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Abstract
The method of co-design is being applied in various national contexts around the world,

however, there has been very little research done on its application in contexts radically

different from its origin. Drawing on a single case study of a Ugandan organisation that uses

co-design as its method of work, this master’s thesis examines the employees’ practice of

facilitation in Ugandan co-design workshops. The paper reveals that various aspects of the

Ugandan context influence the facilitation process of co-design workshops, such as the

countries’ hierarchical societal structure, the extensive presence of humanitarian

development agencies, the country’s insufficient infrastructure, and Ugandans’ limited

international exposure. Moreover, Ugandans’ distrust in foreigners plays an important role, as

well as the incompatibilities of co-design techniques with Ugandan values. The paper

suggests a list of competencies that can help a facilitator adjust the practice of co-design to

the Ugandan context or other countries of the global South with similar characteristics.
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1. Introduction

Over the past three decades, the field of design has witnessed shifts and reframings in terms

of what is designed as well as how. The most recent approaches to design tend to promote

designing solutions with people instead of for people as it was established in the past

(Sanders & Stappers, 2014). This relatively new, collaborative approach to design has

adopted the name co-design, or sometimes also called co-creation or participatory design.

Through the involvement of individuals without a background in the field of design, design

becomes more inclusive. It simultaneously acknowledges the valuable input that

non-professionals can contribute with, in regards to how products, services, or processes

should be designed. This results in customers having more positive attitudes towards

products and services, and better relationships between the organisation and its customers

(Binder et al., 2008). Moreover, applying this co-design approach increases the efficiency of

product development, as co-design facilitates continuous product or service improvements

and reduces the risks of their failure (Hoyer et al., 2010). Consequently, the tendency to

employ the method of co-design is growing, as an increasing number of companies across

various industries and sectors find it valuable to produce solutions that match the needs of its

target audience better (Binder et al., 2008).

Originating in Scandinavia, with the original purpose of making new technology better

adapted at workplaces, co-design became an internationally practiced method across many

different fields such as information and communications technology, architecture, and

business. Its popularity is also growing in the public sector, where co-design assists

municipalities in understanding how the urban infrastructure should be developed by directly

involving their citizens.

Nevertheless, co-design is becoming extensively adopted in the development sector in the

countries of the global South, where international development agencies have begun to

employ the method in their interventions of solving the problem of poverty and other

inequalities (Nahi, 2016). The premise stands that the opportunities at the bottom of the

pyramid, of the poorest people in the world, cannot be unlocked if large and small firms,

governments, civil society organizations, development agencies, and the poor themselves do

1



not work together with a shared agenda (Prahalad & Ramaswamy, 2004). In this way,

co-design is seen as a new tool for global development.

However, while there has been extensive research on the application of co-design in the

global North (Puri et al., 2004; Sanders & Stappers, 2014; Sleeswijk Visser, 2011), studies on

how this method is applied in the countries of the global South are limited (Puri et al., 2004;

Elovaara et al., 2006; Camara et al., 2008; Winschiers-Theophilus et al., 2010; Messeter et

al., 2012). Paradoxically, in the recent decades, countries of the global South, with a high

focus on African countries, have become a subject of cross-cultural interest in business

research (Seyoum & Manyak, 2009). Consequently, with the increasing business interest of

Western countries in Africa, using the co-design approach to develop solutions provides an

unexplored potential for new business partnerships.

The limited research available about co-design in Africa has shown that there are the

following challenges in co-design application: inadequate participation, lack of users’ interest,

and the need to evaluate co-design techniques with stakeholders (Puri et al., 2004;

Winschiers, 2006). It is also highlighted that co-design approaches in developing countries

must reflect people’s behavior and the co-design methods must be adapted to the local

context (Puri et al., 2004). Oyugi et al. (2008) list some issues to be considered when using

co-design in developing countries, for example, power distance, cultural and language

barriers, or incompatibilities of co-design techniques with local values. However, these are

not closely elaborated and are based on very few cases from Africa. Although the strong

need for research in the field of participatory approaches outside Western contexts was

stressed almost two decades ago (Binder et al., 2002), the lack of research on co-design in

Africa has to this day been perpetuated. Therefore, further research is required as the field is

only explored to a limited extent.

The need for further research of co-design in Africa or in other contexts of the global South

became apparent to us as the academic literature provided in our study program Strategic

Design and Entrepreneurship encompassed only studies on co-design from the global North.

To our study program, the collaboration of multiple disciplines is inherent, as it joints a school

of design and architecture with a business school. In other words, it is based on the idea of

multidisciplinary collaboration of students of design, architecture, business, communication or

marketing, which resembles the multidisciplinary conditions for co-design. Being taught about

the principles of co-design and having the opportunity to practice them in mixed teams of



students with diverse backgrounds led us to understand the benefits of such a work.

Moreover, it was convincing enough to let us believe that involving many different groups of

stakeholders in a design process is one of the best ways to develop sustainable solutions for

the current- and future world’s challenges. However, being personally interested in the

matters of the global South and the development work especially in Africa, we, as

researchers of this thesis, found the single Western perspective on co-design insufficient.

Research aim

This paper aims to explore the importance of context on co-design facilitation. Thus, the

research is carried out in a context that differs significantly from the context in which the logic

of co-design was first introduced. As the characteristics of the country of Uganda fulfill these

conditions, the research takes place there. Uganda is one of the least developed countries

(United Nations, Committee for Development Policy (2021) located in East-Central Africa. It

has rapid population growth, is subject to urbanization, suffers from widespread poverty and

natural hazards, and has an influx of refugees (The SDG Secretariat, Uganda, 2020). This

ultimately means that the conditions for co-design differ vastly from those of countries in the

global North.

Currently, there is an emphasis on the role of businesses to alleviate poverty and increase

the country’s economic growth (The SDG Secretariat, Uganda, 2020) in which co-design can

contribute and help Ugandan society thrive. Based on the argument of Puri et al. (2004) and

Messeter et al. (2012), facilitation is the part of co-design which is influenced the most by the

context. Therefore, this paper is specifically interested in the facilitation of co-design. It is

further promoted that the format of a workshop is the most suitable setting for facilitation.

Consequently, the research question guiding this paper is:

How does the Ugandan context influence the facilitation process of co-design workshops?

Research Outline

In order to be able to answer the research question, the literature on co-design in terms of

participation, socio-cultural aspect, and facilitation is reviewed. Based on this, a conceptual

framework is created by merging two existing models on facilitator competencies (Pierce et

al., 2000; Taoka et al., 2018). These models provide a holistic understanding of what it entails

to facilitate co-design workshops. However, they are not designed for the African context.



Therefore, we take a departure in the framework but being aware of its limitations, we are

open to being influenced by the emerging research findings.

Following this, the methodological considerations and approaches of this study are outlined.

This paper follows the philosophy of pragmatism with a qualitative and abductive approach to

data collection with interviews as a primary source of data. The method used for our research

is a case study of a Ugandan company that follows a method of co-design to develop

educational materials. Thereafter, the company and its context are presented. This

introduces the current situation of the state of Uganda as well as presents the Mango Tree

company in bigger detail. The following chapter analyses the collected data. In the discussion

chapter, findings are introduced, discussed, and reflected. Based on the findings, the

framework of facilitators’ competencies is extended to be applicable in the African context.

Suggestions on how the new framework enhances the academic field are provided.

Additionally, the quality of the data is reflected upon, and recommendations for future

research as well as practical implications are highlighted. In the conclusion, the findings are

summarized.



2. Literature review

The literature review will present and review the theory and concepts related to the aim of

this thesis in order to construct a conceptual framework to guide the analysis. As this thesis

is positioned within the field of co-design in the global South, the following review will firstly

outline a variety of studies on the different aspects of co-design, highlighting research done

on facilitation. In the following part, a brief section on facilitator’s competencies is included.

Thirdly, the relationship between co-design and the context of the global South will be

reviewed. Lastly, some context specific facilitation competencies will be introduced.

2.1 Co-design

Before diving into the development of co-design, clarification of terms is required. The term

co-design is being used interchangeably with the term co-creation or participatory design

(Sanders & Stappers, 2008; Mattelmäki & Sleeswijk Visser, 2011). Co-creation is a broad

term that refers to any act of collective creativity, such as creativity that is shared by two or

more people with applications ranging from the physical to the metaphysical and from the

material to the spiritual environment, while co-design is defined as a specific instance of

co-creation. Some researchers refer to co-design as the collective creativity of collaborating

designers. However, Sanders and Stappers (2008), key figures in the recent co-design

research, use co-design in a broader sense to refer to the creativity of designers and people

not trained in design who work together in the design development process.

