for me as a researcher. I have been involved in
design for learning in higher education for close to twenty years. Throughout the thesis, I
occasionally add my own voice to the findings, comparing the work of the project team to
my own experience. My position in this study is twofold: (a) as the researcher exploring how
different actors come together and what is being produced as part of these assemblages
and (b) as an experienced learning designer, reflecting on my own practice and contrasting
it to the work of the project team.
1.2. Thesis Structure
This thesis is divided into five chapters. The first (current) chapter introduces the
research and sets the general context. Chapter 2 reviews the relevant literature,
establishing the context of the broader research in sociomateriality and design for learning
and identifying areas for further research. Chapter 3 introduces the research questions and
the methodology and then elaborates on the research design, data collection, and analysis
methods. Chapter 4 focuses on the findings of this study. The thesis concludes with Chapter
5, encompassing a discussion of the results, practical limitations, recommendations for
further research, and conclusions. Appendices provide examples of interview questions
used for data collection and other documentation.
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Chapter 2. Review of the Literature
This chapter synthesises relevant research on sociomaterial practices in education
and design and, within these broader fields, provides an overview of concepts within ANT to
help position the work of the education design teams within the broader institutional
context. In addition, this chapter establishes the theoretical foundations for this study and
positions it in the context of the empirical research.
2.1. Sociomaterial Practices in Educational Studies
2.1.1. Overview
This section begins by outlining what is meant by the term sociomaterial in
education. When one thinks of the term material, a long tradition of physical and digital
objects used in learning environments comes to mind. However, a lot of the focus has been
on the human use of the materials, as opposed to teaching and learning being shaped
through social and material processes (Sørensen, 2009).
From a posthumanist perspective, both human and nonhuman actors are placed on
an equal footing in the sense that humans are situated “among” the materials, not above
them (Sørensen, 2009, p. 2). There is an interchangeable and interdependent relationship
between the social and the material in education, forming a sociomaterial approach. Bjørn
and Østerlund’s (2014) view of sociomateriality extends this thinking, by arguing that
“sociomateriality offers a relational ontology that allows us to account for the constitutively
entangled nature of artefacts, people, and practices”. They added that sociomateriality
“offers an analytical perspective from which neither artefacts, nor people, nor practices are
seen naked and alone, revealing solely their inherent properties. Instead, people, artefacts,
and practices are bound together into one entity within networks or assemblages with
dynamic boundaries” (p. 8).
Concepts such as students, artefacts, curriculum, and learning environments are no
longer distinct categories. Rather, they form relationships within networks. Furthermore,
Fenwick et al. (2011) added that “the question of producing knowledge and learning shifts
from a representational idiom, mapping and understanding a world that is out there, to a
view that the world is doing things, full of agency” (p. 3).
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Within the broader field of sociomateriality, several theoretical approaches have
emerged in recent decades, namely, cultural historical activity theory (CHAT), ANT,
complexity theory, and spatiality theories. Fenwick et al. (2011) referred to these groups of
theories as “arenas” as each represents a “heterogenous multiplicity of theories” (p. 2).
Each of the four arenas has different theoretical routes. However, all of them take a “whole
system” perspective. They all “explore the webs of entangled human/non-human action and
knowledge that give rise to systems” and trace human and nonhuman interactions in
systems, “embedded in material action and inter-action (or intra-action)” (p. 6). In summary,
the focus is on interactions and interrelations between actors, as opposed to single entities
in a system.
Taking an empirical approach, Gourlay and Oliver (2018) traced student engagement
with sociomateriality in higher education through a multimodal journaling methodology.
The focus was on unravelling students’ engagement with objects as part of their day-to-day
practices. They found that student engagement “spans a range of practices” (p. 143), such
as accessing and engaging with digital resources, readings, use of digital devices, and the use
of physical space. However, typically, institutional direction and policies separate out these
practices: Physical space allocation is separate from teaching and learning policies, and
digital device management typically resides with information technology (IT) services.
Empirical findings indicate that students take a different view of these practices to
institutions. For students, all elements are “intermingled, concurrent, fluid, emergent and
mobile” (Gourlay & Oliver, 2018, p. 143). Therefore, changes are needed at a broader
institutional level, where a joint action and understanding is required of how these elements
co-interact as part of the wider network. This includes an understanding of how these
practices unfold from a policy perspective, a service perspective, and as sociomaterial
practices of students.
In relation to further research directions, Gourlay and Oliver (2018) recommended,
Adoption of a sociomaterial understanding of engagement necessitates an ongoing
qualitative and fine-grained lens on the detail of practice as it unfolds, and we would
therefore advocate further in-depth “slow” work which looks at how distributed agency and
engagement plays out. (p. 143)
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All sociomaterial arenas can provide useful approaches for the study of design for
learning teams’ practices. The concept of emergence in systems (a central theme of
complexity theory) and the expansive view of learning through divisions of labour (CHAT)
have underpinned many organisational and education studies (Engeström 2000, 2001;
Morrison, 2006; Roth & Lee, 2007). However, it is ANT’s view of networks and heterogenous
assemblages that underpins the current study. The next section elaborates on the rationale
for this approach.
2.1.2. Actor–Network Theory in Education
ANT comes from a family of material–semiotic approaches. Law (2009) defined ANT
as a “disparate family of material–semiotic tools, sensibilities, and methods of analysis that
treat everything in the social and natural worlds as a continuously generated effect of the
webs of relations within which they are located” (p. 141). The ANT approach describes all
kinds of actors in a system, including “objects, subjects, human beings, machines, animals,
‘nature,’ ideas, organizations, inequalities, scale and sizes, and geographical arrangements”
(Law, 2009, p. 141).
Furthermore, Law (2009) stressed that ANT is not a theory in the sense that it does
not address why something happens. Rather, it is a descriptive approach to empirically
grounded practices: It explains “how relations assemble or don’t” (p. 141). To do this, ANT
scholars introduced the concepts of translation, intermediaries, and mediators to study
relationality (Callon, 1984; Latour, 1987, 1996, 1999, 2005; Law, 2009).
Callon’s (1984) study of the science of scallops in St. Brieuc Bay is one of the most
famous articulations of the concept of translation. Scientists, fishermen, and scallops
underwent a process of translation (in a sense of shifting relations) as part of the scientists’
experimentation with scallops. Law (2009) added that “translation is both about making
equivalent, and about shifting” (p. 144). It is also a process “susceptible to failure” (p. 145),
as relationships such as the ones in the study of the scallops often become unstable. If one
component fails, it can cause everything else to unravel with it.
ANT draws attention not just to the objects themselves and to how they are made,
unmade, and translated into something else, but also to the associations, linkages, and
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assemblages of humans and objects. Through this, human activity can be traced both as a
social and as a material endeavour, forming sociomaterial assemblages.
From the perspective of tracing the social, Latour (2005) mentioned the concepts of
intermediaries and mediators—distinct roles assumed by actors, depending on the context.
An intermediary is defined as a role that “transports meaning or force without
transformation: defining its inputs is enough to define its outputs” (p. 39). Mediators, on the
other hand, are those who “transform, translate, distort, and modify the meaning or the
elements they are supposed to carry” (p. 39). Both roles can be assumed by humans and
nonhumans (objects).
Latour (2005) provided examples of these roles: “A properly functioning computer
could be taken as a good case of a complicated intermediary while a banal conversation may
become a terribly complex chain of mediators where passions, opinions, and attitudes
bifurcate at every turn” (p. 39). However, if a computer breaks down, it could take on the
function of a mediator. Another example, from the education context, is a “a highly
sophisticated panel during an academic conference [which] may become a perfectly
predictable and uneventful intermediary in rubber stamping a decision made elsewhere” (p.
39). In summary, ANT does not prefer one role over another; rather, the concern is when
and how these roles originate and then translate and affect practice.
2.1.3. Knowledge Creation From the Sociomaterial Perspective
Although each of the four sociomaterial arenas have different theoretical roots, they
all have the following commonality: Knowledge and knowing are enacted through
interconnections and social interactions of heterogeneous actors, combining material and
human forces.
In education, this means that objects, alongside human actors, can influence the
outcomes of teaching and learning. Fenwick (2015) further argued that the “context is
critical: learning cannot be considered effectively if the sole focus is upon individual
cognitive processing” (p. 83). The process of learning changes depending on social and
material interactions, as well as the setting or environment in which the learning occurs.
Fenwick (2015) expanded on this by suggesting that the sociocultural orientations in this
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context “explore ways that learning and knowing emerge in action—including the ongoing
action that brings forth the objects and identities constituting our worlds” (p. 83).
The sociomaterial perspective on learning and knowledge creation argues for paying
attention to relations between actors, both human and nonhuman. This requires rethinking
how humans treat objects, in particular acknowledging that practice is co-enacted with and
through objects. Waltz (2006) refers to an example of the role a computer game can play in
learning. The game Ethnic Cleansing was developed by a Neo-Nazi organisation, promoting a
racist worldview. Besides being of obvious concern to both educators and parents alike,
Waltz (2006) asserted that game-based environments are neither neutral nor passive. They
further argued that “game worlds, digital entities and artifacts, in general, are co-fabricators
of the socio-political landscape we live in” (p. 52).
Like Sørensen (2009), Waltz (2006) claimed there is a disregard of the role of things
in educational discourse, as humans and nonhumans are fundamentally categorised
differently in terms of agency. Nonhumans are typically treated as lacking any social agency.
Empirical examples such as Tronsmo and Nerland’s (2018) study of teachers developing
curriculum by constructing a series of intermediate objects is crucial to rethinking the role of
nonhumans in knowledge creation.
Tronsmo and Nerland (2018) focused on the “meso level” of curriculum
development “across classes and grades in the school, rather than on the design of specific
learning materials” (p. 34). The study aimed to understand the curriculum development
process as it unfolded and used the sociomaterial perspective. This meant that practices
were seen as “relationally constituted by humans and the material world” (p. 34), including
all sorts of materiality (subject-specific resources, policy documents, etc.). Another
assumption was that “relations, meanings, actions, and knowledge are always in a state of
emergence [emphasis added]” (p. 34). These elements of practice morphed and changed (in
ANT terms translated as they were enacted) as the process of curriculum development
unfolded.
By treating the “curriculum-in-the making as an unfolding knowledge object”,
Tronsmo and Nerland (2018) identified “the significant role material resources take in the
process” (p. 42). Also, it was crucial that teachers had access to and were able to interact
productively with various material resources as they progressed through the curriculum
8

development. The study concluded by recommending that it is important to “acknowledge
curriculum development as an ongoing design process and provide teachers with sufficient
space and resources to take collective responsibility for developing local plans and activities
in relation to wider frameworks” (p. 42). From the sociomaterial perspective, it is important
to consider what goes into the process of curriculum development and how teachers
engage with knowledge objects as part of knowledge creation.
The next section considers the broader nature of what constitutes design for
learning and knowledge creation.
2.2. Design for Learning in Higher Education
2.2.1. Overview
Beetham and Sharpe (2019) defined design for learning as “the process by which
teachers—and others involved in the support of learning—arrive at a plan or structure or
designed artefact for a learning situation”. They further defined “Learning situation” as
something that could be “as small as a single task, or as large as a degree course” (p. 6).
Dimitriadis and Goodyear (2013) further expanded design for learning as a term and
a theoretical framework. They noted a need for a theoretical work in this space. They
acknowledged that there are a lot of design tools and methods; however, “It is not clear
that these are firmly grounded in contemporary understandings of how people come to
learn what they need to know to thrive in modern life” (p. 1). Furthermore, there is a
“blurring of the distinctions between (a) that which has been designed and (b) the activities
in which people engage, through which they learn” (p. 2). Therefore, design is best used for
the activities involving “both problem-formulation and problem-solving” as well as
reframing identified problems. The process of design also “involves reconciling competing
forces, rather than optimising on a single goal” (p. 2).
Many higher education practitioners prefer to use the term learning design.
However, Dimitriadis and Goodyear (2013) made an important case for not using this term:
“One cannot design someone else’s ‘experience and learning’” (p. 2). Learning is an
emergent activity. What can be designed is the setting for learning, which includes social,
material, and epistemic dimensions. They added that design should emerge from
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fundamental educational practice in higher education and not funded through short-term
grants.
Based on Cross’s (2006) studies of the “science of design” and Engeström’s (2001)
CHAT theory, a theory of design for learning must address the following:
•

Who is doing the designing? Who is doing the learning? Who else is involved?

•

Why is the design work being done? Why are the learners doing what they do?

•

What is designed? What is learned?

•

How is the design work undertaken? How does the learning activity occur?
(Goodyear & Dimitriadis, 2013, p. 5)

Selected empirical studies have focused on some of these points from the
perspective of university teachers’ design work (Agostinho et al., 2019; Bennett et al., 2017;
Dagnino et al., 2018; Goodyear, 2015). However, Bennett et al. (2017) pointed out that
existing research in higher education teaching tends to include design as a minor
component, with a greater emphasis on conceptions of and approaches to teaching,
particularly face-to-face teaching, which is conceptualized as acts of lecturing, tutoring or
assessing student work. (p. 126)

Until recently, there has been surprisingly little emphasis on the design for blended
and online learning. This is rapidly changing due to the influence of the recent pandemic,
which is forcing universities to engage in more online learning and teaching as well as do
more research in this area (Chan et al., 2021; Rapanta et al., 2020).
Goodyear (2015) added that universities need more focus on teachers’ design
practice, although various pressures—generating capacity among teaching staff, allocating
workloads, and the development of resources—pose challenges.
Different strategies are needed to support teachers throughout the design process.
Bennett et al. (2017) identified three principles from the broader literature to support this
work, which are that
•

designs can be represented in a systematic way that can describe all pedagogic forms, across
sectors and disciplines;
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•

designs can be shared in forms that encourage reuse and adaptation, and include
pedagogical advice; and

•

technology tools can be created to support representation, adaptation, sharing, and
implementation. (p. 126)