2.1.1 Emergence of co-design

The practice of co-creation and co-design emerged from their predecessor called

participatory design. Participatory design has its roots in 1970s movements towards

democratisation in the Scandinavian countries when participation and joint decision-making

became important factors in relation to workplaces and the introduction of new technology.

The approach put together the expertise of the systems designers or researchers and the

situated expertise of the people whose work was to be impacted by the change (Bødker,

1996). The participatory design is strategically guided by two types of values: a) social and

rational idea of democracy as a value that leads to considerations of conditions for proper

and legitimate user participation; b) the importance of making participants not only bring



formal and explicit competence but also to make their "tacit knowledge" come into play in the

design process. These values refer to the Scandinavian tradition of participatory design (Puri

et al., 2004).

Ever since its emergence, a number of international researchers (Ehn & Kyng, 1987; Bødker,

1996) have been developing the academic field as well as the practice of co-design.

Elisabeth B.-N. Sanders and Pieter Jan Stappers are one of the key figures in the co-design

research. These practitioners and educators of co-designing (2014) have educational

backgrounds respectively in experimental psychology, anthropology, and experimental

physics and informatics. They suggest that the idea of involving people’s participation in the

design process comes from the design field itself, however, they believe social sciences and

design are deeply connected. Similarly to Jane Fulton Suri, a leading practitioner of

co-design, user-centered approach1, and design thinking2 who has an education in

psychology and architecture. By the late 1980s, there were a number of social scientists who

had entered the practice of design (Sanders & Stappers, 2014) driving the broader

involvement of society in design processes. Other researchers and practitioners such as

Froukje Sleeswijk Visser, Pelle Ehn, or Erling Björgvinsson, have provided an extensive body

of work on co-design.

2. 1. 2. Process of co-design

Many researchers in the field of co-design (Sanders & Stappers, 2008; Brandt & Eriksen,

2010; Mattelmäki & Sleeswijk Visser, 2011) highlight that as opposed to the traditional design

process, which constitutes the following three phases: identification of a problem, design, and

implementation, co-design approach is not a linear process climaxing with a predefined end

product. In contrast, these scholars agree that co-design is a form of design practice that

engages users and other concerned stakeholders in the creative process of design. Sanders

and Stappers (2008) argue that “co-creation practiced at the early front end of the design

development process can have an impact with positive, long-range consequences.” The

early front end involves many activities taking place in order to inform and inspire the

2 Design thinking is a discipline that uses the designer’s sensibility and methods to match people’s needs with
what is technologically feasible and what a viable business strategy can convert into customer value and market
opportunity (Brown, 2008).

1

User-Centered Design (UCD) is a multidisciplinary design approach based on the active involvement of users to
improve the understanding of user and task requirements, and the iteration of design and evaluation (Mao et al.,
2005).



exploration of open-ended questions such as “How might we improve ...”. A session of

facilitation with relevant stakeholders thus comprise all these activities. Sanders and

Stappers (2008) are thus, in agreement with Jungk’s observation (Cross, 1972, p. 122) that

“participation at the moment of idea generation” is an important place to be practicing

participatory design. Moreover, in this early process of co-design, it is often not known

whether the deliverable of the design process will be a product, a service, an interface, or

any other solution. They add, however, that “participation at the moment of decision” is

gaining importance as well. The application of participatory design practices, both at the

moment of idea generation and continuing throughout the design process at all key moments

of the decision will contribute to solving large-scale problems (Sanders & Stappers, 2008).

2.1.3 Participation

The paramount presumption for co-design is that people can and should contribute to design

processes that are of relevance to them since their experiences are crucial in a design

process (Bødker, 1996). Some researchers add that the core values of this design tradition

are based on democracy and change (Pedersen, 2020). According to some scholars (Binder

et al., 2008), co-designing starts with the belief that by engaging stakeholders in solving a

challenge, the created solutions address relevant problems and the stakeholders will gain

agency to implement solutions. By participating in the solution creation, and thereby having

control over the result, participants are creating psychological ownership. As Pierce et al.

(2003) note, “the most obvious and perhaps the most powerful means by which an individual

invests herself into an object, is to create it” (p. 93). A large body of research has shown that

feelings of ownership relate to stronger appreciation, closeness, and liking for the

psychologically owned product (Kamleitner, 2015; Kirmani, Sood & Bridges, 1999; Peck &

Shu, 2009). Therefore, throughout the co-creation session, participants are supposed to

create ownership, which later results in better adoption of the final solution developed by

designers.

Hence in co-design, a variety of stakeholders participate in a design process that in the past

belonged solely to professional designers. As put by Sleeswijk Visser et al. (2005), co-design

provides a space for the roles of participants to get mixed up: the person who will eventually

be served through the design process is given the position of “an expert of his/her

experience” and plays a large role in knowledge development, idea generation and concept

development. The participants may be professionals and laypeople who represent various

levels of organizational or societal hierarchy and possess different kinds of knowledge



concerning the topic of interest. In generating insights on the problem, facilitators support the

participants in being “experts of their experience” by providing tools for ideation and

expression (Sleeswijk Visser et al., 2005; Brandt et al., 2012).

This change of roles within the design process brings concerns of creativity (Sanders &

Stappers, 2008). Sanders and Stappers (2008) present creativity as a condition necessary to

proceed with co-design. “Co-designing requires creative initiative on the part of the entire

team: researchers, designers, clients, and the people who will ultimately benefit from the

co-designing experience. Admittedly, it is difficult for many people to believe that they are

creative, and therefore actively participate in co-designing.” For this reason, designers need

to acknowledge that different levels of creativity exist. Only then it becomes evident that there

is a need to learn how to offer relevant experiences to facilitate people’s expressions of

creativity at all levels (Sanders & Stappers, 2008).

2.1.4 Facilitation in co-design

Several scholars suggest that the process of facilitation is one of the key aspects that

distinguishes co-design practice from traditional design (Sanders & Stappers, 2008; Cross,

1972; Buchanan, 1992). In order to be able to understand facilitation in the process of

co-design, the term facilitation itself is to be explained in the first place and thereafter put in

connection with the co-design field. According to Sibbet (2002), facilitation is “the art of

moving people through processes to agreed-upon objectives in a manner that encourages

participation, ownership, and creativity from all.” According to Phillips and Phillips (1993),

facilitation is tied to the notion of a workgroup which is defined as “a small collection of

people who share a goal and perform various tasks, with the help of a facilitator, to

accomplish their objectives” (p. 535). It is suggested that when there are attempts to tackle

bigger societal and environmental issues, co-design facilitation can be used as means to

achieve them (Light & Akama, 2012; Buchanan, 1992). Salmi and Mattelmäki (2019) propose

that “facilitation in co-design aims to create favourable conditions for new experiences to take

place, which provide meaningful, open-ended scaffolds for sharing experiences and

co-creating meanings as drivers of change.”

For a successful co-design facilitation, several conditions need to be fulfilled. Firstly,

researchers agree (Akama & Prendiville, 2013; Salmi & Mattelmäki, 2019; Binder et al.,

1998) that there must be a dedicated space in which the co-design method can be invoked.

This particular setting is being referred to as a workshop. Secondly, as opposed to the



traditional design, a designer in co-design has gained multiple responsibilities tied to

facilitation (Thorpe, 2016). Thirdly, there are tools and techniques that a designer facilitating

co-design (later only referred to as facilitator) can deploy in a co-design workshop to engage

with participants (Brandt, Binder & Sanders, 2012). Lastly, the more complex role of a

facilitator in co-design requires a broader set of competencies to be put in place (Thorpe,

2016). The following sections will present and elaborate on these aspects of facilitation in

co-design to provide a more detailed idea of what the practice of co-design facilitation entails.

2.1.4.1 Facilitation of a co-design workshop

The engagement between a facilitator and other stakeholders takes place in a situation

specifically dedicated to their interaction (Pedersen, 2020). Various researchers use different

terms for this situation of engagement between multiple stakeholders. Brandt and Eriksen

(2012) call the workshops with a focus on mutual experimentation and learning the

‘co-design events’ in order to stress that the working mode is open-ended, collaborative,

exploratory, and creative. Salmi and Mattelmäki (2019) follow the terminology and refer to

co-design events or workshops as “temporarily co-habited learning platforms where two

groups relate, one of the participants and the other of the facilitators. In these events, new

solutions are co-created and meanings are materialized with the help of co-design tools''

(Salmi & Mattelmäki, 2019). Sanders (2002) provides a description of creative workshops in

which people can jointly explore and articulate their latent needs and explore and “make”

solutions together. Despite the different names, these authors all refer to space where

facilitators engage with stakeholders and support their creativity, exploration, and expression

of their needs in co-design. In this research paper, this participatory situation is referred to as

a co-design workshop to be aligned with the terminology that the practitioners from the case

study use.