These principles guided a large research study, reported in multiple articles (see also
Bennett et al., 2011) and underpinned by the following question: “How do university
teachers design learning experiences for their students?” (Bennett et al., 2017, p. 128). The
results indicated that the design’s starting point depended on the nature of the problem
faced by the teachers: either a design of a new subject or a redesign of an existing one. In
relation to the new subjects, teachers typically started the process by identifying either the
learning outcomes or the content areas they wanted to cover. By contrast, the
considerations relating to the redesign of an existing subject included prompts for revisions
but typically no changes to the intended learning outcomes. Examples of revisions included
addressing the teaching and learning feedback, changing the delivery to incorporate online
components, and changes in teaching staff.
Another finding related to how the design process of the new subject unfolded,
moving from general considerations, such as the learning outcomes, to details such as
individual learning tasks, selected readings, and other resources. It is interesting to note that
the teachers did not design in a “systematic or linear sequence” but rather focused on the
areas of the priority they identified at specific times throughout the design process (Bennett
et al., 2017, p. 136). When teachers worked on a redesign of an existing subject, they either
familiarised themselves with its structure and content or focused on specific considerations
if they had taught it before. Overall, an understanding at the broad (macro) level of the
design “provided a scaffold for more-detailed, micro-level design decisions” (p. 137).
Two key themes emerged from this study: a process of making design decisions and
reflecting on the design solution. These are consistent with other design literature (Razzouk
& Shute, 2012). Teachers thought through a broad structure or framework prior to focusing
on specific details. They ideated throughout the design process, iteratively modifying their
designs as they progressed through them. Participants also reflected on their work and
made “judgments about the progress and quality of their design” (Razzouk & Shute, 2012, p.
141).
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None of the broader principles to support the design work of university teachers
have “referred to using systematic representations to document their designs” (p. 141). This
finding complements the literature on expert instructional designers (Ertmer et al., 2008),
where one of the key findings of Ertmer et al.’s (2008) indicated that “no two designers in
our study appeared to use the same frame of reference in analysing the problem, but they
all incorporated key elements of the design process within those frames” (p. 34). Expert
instructional designers also used a combination of prior collected knowledge and experience
(as opposed to specific cases) as well as a mental model of the instructional design process.
By contrast, Bennett et al. (2017) reflected that “unlike instructional designers,
teachers do not consciously think of their work as design, nor do they articulate or
conceptualise what they do in design terms” (p. 142).
Further studies have analysed areas of instructional and curriculum design, as well as
university teachers’ approaches to design (Boschman et al., 2014; Voogt et al., 2011).
Certain key themes emerged across these studies: knowledge of context (awareness and
analysis of the physical environmental; technological, social, and cultural factors influencing
the design), ability to work through ill-structured problems (e.g., problems with multiple
paths to several solutions), iterative design and analysis, a steady stream of idea generation
(usually with the guidance of an expert facilitator), and carefully structured brainstorms that
help to progress the design process towards a set goal. Voogt et al. (2011), in a literature
review of work by teacher design teams, found several commonalities leading towards
successful curriculum implementation, such as the presence of an external facilitator to
provide guidance to the team and teachers performing problem analysis as a first step of
the design process. Discussion and analysis of external materials (specifically those
considered “exemplary”) helped the teachers to “better define the design task” (p. 1240).
The studies on design for learning in higher education revealed that learning is an
emergent activity. As such, it cannot be designed; however, we can design the settings for
learning, including social, material, and epistemic dimensions. Furthermore, design as an
activity has received surprisingly little attention in the higher education literature. Further
research is needed on teachers’ design practice.
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2.2.2. Design for Learning in Higher Education and Sociomateriality
In my search of the higher education literature, I found almost no empirical research
on the sociomaterial practices of university staff engaged in the design for learning.
However, there are studies of the sociomaterial practices of student patterns of
engagement with “digital and material devices, as well as with people, during the course of
their studies” (Gourlay & Oliver, 2018, p. 66). Despite the focus being on the students, these
studies provide a useful context for the framing and analysis of sociomaterial practices of
university staff in higher education.
From a methodological perspective, Gourlay and Oliver (2018) argued that it is not
enough to simply classify digital devices and their use into distinct categories as part of the
sociomaterial approach. In practice, the context is much more subtle, nuanced, and
complex. References to the work of Matusov (2007) and Grudin (1990) clarify the
complexities—there are social and individual experiences in play, and the focus is on the
ethnomethodological approaches of “everyday, micro practices that might otherwise be
missed” (Gourlay & Oliver, 2018, p. 67). As part of the analysis of “micro” practices, it is
important to explore the complex interplays of human and material agencies—closely
following the actors and explaining how sociomaterial assemblages come together through
converging forces.
Gourlay and Oliver’s (2018) empirical findings suggest that the students were
influenced by both “the people and things with which they worked”, but this occurred as
part of “a rich array of experiences”, such as curating the learning materials in
“sophisticated ways” or interacting with iPads and iPods and various apps such as iTunes (p.
79). As such, the focus should be on more than just simplistic uses of tools by the students
as part of their learning. Rather, drawing on ANT, the perspective needs to change to “how
we see material objects and settings, viewing them not as inert tools and contexts, but as
nonhuman actors” (p. 81).
Studies of framing learning entanglement in innovative learning spaces and
designing for situated learning in higher education (Carvalho & Yeoman, 2018; Yeoman &
Wilson, 2019) found that how we think about materials and their properties is “crucial in
shaping the designed environment for learning” (Yeoman & Wilson, 2019, p. 2092). Material
properties, such as physical objects in the classrooms, documentation, and technology,
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change through their lifecycles and human interaction. This in turn influences human
activity. Sociomaterial studies focus on the relations between actors in joint activity. This
makes it possible to trace how the activities of human and nonhuman actors influence the
outcomes of the joint work.
2.3. Sociomaterial Practices in Design Studies
2.3.1. Overview
Exploring sociomaterial practices in the broader discipline of design provides an
opportunity to examine how designers in different fields, such as architecture and interior
design, service design, and studio practice, approach their work.
Design practice began with professions such as engineering needing to add “a veneer
of form to their creations, some superficial feature that could make a difference in taste and
fashion” (Latour, 2008, pp. 1–2). Furthermore, “There were really two very different ways of
grasping an object: one through its intrinsic materiality, the other through its more aesthetic
or ‘symbolic’ aspects” (Latour, 2008, pp. 1–2). Latour (2008) further argued that, to evolve,
the field of design needs to treat both human and nonhuman actors as “objects of concern”,
going beyond the practical skills of drawing, prototyping, and producing architectural
renderings.
To move beyond the practical skills, Latour (2008) suggested to “draw together
matters of concern” to offer “a view of the difficulties that will entangle us every time we
must modify the practical details of our material existence [emphasis added]” (p. 12).
More broadly, from the ANT perspective to design is to explore what occurs at a
deeper level than that seen from the standpoint of a finished design object or practical ways
the designers arrived there. It is to explore controversies, struggles, and other social
processes in sociomaterial assemblages. Storni (2015) added that, from the ANT point of
view, “the design process is de-centred. It shifts and multiplies its focus constantly and
becomes open ended. The focus is on how things come together, how they need and
reinforce one another” (p. 170).
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2.3.2. Service Design
Service design is an emerging field that combines the social interactions and the
material aspects. Penin (2018) argued that the “core of services are social interactions that
happen over time, and designing for services therefore implies designing material and
immaterial conditions for interactions and experiences, flows and systems” (p. 12). Service
design is connected to everything in our lives. It is connected to traditional design fields
such as architecture, industrial design, and graphic design and is also deeply embedded in
education, organisations, and the government.
Penin (2018) further defined service as something that “occurs when there is a value
exchange between parts” (p. 21). These are the service provider and the service user.
Interactions are essential to services, mediated through human and nonhuman actors. This
can often present challenges for the designers from the traditional fields, as on top of
tangible artefacts, service design embodies the unpredictability of social interactions. It
takes the designers “beyond form and function” (Penin, 2008, p. 25).
There is a varying level of agency present in both service providers and service users.
Providers need to actively understand the environment (social and material) and the
context they are designing for, and the users need to actively participate by bringing their
own knowledge and experience. Therefore, services are codesigned and coproduced, with
the outcome not always known or straightforward.
Uden and Francis (2011) positioned service design as central to service systems, with
the ANT used as a “theoretical lens to study the development and adoption of service
innovation” (p. 23). They further noted several important issues that need to be addressed
within the service design. The first one focused on how to create “new service offering
based on social and cultural as well as organisational issues” (p. 22). ANT prompted to
examine social and technical infrastructures, focusing on characteristics of actors in the
network and their interactions. The second issue related to the understanding of service
systems in terms of “small number of building blocks” such as stakeholder groups and the
infrastructure around them (Uden & Francis, 2011, p. 22). The third and last issue identified
was the way “interactions within and between service systems lead to particular outcomes”
(Uden & Francis, 2011, p. 22). Utilising the ANT lens, interactions were examined in terms of
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“extent of communication, power, trust, resource control and influence” (p. 33). This
enabled to identify how actors were enabled and constrained as part of service innovation.
Some of the issues relating to intersections of service codesign and ANT were
explored in a special issue of the CoDesign journal Designing Things Together: Intersections
of Co-Design and Actor-Network Theory (2015). Multiple authors brought together diverse
thinking around the intersection of codesign and ANT (Storni, 2015; Storni et al., 2015).
Storni et al. (2015) noted that design as a field has been progressing into areas of public
interventions that require new ways of thinking and “new tools to address and reflect these
changes” (p. 149). ANT is helpful in rethinking the social phenomena of codesign in service,
government, workplace, and other areas. It does this not as a prescribed framework but as a
language and a series of principles that offer an “alternative perspective to co-designers”,
“the appropriation of a research methodology to inform design”, and a “call to design things
together [emphasis added]” (Storni, 2015, p. 167).
Storni (2015) further suggested some perspectives on how the ANT could be
appropriated as a research methodology. Of relevance to this study is the question of “what
to design”— “the idea of designing actor networks [emphasis added] and looking for ways
to map them” (p. 167). Storni (2015) drew on Latour’s (2005) perspective of not merely
converging different perspectives, but on the idea that actors inhibit different worlds and,
therefore, cohabitate. The questions worth asking from this perspective are those that
explore the how and what aspects of the design process: “How can we design things
together without isolating or excluding some of us? What designs can we create to allow us
to maintain our differences and yet remain together?” (Storni, 2015, p. 168).
These questions bring forward the role of the cohabitation environment and the
multiple roles within it. Storni (2015) noted,
As part of the creation of spaces for co-habitation, this work of re-presenting and making
public is one of the core challenges of design: to shape a new aesthetic of matters of
concern, to devise new ways to problematise and be interested and to represent and being
re-presented. (p. 168)

Empirical studies of codesign with sticky notes in the context of service design in
various settings (Ball & Christensen, 2020; Ball et al., 2021; Matthews et al., 2021; Rakova &
Fedorenko, 2021), have explored the design process through a multiplicity of roles and
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social dynamics, setting an important context for this study. The following subsections
synthesise the literature in these fields.
Ball et al. (2021) explored how sticky notes, as well as other design materials such as
sketches, prototypes, and card-based resources, supported design cognition and
collaboration. They suggested that specific properties of these types of design materials,
such as the ability to “visually display both individual parts in design and the conceptual
relations amongst these parts in forming wholes” (p. 15), made it possible for designers to
perform several distinct cognitive processes. These included
(i) activating and combining parts in idea-generation activities that relate to the problem
context; (ii) selecting and evaluating promising parts that are retained for further
exploration and structuring; (iii) dynamically interlinking parts in conceptual design through
sorting into categories; (iv) re-interpreting parts and wholes; and (v) establishing, exploring
and re-configuring structural relations as wholes. (Ball et al., 2021, p. 15)

One of the aims of Ball et al.’s (2021) study was to trace how knowledge was
produced through sociomaterial assemblages in the practice of design for learning.
Therefore, cognitive processes such as idea generation, exploration, structuring, interlinking
parts, sorting into categories, and reinterpreting already generated ideas were useful
analytical constructs for this study. Furthermore, Ball and Christensen (2020) concluded in a
prior study that design materials such as sticky notes were effective during the design
process itself but not for “storing creative ideas and working on these later” (p. 43). The
focus should be on identifying which properties of design materials are most supportive for
“various generative and exploratory processes in creative cognition” (p. 43).
Rakova and Fedorenko (2021) used ethnographic methods and ANT in the context of
workplace collaboration and codesign in South Korea. As per Latour’s (2008) suggestion of
“drawing together matters of concern” (p. 4), the sticky notes in this case “emerged as tools
for overcoming cultural differences and bridging potential misunderstandings and varying
expectations” (Rakova & Fedorenko, 2021, p. 4).
Rakova and Fedorenko’s (2021) study followed the sticky notes through ANT’s four
moments of network translation: problematisation, interessement, enrolment, and
mobilisation (Callon, 1986). These were defined in the context of this study as follows:
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(a) problematisation, whereby the leading actors define the problem and persuade others
that they have solutions; (b) interessement, which corresponds to a series of actions to
strengthen the links between various actors’ interests; (c) enrolment, which, the outcome of
the previous moment, describes how actors accept their role and interrelate to solve the
problem; and (d) mobilization, or the maintenance of the network by ensuring that one or
several actors can represent it appropriately. (Callon, 1986, cited in Rakova & Fedorenko,
2021, pp. 5–6).

From an ANT perspective, design materials, including sticky notes, can act as
network intermediaries, or objects that “transport meaning or force without
transformation”, and as mediators, or entities that “transform, translate, distort, and modify
the meaning or the elements they are supposed to carry” (Latour, 2005, p. 39). In the
process of codesign, Rakova and Fedorenko (2021) study showed how sticky notes
transformed from being intermediaries to mediators, facilitating collaboration and enabling
collaborative practices.
Rakova and Fedorenko (2021) study also showed that sticky notes became key actors
in the process of network translation by reconfiguring the “social roles of human
participants, directing their actions and renegotiating power dynamics” (p. 20). They
connected the human participants to each other, forming a network; they also secured the
stability of the network by allowing all members of the ideation group to contribute, not just
those in power. “By visually representing the voices of all collaborative participants on a
wall, stickies created a context that equitably captured all human participants’ collaborative
efforts” (p. 20).
Matthews et al. (2021) explored the sociomaterial dimensions of sticky notes in
design through an analysis of design-oriented activities. They performed analysis of selected
design activities across three video data sets, collected several through design projects. The
focus of the analysis was on the actions of the sticky notes in the social context; various
ways that sticky notes participated in the design process included “how they feature in or
with talk (itself a primordial site of social action), how they are moved and handled, how
they are oriented to, how they are gestured at and with, how they are responded to” (p. 5).
The analysis highlighted four main themes: “(1) the embodiment of space,
ownership, and actions-with-notes; (2) the interactional history of a note; (3) the social and
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conceptual inertia of gestalt contextures, (4) the unity of the social, material and
conceptual” (Matthews et al., 2021, p. 4).
“The embodiment of space, ownership, and actions-with-notes” (Matthews et al.,
2021, p. 19) summarises the social consequences of how sticky notes participate in the
design process in relation to their physical placement and the human–object interactions:
how they are held and placed (whether tentatively or with authority). Paying attention to
these aspects allows an understanding of “how sticky notes are conscripted into the
physical, embodied nature of people’s actions” (p. 19).
“The interactional history of a note” refers to social conventions and patterns arising
from repeated interactions with certain material qualities of sticky notes, such as their
shape, orientation, and size.
The focus of the “social and conceptual inertia of gestalt contextures” is on the
“relative spatial orientations and constellations of notes in clustering activities” (p. 20). The
“gestalt contextures” is based on the work of Gurwitsch (1962), referring to certain objects
gaining their identity only by virtue of others. Matthews et al. (2021) referred to the concept
of “observable inertia of existing relations” (p. 20) by following the placement and
orientation of sticky notes and a formation of groups, in terms of both initial and
subsequent arrangements.
Last, the concept of the “unity of the social, material and conceptual” is about the
unified nature of interactions between humans and objects. In a design process, it is not
simply about identifying the properties of sticky notes and how human actors interact with
them, but also about how multiple actions combine with the material and conceptual
aspects, leading to different outcomes. Matthews et al. (2021) concluded that “to physically
gesture with a note, speak an account, and place a note on the table at once performs a
social action, a material reconfiguration, a conceptual transformation” (p. 21).
2.3.3. Architecture and Interior Design
Scholars in the field of architecture and interior design have explored the
sociomateriality of coworking spaces and architects’ knowledge of user experiences in the
sociomaterial environment (Bouncken et al., 2021; Van der Linden et al., 2019).
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Bouncken et al. (2021) explored sociomateriality and its implications in coworking
spaces in a central district of Beijing. Two distinct spaces were selected based on a variety of
material settings such as design styles, functional areas, layouts, facilities, and digital tools.
They used the concept of spatial architecture (a sociomaterial entanglement of a physical
space and human actors) to frame three distinct work practices in coworking spaces: the
flow of communication, collaboration, and innovation.
Open-plan offices assisted with the flow of communications and interactions by
“enhancing proximity and connectivity” (Bouncken et al., 2021, p. 126). However, too many
interactions could lead to distractions. Therefore, there was a need for a variety of
functional areas to “create flexibility and provide privacy control” (p. 126). From a
collaboration perspective, open-plan coworking offices provided “more physical proximity
and connectivity as compared to private offices” (p. 126). Similarly, joint spaces promoted
experimentation. Tensions could arise due to how shared resources were allocated and
embedded in joint workflows.
Open-plan coworking spaces promoted innovation through deliberate design of the
space with a balance of collaborative and private areas, purposefully placed furniture,
lighting, and the ability to personalise certain aspects of the workplace. In summary,
Bouncken et al. (2021) noted that the “spatial architecture intentionally or unintentionally
sets the body language of the space” (p. 129). As such, there should be a “fit between social
and material aspects” (p. 129) to foster the flow of communication, collaboration, and
innovation. The work environment should be continuously analysed and adapted to specific
practices.
Van der Linden et al. (2019) studied how knowledge transfer in the field of user
experience could be supported more effectively in an architectural practice. The complex
reality of an architectural practice was explored through a “dynamic network of persons and
materials, mediating knowledge between the use context and the design context” (p. 66).
Knowledge in the architectural practice was mediated by a variety of objects, “from the
general and generic (e.g., norms) to the concrete and contextual (e.g., buildings)” (Van der
Linden et al., 2019, p. 82). They distinguished between three groups of objects: “informative
documents, materials generated in the design process, and the built environment” (p. 82).
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Professional publications were used by architects as visual references of examples of
buildings and their features, such as style, detailing, and space organisation. The project
definition was a key document used in the design process, serving as the main source of
information regarding users and the user experience. The authors noted a tension between
providing technical briefs versus a more “human-centred focus (e.g., sketching portraits of
residents)” (Van der Linden et al., 2019, p. 83). Other objects were the various kinds of
materials generated as part of the design process: sketches, models, plans, and so on. From
a knowledge-sharing perspective, these types of materials served as design ideas. However,
“knowledge got easily lost when [architects] tried to interpret the (motivations behind)
concepts in design materials without oral clarification” (p. 83).
Although the design materials were mainly produced by the architects, they played
an important role in the architect–client relationship, supporting knowledge exchange and
mediating the adaptation to the client’s requirements. In addition, the buildings themselves
also mediated knowledge, providing the architects with a “contextual, embodied
understanding of people’s daily environment” (Van der Linden et al., 2019, p. 84).
Research on sociomaterial practices in the context of an architecture studio is also
applicable to other contexts, such as design for learning in higher education. Although the
practice itself is very different, the synthesis of objects mediating knowledge in a variety of
ways is very useful. It provides an important understanding of the role of objects in a design
process, as well as of the challenges and opportunities of working from a sociomaterial
perspective.
2.4. Conclusion
This chapter synthesised relevant research on sociomaterial practices, focusing on
how design, teaching, and learning are shaped through social and material processes. This is
a key departure from traditional views of the human use of materials. Linking these
concepts to design for learning in higher education and the broader design work in various
fields, this review of relevant literature identified a need for empirical studies of the
sociomaterial practices of design for learning teams. Given the deeply social and material
nature of the design for learning process, this is an important and currently
underresearched perspective. There is a need to explore how various sociomaterial
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assemblages form as part of situated practice and to examine the interplay between the
design for learning activity and the broader institutional environment.
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Chapter 3. Methodology
In this chapter, I outline this research study’s research questions, focus, and
methodology. I consider matters arising from conducting research in the workplace,
specifically in the context of learning design teams. I then turn to issues of study participant
recruitment, site selection, data collection, and ethical considerations.
3.1. Research Questions and Focus
The focus of this study is an exploration of sociomaterial assemblages in a learning
design process.
The research questions (RQs) guiding this study are as follows:
•

RQ1: How do intermediaries in the broader institutional environment influence the
work of the mediators?

•

RQ2: How is knowledge produced through the sociomaterial assemblages in the
practice of design for learning?

•

RQ3: How do the actions of actors in the sociomaterial assemblages influence the
design for learning?
3.2. Research Setting
The research setting was a large Australian university. As part of the design for

learning process, a large central team worked across different areas of the university on a
range of projects ranging in scale and complexity. I negotiated access to a smaller subset of
this team who were working on a learning design project in the context of screenwriting.
The team consisted of a learning designer who facilitated the sessions, two academic staff (a
subject coordinator and a subject matter expert), and a video production coordinator. The
team communicated with each other through email and met on campus twice.
The overall design work undertaken to redesign Screenwriting Subject included five
key phases: initial scoping of the project requirements, preparation for Workshop 1, the
Workshop 1 session, preparation for Workshop 2, the Workshop 2 session, and postworkshops’ planning and design work.
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The design team had two design workshops. The number of sessions was due to
several factors: the number of hours set for learning design in this project, the emergent
nature of design work, and the availability of the academic staff, who could only meet in
between marking periods. Ten hours was allocated for learning design in this project. The
emergent nature of the design process showed that one workshop was not enough, as the
team has not gotten to the goals of their project by the end of the session. The goals
included sufficiently shortening the intensive part of teaching and finalising what the
students are doing during the online study component. These components were finalised
adequately by the end of Workshop 2, and it was decided that what’s been done is sufficient
for the team to move forward.
3.3. Ethics Approval and Site Access Negotiations
Human ethics approval (reference 2018/778) was sought and gained from the
University of Sydney well in advance of this study taking place. Prior to data collection, I
provided a concise research summary, participant information statement, and consent
forms to the learning designer, who in turn obtained permissions from the management
team for me to observe and collect data during design meetings, analyse supporting
documentation, and conduct follow-up interviews. Other members of the team, including
the academic staff and the video production coordinator, were also provided with the
research summary, participant information statement, and consent forms prior to any data
collection taking place. All the project team members gave their voluntary informed consent
to participate in this study.
3.4. Methods of Data Collection
3.4.1. Observations
I was invited to two learning design workshops facilitated by the learning designer. I
sat at the back of the room and observed events as they unfolded. Each session was
approximately 1.5 hr in length. I was not given permission to video record the sessions but
could audio record and take photographs. I took 111 photographs in Workshop 1 and 65 in
Workshop 2. Each audio recording was transcribed for analysis.
I also made handwritten notes during the observations—of my thoughts about how
human and nonhuman actors were interacting and how the relations were evolving as part
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of the learning design process. All handwritten notes were digitised into an electronic
format by typing them into Microsoft Word documents. Each set of notes included quick
observations of what was happening as the team progressed through conversations,
negotiations, and thinking around the context of what was being (re)designed, with
particular attention paid to what kinds of objects participated in the process.
For anonymity purposes, all identifiable information has been removed. Table 1
summarises the naming conventions used for key human and nonhuman actors.
Even though many additional nonhuman actors were identified as part of the
analysis, only a few played a key role in influencing the design process and its outcomes.
Following a detailed analysis of the data collected throughout the project, including the
photos taken during Workshop 1 and 2, observation notes and transcripts, nonhuman actors
listed in Table 1 came to the forefront in terms of their influential involvement in the design
process.
Their involvement was analysed in terms of how and in what capacity they have
actively played an influencing role in workshop-based activities (Figure 4 and Figure 5). Even
though laptops were present throughout the workshops, their role was passive. The same
can be said about the furniture in the room. By contrast, Whiteboards 1 and 2 were much
more actively involved in all aspects of the workshop-based activities.
Two emails from the scoping phase of the project were short and straight to the
point (see Figure 1). They did not require an extensive analysis. The email correspondence
was sourced through the learning designer and played a dual role. Firstly, its role included
scoping the video production costing and requirements. Secondly, it assisted with
clarification of the initial questions by the learning designer to the academic team. The
clarification aided the learning designer in understanding the context and requirements of
the project and helped the team to prepare for the Workshop 1.
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Table 1
Naming Conventions: Human and Nonhuman Actors
Human actors

Nonhuman actors

Learning designer

Whiteboard 1

Subject coordinator

Whiteboard 2

Subject matter expert

Screenwriting Subject Guide

Video production coordinator

Script Report and Notes
Subject Planning Outline—Screenwriting
Screenwriting Macro Draft Version 1
Screenwriting Macro Draft Version 2
Email correspondence

3.4.2. Interviews
Once the observations of the first two workshops were completed, I compiled a set
of guiding interview questions, considering the chosen heuristics by Adams and Thompson
(2016), general literature on sociomateriality, and this study’s posed RQs. The questions
that I compiled were intended to orient the discussion towards participants’ relations with
nonhuman actors, the process of design for learning, and any implications arising from this.
Questions can be found in Appendix 2 (p. 98).
I completed four interviews for this study with each participant individually (the
learning designer, the subject coordinator, the subject matter expert, and the video
production coordinator), 60 min to 70 min each. Each interview was professionally
transcribed first. Nonhuman actors (various documentation explored further in this chapter
and photographs taken by me during the learning design sessions) were used as prompts
during the interviews to stimulate and focus each of the discussions.
3.4.3. Documentation and Photographs
In addition to workshop observations, I gathered various pieces of documentation
used in this cycle of design for learning. The photographs I took in the workshops, alongside
field notes and the audio transcript, were used to identify interesting moments in how the
documentation contributed to the overall process.
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A list of selected documentation and its description can be found in Figure 1. For
anonymity purposes, all identifiable information has been removed (e.g., subject code, staff
contact details, etc.).
Figure 1
Documentation Used in the Screenwriting Subject Redesign Project
Documentation

Description
This is a standard university subject guide,
which outlines the subject’s main
components and structure. It contains
information on teaching staff, subject
weighting, objectives, resources, and weekly
schedule. It also provides a comprehensive
assessment overview and associated
grading scheme.

Screenwriting Subject Guide

The Subject Guide was consulted by the
project team prior to, and during, the design
workshops. It was important as it provided
essential information about the subject.
Most universities mandate subject guides,
which act as a “source of truth” for the
students on all matters to do with subject
structure and assessment.
Script Report Format with notes

This document was created by the subject
coordinator. It was used during the teaching
cycle and as an example of a specific
teaching resource in preparation for
learning design sessions.
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Documentation

Description
This is a planning document, based on an
Outline for Online Subjects template. It was
presented by the learning designer to the
academic team as a template that can be
filled out with a purpose of mapping subject
components for blended teaching and
learning. The academic team partially
completed this document in advance of
Workshop 2. It formed a basis for discussion
during the learning design session. It was
then refined and filled in with further
information, following the work academic
staff undertook in Workshop 2.

Subject Planning Outline—Screenwriting

It includes a table that summarises (to a
various degree of completeness) subject
components such as week number
(teaching cycle), theme for the week,
weekly learning outcomes, key activities,
existing and proposed resources, and tutor
responsibilities.
It formed an important basis for
Screenwriting Macro Draft Version 1.
Screenwriting Macro Draft Version 1

This is the first version of the learning
design macro mapping document, produced
by the learning designer in consultation with
the broader project team.
It played a key role during the learning
design sessions. The draft, in print form, was
frequently used throughout the discussion
in relation to structure, themes, activities,
and resources of the unit.

Screenwriting Macro Draft Version 2

This is the second, further refined version of
the learning design macro mapping
document, produced by the learning
designer. This document was produced
following the first two learning design
sessions and shared with the project team
through email.
There are several differences in this
document in comparison with the first draft,
the key one being a much shorter structure
of the face-to-face component of the
subject: 3 days instead of 5 days.
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Documentation

Description

Email correspondence

Email correspondence included:
•

communications relating to video
production costing and
requirements

•

initial clarification of subject-specific
information by the academic team.

The questions in the emails were raised by
the learning designer prior to design
workshops.
The learning designer also asked for a copy
of the Subject Guide at the same time,
which allowed her to familiarise herself with
subject-related information.
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3.5. ANT-Based Heuristics as a Method of Analysis
This research was informed by concepts from sociomaterial perspectives and ANT.
Grounded in ANT, this study centred on the prominence of networks and
assemblages. Specifically, it focused on relations and connections between a variety of
actors, nested in the practice of design for learning. Of particular interest was how these
assemblages of heterogenous actors influenced the practice of design for learning.
Another powerful ANT concept, that of translation, enabled an exploration of how
actors engaged with each other in the network, whether this was willing cooperation,
cooperation under stress, or something else. It is important to note that nonhuman actors
are often overlooked as participants in research studies (Thompson, 2012). However, when
actors interact as part of the network, “stuff (ideas, practices, actions, intentions,
invocations) circulates in the conduits” (Thompson, 2012, p. 96). I was interested to explore
how “stuff” emerged through the interaction of actors in a network (both human and
nonhuman) in a design for learning process.
Adams and Thompson’s (2016) heuristics guided my exploration of relations
between human and nonhuman actors. “Interviewing objects” is about finding ways to
include stuff as a research participant. While stuff cannot talk to us in the same way that
people would during interviews, it is possible to understand the role of nonhuman actors
better by carefully examining sociomaterial assemblages and their roles in the situated
practice of design for learning.
Interviewing is defined in this context as a combination of “inter” and “viewing”,
meaning to “to see each other, visit each other brieﬂy, have a glimpse of” (Adams &
Thompson, 2016, p. 17). To interview stuff is to “catch insightful glimpses of it in action, as it
performs and mediates the gestures and understandings of its human employer, and as it
associates with others” (Adams & Thompson, 2016, p. 18).
This is often achieved through a combination of careful observations of stuff and
people in practice, by way of concentrating not on each actor in isolation but more on inpractice interactions and relations. Heuristics in this case is not a prescriptive step-by-step
methodological process but a new way of looking at everyday interactions.
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Next, I explore selected heuristics as a methodological approach to study stuff and
people in the design for learning process. These are a mix of Thompson’s (2016) ANT-based
heuristics and Adams’s (2016) phenomenological approaches, listed below. Five of eight
original heuristics were adapted for this study due to their relevance to this research. In
addition, I draw on a variety of concepts from selected ANT and sociomaterial literature to
expand on Adams and Thompson’s (2016) heuristics and construct more targeted
methodology for this study.
Selected heuristics (Adam & Thompson, 2016) are as follows:
1.

Gathering Anecdotes;

2.

Following the Actors;

3.

Listening for the Invitational Quality of Things;

4.

Studying Breakdowns, Accidents, and Anomalies;

5.

Unravelling Translations.
Each selected heuristic is explored in the following sections.

3.5.1. Heuristic 1: Gathering Anecdotes
Anecdotes are short stories, or accounts, of everyday practice. An anecdote is a
narrative, constructed in the present tense, that focuses on what happened, not why
something happened. The narrative can be constructed as either a first-person view or as a
third-person account. Both approaches can be found in ANT and other sociomaterial studies
(Gherardi & Nicolini, 2000; Thompson, 2012; London & Pablo, 2017; Paledi & Alexander,
2017). In ANT terms, an anecdote reassembles a lived experience and provides an
interpretation of the events.
Subject matter for constructing an anecdote can come from multiple sources, such
as sociomaterial observations in the field and interviews with human actors. Notes from
observations conducted with sociomaterial sensibilities offer a way to narrate what
happened in the field. A variety of other sources can also be tapped into, such as
documents, photographic images, technical manuals, online news items, and more.
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Another important aspect to consider is the role of anecdotes in the ANT—they are
not passive accounts of what happened but rather active research participants. The role of
anecdotes is to recreate, assemble, reassemble, and show the relations and their impact.
It is important to note that anecdotes make “no claim to accuracy or verifiability”
(Adams & Thompson, 2016, p. 33). The researcher’s challenge is to give actors their own
voice and at the same time identify the limitations of the context of a particular anecdote.
In addition, when gathering materials to assemble anecdotes, there is an abundance
of human and nonhuman actors to include. How does one choose what is more important
to analyse? Sociomaterial and ANT literature suggests asking yourself whether a particular
source has revealed, influenced, or mobilised itself and other actors in an everyday practice.
The next heuristic—Following the Actors—delves into the ANT notion of both human and
nonhuman actors participating and cocreating effects in practice (Latour 2005; Mulcahy,
2012).
3.5.2. Heuristic 2: Following the Actors
In line with sociomaterial and ANT approaches, choosing sources to analyse includes
following both human and nonhuman actors. A narrative is then reconstructed or
reassembled by the researcher. It can be based on a variety of sources. Following the actors
in ANT-based inquiries means one does not simply imply that nonhuman actors are added
in, and the researcher still privileges human subjects. The same notion persists through the
ANT literature (Latour, 2005; Law, 2009) as well as literature on teaching and learning in
practice (Pickering, 2005). Mulcahy (2012) argued that there is a need to think
“performatively—seeing the human and non-human at once” (p. 121). This means
examining what happens between various participants, by focusing on connections and
effects of actions and interactions. The accounts of this nature do not easily separate into
distinct sections, unlike more traditional qualitative studies. Instead, narratives form part of
the main body of text. In the context of workplace learning, Fenwick (2014) suggested
focusing on the following aspects:
•

attending to minor, even mundane, fluctuations and uncanny slips;

•

attuning to emerging ideas and action possibilities – the intra-actions of ongoing mattering
processes;
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•

noticing one’s own and others’ effects on what is emerging;

•

tinkering amidst uncertainty; and

•

interrupting black boxes of practice to hold open their controversies and disturbances. (p.
51)

Adams and Thompson (2016) built on Fenwick’s (2014) focus points by suggesting
also mapping and tracking micropractices in terms of relatedness for further analysis. The
works of Thompson (2012) and Gourlay and Oliver (2017) provide empirical examples of
following the actors by following web technologies and their roles in learning and
postgraduate students’ study practices, respectively.
In the study of web technologies (Thompson, 2012), various nonhuman actors such
as the delete button, hyperlinks, passwords, emoticons, and other types of technologies
were treated as study participants. This meant that the data were collected “with these
objects” (p. 97). The influence of the delete button, chosen as the key object of interest, was
traced through the interviews with human actors. Interview questions therefore “probed
what the delete button might be compelling other entities to do or what other actors
compel the delete button to act” (p. 97). The tracking of the micropractices of the human
actors and the delete button revealed that “delete button makes things happen by enrolling
other actants: co-ordinating with other ‘digitalia’ and people” (p. 99).
In relation to mapping, Gourlay and Oliver (2017) explained that there is no clear
“set of practices” to follow (p. 75). Instead, the focus should be on “exploring the series of
entanglements that constitute practice” (p. 79). Examples can include spaces in which
practice happens, technologies and other nonhuman actors, movements between spaces
and between actors—what Gourlay and Oliver refer to as “the rhythm of studying”—
engaging in scholarly work in purposefully made spaces.
Following the actors, narrowing the initial focus to a particular actor, and untangling
the assemblages within a specific practice is a great starting point for ANT analysis. A
researcher can gain a sense of how assemblages come together as a mix of human and
nonhuman actors as well as what happens during this process. The next heuristic—
Listening for the Invitational Quality of Things (Adams & Thompson, 2016)—guides us
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through ideas for a deeper level of understanding the “language” and effects of things in
practice.
3.5.3. Heuristic 3: Listening for the Invitational Quality of Things
Things represent different meanings to us, depending on our cultural, social, and
personal contexts. We respond to others through things; for example, looking at a mobile
phone during a meeting might be considered rude, but taking notes with a pen and paper
may signify attentive listening. Things invite us to respond to them in different ways,
depending on the situation and our understanding of the meaning of things in that situation.
An open or closed door, a coffee cup left on a table, a whiteboard in a classroom with
markers next to it—we derive meaning from these things and respond to them in different
ways. Adams and Thompson (2016) noted the following questions, useful for framing
thinking around the invitational appeal of things:
•

What is a particular technology inviting me (or its user) to do?