According to Brandt and Eriksen (2010), the co-design workshop is an interplay of several

variables. Although each co-design workshop is unique, there are recommendations on how

to tackle the variable aspects in it, consisting of participants, physical setting, the level of

participation, the formats of exploration, and the materials (Brandt and Eriksen, 2010). In

regards to people, it is considered valuable when workshop participants with many different

competencies, experiences, and interests are present. The aspect of appropriate physical

setting in which co-design activities are taking place matters, as it aims to make different

stakeholders feel at “home”. Maintaining a certain level of participation during the co-design

workshop is supporting the continuous engagement of participants and enables



experimentation and eventually co-creation. Considering these aspects is beneficial to the

outcome of the workshop as they evoke creative potentials in the co-design workshop.

Therefore, each participant must have the possibility to bring their concerns and ideas

forward and collaboratively engage in what is explored, rehearsed, and co-designed during

each specific workshop (Brandt and Eriksen, 2010).

2.1.4.2 The role of a facilitator in a co-design workshop

In the co-design workshop, Manzini (2015) considers the facilitator as a “mediator” who uses

their creativity and culture to guide the social conversation between very heterogeneous

actors. Sanders and Stappers (2008) suggest that facilitator leads, guides, provides

scaffolds, as well as clean slates to encourage people at all levels of creativity. Furthermore,

facilitators need to acquire a new layer of sensitivity to detect and interpret subtle individual

behaviors as well as group dynamics. According to Tonkinwise (2013), facilitators must have

a very refined and sensitive knowledge of human beings, they must understand psychology,

even psychoanalysis, as they need to take into account the signs that are still latent and

unconscious, including body language, and attitudes. Trapani (2019) points out that if

facilitators do not receive any specific training to manage these aspects, the carefully

planned and professionally conducted activities often fail because of the “human factor”.

Therefore, a facilitator is responsible for ensuring that the group develops optimally over

time: being able to resolve conflicts constructively (Trapani, 2019), react abruptly and

accordingly to unexpected situations as well as to adapt to the flow of the co-design

workshop. The following paragraphs will elaborate on the responsibilities of a facilitator within

a co-design workshop.

Handling communication barriers and con�icting interests

One of the challenges a facilitator faces is finding ways to handle potential communication

barriers and conflicting interests among participants (Prendiville & Akama, 2013).

Björgvinsson et al. (2012, p. 143) argued that designers in co-design “move towards

practices where differences and controversies are allowed to exist, dilemmas are raised, and

possibilities explored.” Thus, negotiations should not necessarily lead to consensus, but to

the exploration of possibilities that eventually might lead to some degree of alignment

(Pedersen, 2020).

Responding in-the-moment to group dynamics



In as far as co-design is negotiation, it is also a sudden emergence of a set of dynamics,

which the facilitator has to feel, experience, as well as “think about what is going on” (Light &

Akama, 2012). The co-design workshop is seen as a constant evolution of relations, from the

point of inception until the engagement is finished. Light and Akama (2012) state that all

design work is action research – changing the contexts, the people, and the facilitator

through designing. If embracing these aspects, it might allow facilitators to be more

self-conscious, saturated in the issues, and ready to respond at the moment to the group

they are facing. This is supported by Schön’s (1984) statement that facilitators’ knowledge

changes as they interact, observe, and make things with others, through reflection-in-action.

Willis (2006, p.1) gives a suggestion on how to handle unexpected, divergent situations

during co-design workshops. Once it emerges, practitioners have to reassess and modify

their systems of knowing-in-practice, allow adjustment to a course of action, change

previously held views and build new understanding in the situation that is unfolding.

Letting go of  control and letting serendipity occur

According to Broadbent (2018), facilitators trained in the Northern European “participatory”

tradition are participating observers. Facilitators usually become immersed in a prolonged

co-evolution with the group, through which they undergo a specific internal transition to adapt

to the evolution of the group (Broadbent 2018). This is in accordance with

Winschiers-Theophilus’ (2010) feeling of “being participated” which facilitators experience in

a co-design workshop. She describes the process as a continuous deviation of planned

activities in terms of timing, process, and expected outcomes driven by the community. This

causes at first an uncomfortable sensation for the facilitator’s loss of design process control

that is followed by a feeling of release that the community is empowered to lead their own

process, though in a different way than originally planned. Brandt and Eriksen (2012) indicate

that there should be enough room reserved for serendipity within co-design events as they

state that not everything can be prepared and planned beforehand.

As Trapani (2019) sums it up: “co-designing in real time is a journey for which no map can be

provided because it must be constructed on the go as the result of a purposeful interaction

and conversation among multiple parties.” The facilitator’s role is to facilitate co-design by

staging events and planning engagement, providing tools to elicit experiences and explore

relevant themes, ideas, and solutions (Mattelmäki & Sleeswijk Visser, 2011). As the

paragraphs above presented, the facilitator’s tasks in a co-design workshop vary. It is,

therefore, important to outline these activities in a consistent format in order to be able to see



the facilitation process in its complexity (Trapani, 2019). Prior to that, the next section

elaborates on how tools and techniques can be of help to a facilitator of a co-design

workshop.

2.1.4.3 Facilitator’s tools and techniques

Researchers suggest that in order for a facilitator to take upon her complex role and span the

gap between separate knowledge domains of different actors, various tools and techniques

should be used in a co-design workshop (Robertson et al., 2006; Brandt et al., 2012; Salmi &

Mattelmäki, 2019). Moreover, in a co-design workshop, the participatory tools and techniques

can be seen as the scaffolding supporting the facilitators as well as participants in a

collaborative inquiry and helping them to answer the essential questions about “what to

achieve”’ and “how to achieve it” (Sanders & Stappers, 2008). Due to the ambiguity of

different terms within co-design, the clarification of terms and their meanings is necessary, to

understand their combinations and relations (Sanders et al., 2010):

● Tools are material components that are used in participatory design activities.

● Toolkit is a collection of tools that are used in combination to serve a specific purpose.

● Technique describes how the tools and toolkits are put into action. For example, many

different techniques can be used with a deck of image cards. They can be sorted,

categorised, prioritised, used to make a collage, tell a story, and/or used to spark

conversations.

● Method is a combination of tools, toolkits, techniques, and/or games that are

strategically put together to address defined goals within the research plan. In

designing the method, it is very important to think about the entire experience that the

participants are going to go through. Each activity should prepare or prime them to

successfully execute the next activity.

● Approach describes the overall mindset with which the research plan is to be

conducted. Sanders et al. (2010) give an example of an approach to co-design. They

believe such a co-design approach should be accompanied by a participatory mindset

characterised by the belief that all people are creative.

2.1.4.4 Facilitator’s competencies

It is argued that tools and techniques can not be reduced to stand alone but can only work

when accompanied by a participatory mindset and a set of the right competencies (Sanders



& Stappers, 2008). Therefore competencies of a facilitator are presented as they comprise a

significant part of the co-design process and play an important role in a workshop setting.

According to Pierce et al. (2000), being a competent facilitator requires rigorous professional

discipline and understanding the underlying competencies needed for group facilitation. A

number of scholars agree (Tonkinwise, 2013; Manzini, 2015; Thorpe, 2016), that a facilitator

needs to employ a variety of methods to tackle the ever-changing environment of the

workshops. They especially highlight the requirement for facilitators to be able to multitask in

group facilitation. The facilitator’s competencies were captured by several studies in the

1990s (Ackermann, 1996; Bostrom, Anson & Clawson, 1993; Nelson & McFadzean, 1998).

However, the most elaborate overview of what a facilitator should take into account when

guiding a group in a participatory setting is provided by Pierce, Cheesebrow, and Braun’s

model which they call the “Facilitator Competencies” (2000). The model gives a thorough

overview of what a facilitator should be able to do in facilitation, as it demonstrates what skills

and knowledge the facilitator should possess in order to support the participation of

stakeholders throughout the workshop. This model is acknowledged by the community of

facilitators as it served as a basis for developing an official model of facilitator competencies

for practitioners by the International Association of Facilitators (Kolb et al., 2008).

In guiding a group process, Pierce et al. (2000) look at facilitators as those who develop an

awareness that they themselves are an important instrument in getting the facilitation work

done. In regards to the competencies, they state that facilitators “possess knowledge and

skill that support the process design and delivery. It is however their personal energy that

evokes the energy of group members during the delivery of a process. With the requisite or

adequate ability or qualities, facilitators guide and enable the group to move toward its goals

and find its own answers” (Pierce et al., 2000).