•

What is it implicitly or explicitly discouraging or even prohibiting me (or its user) from
knowing, doing, or thinking? (p. 43)

The invitational quality of things has been explored in empirical studies in the
education and design fields (Nespor, 2012; Yaneva, 2009). Yaneva (2009) explored two
different ways things invited different actions as well as how things delegated actions
through the design of their makers. Elevators, staircases, doors, and door locks at Yaneva’s
place of work at a university played an enriching, social goal for people who worked in that
space. An ANT perspective allowed the witnessing of “what objects do and to understand
their pragmatic meaning” (Yaneva, 2009, p. 276). Drawing on Latour (2005), Yaneva stressed
that, from an ANT point of view, it is important to unveil ways things mediate social
relationships through the way they translate, transform, modify, frame, and (re)frame
meaning. For example, the role of a door lock to a research resource room is to allow
certain people to access the room and to prohibit others from doing so.
Nespor’s (2012) empirical study of an interactive video and an assistive
communication device in educational settings showed how nonhuman actors mediated
change. An ANT perspective showed how devices of this nature shaped and reshaped
relations and how associations between human and nonhuman actors were accomplished.

34

Nespor told the story in each case from the point of view of a human protagonist; however,
the devices in question played an equal role in the ways they shaped organisational change.
The fourth heuristic—Studying Breakdowns, Accidents, and Anomalies—allows us to trace
frictions and breakdowns in a network.
3.5.4. Heuristic 4: Studying Breakdowns, Accidents, and Anomalies
Breakdowns in nonhuman actors—for example, technology—alert us to re-examine
existing corelations and entanglements. Therefore, a study of accidents and breakdowns has
been used in ANT literature (Latour, 1996; Nespor, 2012). Breakdowns and accidents bring
things to the forefront and therefore render them more visible. To explore breakdowns,
accidents, and anomalies, Adams and Thompson (2016) recommended asking human
participants questions such as “Have you ever experienced a situation where (the
technology of interest) did not work, or something unusual happened? What happened?
What did you notice?” (p. 50). Another angle of inquiry could be to ask what happens when
a certain affordance is taken away from a particular thing; for example, how would one use
a computer without a mouse? Examining the assemblages of human and nonhuman actors
from all angles, including the study of accidents and anomalies, provides another path to an
understanding of the complicated constructs of people and things in practice.
Earlier work by Adams and Thompson (2011) demonstrated this through an
empirical example of participants in an online community that experienced a breakdown.
The actions of password resets and the reorganisation of the original membership followed
as a reaction to the breakdown. A core nonhuman actor—a password—excluded certain
community members from access to that space. Thus, new connections, ideas, and
conversations resulted from a breakdown.
The last heuristic that I used as part of a “methodological toolbox” for this study was
Heuristic 5: Unravelling Translations.
3.5.5. Heuristic 5: Unravelling Translations
Building on Heuristic 2 (Following the Actors), Heuristic 5 draws on the ANT concept
of translation. Fenwick and Edwards (2010) described the concept of translation as “the
term used by Latour (1987) to describe what happens when entities, human and nonhuman, come together and connect, changing one another to form links” (p. 9). When these
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entities form and connect, the network becomes stable. Entities, or actors, change or
translate one another to coordinate actions and events in a network.
Nodes in a network, formed by human and nonhuman actors, are examined as a
series of connections. Fenwick and Edwards (2010) suggested examining “negotiations,
forces, resistances and exclusions, which are at play in these micro-interactions that
eventually forge links” (p. 9). Negotiations can be carried out peacefully through persuasion,
or forcefully, with resistance, and so on. In ANT terms, it is important to trace not just how
connections are formed, but also how actors influence each other.
Bearing in mind that this process can be infinite, it is important to know when to
draw the line in examining the effects of the translation. Fenwick and Edwards (2010) noted
that “when translation has succeeded, the actor-network is mobilized to assume a particular
role and perform knowledge in a particular way” (p. 10).
One of the goals of translation is to uncover how sociomaterial practices become
accepted as a norm (become stable). In terms of interviewing the actors, at this stage, the
focus is on the key, powerful players. The focus is shifted from how connections are made
by following the actors to how practices become accepted and what might happen in the
future in relation to key actors and their alliances.
Translation is a process of reassembling and transforming. Adams and Thompson
(2016) noted that to translate is to shift the focus away from following the actors and
instead to exploring
the choreography of a particular practice: how it came to be this way, what is
present/absent, how it is being held together, what it might become in the future, and whowhat the powerful actors are and the alliances they have entered. (p. 78)

In summary, Adams and Thompson’s (2016) heuristics do not provide a precise
formula to analyse complex sociomaterial practices. Instead, they guide us in ways of inquiry
into the sociomaterial nature of entanglements between human and nonhuman actors. The
heuristics help with formulating and asking the right questions, as well as with challenging
preconceived notions of the role of “things” in our daily work. They provide a window into
the “micro” world through which we can dive deeper into accounts of everyday practice.
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3.6. Data Analysis
Overall, the data consisted of workshop observations, interviews, photographs, and
a large corpus of project-based documentation.
Workshop observations consisted of approximately 3 hr of audio recordings, which
were transcribed. In addition, I made detailed research notes and took photographs in the
field. There were 176 photographs in total taken at the two workshops. Interview data
consisted of 4 hr of audio recordings and transcripts. Finally, there was a large corpus of
project-based documentation, consisting of design for learning templates, a Subject Guide,
and teaching resources.
Interviews were analysed in their entirety one by one without segmenting them into
sections and coding by themes. Instead, I used the analytic approach adapted by Doyle
(2016, 2018), with colour highlighting used on the overall narrative, then notes made on the
margins in relation to RQ1 findings. Specific sections and quotes were highlighted using
different colours to identify potential sections leading towards findings. This approach is
better suited towards sociomaterial studies where it is important to trace how the
sociomaterial elements are connected. Segmenting the data did not seem like the right
approach when “phenomena are not permanently drawn, but instead are produced in and
through ongoing dynamic relations” (Doyle, 2018, p. 342).
Analysis of the interview transcripts was performed a number of times throughout
several weeks. Notes were updated and synthesised further with each level of analysis. I
focused on identifying and noting the “micro-practices in terms of relatedness for further
analysis” (Adams & Thompson, 2016, Heuristic 2). The original audio recordings were crossreferenced as I continued to analyse the transcripts, identifying broader patterns of practice
in the institutional network. Analysis included identifying other objects of influence that
were not present at the workshops. These objects influenced actors’ individual practices. In
addition, an institutional network more broadly was identified as an influence on the design
team’s practice. Figure 2 presents an example of the analysis of the interview with the
learning designer.
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Figure 2
Example of the Analysis: An Interview With the Learning Designer

Transcriptions and original audio recordings were cross-referenced with project
documentation to see if anything could be glimpsed from email communications.
The observation notes, audio recordings, and their transcripts from the two design
workshops were reviewed multiple times to identify human and nonhuman actors, as well
as the assemblages formed at different phases in the workshops. Observation notes were
structured to identify naturally occurring themes and breaks in the discussion, with
particular attention paid to identifying the objects of interest: those that appeared and
reappeared during each of the workshops in physical or digital form or were verbally
mentioned by one of the human actors. The criteria for inclusion into findings involved
considerations in relation to how particular objects were integrated and whether they
influenced this activity towards knowledge production. Figure 3 presents an example of the
observation notes from Workshop 1.
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Figure 3
Observation Notes: Workshop 1

Next, anecdotes (see Heuristic 1, p. 29) were used as a key analytical construct to
form the findings. As defined earlier, anecdotes are third-person observational narratives
that “recreate everyday events and situations where both humans and nonhumans
participate and have a say” (Adams & Thompson, 2016, p. 27). A detailed chronological
narrative was created for each of the workshops, “carefully weaving human and nonhuman
storylines back together” (Adams & Thompson, 2016, p. 29). Analysis included identifying
how actors were involved in joint work throughout the workshops, how the interaction
occurred, and what the outcomes of the joint work were.
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Descriptive coding was used to identify key actors involved in the design workshops.
Coding was done in Microsoft Excel and included identifying instances of those involved in
each phase of the workshop and cross-referencing to the situated activity.
Phases referred to points in the workshop where the focus of the discussion
changed. Situated activity referred to actions the project team was involved in during the
identified phases—for example, discussing broader context and subject goals, clarifying the
structure of the assessment, and the intensive component.
Use of descriptive coding in Excel enabled systematic analysis of the data to identify
examples of when and what types of activities occurred during the workshops. As I worked,
I kept refining the analysis and identifying instances of influence on the design process.
Figure 4 and Figure 5 present the Excel worksheet with the analysis of Workshop 1
and Workshop 2. The objects’ involvement was carefully traced as part of the project team’s
design work, clarifying the various roles they performed in the design process.
Figure 4
Excel Worksheet: Workshop 1 Actors and Activity Analysis
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Figure 5
Excel Worksheet: Workshop 2 Actors and Activity Analysis

The photographs taken during each of the workshops guided the narrative
construction. Photographs also acted as a record of objects emerging and taking part in the
design process. Figure 6 provides an example of a photograph from Workshop 1.
Figure 6
Photograph: Workshop 1. The Learning Designer Reviews the Subject Planning Outline—Online
Subjects
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Project documentation was analysed in relation to its contribution to and influence
on the individual and joint work of the design team. Each type of documentation was
carefully examined in relation to its content and its variations in iterations where there was
more than one version (e.g., Screenwriting Macro Draft Version 1 and Version 2). It was
then cross-referenced in observation notes, audio recordings and transcripts, and interview
recordings and transcripts. Figure 7 presents an example of the Screenwriting Macro Draft
Version 2 (pp. 1–2).
Figure 7
Screenwriting Macro Draft V2, Pages 1 and 2
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Heuristics 1, 2, and 3 (see earlier sections of this chapter, pp. 29-32) provided a
useful perspective in this stage of the analysis to untangle “specific micro-practices” (Adams
& Thompson, 2016, p. 34). From the Heuristic 1 perspective, I continued to refine the
sociomaterial narrative by focusing on the role of the documentation. Suggested Heuristic 2
questions such as “How have certain assemblages of actors come to be configured this
way?” “What is related to what and how?” “What sort of work does this assemblage do or
try to do?” “What is the sociality around the object? The materiality?” were used as a guide
throughout the analysis to help identify key documentation and how, where, and when it
was implicated in the design practice (Adams & Thompson, 2016, p. 32). The Heuristic 3
perspective helped to uncover various aspects of the design documentation and ways it
influenced the design process: its structure, visual appearance, and language.
Last, I produced a diagram to synthesise and illustrate how the joint activity in the
Screenwriting Subject Redesign project was enacted through an entanglement of humans
and nonhumans (see Chapter 5, p. 74).
The diagram traced and summarised the relational and activity-based aspects of the
project team’s work. As such, it played a crucial role in the analysis as diagrams made it
possible to “render the (concrete form of the) distribution of actors and relations in a
particular setting intelligible” (Decuypere & Simons, 2016, p. 378). It made the complex
sociomaterial relations and their effects visible and understandable.
3.7. Credibility and Trustworthiness
Many authors have argued that validity and reliability of qualitative studies cannot
be assessed in the same way as in quantitative studies (Creswell & Poth, 2016; Cypress,
2017; Noble & Smith, 2015). In naturalistic settings, Lincoln and Guba (1985) used the term
trustworthiness to refer to the credibility of research. They defined this as the ways “an
inquirer can persuade his or her audiences (including self) that the findings of an inquiry are
worth paying attention to (and) worth taking count of” (p. 290). To establish the
trustworthiness of a study, terms such as authenticity, transferability, and accuracy are used
as “the naturalist’s equivalents” (p. 300) for more conventional terms such as internal and
external validation, reliability, and objectivity.
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My study was naturalistic and exploratory, with a large amount of authentic data
collected and analysed by a variety of methods. In line with the ANT tradition, my research
generated rich, detailed anecdotes of a situated practice. The accuracy of my findings was
based on data from 3 hr of observations in the field, more than 4 hr of semistructured
interviews, detailed photographs taken during the observations, and analysis of many
documents and key objects supporting the work of the team, such as the two whiteboards.
Following the methodology of Adams and Thompson (2016), anecdotes were
considered as material entities connecting and unifying the tracing of how human and
nonhuman actors connected, influenced each other, and moved towards joint goals. As
such, my position as a researcher had to be carefully considered in relation to how I
assembled the facts and constructed what occurred in the workshops. As Adams and
Thompson (2016) put it, the challenge was to “let the things of the world speak for
themselves but also to recognize the limits of our necessarily situated understandings” (p.
32).
This research was about a situated and specific account of a design for learning cycle
from a sociomaterial perspective. This was achieved by going “deep” into a single case as
opposed to researching a wide range of cases. The depth and richness of the comprehensive
descriptions and careful observations brought to the forefront the roles of the material and
the social in a unique way, examining “the dynamic process of materialization—including
material and discursive practices—through which things emerge and act in what are
indeterminate entanglements of local everyday practice” (Fenwick, 2010, p. 107).
3.8. Study Limitations
First, I would like to acknowledge the limitations of the adopted theoretical and
methodological perspectives. ANT explains how actors engage in the network, with a
particular focus on what happened. It does not focus on why something happened.
Therefore, the ANT perspective is an interpretation of events that provides a specific
situated account of the reality. My interpretation and analysis of the events may differ from
those produced by others. Therefore, a unique, but single, account of the events does not
provide the basis for generalisation to my observations in design practices. However,
readers familiar with other examples of design may see some similarities with my
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observations, and to that extent, the findings exhibit potential for transferability (Slevin &
Sines, 2000).
Second, I could not observe every single instance of the design process, and nor
could I see everything that happened beyond the events I observed and participated in as a
researcher. While this limitation is worth noting, the focus of this study was the dynamics of
design for learning practices in higher education. From the ANT perspective, the purpose
was not to observe everything that happened but instead to focus on identifying practicebased activities that led towards sufficient understanding of how translations and alliances
between human and nonhuman actors produce specific effects (Latour, 2005).
Third, my study draws on a single case. Studies in the broader design literature have
also used single cases to examine aspects of a situated practice. For example, Ball et al.’s
(2021) study of a two-session collaborative workshop in a South Korean corporate setting,
despite being limited to a single case, demonstrated “the effectiveness of ethnographic
methods for capturing the dynamics of design practices” (pp. 20–21).
3.9. Chapter Summary
This study focused on a specific instance of practice in the context of learning design
teams: one learning design cycle. As part of this, considerations included research setting,
site selection, and ethical concerns.
My study was informed by approaches from sociomaterial traditions, specifically
ANT, which examines the intricacies of sociomaterial arrangements in everyday practices
(Adams & Thompson, 2016; Fenwick & Edwards, 2010; Latour, 2005).
In these accounts of everyday practice, subject matter for constructing anecdotes
depicting what happens comes from a variety of sources. For this study, I chose field
observations and interviews with human actors (supported by nonhuman actors to
stimulate the discussion). These sources provided me with a rich account of a situated cycle
of a design for learning. The next chapter dives into the findings that emerged from the
analysis of these data sources, through which I construct the sociomaterial account of what
happened during this project.
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Chapter 4. Findings
This chapter summarises the findings, structured around each research question.
Empirical examples from data are used throughout as anecdotes of the situated practice of
design for learning in higher education. The findings outline the ways that human and
nonhuman actors form sociomaterial entanglements, influencing the joint activity and its
outcomes. The movements of sociomaterial assemblages are emergent and relational,
forming a complex dynamic interplay of human actors and objects of various kind. Similar to
Kumpulainen and Kajamaa’s (2020) study of the sociomaterial movements of students’
engagement in a school’s marketplace, the agency is seen “as coproduced in complex
relations among various materials, between humans and materials and among humans” (p.
1294).
The following sections present the findings based on the three RQs of this study:
•

RQ1: How do intermediaries in the broader institutional environment influence the
work of the mediators?