Pierce et al.’s model (2000) defines six main categories of competencies, in which another

three, more specific competencies unfold. The descriptions of these eighteen competencies

aim to give a facilitator a comprehensive idea of what they can encounter in facilitating a

participatory workshop and how to approach it (see Appendix 1). Due to the holistic overview

of the facilitator’s competencies this model provides, it will further be elaborated in the

conceptual framework of this paper.



2.2 Role of a context in co-design

As presented in the previous sections, a large body of research shows (Bødker 1996;

Sanders, 2006; Sanders and Stappers, 2012) that there has been a continuous interest in

researching the practice of co-design mainly in Scandinavia, Western Europe, or the United

States. However, much fewer researchers have studied the application of co-design outside

of the place of its origin (for example Puri et al., 2004; Taoka et al., 2018;

Winschiers-Theophilus, 2010; Messeter et al., 2012; MacLeod & MacDonald, 2018; Grönvall

et al., 2016). This lack of co-design research done in various geographical areas makes

literature resources on how co-design is applied outside the European and the US context

insufficient for this thesis’ research. As a result, this situation creates opportunities to

investigate the practice of co-design in contexts different from its origin.

2.2.1 The e�ect of country context on co-design

As co-design was first proposed in the countries of the global North, researchers

acknowledge that the participatory mindset of co-design has been confined within this

context and its norms, such as egalitarianism and transparency (Sanoff, 1990; Puri et al.,

2004; Oyugi et. al. 2008; Fuad-Luke, 2009; Taoka et. al., 2018). Therefore, researchers

suggest that in order to apply the method of co-design in a context with radically different

norms, the practice needs some adjustments (Taoka et al., 2018; Oyugi et al., 2008; Walker

et al., 2008; Puri et al., 2004; Elovaara et al., 2006).

Context has a variety of definitions from multiple different fields, such as sociology,

philosophy, anthropology, and many more. However, at a high level, context always refers to

the setting within which the object of interest is situated (Stalnaker, 2014). Therefore, drawing

on the area of this study, the explanation of context is limited to a country and its

characteristics. Country context refers to the conditions that a country presents These

conditions are influenced by many different factors, such as the political, economic,

geographical, and demographic situation of the country (Hilsum, 1996). These areas, and the

conditions they present, are different from country to country as they are influenced by the

countries’ historical, political, and social climate (Puri et al., 2004). Therefore, researchers

conclude that understanding the conditions of what the context of a country creates is crucial

in order to successfully apply the Scandinavian co-design practice elsewhere (Walker et al.,

2008; Puri et al., 2004;  Elovaara et al., 2006).



2.2.2 Challenges with the application of co-design in the context of the global South

Co-design within the context of the global South is an emerging area of interest amongst

researchers from the co-design community (Oyugi et al., 2008; Binder et al, 2002; Puri et al.,

2004). However, despite this increasing interest in the past decades, only limited and

peripheral research has been conducted on using co-design methods in the context of the

global South (Byerne et al., 2004; Oyugi et al., 2008). This issue was discussed already at

the Participatory Design Conference in Malmö in 2002, where it was stressed that

participation should be viewed outside Western organisations, and the different social and

political contexts should be heavily researched and analysed (Binder et al., 2002). Moreover,

research on the application of participatory design in Namibia suggests that: “Participatory

design in a cross-cultural context goes beyond the involvement of users in the design of the

product, but it should include an appropriation of the design process itself” (Winschiers,

2006). Building on this research, Oyugi et al. (2008) outlined seven unique areas that arise

within the context of a developing country that should be considered when facilitating

co-design. These include:

● Power distance: amongst participants, as well as the host communities and

facilitators

● Cultural/language barriers: there are normally language and cultural barriers between

the host communities and the visiting facilitators

● Incompatibilities of co-design techniques with host community values and

communication codes

● Uncertainty about appropriate methods/techniques when participants and facilitators

are from different national and organizational cultures

● Dispersed geographical distances mean that travelling costs are high and time zone

differences make remote synchronous communications difficult

● Low literacy levels: the host communities may have low literacy levels which may

hinder collaborative activities between them and the designers

● Poor telecommunication infrastructure: activities that could be exercised remotely

between two dispersed groups may prove to be a challenge because of the

insufficient infrastructure

The above-listed factors aim to be used as points of departure in ushering co-design in

non-Western contexts (Oyugi et al., 2008). However, due to the lack of details in these listed



areas, facilitation in a non-Western context needs to be further elaborated for instance in the

perspective of the facilitator's competencies.

2.2.3 Facilitators’ additional competencies in the developing world

As it was previously introduced, there is only very limited research available about the

application of co-design in a non-Western context (Puri et al., 2004; Taoka et al., 2018;

Winschiers-Theophilus, 2010; Messeter et al., 2012; MacLeod & MacDonald, 2018; Grönvall

et al., 2016). However, a study done by Taoka, Mougenot, and Kagohashi (2018) explores

how co-design practice can be adjusted to a country with vastly different characteristics to

the practice’s origin. Their research focuses on countries with higher power distance, which

according to Oyugi et al. (2008) is one of the biggest challenges of applying co-design in

developing countries. Taoka et al. (2018) outline the following six issues that may prevent the

successful application of co-design in countries with high power distance:

● Sharing ideas freely with people in a higher hierarchical position

● Collaborating with strangers

● Trust with a facilitator

● Harmony of group

● Ambiguous assignment

● Lack of a ‘common language’

Drawing on the issues, Taoka et al. (2018) suggest six ways for facilitators to encourage

active participation in a co-design setting:

● The utilisation of icebreaking, and adjusting its ratio to activities to a culturally

accepted level

● Mitigating trust issues by sensitising purpose of workshop beforehand

● Showing respect to the efforts of participants is expected to build trust between

facilitators and participants and could increase participation by convincing participants

that they are experts, and thereby raising their hierarchical status

● Showing examples and dividing design tasks into smaller elements to tackle

ambiguous assignments

● Prepare an alternative plan in case the initial plan is not working. In case participants

are not moving forward with design activities, facilitators should quickly adapt their

plan. Not showing facilitator’s confusion would address trust



● Being careful to have or not to have a hierarchy in groups. Removing hierarchy from

groups may end in inefficient interactions; thus, mitigating the negative influence of

hierarchy seems to be a better option

Taoka et al.’s findings will serve as complementary to the thesis’ conceptual framework.



3. Conceptual framework

The following chapter will introduce the conceptual framework that forms the foundation for

the analysis. The reviewed literature has shown that successful facilitation of a co-design

workshop requires the facilitator to take on a complex role during the workshop (Sanders et

al., 2010; Prendiville & Akama, 2012). To be able to handle this complex role, Pierce et al.

(2000) present a compact model of facilitator’s competencies which can be understood as a

suggestion of best practice for co-design facilitation. Moreover, the literature review also

outlined that facilitating co-design workshops in a radically different context to the method’s

origin brings additional challenges (Oyugi et. al., 2008; Taoka et al., 2018). It thus requires an

extension of the facilitator’s competencies. Taoka et al.’s (2018) suggestions on how a

facilitator should encourage active participation in such contexts, serves as a complement to

Pierce et al.’s model. The model of Pierce et al. (2000) and the suggestions of Taoka et al.

(2018) are thus being merged in order to create a conceptual framework, which helps to

investigate the competencies needed to facilitate a co-design workshop in Uganda. With this

framework, we aim to answer the research question of the thesis:

“How does the Ugandan context influence the facilitation process of co-design workshops?”

The framework is structured along with Pierce et al.’s (2000) model which provides a

thorough description of participatory workshop facilitation. However, the reviewed literature

showed that some elements of Pierce et al.’s model are not relevant for the purpose of this

study. These redundant elements were therefore eliminated from the model.

Moreover, Pierce et al.'s model (2000) was developed for the environment of a workspace in

the context of the global North, which suggests its suitability for application in the respective

context. Therefore, Taoka et al.'s (2018) suggestions complement Pierce et al.’s model with

additional competencies specific to facilitation in a radically different context. The joint

framework thus consists of seventeen competencies, divided into five main categories, and

customized to a country context with vastly different societal and cultural norms. The main

headlines from Pierce et al.’s (2000) model provide the main categories under which

competencies are organised. Taoka et al.’s (2018) complementary competencies either

create new subheadlines under the respective categories or accompany the existing

competencies outlined by Pierce et al. (2000). In order to visualise which of the



competencies relate specifically to Taoka et al.’s suggestions, those competencies are listed

under the dotted line in the following Figure 1 depicting the conceptual framework for this

thesis:

Fig. 1: The conceptual framework

(based on Pierce et al.’s model and Taoka et al.’s model)



In order to understand the competencies each category provides, they are divided into

subcategories with descriptions. These descriptions will guide the analysis of the data.