•

RQ2: How is knowledge produced through the sociomaterial assemblages in practice
of design for learning?

•

RQ3: How do the actions of actors in the sociomaterial assemblages influence the
design for learning?

4.1. Research Question 1: How Do Intermediaries in the Broader Institutional Environment
Influence the Work of the Mediators?
RQ1 focuses on the agency of the two prominent roles of ANT: those of
intermediaries and mediators. As mentioned in Section 2.1.2, Latour (2005) defined an
intermediary as someone or something that “transports meaning or force without
transformation: defining its inputs is enough to define its outputs” (p. 39). Mediators, on the
other hand, are those who “transform, translate, distort, and modify the meaning or the
elements they are supposed to carry” (p. 39). Both roles can be assumed by humans and
nonhumans (objects). The ability of ANT to “illuminate different forms of participation in
practice” (Fenwick, 2012, p. 77) could help to clarify how the assemblages of intermediaries
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and mediators in educational design projects impact the broader institutional network, as
well as being influenced by it.
The main finding from RQ1 was that intermediaries (e.g., university policymakers)
influenced the work of the mediators (e.g., Screenwriting Subject Redesign project team
members) by a policy shift towards online and blended learning—a new institutional
strategic direction.
The Screenwriting Subject Redesign project was set in a large public university in
Australia. At the time of my research, the university had had an institution-wide online and
blended learning strategy for several years. The introduction of this strategy influenced a
number of design for learning approaches. These included targeted curriculum changes and
video production. Funding was allocated on a project-by-project basis; allocations could be
made either through faculties or through central university channels. Despite this, faculties
were guided by the central divisions in relation to which teaching and learning activities
should be prioritised.
While following the actions of the design team, this study also uncovered the effects
of their actions, both foreseen and unforeseen, as previous ANT studies have done (Latour,
1987; London & Pablo, 2017; Paledi & Alexander, 2017). This approach moves us away from
the traditional views of design, where objects are typically classified as products of human
work—something functional, usable, and aesthetically pleasing. By examining how an
institutional online and blended learning strategy influenced the work of the design team
and helped to produce new knowledge, this study positioned design for learning as a
sociomaterial process. From the ANT perspective, this means that the role of an institutional
strategy is just as important as the role of the design team. Furthermore, the reality is
constructed through the relationships, associations, and negotiations as actors connect to
form networks (Latour, 2005).
Figure 8 represents how the broader institutional context influences the work of the
central team through micronegotiations. Strategic and institutional priorities influence the
pedagogical strategies and funding mechanisms. As described by the video production
coordinator, the team also adapted a selective approach to choosing which projects to work
on, underpinned by different options for subject design and enhancement. This was
influenced by the fact that the team had relationships with all academic divisions across the
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university, and it was impossible to provide high-quality solutions to every request. Last, the
team tracked the teaching and learning activity across the institution to prioritise those
projects that best fit within the institutional strategy.
The learning designer, the subject coordinator, and the video production coordinator
were mediators throughout the project. University policymakers (e.g., the Chancellery and
its various divisions) acted as intermediaries to influence the work of all three roles.
However, the work of each of these actors was influenced in slightly different ways. Figure 8
summarises the broader institutional approach and its influence on the work of the central
team.
Figure 8
The Broader Institutional Context and its Influences on the Work of the Central Team

The video production coordinator described the relationships with academic
divisions as a “staged approach” to providing video production services, starting from the
automated lecture capture option and then support for self-service recordings. This short
anecdote illustrates how this worked:
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We have relationships with academic divisions, at least 4,000 subjects in total. It’s
impossible for us to create original video for every inquiry or request. It’s like a staged
approach where there’s lecture capture already available, so lectures that happen will be
recorded and made available for students. There’s support for self-service recordings, so if a
lecturer wants to record a video without redesigning what they do, they have tools available
to do that themselves. We want to target the video towards subjects that have done some
prethinking about the role of video specifically in overall course design, rather than just
replace lecture with video. That’s like the lowest level use of video I suppose. (Video
Production Coordinator, Interview, February 2020)

The broader approach to tracking the teaching and learning activity across the
university was described by the video production coordinator as follows:
We keep track of activity around the university. We know some faculties may be very
proactive, some faculties may be a little slower to change the way they teach, and some
faculties want to do it all themselves. Other faculties don’t want to do anything themselves,
so we like to collaborate with parts of the university we haven’t collaborated with before.
That adds some strategic priorities there as well. Like if we haven’t heard from this part of
this faculty, we’re always interested to find out more. Because it’s a chance to see how they
do things and learn from them as well. (Video Production Coordinator, Interview, February
2020)

In addition, the university intermediaries influenced the financial considerations in
relation to how central and faculty-based funding was allocated. As a policymaker, the role
of the pro vice-chancellor (teaching and learning) stood out as most prominent in
establishing the online and blended learning strategy, which influenced the decisions on
funding across the university. The following anecdote by the video production coordinator
illustrates this approach:
We have strategic priorities that sit at quite a high level and usually implemented by the pro
vice-chancellor (teaching and learning). He establishes, for example, when to focus on large
class teaching, and use video to make large classes more flexible. He also established fully
online subjects—our priority area. In addition, he established that using video strategically in
small curriculum creates a more interactive student experience. That’s by taking out some
direct instruction and replacing it with more active learning set-up like discussions or
problem-based learning, or experiential learning. That’s a good pedagogical use of video as
well.
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Then there’s the practical considerations, as some activities are funded centrally, and
some activities are funded by the faculties themselves. That means that if the faculty wants
to spend money on something, it’s more of a general guidance to what’s a good use, rather
than us giving them hard rules of what they can and can’t do. (Video Production
Coordinator, Interview, February 2020)

The ANT concept of translation illuminated the relational aspects of the network:
how “different micro-negotiations” (Fenwick & Edwards, 2010, p. 9) forge links form
connections. Multiple links and connections exist between prominent nodes of the
institutional network: funding, online and blended learning strategy, video production, and
the relationship between the central team and faculties. These broader relational aspects of
the network translated into specific emergent practices, such as the Screenwriting Subject
Redesign project.
As part of the Screenwriting Subject Redesign project, three of four team members
(human actors) were affected by a policy shift towards online and blended learning from the
start of the project. These were the learning designer, the subject coordinator, and the
video production coordinator. The fourth team member—the subject matter expert—was
brought in to assist the subject coordinator on a casual basis. The duties focused on specific
aspects of subject redesign. At the start of the Screenwriting Subject Redesign project, the
subject matter expert’s role was that of an intermediary—someone who “transports
meaning or force without transformation” (Latour, 2005, p. 39).
Through the course of the project, the subject matter expert’s role changed to be
more that of a mediator, contributing heavily to the redesign of the subject materials—for
example, restructure of face-to-face lectures into a blended mode of teaching and learning.
The work helped to move the subject redesign forward and took some of the pressure away
from the subject coordinator, helping them to focus on other tasks.
The subject matter expert described the specifics of their role in the project in the
following anecdote:
I was brought in to flesh out the screenwriting subject in more depth because [the subject
coordinator] did not have the capacity to do that. The idea was to bring a component from
the course online so that there is more time to explore in class as well as more practical
exercises, and “see” the learning in a better way, so that students get a chance to practise

50

activities before assessments in more depth and have more experience and more feedback.
The main part of it was getting the lectures transcribed and going through the lectures and
streamlining more. Getting rid of the repetition, making it more entertaining, giving more
examples, more pictures, more engagement basically that [the subject coordinator] hasn’t
had time to do. (Subject Matter Expert, Interview, February 2020)

The learning designer’s approach to work was changed by the university
policymakers’ shift towards online and blended learning. For example, during the initial
preparation, the work included research into the background of the subject, its learning
outcomes, and the preferred teaching approaches of the academic staff. The learning
designer described her role as follows:
I help people that want to create online subjects from the phase where they’re looking at
learning outcomes and assessments all the way through to developing activities and the
online component of a subject, and then stopping at delivery. I also help with lots of
different technical or pedagogical queries that come in: “We want to move our face-to-face
intensive ‘thingy’ to an online blended ‘e-thingy’, can you help us?” (Learning Designer,
Interview, February 2020)

This type of work is typical of the practice of design for learning; as a practitioner in
this area, I usually start with these actions. However, the amount of time spent on this work,
as well as its scope, was influenced by the institutional directive to utilise targeted design
for learning in cases of minor curriculum changes. The quote below captures several
challenges in relation to institutional constraints that faced the learning designer in her role.
When there is a lot on, that can mean I can’t do as quality a job or as detailed a job. I must
do a “make-do and enough” approach. For instance, with the screenwriting [subject], I was
told that I can give about 10 hours effort for them; whereas other projects were under grant
funding, like my time is paid for via whatever grant they’ve required. I can do more and be
involved in more steps. The structures around how much ongoing help or whether it’s just a
chunk is quite hard to judge; it’s quite flexible but blurry. (Learning Designer, Interview,
February 2020)

The learning designer’s approach in the Screenwriting Subject Redesign workshops
was to treat this project as a minor curriculum change. In collaboration with the rest of the
project team, she did not aim at a full-scale redesign. Rather, the focus was introducing a
pre-intensive online learning component as part of the teaching and learning cycle.
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The subject coordinator redesigned his teaching approach to the blended mode
under the influence of the online and blended learning policy shift by the university
policymakers. The policy meant that it was no longer sustainable to follow the existing
approach. In addition, there was a need to “deepen and systematise” the subject matter as
well as to “convey more information in the same timeframe” (Subject Coordinator,
Workshop 1). The policy influenced the subject coordinator’s approach to teaching; he
realised that a lot more detail could be conveyed through a blended approach, and that it
could also provide other benefits, such as a more “interactive” learning experience for the
students.
The video production coordinator had changed his approach to work flexibly across
the university due to the policy shift to online and blended learning. Like the learning
designer, his role was situated within the central team, consisting of professional staff
working with faculties and divisions across the university. The central team’s strategy was
heavily influenced by policy shifts, which in turn influenced how members of the team chose
and approached projects. The Screenwriting Subject Redesign project was prioritised as part
of the online and blended learning policy. For the video production coordinator, this meant
the project aligned with his flexible approach to work priorities.
In the anecdote below, the video production coordinator explained the overall
approach to scheduling and distributing projects.
Sometimes we must scale back projects depending on timelines. The longer the timeline
gets, we must scope it down because a lot of many low-intensity projects take up a lot of
potentially useful time. There’s some finetuning at the program level of resources and
reassignment of resources, almost on a daily and weekly basis. I attended a morning standup meeting where there’s maybe 95 projects on the board. Everyone’s choosing one project
to focus on today, and it might be a different one from yesterday. The idea is that people
can strategically reassign themselves to the project that needs attention the most. (Video
Production Coordinator, Interview, February 2020)

The final scope of the Screenwriting Subject Redesign project was agreed on through
a series of steps, including the initial request through a form in the Service Management
System, follow-up phone conversations, and meetings. The video production coordinator
played a key role in the scope development. For example, he understood early on that the
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scope of the project was a lot broader than the original request. This did not happen in
isolation. The Service Management System and its various functions (e.g., online forms)
acted as another intermediary, not directly influencing the project initiation but helping with
transfer of the initial input into the project (e.g., an original request). Following this, various
communication technologies such as a phone helped to progress the project initiation:
Towards the end of last year, I got a request via the Service Management System form
saying, “I would like to create some videos, can you help”? I made a follow-up phone call
and found the person requesting the help was a senior person in their faculty. I talked to
them, and they had a quite ambitious set of redesign steps coming up where they wanted to
change some face to face. It’s an intensive tutorial type set-up—a small class teaching. They
wanted to move some resources online so they could redesign the face-to-face portion. At
that point, I knew it wasn’t just a video request, but a more holistic approach was needed. I
then moved that request into a broader team-based discussion. Three people went to do an
initial consultation to find out how we could help, what help was required, how would it get
paid for, and what timeline was expected. Also, whether it was feasible in the overall
workload, so a spontaneous request turned into quite a big project. (Video Production
Coordinator, Interview, February 2020)

The intermediary–mediator sociomaterial assemblage of the video production
coordinator–Service Management System–communication technologies acted as “bridge” or
a “broker” in the project initiation. The project would not have come into being if this
assemblage was not formed. From the sociomaterial perspective, this assemblage had the
most impact on the formation and development of the design for learning team and its joint
actions. Law (2004) reinforces that from the ANT perspective, such assemblages are in a
“process of bundling…elements put together are not fixed in shape, do not belong to a large
pre-given list but are constructed at least in part as they are entangled together” (p. 42).
Therefore, assemblages such as this one are not just simply actors connected in a network
(video production coordinator, Service Management System and communication
technologies), but a “coming together of influences” (Elder-Vass, 2020, p. 3). By carefully
following the actors and trancing the intermediary–mediator relationships through the ANT
lens allowed to identify unique influences in the Screenwriting Subject Redesign project.
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4.2. Research Question 2: How is Knowledge Produced Through the Sociomaterial
Assemblages in Practice of Design for Learning?
There are two main findings relating to RQ2. First, this study revealed that
knowledge is produced through negotiations between human actors influenced by objects.
Second, this study revealed that knowledge is produced by “seeding” the ideas through
objects in sociomaterial assemblages.
In relation to the first finding, a prominent negotiation was around the structure and
redesign of the assessment tasks. From the ANT perspective, it was important to focus on
the micronegotiations as actors came together to achieve specific goals. In particular, it was
necessary to identify not just what objects (such as Whiteboards 1 and 2) involved in this
process meant, but how they actively influenced the process of negotiation. Using the ANT
lens, the focus was on how “things are enacted rather than attempting to explain why they
are the way they are” (Fenwick & Edwards, 2012, p. xi).
The learning designer iteratively documented the project team’s negotiations on
Whiteboards 1 and 2. Figure 9 shows the learning designer using Whiteboard 1 to clarify the
structure of the assessment tasks by pointing to each one as the discussion progressed.
Figure 9
The Learning Designer Clarifies the Assessment Structure by Pointing to Corresponding Section on
Whiteboard 1
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As a result of the discussion, the subject coordinator identified a current gap in the
structure—a lack of practical exercises in the first part of the teaching and learning cycle.
Whiteboards 1 and 2 influenced the negotiations as platforms for synthesis and clarification
of the team’s existing knowledge on assessment. These objects influenced the enactment of
knowledge in practice by making “the knowledge visible and alive” (Fenwick & Edwards,
2010, p. 24).
The learning designer explained her approach to visual mapping in a follow-up
interview:
Because of how the room was, there were two boards. Usually, I only have one board. I have
subsections. I usually have assessments because that’s usually where I start. I might have
some learning outcomes hanging off them, but because they’re so wordy, I tend to have
them on paper. They’re a pain to write up and reword continuously but I usually have the
assessments and then I’ll have the sequence to [show] however many breaks or modules or
whatever. In the middle tends to be where I’m putting things, activity things—webinars,
discussion boards, guest appearances, etc. (Learning Designer, Interview, February 2020)

From the perspective of the subject matter expert, the whiteboards were more
useful than other types of objects (e.g., laptops) in relation to synthesising the key elements
of the assessment sequence. He elaborated this as follows.
The [learning designer] documents the sequence so that we can all see it as a group on a
board. As I’m saying something, she writes it up, points to one [part of the sequence], then
I’ll say something else, and she writes up another point. I can see it in a sequential form and
then we can talk about it as a sequence, because it’s there to see.
Now, I think if we didn’t have the boards, or we were all working on laptops, I wouldn’t
find it as useful. I think there’s something about everybody seeing it at once, the whiteboard
or the blackboard, which I think is quite useful. Now I know to jump to my professional
practice; when you’re working on the design of a script for a TV series usually it all begins
with a whiteboard—a brainstorm session. For the same reason you have five or six people
there and everybody just puts ideas up on the board and you try to sift those ideas into
something coherent.
I found that the way this works, the [learning designer] was responding to what I was
saying and putting it up systematically and then that enabled us all as a group to see it in
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sequence and I found that very helpful—more helpful than working on a laptop or on paper.
(Subject Coordinator, Interview, February 2020)

Another key negotiation was the redesign of the intensive component. The learning
designer facilitated the negotiations among the project team in relation to the structure and
duration of the intensive (see Figure 10).
Figure 10
Noting the Details for Day 5 of the Intensive

Key elements were documented on Whiteboards 1 and 2, noting specific ideas in
relation to student activities and associated materials specific to the intensive.
For example, in Workshop 1, the learning designer asked whether there were any
other skills the students should acquire during the preparation for the intensive. She used
Whiteboard 1 (Figure 11) to briefly summarise the discussion at this point. The learning
designer wrote “Simple structural analysis” and linked it using arrows to the “Previewing
whole films” and “Script report format”. Next to the arrow directed at “Script report
format”, she wrote “Using sub-parts [structure]”. The notes, highlighted in the original
photo in yellow, are also provided as a close-up (Figure 12).

56

Figure 11
Notes on Simple Structural Analysis

Figure 12
Close-Up of the Notes on Simple Structural Analysis

Akin to the redesign of the assessment tasks, the whiteboards influenced the
negotiations by providing the means to visualise what the students should be focusing on
and where the activity should be included in the intensive.
For example, during the follow-up discussion in Workshop 1, the subject matter
expert enquired about the concept of “visual grammar” in screenwriting, which
encompasses a producer knowing when and how to present a certain element in the script
visually. The subject coordinator replied that there was a section on visual grammar in the
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Script Report Format. The learning designer noted the terms “visual grammar” and
“structure” on Whiteboard 1 (Figure 13).
Figure 13
Writing “Visual Grammar” on Whiteboard 1

Another example is of the learning designer examining a hard copy of the Script
Report Format and asking the subject coordinator to point out areas that students struggled
with most in the document. The subject coordinator pointed to Section 5, Premise, and
Section 7, Structure (Appendix 1, p. 92). He explained that, as part of another subject, the
students spent two full days on Premise. Therefore, he thought that it would help the
students to understand the concept better by introducing a preliminary exercise on
Premise.
The learning designer questioned where in a sequence of activities these preliminary
activities would be positioned. The subject coordinator advised that these would best be
placed in Prestructural Analysis. The learning designer used Whiteboard 1 to write
“Premise” next to “Visual grammar” and “Structure (most complex)”. The area was
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highlighted in yellow on Whiteboard 1 (Figure 14). Figure 15 provides a close-up view of
these notes.
Figure 14
Notes on “Premise”

Figure 15
Close-Up: Notes on “Premise”

In a follow-up interview, the subject coordinator explained the importance of
integrating the activities for the students:
The act of learning things is important. We think that once the students do those exercises
on contemporary films that they really enjoy and start to see the principles, we will
hopefully see them want to do that more and more. It’s going to create a whole lot of work
that the students will want to pursue. Our aim is to really spark enthusiasm by creating these
learning activities. (Subject Coordinator, Interview, February 2020)

As an outcome of negotiations in relation to the structure of the intensive
component, the learning designer confirmed with the academic team at the end of
Workshop 2 that the duration of the intensive component would be shortened from 5 days
to 3 days. This was the desired outcome of the screenwriting subject redesign. The
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reduction in the number of days for the intensive provided the time needed for a prior
online learning experience.
The second main finding relating to RQ2 revealed that knowledge is produced by
“seeding” the ideas through objects in sociomaterial assemblages. In ANT terms, this
process links to relational influence of humans and nonhumans in a network. In the
Screenwriting Redesign project selected documentation acted as a force which framed “an
idea, intermediary or problem and related entities in particular ways” (Fenwick & Edwards,
2012, p. xiii). Like the whiteboards, the project documentation’s influence on knowledge
production can be traced through several key instances. The most prominent examples of
such documentation included the Subject Guide, the Script Report Format, the Subject
Planning Outline, and the Screenwriting Macro Draft.
The “Readings and Films” section of the Subject Guide (Figure 16) enabled
negotiations on the importance of this resource during the online learning component.
These negotiations occurred between the learning designer and the subject coordinator.
Both agreed on the importance of the students focusing on these resources throughout the
teaching and learning cycle, in particular their availability on the Learning Management
System (LMS). The team followed this discussion with an exchange of ideas on the
importance of the students being supported in their understanding of complex texts during
the online learning phase.
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Figure 16
Subject Guide: Readings and Films

The Script Report Format (Appendix 1, p. 92) provided guidelines on script analysis
during the team’s negotiations on the importance of the preliminary activities for the
students. The team agreed to provide this resource on the LMS in an online format. Its
influence extended to providing clarity and reference on script analysis to the wider project
team and specifically to the academics who were teaching this subject.
The Subject Planning Outline—Online Subjects (Figure 17) influenced the
negotiations in a different way. Its purpose was to systematically document various
components of subject design. The document provided a detailed outline of subject
components and complemented other documentation, such as the Screenwriting Macro
Draft Versions 1 and 2. It mediated the negotiations between the learning designer and the
academic staff. It was also referred to continuously as a reference for decisions made during
the workshops.
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Figure 17
Subject Planning Outline Pages 1 and 2

The Screenwriting Macro Draft was designed to complement and extend the other
documentation produced during the cycle of the screenwriting subject redesign. In
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comparison with the Subject Planning Outline—Online Subjects, it did not include the same
amount of detail on subject design but rather provided a top-level visual overview of the
types of activities the students could do during both online and face-to-face components of
their learning. Its further aim was to work in conjunction with the Subject Planning
Outline—Online Subjects to provide reference and guidance to the academic team in the
work that followed Workshops 1 and 2.
The Screenwriting Macro Draft was iteratively produced throughout the project.
Figure 18 presents the final version of this document. As one of the main actors in the
Screenwriting Subject Redesign project, the document was updated several times and
influenced negotiations and knowledge production in the following ways. First, it helped the
academic team to think about what was happening in the online environment by succinctly
summarising and visually representing the ideas from Workshop 1. Second, it illustrated the
sequence of activities and lectures throughout the intensive teaching and learning period.
Third, it incorporated the ideas for themes, tasks, and resources for the online component.
Last, it provided a visual representation of the Hero’s Journey—a major learning resource.
Figure 18
Final Version of the Screenwriting Macro Draft Version 2 Pages 1 and 2
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4.3. Research Question 3: How Do Actions of Actors in the Sociomaterial Assemblages
Influence the Design for Learning?
The first finding relating to RQ3 shows that specific objects in the sociomaterial
assemblages influenced the design for learning by supporting design cognition and
collaboration. Design acted as the main connector between the members of the
Screenwriting Redesign project team (subject coordinator, learning designer, subject matter
expert and video production coordinator). As a process, design facilitated and energised the
actions of the team, guiding them towards the desired outcomes. Using the ANT lens, the
focus was on “what designers and users do in their daily and routine actions” (Yaneva, 2015,
p. 282), but also extending it to the role of specific design objects and their influence on
daily practice. Several objects supported design cognition and collaboration during the
Screenwriting Subject Redesign project, such as the whiteboards and project
documentation. I would like to illustrate the role of project documentation by focusing on
three key activities of the project team. These included setting the project goals, clarifying
the structure of the assessment tasks and the subject schedule, and progressing the
planning of the intensive component.
To start the process of identifying the project goals, the learning designer opened
the discussion by asking the team where they would like to start. The “macro design
process” was recommended as a way of designing and structuring subject-related changes.
She explained to the group what the macro design process entailed: “I’m hoping that we
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map the new unit in terms of the online component and the breakdown between it and the
intensive by creating a visual, what we call a macro” (Learning Designer, Workshop 1).
The learning designer then referred to the hard copy of the Subject Guide on the
table (Figure 19), which had provided her with answers to her questions during the
workshop preparation. The team began the formulation of the project goals by reviewing
and referencing the Subject Guide.
Figure 19
Collaborative Formulation of Project Goals With the Help of the Subject Guide

Following the framing of the subject goals, the discussion around the assessment
structure and the subject schedule was performed by a larger sociomaterial assemblage:
learning designer–Subject Guide–Script Report Format–Whiteboards 1 and 2– subject
coordinator. The learning designer referred to the Script Report Format (Appendix 1, p. 92)
and asked the subject coordinator to point out activities and materials that students
struggled with the most. The Script Report Format enabled the framing of the issue at
hand—identifying problem areas for students.
In a post-workshop interview, the subject coordinator acknowledged the role of the
documentation: “It is a bit like writing something up on the board; it enables you to
remember it” (Subject coordinator, interview, February 2020).
Following the examination of the Script Report Format, the learning designer
iteratively clarified the structure of the assessment tasks on Whiteboard 1 (Figure 20).
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Figure 20
The Learning Designer Clarifies the Structure of the Assessment Tasks on Whiteboard 1

A key example included identifying extra skills the students needed to learn during
the preparation for the intensive, such as preparation to perform the structural analysis.
Whiteboard 1 presented a summary of this discussion (Figure 21 and Figure 22).
Figure 21
Notes on Simple Structural Analysis
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Figure 22
Close-Up of the Notes on Simple Structural Analysis

Following this, the learning designer rewrote the initial summary in a “neater way”,
reframing some of the original thinking (Figure 23 and Figure 24). This helped to move the
discussion forward and consider new ideas to support student learning.
Figure 23
The Learning Designer Erasing the Top Middle Section of Whiteboard 1
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Figure 24
Updated Top Middle Section of Whiteboard 1

Throughout the planning of the intensive component, the most prominent
sociomaterial assemblage included the Learning Designer–Subject Guide–Subject
Coordinator. The Subject Guide acted as a reference and a mediator of existing knowledge.
As part of the process, the learning designer and subject coordinator were able to refer to
the parts of the Subject Guide in “idea-generation activities that relate to the problem
context” (Ball et al., 2021, p. 15). During the planning of Day 2 of the intensive component
during Workshop 1, the Subject Guide’s Readings and Films section (Figure 25) supported
idea generation in relation to which of the resources the students would need to access on
the LMS prior to the intensive.
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Figure 25
Subject Guide: Readings and Films

The following anecdote from Workshop 1 illustrates the ideation process.
The learning designer focused on the Readings and Films list in the Subject Guide.
She asked when the students should focus on these resources throughout their learning and
which ones were available on the LMS. The learning designer mentioned that “It would be
good to map out when the students need to touch on certain readings and other
resources”. The subject coordinator advised that the students should read Aristotle’s
“Poetics” as early as possible, even though “It is hard to read and needs some
interpretation”. It was, nevertheless, a foundational screenwriting text. The formal
introduction to this text was provided in the form of an overview lecture and follow-up
analysis on Day 2 of the intensive.
Given the text required interpretation and was complex to understand, the learning
designer asked whether students could be further supported in their understanding of it
during the online learning stage, leading to the intensive. The subject matter expert advised
that the team could utilise available online resources for this purpose, or the subject
coordinator could produce a short video on the topic. The subject coordinator advised that
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there was a lecture on this topic. The team agreed that it would be beneficial to produce a
supplementary introductory video, based on the lecture, as well as supplementary activities.
In summary to this part of the discussion, the learning designer advised that it would
be best to provide introductory materials and activities on “any difficult topics covered
during the intensive”.
The second finding to RQ3 is that actors in sociomaterial assemblages influenced the
design for learning by making the emerging knowledge “visible”.
In this study, there was particular emphasis on the design of tasks for the students.
The learning designer influenced the rest of the project team through cycles of negotiations.
By intentionally introducing Whiteboards 1 and 2 physically in the design space, as well as
producing, iteratively referring to, and updating various project documentation, she made
sure that the emergent knowledge was made visible through these objects. There was an
emphasis on gaining clarity in relation to what the students needed to do in both the online
and intensive phases of their learning cycles. Following the ANT perspective, this work of
visualising and clarifying the emergent knowledge was a collective achievement of human
and nonhuman actors, in this case the learning designer, Whiteboards 1 and 2, and the
project documentation playing the connecting role in the process.
The Screenwriting Macro Draft played a key role as a visual summative
representation of the project team’s knowledge, gained through the Screenwriting Subject
Redesign project. This document materialised initially through the work of the learning
designer between Workshops 1 and 2 as a two-page document (Figure 26 and Figure 27).
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Figure 26
Screenwriting Macro Draft Version 1: Final Version, Page 1

Figure 27
Screenwriting Macro Draft Version 1: Final Version, Page 2

The design of the Screenwriting Macro Draft was a unique combination of the
learning designer’s professional knowledge and skills applied to the context of the
Screenwriting Subject Redesign. The document was designed as a broad visualisation of
student activities at different phases of the teaching and learning cycle.
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The section on page 1, consisting of the outline of the weekly preparation,
collaborative activities, and individual activities as part of the Online Weeks 1–5 was
designed to help the academic team think about what was happening in the online
environment (Figure 28).
Figure 28
Screenwriting Macro Draft Version 1: Online Component Section

The section entitled Face to Face on page 1, consisting of a visual representation of
the structure of the 5-day intensive, was designed to illustrate the sequence of the activities
and lectures throughout this specific period. In the bottom-right corner, the learning
designer also included a summary of the assessment tasks (Figure 29).
Figure 29
Screenwriting Macro Draft Version 1: Intensive Component Section

The learning designer incorporated ideas for themes, activities, and resources for the
online component on page 2 of the Screenwriting Macro Draft Version 1 (Figure 30).
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Figure 30
Screenwriting Macro Draft Version 1: Themes, Activities, and Resources—Online Component

On the last section on page 2, the structure of the intensive component was
repeated, with the addition of the visual representation of the key reading, the Hero’s
Journey (Figure 31).
Figure 31
Screenwriting Macro Draft Version 1: Intensive Component and the Hero’s Journey

During Workshop 2, the learning designer created a shared space, where the
Screenwriting Macro Draft could be further refined through cycles of negotiations in
relation to which student activities should be documented to progress the redesign. Figure
32 and Figure 33 present the final version (two pages).
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Figure 32
Screenwriting Macro Draft Version 2, Page 1 of 2