1. Engage in professional growth

Contrast facilitation methods

Facilitator knows how to employ a variety of facilitation methods that can help a group

achieve its purpose, As well as understand the purpose and conditions for which each

method is most appropriate. Moreover, the facilitator gathers enough information to

assess needs and clearly understands the group’s task and the information that is

most pertinent in order to apply the best group process.

Maintain professional standing

Facilitator is able to assess, evaluate and internalize information and experience in

order to learn.

2. Create an environment of  participation

Honor and recognize diversity, ensuring inclusiveness

Facilitators should use the group’s diversity to positively affect the group solution. The

facilitator is aware of and considers the organizational culture and its impact on group

interaction. Taoka et al. (2018) add to this, saying that a facilitator should be mindful

of whether or not to have a hierarchy in groups. Removing hierarchy from groups may

end in inefficient interactions; thus, mitigating the negative influence of hierarchy

seems to be a better option (Taoka et al., 2018).

Demonstrate e�ective interpersonal communication skills

The facilitator speaks effectively and actively listens to understand what people are

saying. The facilitator establishes rapport with the participants through his or her style

of facilitation - words, behavior, and presence.

Build trust between facilitator and participants

Part of the process of creating a climate of safety and trust is encouraging positive

regard for the experience and perceptions of all participants. Trust issues play an

especially big role in high power distance countries. In the high-power distance index

https://docs.google.com/document/d/1OdDBnfj5z8nIAM9VObHmgJ_ACaQUltyrlZ7oWlwb7t0/edit#heading=h.6cc8wsqgul0c
https://docs.google.com/document/d/1OdDBnfj5z8nIAM9VObHmgJ_ACaQUltyrlZ7oWlwb7t0/edit#heading=h.ph8me8wqnunp


countries, showing respect to the efforts of participants is expected to build trust

between facilitators and participants (Taoka et al., 2018).

Facilitate group con�ict

A facilitator should recognize conflict as it promotes its effective solution. The

facilitator develops an environment of respect and trust in which conflict can surface,

be explored, and be resolved. A facilitator addresses the disruptive behavior of an

individual with care and respect for the needs of the remainder of the group. At times,

a facilitator mediates the conflict to enable the group to move forward.

3. Utilize multisensory approaches

Evoke group creativity, blending, learning, and thinking styles

Facilitators know a variety of approaches to draw out participation and encourage

creative thinking. The facilitator accepts all ideas and assists the group with the

analysis of problems and the development of conclusions.

Employ multisensory processes

The facilitator assesses group sensory needs and abilities and selects from a wide

variety of sensory approaches to fit the needs of individuals in the group. Exercising

all the senses tends to awaken group energy and fuel creativity. Taoka et al. (2018)

suggest that when a facilitator is facilitating outside of her cultural context she should

always utilise ice-breaking activities and adjust its ratio to activities to a culturally

accepted level in the context.

Use time and space to support group process

Many techniques and tools are available to a facilitator for using the time and space

effectively in the group. The facilitator recognizes when the group is ready to move on

or whether it needs more time. Managing symbolic aspects of meetings enhances the

participants’ quality of experience.

4. Orchestrate the group journey

Present the group with a clear purpose of  workshop beforehand

A facilitator needs to set a clear context for what has been designed as well as what

participants can expect for the group to understand the purpose and significance of its



work and process it uses. According to Taoka et al. (2018), it is especially important in

high power distance countries that a facilitator sensitises the purpose of the workshop

beforehand, as it mitigates trust issues.

Articulate ways of  approaching assignments

The facilitator helps the group to observe and understand what it is doing and how it

is going about it. Taoka et al. (2018) suggest that a facilitator shows examples and

divides design tasks into smaller elements to tackle ambiguous assignments.

Facilitate group self -awareness

To help the group learn from its experience, the facilitator holds discussions to enable

the group to reflect on the significance of its work.

Guide the group to consensus and desired outcomes

The facilitator selects the most effective methods for helping a group come to a

consensus and achieve its desired outcomes. The facilitator is familiar with a variety

of planning and decision-making approaches and can adapt them to meet the group’s

needs.

Alter workshop plan according to group dynamics

A facilitator works with the group to keep moving - to stay on task and to recognize

when the group may be going on tangents and suggest a redirection of the work to

the task. In the high-power distance index countries, a facilitator prepares an

alternative plan in case the initial plan is not working. In case participants are not

moving forward with design activities, facilitators should quickly adapt their plan. Not

showing facilitators’ confusion would address trust (Taoka et al., 2018).

5. Commit to a life of  integrity

Ask the depth questions of  oneself  and others

A facilitator strives to elicit or uncover profound insights within the group. The

facilitator helps the group discern its root, underlying issues in order to clarify the

group's situation and to discover new options for creating its future.



Model profound a�rmation

A facilitator shares a fundamental belief that group creativity can provide for infinite

possibility. The facilitator articulates the possibility of transformation in all situations

through acknowledging the ideas and perspectives that participants bring to the group

and their capacity to address their issues. In high power distance countries

convincing participants that they are experts is increasingly important as it increases

the likelihood of their participation (raising their hierarchical status) (Taoka et al.,

2018). Facilitated situations are approached by the facilitator with self-confidence and

an accepting attitude and belief in others.

Trust group’s potential and model neutrality

Facilitators honor the wisdom of the group while setting aside personal opinions to

maintain neutrality which grants the group to make its own decisions. The facilitator’s

objective, the non-judgemental stance is key to guiding the group towards consensus

(Pierce et al., 2000).

We believe that the created conceptual framework is understood as a suggestion of best

practice for co-design facilitation and serves as a sufficient guiding principle to understand

and analyse the facilitators’ competencies in the Ugandan context. However, due to the lack

of available literature on co-design facilitation in Uganda, none of the original frameworks are

specific to the Ugandan context. Therefore, we keep the possibility of extending the set of

competencies with the analysed data from the case study. The emerging findings that do not

fit the suggested framework will be put into new categories, organised based on their

common themes.



4. Methodology

In the following chapter, the research methods of this project will be presented. Firstly,

choices made regarding the philosophy of science are discussed. Followed by a description

of the research approach. Subsequently, the choices and methods of conducting a case

study will be described. Thereafter, the data collection method of interviews and the method

for their analysis will be presented. Finally, the method will be discussed with a reflective

attitude as well as the limitations of this study will be outlined.

4.1 Research philosophy

The philosophy of science informs the theoretical lens to interpret and understand what is

observed in research, the nature of the phenomenon examined (ontology), and the methods

for understanding it (epistemology) (Bechara & Van de Ven, 2007). In this paper, we, as

researchers, make choices in regards to the perspectives on science, how it works and how

knowledge is created. As Bechara and Van de Ven (2007) state, the philosophy of science

that underlies the research is a choice that should be made carefully as creating research

design is dependent on the philosophy behind the research. Therefore, in this section, some

philosophies of science representing different “worldviews” will be outlined to understand our

position as researchers and to explain our choice of pragmatist philosophy of science for this

thesis.

Various scholars divide philosophies of science differently and distinguish different

paradigms. However, there are two main philosophies, positivism and interpretivism which

are posed as opposites. These two philosophies can be imagined as two extremities of a

continuum. Therefore, other emerging paradigms fall between these two mutually exclusive

philosophical assumptions (Collis & Hussey, 2014). The philosophies of positivism,

interpretivism, and pragmatism will be explained along with their ontological and

epistemological perspectives and how their characteristics affect research.

On the one hand, positivism is explained as ontologically objective, which implicitly assumes

an objective world independent of cognition. Its epistemological perspective is objective due

to its emphasis on correspondence between statements and reality (Bechara & Van de Ven,

2007). It uses deductive processes to understand social phenomena which can be



measured. Thus positivism uses quantitative methods of analysis based on the statistical

analysis of quantitative research data (Corbin & Strauss, 2008). On the other hand,

interpretivism rests on relativist ontology which is subjective due to the belief that reality is

socially constructed. Interpretivism also adopts relativist epistemology which is subjective

due to its denial of an objective and impartial representation of social reality (Bechara & Van

de Ven, 2007). It assumes the reality to be subjective, multiple, and affected by the act of

investigating it. Interpretivist research involves an inductive process of providing an

interpretative understanding of social phenomena within a particular context. It lies on the

assumption that findings are derived from qualitative methods of analysis that interpret the

qualitative research data (Corbin & Strauss, 2008).