Figure 33
Screenwriting Macro Draft Version 2, Page 2 of 2

Instead of a 5-week intensive structure, we can see a 3-week one. This was the major
outcome of the project—to shorten the duration of the intensive and incorporate the online
learning component prior to the intensive.
In comparison to the other objects, the Screenwriting Macro Draft had a different
scope; it acted as a broad summative visualisation of emerging knowledge on student
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activities. In addition, the Screenwriting Macro Draft performed as a visual form of a
contract between the project team members and a reference point for further work.
Similarly, in their study of the use of sticky notes in South Korean corporate settings,
Ball et al. (2021) found that when workshop participants worked with “post-it” notes, “ideas
get a material shape” (p. 9), helping them to visualise their thinking. They added that “‘postit’ notes allow participants to become familiar with each other’s ideas by reading and to
express their opinions without orally presenting them, by adding stickies of their own” (p.
10).
Further positioning this and other findings in relation to key ANT concepts, it is
important to note the role of the ANT concept of translation in the research process. By
following the work of the key object such as the Screenwriting Macro Draft, this study
uncovered that the objects changed or translated the process and actions of the actors in
the Screenwriting Subject Redesign project.
The combined forces of human actors, physical objects such as Whiteboards 1 and 2,
and project documentation translated the design for learning process into a unique
accomplishment of “practical knowledge”, as defined by Gherardi (2019, p. 30). Their
combined actions solidified the emergent knowledge through cycles of negotiations,
“anchored in materiality” (Gherardi, 2019, p. 30), thus producing practical knowledge that
could be further translated into follow-up work.
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Chapter 5. Discussion and Conclusion
This chapter summarises the study and illustrates this summary with a sociomaterial
model of the joint activity in the Screenwriting Subject Redesign project. Following this, it
outlines this study’s contribution to knowledge, drawing together the findings and
positioning them in context of the broader sociomaterial, ANT, and design literature. Last, it
provides recommendations for further research and practice.
As this study shows, the sociomaterial practices of the design for learning team are
complex, consisting of multiple entanglements of human and nonhuman actors. Similar to
Gourlay and Oliver’s (2018) study of students’ sociomaterial practices, it is about “bringing
together digital, material and social elements; and unfolding moment-to-moment, from
day-to-day” (pp. 60–61). Many small-scale moments, as explored in the Chapter 4: Findings,
form complex joint activity. Actors engage in interdependent interactions, producing unique
sets of assemblages of the humans and nonhumans. The assemblages are connected in a
broader institutional system, influencing its various components, and being influenced in
return. In the case of the Screenwriting Subject Redesign project, there are four sets of
unique assemblages, consisting of the human actors as well as unique objects connected to
each of the humans. The four unique sets of assemblages are in turn connected to the wider
institutional system through their joint activity.
Figure 34 illustrates how the joint activity in the Screenwriting Subject Redesign
project was enacted through an entanglement of human and nonhuman actors.
Wider institutional influences, including funding and strategic priorities, underpinned
the activity of the team involved in the Screenwriting Subject Redesign project. In particular,
the project was initiated through the online form in the university’s Services Management
System.
The work was supported by the online learning environments, including the Canvas
LMS, video platforms, and other technologies. These nonhuman actors were also central to
the activity of all four human actors in this project. The decisions around the nature of the
screenwriting subject were also linked to the institutional funding and strategic priorities.
Focusing further on the goals of the screenwriting subject, nonhuman actors such as
films, television shows, and scripts supported and enabled the screenwriting process. Script
76

and film databases formed part of the common resource bank for the students and were
situated within the Canvas LMS. The screenwriting process was partially supported by the
online learning environments as well as video-based resources.
There were also objects that were uniquely tied to each of the four human actors.
Although these objects formed the unique ties to each of the humans, they also indirectly
supported the join activity work of the Screenwriting Subject Redesign team.
The work of the learning designer was enabled by various readings, educational
journals, and conferences. The learning designer also collected practical scenarios of what
other professionals in her area, as well as academic staff, had achieved as part of their
teaching and learning activities in higher education. These were affectionally referred to as
“101 scenarios of what other people have done”. At a broader institutional level, the
learning designer considered the university’s governing body as one of the most important
influences on her work.
The video production coordinator had his own useful toolkit—digital and physical
project whiteboards that supported production planning. An annual calendar of video
production projects complemented the whiteboards in relation to schedules and workload
allocations. Video production resources and professional development programs supported
and enabled the process of producing high-quality and targeted video-based teaching and
learning resources for the students.
The subject coordinator’s work was underpinned by the dramatic writing resources,
in particular Aristotle’s principles. These were central to his teaching philosophy. His
approach to teaching was strongly influenced by his prior job as a producer in the film and
television industry. The subject coordinator’s design decisions for the screenwriting subject
redesign were mediated by the subject design templates.
The subject matter expert’s work was situated in the domain of media and
screenwriting teaching. Unique to her work were reference lists, linked to each of the
lectures and practical exercises she was coproducing with the subject coordinator. A Hero’s
Journey had a profound influence over the subject matter expert’s approach to writing
subject materials.
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Figure 34
Joint Activity in the Screenwriting Subject Redesign Subject
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The model in Figure 34 illustrates the findings to the following RQs:
•

RQ1: How do intermediaries in the broader institutional environment influence the
work of the mediators?

•

RQ2: How is knowledge produced through the sociomaterial assemblages in practice
of design for learning?

•

RQ3: How do the actions of actors in the sociomaterial assemblages influence the
design for learning?
The findings are derived from different aspects of the Screenwriting Subject

Redesign project. They are informed by the broader theoretical and methodological
perspectives from the sociomaterial and ANT literature, explored in the literature review
(Chapter 2) and methodology (Chapter 3). The findings are summarised in Table 2.
Table 2
Summary of Findings
Research questions

Findings

RQ1: How do intermediaries in the
broader institutional environment
influence the work of the mediators?

1. Intermediaries (e.g., university policymakers)
influence the work of the mediators (e.g., the
Screenwriting Subject Redesign project team
members) by a policy shift towards a new
institutional strategic direction.

RQ2: How is knowledge produced
through the sociomaterial assemblages
in practice of design for learning?

2. Knowledge is produced through negotiations
between human actors influenced by objects.
3. Knowledge is produced by “seeding” the ideas
through objects in sociomaterial assemblages.

RQ3: How do the actions of actors in
the sociomaterial assemblages
influence the design for learning?

4. Specific objects in the sociomaterial assemblages
influence the design for learning by supporting
design cognition and collaboration.
5. Actors in sociomaterial assemblages influence the
design for learning by making the emerging
knowledge “visible”.

In summary, this study contributes to the broader knowledge within the field of
design for learning in higher education as follows:
•

It illustrates how the broader institutional network acts as an intermediary in
relation to the work of the mediators (in this case, project team members, Finding
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1). This finding identifies the role of the broader network in relation to the situated
cycle of design for learning.
•

It demonstrates how practical knowledge is produced through negotiations and
ideas seeding in sociomaterial assemblages (Finding 2 and Finding 3).

•

It provides insights into how actors in sociomaterial assemblages influence the
design for learning; in this study, it was done by supporting design cognition and
collaboration and linking ideas by making the emerging knowledge visible (Finding 4
and Finding 5).
The findings are grounded in the context of the broader sociomaterial, ANT, and

design literature. This study contributes to the sociomaterial and design for learning in
higher education research by revealing what happens in a situated cycle of design for
learning and how the actors involved in it influence the process and produce practical
knowledge. In doing so, the findings explore “the relations between constituent parts” and
explain “how the parts relate to the whole and how these parts can be said to support”
(Carvalho & Yeoman, 2018, p. 15) the situated design for learning activity.
Furthermore, this study shows how the sociomaterial assemblages, not just the
distinct network entities, can influence the design for learning. The results of this research
identified such assemblages and showed “how knowledge is generated through the process
and effects of these assemblages coming together” (Fenwick & Edwards, 2010, p. 4). Aligned
to the Fenwick and Edwards (2010) conceptualisation of learning as a sociomaterial process,
the design for learning is “not simply an individual or cognitive process. Nor is it simply a
social achievement”. Design for learning “becomes enacted as a network effect” (Fenwick &
Edwards, 2010) through joint activities of social and material forces.
A focus on the assemblages of social and the material helps to better understand
what holistically constitutes the situated practice of design for learning—not just entities
acting separately, but the effects of what is being done by forces coming together.
Sociomaterial and ANT approaches are concerned with the relationships between
different actors (humans, objects, technologies) and what these relationships produce when
combined—their effects. Design “shapes, conditions, facilitates and makes possible
everyday sociality” (Yaneva, 2015, p. 280). In education design teams, design is both the
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process and the product of the emerging work. The team members are linked together
through specific sets of objects and materials, forming a heterogeneous network. The
network in itself is both the process and the product of the emerging design work. It
constantly forms and re-forms, with different human and nonhuman actors entering and
exiting as work progresses.
For example, the Screenwriting Subject Redesign project’s goals were to restructure
the original design to shorten the intensive and introduce an online component as part of
students’ learning. From the sociomaterial perspective, the team members achieved these
goals through their roles as mediators in the broader institutional environment and by
forming sociomaterial assemblages as part of the design workshops and the surrounding
work. As Sørensen (2009) noted, this study placed humans firmly “among materials” (p. 2),
not above them as the users or creators. So instead of focusing on individual objects or
technologies that supported design for learning, this study explored social practices
embedded around and into various material objects, such as the whiteboards and the
project documentation.
Certain routines were created as part of the sociomaterial practices; for example,
the learning designer worked with the whiteboards in the workshops to make the
knowledge visible. She synthesised this knowledge through purposefully created
documentation such as multiple versions of the Screenwriting Macro Draft. As in Gourlay
and Oliver’s (2018) study of student engagement with sociomateriality in higher education,
the project team engaged in a range of practices. However, the practices were specific to
this project. For example, particular patterns of engagement occurred when the video
production coordinator interacted with institutional systems such as the Service
Management System during the project initiating and scoping phase.
From an ANT perspective, there was a clear influence of objects on practice—
stabilising, guiding, and organising the work of the project team. Therefore, objects in this
study not only participated in the joint activity, but also shaped it in a variety of ways
(Fenwick & Edwards, 2010). For example, particular objects (whiteboards, laptops)
influenced the practice in the physical space during the design workshops. The project
documentation influenced practice during all phases of the project.
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These findings link to the broader focus of ANT, not on the meaning of objects but
on “what they do … in connection with other human and non-human things”, forming
“associations that link together to form an identifiable entity or assemblage” (Fenwick &
Edwards, 2010, p. 7) that can exert force. The power of the broader network (in this case,
the university, and its policymakers) influenced the direction of the central team and
through this the direction of the Screenwriting Subject Redesign project team.
Throughout the joint work of the project team, material objects made emergent
knowledge visible. This occurred through negotiations between the project team members,
influenced by various objects as these negotiations progressed. For example, the redesign of
the assessment tasks was a necessary step towards the goals of the project. Whiteboards 1
and 2 influenced the negotiations as platforms for synthesis and clarification of the team’s
existing knowledge on assessment. Due to the positioning of the whiteboards in a room, the
learning designer adapted a specific practice of visual mapping to achieve this goal. This
practice influenced the subject coordinator’s approach to identifying elements of the
assessment that needed to be updated.
The practice of visual sequencing supported by interactions with the whiteboards
enabled the project team to make the emergent knowledge visible and ultimately achieve
the goals of the project.
From the methodological perspective, the ANT provided a method of mapping how
both human and nonhuman actors formed joint social practices. Tracing the joint work of
the material and the social (combined actions of the project team) helped to explain “the
way in which different people and things have been brought together to enable something
to happen” (Gourlay & Oliver, 2018, p. 68).
Adams and Thompson’s (2016) heuristics provided a distinctive way of looking at the
sociomaterial interactions of the project team. As a researcher, I gathered anecdotes
focusing on what happened (Heuristic 1), thus reassembling the lived experience and
providing an interpretation of events. Heuristic 2 guided me to identify and follow key
human and nonhuman actors in the project, not privileging either and not adding the
objects “to the mix” as an afterthought (Mulcahy, 2012).
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Heuristic 3 provided me with guidance on how to identify the unique qualities of
objects and their influence on the joint work of the team. Heuristic 4 aided in the research
design and data analysis, focusing on identifying whether there were any anomalies,
breakdowns, or accidents in the work of the project team. Even though the work unfolded
relatively smoothly, there was a clear influence from the broader institutional environment.
For example, the role of the subject matter expert was limited towards material writing and
review.
Finally, Heuristic 5 helped provide an understanding of the ANT translations or
description of “what happens when entities, human and non-human, come together and
connect, changing one another to form links” (Latour, 1987, p. 9). This perspective helped to
uncover how the sociomaterial practices of the project team had been accepted as a norm
(became stable in the broader network).
Drawing on a range of sociomaterial scholars in the broader discipline of design (Ball
et al., 2021; Bjørn & Østerlund, 2014; Rakova & Fedorenko, 2021) provided an opportunity
to draw comparisons with how designers approach sociomaterial work in different fields. In
particular, the study of sticky notes (Ball et al., 2021) was instrumental in understanding
that distinct properties of design materials enable designers to perform crucial cognitive
processes such as “dynamically interlinking parts in conceptual design through sorting into
categories” (p. 15).
Further research could address a wider range of sociomaterial practices of design for
learning. This could include multiple sites and different teams. Broadening the scope would
allow an opportunity to compare the emergence of situated sociomaterial practices in
different contexts, extending the initial findings.
This research could also be extended by following the further teaching and learning
cycles of this subject, or other subjects in various contexts. This would allow an exploration
of how design for learning translates into the emerging activity of learning.
Further methods of data collection and analysis could be used—for example, digital
video data. Through these, further nuances of situated sociomaterial practices could be
explored. The findings could translate into practical materials and recommendations for
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education design teams. Sharing these materials and having the teams embed these into
practice could further strengthen research in this area.
RQ1 findings show there are practical implications in relation to the role the broader
institutional environment plays in the practice of design for learning. Institutional directions,
such as a strategy for online and blended learning, and funding allocations, influence the
work of design for learning teams. These need to be reviewed and considered at the
preparation stage of the design for learning cycle and monitored as teams progress through
their work. These actions will ensure that teams proactively align their work with the
broader institutional direction. On the other hand, there is a need for a more nuanced
understanding of the complexity of the design teams’ practices from the perspective of
university policymakers. This requires further cross-institutional research on the joint
sociomaterial work of design for learning teams in different contexts. Specifically, more
empirical studies of human and nonhuman actors assembling in various ways to generate
effects as part of the design work are needed.
RQ2 findings reveal that knowledge is produced through specific sociomaterial
assemblages in the practice of design for learning. Implications for practice include careful
consideration of the material and social aspects of the design for learning cycle, as well as
an understanding of how to lead discussions mediated by objects. This includes deliberate
and purposeful planning in relation to how various objects contribute to knowledge
production in a design for learning cycle (for example, the whiteboards and project
documentation). The objects and their roles need to be brought to the forefront of all
phases of the design for learning process. Doing this will enhance and aid the process of
producing the specific knowledge needed to fulfil the objectives of design projects. It is also
important to integrate and apply new knowledge into subsequent projects.
RQ3 findings reveal that human actors in sociomaterial assemblages influence the
design for learning by supporting design cognition and collaboration and by making the
emerging knowledge visible. Practical implications include an understanding of how objects
mediate these processes and what types of objects (for example, design documentation and
templates) help to achieve the goals of the design for learning in a way that connects and
links the ideas as well as generates the necessary knowledge.
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A final recommendation for practice relates to how teams generate insights as part
of the design for learning. Insights that matter (emergent key knowledge) often come from
indirect lines of inquiry, such as the interludes and chats between the main activities. Often,
objects play a key role by just being there at the right time in the right configuration and
stage of (in)completeness. For example, a review of the subject structure in progress during
a mini break in the workshop could lead to surprisingly new ideas. Therefore, it is important
to deliberately structure the design for learning sessions and their facilitation with this in
mind.
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Appendix 1. Documentation: Script Report Format
SCRIPT REPORT FORMAT: with notes
1. TITLE/WRITER /DRAFT/DATE
Make sure this information is kept for every draft
2. BACK STORY
A short statement running up as close as possible to Scene One. This should be
derived from no more than can be extracted from the material. No wishful thinking or
surmising. Keep it simple. Example: Jimmy is a 12 year old boy whose mother died
in childbirth and who is about to be sent to the remote outback to with live with inlaws he has never met while his father is in jail for a year. These simple facts were
gathered from what a whole script offered and paint a picture of the central character
and his situation and take the back-story as close to Scene One as possible. In this
case, the opening scenes depict young Jimmy on a train heading for the outback.
The rest is the story.
3. SYNOPSIS:
Nothing but the facts. Don’t try to shore up weaknesses or embellish the plot. This is
what happens and no more, with no hint of sell or support. Be as clear as possible. If
the reader has read the script or is the writer, keep it brief. If the reader of your report
won’t also have read the script, usually a more detailed synopsis required- about a
page is usual. The minimum position would be three sentences or three paragraphs
– one for each act. Length is not crucial, but a page of synopsis could plenty for a
100 page script.
4. THEME: Not to be confused with genre or premise. One word is best: love, lust,
greed, reconciliation, etc. A good start to defining a premise.
5. PREMISE:
What is the take-out from this story? Does the premise effectively contain the central
character, the conflict and the outcome? The premise may not be evident until the
whole script has been read and possibly thought about. Do not try to outsmart
yourself. Maybe there is no premise. So be it. A premise may evolve from further
conversation with the writer, and this will lead to changes for the better in the script.
A theme will usually emerge before a premise – not a bad thing.
There can at least three types of premise-proving characters: the central character,
whose outcome proves the premise, win or lose; characters that already understand
the premise that may or may not be appreciated by the central character; characters
that prove the premise by failing life’s test in some way. Sometimes these characters
are connected, sometimes they are there for the benefit of the audience and
sometimes they are part of the fabric of the total experience had by the central
character. Every significant character should be able to be contextualised via the
premise, and every key scene or key scene sequence should be building toward the
final proof of the premise.
6. IDENTIFY:
95

Dramatic conflict
Where is it? Concerning who, what?
What is the story about?
Thematic conflict
How is the theme an issue for the story and central character?
Set up
What establishes the character within the theme with a premise base?
The Main Story
How effective?
Ending
How effective? Proof of premise?
Genre or Story Type
There are many genre types. The essential three are Fantasy, Reflection and
Comedy. And these can be combined in any way. We also know that there are many
sub-sections of what are more generally called genre: romance, romantic comedy,
crime, western, horror, war, road movie, buddy story, caper, and many others. Genre
is a thing that should be well understood by producers. There is nothing wrong with
genre. Audiences like it best when films are true to their promise. That is what any
genre film is: a film with a recognizable setting. A good genre film really delivers on
the recognizable setting, and goes that little bit further, in some way that makes that
particular film special or memorable. All successful films have identifiable genre.
What indicates genre in this material? Does the premise support the genre? This is
an area where you should not outsmart yourself. It may take a complete reading to
identify the right genre, or the one the film is either trying to be, or needs to be.
7. STRUCTURE:
Identified as Act One, Act Two, and Act Three in a classically set film script. Find out
about how to recognise acts, their turning points and mid-points, and what they
should do to support the structure of a film.
The analysis changes slightly with a television series or mini-series hour. Even
though the three act structure matters, the episodes for commercial television are
built around ‘segments’ that have a similar function as acts in that there need to be
stakes or a hook at the end of each segment. But there are usually five or six
segments in a TV hour. TV scripts just written in three acts also need to be
structured accordingly for successful commercial television broadcast. A simple
three-act structure is OK for non-commercial broadcast, but in the wide world of
television, you never really know where your program may end up playing, so
segment-thinking usually matters too. It goes like this:
•

The first segment (7-10 minutes) may serve as Act One, or it may just climax
in a major turning point, with the end of the Second Segment (another 7-10
minutes) presenting the irreversible commitment presented by the classical
end of an Act One. If Act One is made of two segments, the first will often be
short and be a compelling action set-up (in terms of the tone of the series).

•

Segments Two or Three through to the end of the second-last segment
(Segment Four or Five) present what is usually contained in a classical
Second Act, and end on a do-or-die cliff-hanger, relative to the tone of the
series.
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•

The last segment should play as a Third Act, with the story of the day tying up
beautifully in terms of the tone of the series. Sometimes a Sixth Segment is
devoted to the reflective aspects of the climax, or any serial elements that
need attention, if that is the style of the show. Television episodes sometimes
have an action climax and an emotional climax. They may not always happen
in the same scene, but they can. It is usually action first, then emotional.

All this needs to be found or investigated in television series script. Super-imposed
over a beginning, a middle and an end, the segment breaks need to give the
audience a compelling reason not to leave the show during the commercial breaks.
8. CHARACTER:
Analyse the Character’s Journey
Character Flaws – Not writing mistakes, but things about the characters that cause
them to do what they do. Are they exploitable or faulty planning?
Main Character
• Antagonist/Protagonist. Which is which? Whose story is it?
• Should/does the story have an actual character defined as the antagonist?
• How much does either change?
• Is the main conflict internal or external?
• What kind of journey should the protagonist be undertaking? Will it get them
to the right ending?
• What is the goal? Or the want or the need? Can you find the conscious desire
of the character (what they believe they need and are acting upon, until the
story presents a dramatic obstacle) as well as the unconscious need of the
character (what it is that needs to addressed or confronted, and is almost
always associated with self-worth)?
• Are they isolated? Does this influence the choice of action?
Secondary Characters
• Analyse as per Main Character. Are they effective in terms of the premise?
• Indicate relevance to main character and story requirement
• Indicate the value of sub-plots in themselves and to the whole
9. DIALOGUE:
Is the theme put into words?
How close to the beginning?
Do the dialogue and big print combine to be reflective of the tone and theme of the
script?
Is the theme and used in the dialogue in a subtle or heavy-handed way?
Is the actual premise spoken? Ideally not, but it is sometimes possible.
10. SCREEN DIRECTIONS (also called Big Print):
Too much/not enough? Too on the nose?
Where is the camera/what does the reader imagine? Is the script written in shots or
impressionistic?
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11. PACE:
Most first acts play reasonably because that is often all the writer has thought
through. Most second acts drag. Many third acts do not satisfy.
12. CONCLUSION:
Does it satisfy the premise? What has the protagonist got?
13. CONTROLLING IDEA (Different to theme and premise – close but not the
same - less of a moral and more of an absolute. Something that can be said of
the story that if absent, would cause the story not to make sense, such as in
Chinatown ‘the rich can get away with murder’).
Does the journey of the main character embody the controlling idea?
Does the world of the story spin around the controlling idea?
Where do the other characters stand in relation to it?
Is there at least one character that embodies the opposite view?
What is the balance between the positive and negative reading of the controlling
idea?
Do the sub-plots explore themes within the controlling idea?
14. SETTINGS:
Reflect the theme and premise of the story well (domestic, work, political, etc.)?
Is the period of the setting best?
15. IMAGERY & SYMBOLS:
Is there a controlling image? Is it on the nose or subtle? Which is best?
16. PROBLEMS:
Sum up some of the notes you have made along the way. This may not all be
entirely evident until the script has been read but go on your instincts initially.
17. OBJECTIVES:
Identify. A very important thing about accessing material is that it is alright to say,
“No thanks”.
If, as a producer, are going to stick with this project, what is the plan? What do really
think constructively needs to be done. Be careful here – what you say may be taken
very seriously. Be generous if necessary, but never encourage people past a certain
point if you do not think they are worth the entanglement.
18. NEXT DRAFT:
This is a summary plan that embodies remedies for everything, or at last steps to
take, and is essentially about how and where to re-direct the work in terms of the
premise and controlling idea if this script is to truly develop.
That’s it.

-o0o-

There are two ways of reading a script to make notes.
1.

Read the script with no pencil nearby, in one relaxed session if at all
possible. Make an overall assessment at the end, write it down, and then
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re-read, perhaps the next day, making notes on the page as you go,
testing your first impressions, and looking for the things you feel you might
have missed or didn’t quite get. Then the Script Report can be done.
2.

Read it once and make notes as you go, straight onto the page, even if the
questioning aspect of your note is answered a line or a page later – it may
be important that were you were prompted to make a note the way you
did, when you did. Do the Script Report then.

I think the first method is best. The second method can become hurried, and needs
experience to get right in one pass.
Ultimately, be able to divide your notes into two sections. 1: big picture things, and 2:
scene-by-scene, line-by-line notes. Only go to line-by-line notes after you have
established all the major points of the Script Report. You may not need to present
them, and in any event, they can be revealed after the dust settles on your report.
You should learn to read and respond to scripts promptly. If you can’t read a script
for a week or three, say so.
Script Report more notes
Premise and structure could be almost all there is but the character elements may
not be perfect.
Character is the reason why or why not premise and structure are illuminating.
Synopsis should attempt to be true to the intentions of the story, and tell how that is
done, with no criticism necessary. The structure of the document can be ignored if it
is complex, or referred to as being complex, but not described in structural terms. In
the end, the synopsis only confirms an understanding of the story. Try for three
paras:
•
•
•

Who the character is intending to be and how the story gets going;
What happens as result of the turning point at the end of Act One;
How the story and character end up.

Premise hangs on the strength of the dramatic conflict (stakes).
•
•
•

The protagonist needs a problem – not a goal. They do not know what their
goal is until it emerges. Is there a fool’s paradise time?
Outer Need is a) societal, b) interpersonal.
Inner Need is attached to self-worth.

Find the main conflict and settle on it. Compare the conflict with the setting, and
comment on it.
Important to keep structure and premise separate.
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Talk around the conflict and establish whether or not it really works/is clear. But
always start out positively.
Will the conflict have enough dramatic potential?
What’s at stake for the character, and what’s at stake for the story’s world? Or if you
like, those around the character: peers, family, team, town, crew, country). Example:
the truth is at stake for the central character and survival is at stake for the family
(story’s world).
Are the stakes appropriate for the genre? Sometimes there is nothing – domestic
comedy (some selfish and funny goal), sometimes a lot – Avatar (the world, the
future). Compare the stakes of the script in question with the stakes generally at
issue in the genre being plied and comment.
Assessing the characters: does the story and its events illuminate the genre and
meet its premise/promise? Is the premise out of tune with the apparent genre? Is the
genre the right one?
Are the rules of the world of the story strong enough to maintain the forces of
antagonism? If the antagonist is human, they have to be pretty solid and fit the world
of the story.
If the antagonist is human, they have to be pretty solid and fit the world of the story.
What bolsters the values the protagonist has to conflict with the basics of the set-up?
Billy Elliot: working class/pride, muscularity & boxing Vs what can be gained for an
individual through ballet.
Are the layers on conflict credible and consistent? Look at the Dramatic Conflict first
– then the Thematic Conflict. So: what Themes are raised by the conflict?
Leads to Q: are there theme/s missing or yet possible?
Leads to Story (which explores those themes….)
What’s new about the themes? What is the story saying about the themes?
(Q: Where does the meaning come from? A: Resolution). So: is it consistent?
PREMISE
Keep it to 4 paras and a defining sentence – which should later reflect the questions
put to the writer.
ACT ONE.
Makes the story matter.
Ends in commitment and a no-return situation for the protagonist.
ACT TWO.
Shows how hard it will be to deal with the conflict.
ACT THREE.
Resolves the conflict
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Appendix 2. Interview Questions: Study Participants
Table A1
Interview Questions: Study Participants
Relation to
participant

Relation to research
methodology, questions and
aims

Interview question

All
participants

Context.
Heuristic 1 - Gathering
anecdotes.
Heuristic 2 – Following the
actors.

Let’s start with your context - can you
introduce your current role and describe your
accumulated working experience to date?

Academics

Context.
Heuristic 1 - Gathering
anecdotes.
Heuristic 2 – Following the
actors.

Can you describe the domain you are teaching
in and your teaching philosophy? What are the
most important considerations in your teaching
practice and why?

All
participants

Context.
Heuristic 1 - Gathering
anecdotes.
Heuristic 2 – Following the
actors.

Can you describe your approach to design for
learning? What are the most important
considerations in your practice and why?

All
participants

Wider networks.

Who or what had the most influence on your
practice and why?

All
participants

Follow up on networks.
Heuristic 4 – Studying
breakdowns, accidents, and
anomalies.

Heuristic 1 - Gathering
anecdotes.
Heuristic 2 – Following the
actors.

How does wider institutional environment
(with its enablers and blockers) influence your
practice?

Heuristic 5 – Unravelling
translations.
All
participants

RQ1 – How do intermediaries in
the broader institutional
environment influence the work
of the mediators?
Heuristic 1 - Gathering
anecdotes.
Heuristic 2 – Following the
actors.

In your view, what are the goals of this cycle of
design for learning? What were the preliminary
matters of concern?
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Relation to
participant

Relation to research
methodology, questions and
aims

Interview question

Heuristic 4 – Studying
breakdowns, accidents and
anomalies.
All
participants

RQ1 and RQ2 - How do
intermediaries in the broader
institutional environment
influence the work of the
mediators? How is knowledge
produced through the
sociomaterial assemblages in
practice of design for learning?
Heuristic 1 - Gathering
anecdotes.
Heuristic 2 – Following the
actors.
Heuristic 3 – Listening for the
invitational quality of things.
Heuristic 4 – Studying
breakdowns, accidents, and
anomalies.
Heuristic 5 – Unravelling
translations.

How do you prepare for each of the learning
design sessions? What sorts of things do you
think of in advance?

All
participants

RQ1 and RQ2 - How do
intermediaries in the broader
institutional environment
influence the work of the
mediators? How is knowledge
produced through the
sociomaterial assemblages in
practice of design for learning?
Heuristic 1 - Gathering
anecdotes.
Heuristic 2 – Following the
actors.
Heuristic 3 – Listening for the
invitational quality of things.
Heuristic 4 – Studying
breakdowns, accidents, and
anomalies.
Heuristic 5 – Unravelling
translations.

What happens during the learning design
session? What techniques and tools do you use
to generate ideas and why?

All
participants

RQ1 and RQ2 - How do
intermediaries in the broader
institutional environment

How do you use material objects (e.g., objects
in the room, documentation) as part of learning
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Relation to
participant

All
participants

Relation to research
methodology, questions and
aims

Interview question

influence the work of the
mediators? How is knowledge
produced through the
sociomaterial assemblages in
practice of design for learning?
Heuristic 1 - Gathering
anecdotes.
Heuristic 2 – Following the
actors.
Heuristic 3 – Listening for the
invitational quality of things.
Heuristic 4 – Studying
breakdowns, accidents, and
anomalies.
Heuristic 5 – Unravelling
translations.

design cycle? Why use these types of objects?
Do they help, or obstruct you from your goals?

RQ1 and RQ2 - How do
intermediaries in the broader
institutional environment
influence the work of the
mediators? How is knowledge
produced through the
sociomaterial assemblages in
practice of design for learning?

Could you do this work without any material
objects?

Heuristic 1 - Gathering
anecdotes.
Heuristic 3 – Listening for the
invitational quality of things.
Heuristic 4 – Studying
breakdowns, accidents, and
anomalies.
All
participants

RQ1 and RQ2 - How do
intermediaries in the broader
institutional environment
influence the work of the
mediators? How is knowledge
produced through the
sociomaterial assemblages in
practice of design for learning?
Heuristic 1 - Gathering
anecdotes.
Heuristic 3 – Listening for the
invitational quality of things.

From your perspective, what was the role of
the specific documentation used for this
learning design cycle:
•
Subject Planning Outline –
Screenwriting.
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•

Screenwriting Subject Guide.

•

Script report and notes.

•

Screenwriting macro draft v1.

•

Screenwriting macro draft v2.

Relation to
participant

Relation to research
methodology, questions and
aims

Interview question

All
participants

RQ1 and RQ2 - How do
intermediaries in the broader
institutional environment
influence the work of the
mediators? How is knowledge
produced through the
sociomaterial assemblages in
practice of design for learning?
Heuristic 4 – Studying
breakdowns, accidents, and
anomalies.

Have you noticed any moments of concern,
ambiguity, or conflicting views throughout the
session? How did you approach these
situations?

All
participants

RQ1 and RQ2 - How do
intermediaries in the broader
institutional environment
influence the work of the
mediators? How is knowledge
produced through the
sociomaterial assemblages in
practice of design for learning?
Heuristic 1 - Gathering
anecdotes.
Heuristic 2 – Following the
actors.
Heuristic 3 – Listening for the
invitational quality of things.
Heuristic 4 – Studying
breakdowns, accidents, and
anomalies.
Heuristic 5 – Unravelling
translations.

What happens after each session as things
progress?

All
participants

RQ3: How do the actions of
actors in the sociomaterial
assemblages influence the
design for learning?
Heuristic 4 – Studying
breakdowns, accidents, and
anomalies.
Heuristic 5 – Unravelling
translations.

In your view, what are the challenges you
might have had (or currently experiencing) with
a process of design for learning in your specific
context?

All
participants

RQ3: How do the actions of
actors in the sociomaterial
assemblages influence the
design for learning?

If you had an opportunity to facilitate /
participate in a design for learning session
again, what would have you done differently
and why?
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Relation to
participant

Relation to research
methodology, questions and
aims

Interview question

Heuristic 4 – Studying
breakdowns, accidents, and
anomalies.
Heuristic 5 – Unravelling
translations.
All
participants

Follow-up: possibility to extend
the analysis.
Heuristic 1 - Gathering
anecdotes.
Heuristic 2 – Following the
actors.
Heuristic 3 – Listening for the
invitational quality of things.

Lastly, are there any additional materials I can
examine in relation to your practice, e.g.,
academic papers, documents, curriculum
documentation, blogs?
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