Reviewing the outer limits of the continuum of research philosophies leads to what lies in

between. There are many different philosophies that lie on the middle ground of the spectrum

and are combinations of the contrasting ontological and epistemological assumptions, such

as pragmatism. Pragmatist research philosophy can be built either on objective or subjective

ontological views. Pragmatism adopts subjective epistemology that highlights the relation

between knowledge and action. Thus, knowledge can be seen to be ‘truthful’ to the extent

that it is successful in guiding action. One of the first Pragmatists, John Dewey, promoted an

underlying thought that when an individual or a team of researchers discover or create some

new understanding of reality, they do it because of already being socialized to the

perspectives that have been inherited (Corbin & Strauss, 2008). As Corbin and Strauss

(2008) put it, the Pragmatists believe in the accumulation of collective knowledge built in their

cultural matrix. Therefore their pragmatist view of reality is rather subjective and related to a

respective context. They additionally contend that in pragmatism the research question

should determine the research philosophy and that methods from more than one paradigm

can be used in the same study. In terms of modes of inference, Charles Peirce, another

central figure to pragmatism, introduced the method of abduction as an alternative to

induction and deduction. Abduction uses a different logic to solve a problem by

systematically moving back and forth in between empirical data and analysis. Peirce argued

that the logic of abduction is in itself the essence of pragmatism, that is seeking to reconcile

that knowing and doing are part of the same process (Campbell, 2011).

For this thesis, the pragmatist research philosophy is adopted with the subjective stance on

ontology, following Dewey’s perspective on pragmatism as presented above. In our thesis, as

the theory suggests, we allowed the research question to choose the research philosophy.



We use a subjective epistemological worldview to explore: “How does Ugandan context

influence the facilitation process of co-design workshops?” Reviewing literature about how

co-design is applied in the context of Uganda, or more broadly of Africa, unfolded insufficient

theoretical frameworks for this study. Thereby the choice of pragmatism proves to be

especially useful as it allows us to draw on the existing literature and simultaneously enables

us to create a new conceptual framework based on which the phenomena can be studied.

Moreover, following the abductive approach of pragmatism lets us refine the conceptual

framework with our research findings, which ultimately makes the framework applicable to

the African context.

4.2 Research method

The two commonly known research methods are qualitative and quantitative. In quantitative

research, hypotheses are tested by examining the relationship among variables that are

measurable and therefore quantifiable (Creswell, 2013). While qualitative research focuses

on the complexity of a phenomenon and aims to make sense of the meaning of experiences

of individuals, which mostly comprise non-numeric data (Creswell, 2013).

Our research aims to investigate how the context of Uganda is influencing the facilitation of

co-design workshops. The research, therefore, builds on people’s subjective experiences

and personal perspectives on a problem, and thus the research question can only be

answered with the assistance of qualitative data. Moreover, the problem is aimed to be

studied in depth with a small sample. The qualitative research method is thus chosen for this

thesis with the interview as the most suitable and accessible way to reach data.

4.3 Research approach

In qualitative research, the relation between data collection and analysis, as well as the

relation between theory and data collection should be taken into consideration. There are

three ways of creating these relations; deduction, induction, and abduction. Abduction is

presented as a compromise of deduction and induction and is often used in pragmatism

(Corbin & Strauss, 2008). Therefore it is chosen as an approach to our research as it is found

suitable given the possibility to modify existing literature on co-design to fit the needs of

research in Africa in our study.



In an abductive approach, the theory which serves the analysis is developed in “a set of

double-back steps” (Glaser, 1978, p. 16). In other words, the researchers move from the field

to the desk and back, step-by-step, refining the “emerging theory” (Czarniawska, 2014). In

this thesis, the iterative process took place between theory, data collection as well as

analysis. Firstly, reviewed literature (containing theories on the application of co-design

mainly in the global North) provided a background for a selection of a case and the first

design of an interview guide. After the first interview was conducted, the data were coded

and analysed with the reviewed literature. Based on that, the interview guide was adjusted in

order to investigate some emerging themes more in-depth. After conducting each interview,

the same process followed. In addition to that, the literature review was revised and enriched

with theories more related to the subject of study, facilitation of a co-design workshop, to

inform the questions in the interview guide as well as to form a conceptual framework. The

conceptual framework is specifically a result of an abductive process. To be more precise,

the model of Pierce et al. (2000) and the suggestions of Taoka et al. (2018) were merged to

form a new conceptual framework that would fit the context of research. The two existing

studies were however edited by rejecting some of their parts that were irrelevant to this study.

With the help of this new framework, the data could be analysed.

The analysis in the interplay between theory and data has to be both creative and critical.

(Kelle, 1995). Kelle (1995) emphasizes that the capacity to draw good abductive inferences

is dependent upon researchers’ prior knowledge, rejection of dogmatic beliefs, and

development of open-mindedness. We made sure to remain critical towards existing theories,

which enabled a thorough selection process of theories for a new conceptual framework. The

nature of our research, which took place in a non-typical geographical location for the

practice of co-design method, enabled authors to discard any dogmatic assumptions of

co-design. Moreover, the Uganda context being unfamiliar to us, contributed to our

open-minded approach towards the data.

4.4 Case study method

This thesis aims to study how the Ugandan context influences a facilitation process. To

investigate in-depth the relations between this phenomenon in focus (context of Uganda and

application of co-design), the case study research method was chosen. The case study can

be defined as “a research method that involves investigating one or a small number of social

entities or situations about which data are collected using multiple sources of data and

developing a holistic description through an iterative research process” (Easton, 2010, p.



119). The iterative process of research done in a case study is in line with what the

pragmatist philosophy suggests. Therefore, in this thesis, iterations have been done between

theories, conceptual framework, and the data collection through investigating experiences of

employees of Mango Tree company.

This case study captures the experience of Mango Tree employees with the facilitation of

co-design workshops in Uganda. Drawing on the definition of a case study, our study

investigated a small number of entities represented by employees of Mango Tree company.

The context of Uganda plays a key role in this research as it represents the unique aspect of

the phenomenon studied, that is the application of co-design in a country of the global South.

Yin (2003) suggests using the case study method to cover contextual conditions – believing

that they are highly relevant to the phenomenon of study. As our case study attempts to

capture the influence of context on the method of co-design, it is also in alignment with the

pragmatist view of reality which is highly contextual.

4.4.1 Case selection

There are two types of case study research depending on the number of cases researched.

Single-case research typically exploits opportunities to explore a significant phenomenon

under rare or extreme circumstances. While single-case studies can richly describe the

existence of a phenomenon (Siggelkow, 2007), multiple-case studies typically provide a

stronger base for theory building (Yin, 1994).

Within this thesis, single-case study research was conducted as the primary aim was to

deeply understand certain phenomena as opposed to building a theory out of multiple cases

(Yin, 1994). At the outset, this paper aimed to investigate how a method of co-design is

applied in Africa, in an environment different from where the co-design method originated

from, that is Scandinavia. The supervisor of the thesis enabled access to the case company

which turned out to be a great fit for the research problem. Mango Tree is a Ugandan

company that follows principles of design thinking and co-design also called co-creation for

developing educational aids prevalently for the East African market. Despite its existence

since 2000, Mango Tree started using co-design as a methodology guiding their work only in

2015. Therefore, the case captures memories of events that occurred in a period from 2015

until now (2021). In this paper, we present the data following Eisenhardt and Graebner’s

(2007) suggestion: “to present rich qualitative data is to provide a relatively complete



rendering of the story within the text, which consists of a narrative that is interspersed with

quotations from key informants”.

4.5 Data collection

Initially, the investigation of the phenomena was planned to take place in Uganda, using

fieldwork research methods such as observations and interviews to gather rich data. It is

suggested that “just hanging out in the environment where the interviews are to be conducted

will provide the interviewer with an introduction to the local language, the daily routines, and

the power structures, and so provide a sense of what the interviewees will be talking about”

(Kvale & Brinkman, 2009, p. 107, 108). Moreover, just observations of the interviewees while

doing their job and facilitating a co-design workshop could enable the researchers to

sensitise the local ethico-political issues of the community and familiarise themselves with

the local situation (Kvale and Brinkman, 2009). In other words, simple observation of how the

process of co-design unfolds in practice in Uganda could have led to a more in-depth view of

the problem, and analysis and richer data could have been offered. However, due to the

COVID-19 pandemic and travel restrictions, the data collection had to be restricted only to

interviews conducted online with the Mango Tree employees.

Even though critics state that case studies take too long because of capturing the case’s

development over time, Yin (2007) claims that one could even do a valid and high-quality

case study without leaving the telephone or the Internet, depending upon the topic being

studied (Yin & Davis, 2007). This statement justifies the means through which data was

collected. The interviews were conducted through Zoom, the teleconferencing online

platform. On the one hand, it was a helpful tool without which the research would not have

been possible to conduct due to the geographical distance (Kvale and Brinkman, 2009). On

the other hand, it hindered both the respondents and the interviewers from a natural

interaction as their mutual interaction was mediated through the screen.

In qualitative research, interviews are ways of collecting data by asking questions to find out

what interviewees do, think, or feel. The interviews can be unstructured, structured, or

semi-structured (Collis & Hussey, 2014). For this research, the semi-structured interview was

selected as an appropriate method as it was necessary to understand personal constructs

(sets of concepts or ideas) used by the interviewees as a basis for their opinions and beliefs.

Following the form of semi-structured interviews, we prepared questions beforehand with

enough room to let respondents talk about the topic of their biggest interest. Moreover, this



form gave us the flexibility to change questions when any interesting theme emerged.

Throughout the interviews, the flexibility was found useful especially in terms of changing the

order of prepared questions, as we tried to follow a natural flow created by the answers of the

interviewee. Moreover, some researchers find it useful to have two interviewers to help

ensure that all the issues are fully explored (Collis & Hussey, 2014). This proved to be useful

in this research, with one of us taking the role of the main interviewer while the other took

notes, with the agreement to intervene whenever she had a question to ask. These roles

were swapped with every interview.

4.5.1 Interview guide construction

Before designing the interview guide, an initial literature review was done to gain

considerable knowledge about the topic of research (Collis & Hussey, 2014). The first version

of the interview guide included six topic areas (Position at Mango Tree, Wind up, Co-design

process in Uganda, Stakeholder management, Creating an atmosphere and space to

co-design, Co-design tools and techniques) which listed questions related to that respective

area. These areas were chosen according to the reviewed literature. Throughout the time of

conducting interviews, some areas gained bigger importance or occasionally new areas were

added, such as holacracy. However, the section asking about respondent’s position in Mango

Tree, experience with co-design as well as a view on Mango Tree’s liquidation remained

unchanged. Thus, with every interview, the interview guide was adjusted according to

emerging themes from the previous interview which was coded shortly after it was conducted

(see Appendix 2). These iterations enabled us to investigate some topics in depth while

eliminating questions to which answers were not found useful for the study.

In regards to the character of questions in the interview guide, the intention was to

investigate the respondents’ practices with co-design in a casual way. Although the questions

asked about good practices as well as challenging moments, they were designed in a way

that did not require the respondents to share any hard or numerical data. Moreover, there

was no prior preparation needed on behalf of the respondents.

4.5.2 Selecting a sample and conducting interviews

The choice of the sample is dependent on the aim of the study (Collis and Hussey, 2014).

With this study led by the pragmatist paradigm, aiming to investigate a phenomenon

in-depth, that is application of the co-design method by Mango Tree, the sample was

restricted to employees of this company. It can be argued that a method of snowball



sampling (Collis and Hussey, 2014) was practiced as the managing director Ingrid Sinnige

was the gatekeeper to the company and gradually recommended possible suitable

candidates for the interviews. She only provided candidates with experience with the

facilitation of co-design workshops in Mango Tree. In total, six interviews were carried out. All

the interviews contained one interviewee, except an interview in which two Mango Tree

employees were interviewed together. It is important to mention that out of seven

respondents, three of them were former employees of Mango Tree who worked there within

the last five years (see Table 1). However, this was not disadvantageous to the set of data as

it enabled us to interview people who had a significant influence on the company’s

development. For instance, an interview with the former managing director who introduced

the methodology of co-design to Mango Tree in 2015 was conducted (see Appendix 3).

Table 1: Information about respondents

(based on materials shared by Mango Tree and information from interviews, see Appendix 3)

Even though the theme of the interviews regarded the professional experience of the

respondents, we aimed to establish a rather semi-formal atmosphere as we wanted the

interviewees to feel comfortable sharing their experiences. In most of the interviews, we

managed to set the relaxed atmosphere, beginning with a “small talk” about general matters

such as weather, COVID-19, or our academic or personal backgrounds. We believe that our

introduction and relation to co-design enabled us to ease the atmosphere and build trust with

the respondents. In terms of the flow of the interviews, it was steady, as all interviewees were



talkative and shared numerous anecdotes and examples. The fact that Mango Tree company

announced its liquidation, shortly before the research phase of this thesis started, affected

the interviewees as it was still an emotional matter for them. Taking this sudden change into

account, we aimed to approach the topic with care. Moreover, most of the questions were

targeted towards the respondents' past practices.

On average, the interviews took one hour and fifteen minutes which was sufficient time to

acquire enough information as well as stay alert and pay attention. The research phase of

conducting interviews took place for nearly five weeks, starting with the first interview on 11th

March and finishing with the last interview on 5th April 2021.

We, as researchers, need to acknowledge a few limitations on conducting the interviews. Our

demographic status, which accounts for young, female students of European origin being

based in Denmark, created a certain lens through which the research was designed and

conducted. However, our lack of experience with academic research as well as with the

African context served as a benefit for establishing new connections through the abductive

approach.

4.6 Data analysis

As already premised by the abductive approach chosen for our study, the data analysis was

an ongoing process while the research was conducted and it can be divided into two phases.

The first phase of the analysis included the process of analysing the data from conducted

interviews, which was used for the adjustment of the interview guide as well as the research

question. The second stage of analysis, and the more thorough one, took place after the

research was completed. This ultimately enabled us to draw findings by following the

conceptual framework.

Firstly, the collected and audio-recorded data from each interview were transcribed using

speech-transcribing software Otter.ai (see Appendix 3). After the corrections of the text were

made, the document was inserted into NVivo, a software for computer-assisted qualitative

analysis, which enabled us to identify emerging themes that were labeled as codes (see

Appendix 5). The coding process was both concept- and data-driven as we were influenced

by the concepts from the reviewed literature as well as the conceptual framework. However,

we made sure to approach the coding with open minds as we aimed to capture new

emerging themes. An example of a concept-driven code is “Making participants feel as



experts create ownership” (Fig. 2) which was highlighted as an important aspect of co-design

facilitation by many scholars in the literature review (Pierce et al., 2003; Sibbet, 2002).

Fig. 2: Example of a concept-driven code

To give an example of a data-driven code, which emerged repeatedly throughout the coding

phase, it concerned the influence of the Ugandan context (Fig. 3).



Fig. 3: Example of a data-driven code

This procedure was done with each interview, which eventually enabled an overview of

codes, based on which the conceptual framework was further adjusted.

Secondly, the conceptual framework served as a grid into which individual codes were

assigned. As described in the conceptual framework chapter, the framework consists of five

categories with several sections. Each section contains its description which served as the

leading principle in assigning quotes related to these sections, which eventually resulted in

the emergence of new themes. These themes within each section of the framework were

then reorganised based on the order of statements in the sections’ descriptions and analysed

according to them. Eventually, the previously assigned codes helped to identify whether

these themes relate to data-driven or concept-driven findings.  (Fig. 4, see Appendix 4).

Fig. 4: Preview of analysis table (see Appendix 4)

Thereafter, the findings which were specific to the facilitation of co-design workshops in

Uganda were highlighted and separated from the ones that complied with the conceptual

framework. Making connections among the findings by reorganizing them based on a

common pattern resulted in creating six categories, defined as factors influencing the

co-design facilitation in Uganda. They were the following: Hierarchical societal structure,

Incompatibilities of co-design techniques with local values, Limited international exposure,

Extensive presence of humanitarian development agencies, Distrust in foreigners, Insufficient

infrastructure. Organising the findings under these common factors enabled the emergence



of thirteen new competencies, on how a facilitator can tackle these context-specific factors.

With these thirteen competencies, the conceptual framework was refined to become more

suitable for the context of Uganda or likely to other African countries as well.

4.7 Re�ections on limitations

Acknowledging that the findings of this study are a result of a chosen method, it is important

to be critical towards it. Therefore it is necessary to reflect on the usefulness of the methods.

The main concern has been over the lack of rigor of a case study (Yin, 2018). Morse et al.

(2002) defined rigor as the strength of the research design and the appropriateness of the

method to answer the questions. To draw on the case study, we believe that it was an

appropriate method suitable for our research. Being led by the philosophy of pragmatism with

an abductive approach enabled us to remain open to new emerging concepts which were not

covered by the reviewed literature. We, therefore, believe that the interviews provided

sufficient data to create a solid case which enabled us to understand the influence of

Ugandan context on the facilitation of a co-design workshop.

On the other hand, we acknowledge that a more complex case of richer data could have

been composed if interviews were complemented by other research methods. Firstly, it would

have been beneficial to acquire data first-hand by observing the respondents while facilitating

an actual co-design workshop in Uganda. Moreover, it would have helped to ask the

facilitators questions in between different activities or interview them immediately after the

end of a co-design session. We believe that it could explain emerging themes better, as well

as prevent our dependency on retrospectively told memories by the respondents. Lastly,

experiencing the Ugandan context first hand would have been of help not only in

understanding the dynamics between the facilitators and participants in a co-design

workshop, but also in comprehending better in what ways culture, variety of languages or

societal structure impact facilitation. However, none of these methods were possible due to

external circumstances, namely COVID-19 pandemic which prevented us from traveling to

Uganda and conducting field research.

Moreover, choosing the philosophy of pragmatism set us to involve our previous experiences,

preconceptions, and knowledge in our research and therefore influenced the collection of our

data as well as their analysis. As it is in line with the subjective view on ontology, we

acknowledge that our western perspective and a lack of experience with the African context



played a role in the research design and the data analysis. The quality of the data is further

elaborated in the discussion chapter.



5. Context & case

This chapter aims to introduce the country context of Uganda in which the practice of

co-design is being studied. In the first section, the country context will be introduced with a

focus on the geostrategic, political and economic situation of the country. Secondly, Mango

Tree as an organisation will be presented and described in detail in terms of its methodology,

business strategy, and its role in the Ugandan market as well as in the international

development scene. Moreover, the profiles of Mango Tree employees, who informed the

study, will be presented and the recently announced wind up of the company will be touched

upon.

5.1 Context of Uganda

Uganda is an East African country and it consists of four regions, namely Northern, Eastern,

Southern and Western, which are further divided into 135 districts with the capital city of

Kampala. Uganda’s population counts for 37.7 million people (2016/2017) divided into 56

tribal groups. While there are three official languages, specifically Luganda, Swahili, and

English (UGANDA consulate, n.d.), in total there are 41 languages spoken across the

country (Bunny Studio Publications, 2021). The East, Central, and Southern regions are

dominated by the Bantu-speaking population, most notably Buganda. In the north, the Lango

and Acholi people speak Nilotic languages, while the languages of the Iteso and Karamojong

are spoken in the East by the Nilo-Hamitic group (Manyak & Mutjaba, 2013). The regions and

districts not only divide Ugandans based on their language but also usually signify their level

of education, poverty level, and community values. Those living in rural areas, which

currently reaches up to 75,7% of the population are less educated than those living in cities

(UNDP, 2019). Additionally, people living in Kampala have more individualistic tendencies of

behavior, while those living outside of big cities still demonstrate a community attachment

and values of collectivist culture, meaning they emphasize the needs and goals of the group

as a whole over the needs and desires of the individuals. (Katono and Manyak, 2012).

In terms of Uganda’s political system, it is a presidential republic with a multi-party system. It

has been led by President Yoweri Museveni since 1986 (UNDP, 2019). As many other

African countries, Uganda moved towards electoral democratization in the 1990s (Sanchez,

2021). However, despite incorporating some aspects of democratic systems, in the core, it



remained authoritarian. For example, Museveni allowed for the existence of an independent

press and autonomous organizations but still put them under certain constraints. This

seeming journey of the country towards democratisation has been extensively supported by

external donors (Sanchez, 2021). These funds from Western donors enabled Uganda's

exemplary economic growth in the 1990s which worked as a catalyst for more financial aid.

However, as a result of aid absorption, defined as “the widening of the current account deficit

due to incremental aid” (Schabbel, 2007, p. 277) Uganda has ended up with unsolved

societal and economic challenges and high debts towards the Western donors (Sanchez,

2021).

Such a situation of ineffective use of foreign aids for economic development is not unusual in

Uganda and it is likely the result of the high level of corruption in the country (Sanchez,

2021). According to Transparency International3, in 2020, Uganda’s corruption rank was 142

out of 180 countries (Transparency International, 2020). The high level of corruption is

demonstrated across all sectors, and in the educational sector in particular, with only a small

fraction of foreign aid reaching its intended destination (Barkan et al., 2011). However,

despite the extensive corruption, the recent decades proved some economic improvement in

the country, which has positively affected the levels of poverty. Throughout the years of

growth, thanks to external funds, the country managed to alleviate the poverty rate from 56%

in 1993 to 21.4% in 2016 (UNDP, 2019). Despite progress in poverty reduction, regional

disparities in human development remain high, particularly between the greater north and the

rest of the country (Fig. 5). This is the result of pervasive conflicts that have plagued northern

Uganda for over three decades (UNDP, 2009).

Fig. 5: Level of poverty in Uganda based on regions (Development Initiatives, 2020)

The more red the area is, the more people are affected by poverty

3 Transparency International is a global movement working in over 100 countries to end the injustice of corruption
(Transparency International, n.d.)



In regards to gender equality, Uganda ranks as 126th (out of 160 countries) on the Gender

Inequality Index (UNDP, 2019). Despite the government implementing progressive gender

legislation, women still face barriers, including access to credit and low rates of land

ownership. Adding to this, women still have significantly lower rates of educational

attainment, employment, and political representation. Moreover, violence against women is

prevalent as 55.5% of women aged 15-49 years reported physical or sexual violence (UNDP,

2019).

The above-listed conflicting conditions gained global attention in recent decades and led to

an extensive presence of the humanitarian development sector in the country. These

agencies’ initiatives take various forms, such as offering food packages or conducting

development activities for locals in the shape of workshops (Sande Lie, 2017). The

humanitarian aid is also targeted towards the country’s situation with refugees as currently,

Uganda hosts the largest refugee population in Africa and the third largest in the world at 1.4

million refugees (United Nations Uganda, 2020).

According to the state’s strategy, Uganda aims to achieve upper-middle-income status by

2040, and the government strategies have accordingly shifted from a poverty reduction

agenda to an economic growth and transformation agenda. However, the country continues

facing development challenges such as uneven distribution of development gains across

social groups and regions, deepening the education and poverty gap between the urban and

rural areas. Moreover, issues of gender inequality, low citizen participation, corruption,

regional insecurity, and youth unemployment are persistent which continue impacting the

development progress (Human Development Report, 2020).

5.2 Case

Mango Tree is an employee-owned Ugandan social enterprise headquartered in Kampala. It

was founded in 2000 to achieve social impact and behaviour change through education and

communication. After 21 years of being in the Ugandan, South Sudan, Kenyan, and

Rwandan markets, Mango Tree was liquidated. Since then Mango Tree developed its own

methodology, built on the following four principles: understanding the needs of clients and

end-users, applying global perspectives to local solutions, providing relevant and accessible



information, engaging in interactive teaching and learning. Mango Tree’s methodology

unfolds in these steps: working with clients that address social needs in order to help them

create positive and long-term impact with products and services; research; co-creation;

targeted design; pre-test and training of trainers; production. The implementation and later

evaluation of the solution is done by clients themselves, who periodically provide feedback to

Mango Tree (Mango Tree, n.d.).

In regards to understanding the term co-creation, Mango Tree presents it as the most direct

way to answer the needs of our clients. Working together with end-users, clients, and

decision makers, using a combination of brainstorming tools and insightful exercises, makes

Mango Tree employees understand the context and test possible solutions and helps them to

arrive at a viable answer. As they say on their website (Mango Tree, n.d.), co-creation also

exposes possible errors early in the process, cutting down on costly revisions in later stages.

It has, however, not always been the main method of working and core to the business of

Mango Tree. In 2015, Ineke Aquarius took on the position of managing director at Mango

Tree and brought co-creation methodology to innovate the company. According to Ineke, in

order to implement co-creation to the organisation, structural changes in the company

needed to happen and a more open-minded mindset had to be promoted among employees.

The timing for this change was ideal as another employee explained. On the international

development organisations scene, the use of co-creation methodology was on the rise

around 2017 and soon after became a requirement in the development projects. Having

co-creation as the main method of working already for two years and thus being able to

prove their experience, Mango Tree gained a competitive advantage among their competitors

and won many of the projects offered by the international organisations. At the same time,

the Ugandan market was not used to this iterative way of working, therefore finding

international clients from the outset was crucial for Mango Tree to show some “success

stories” to the Ugandan clients.

In terms of Mango Tree clients, they are twofold: local and international, with a unifying aim

to improve products or services in Uganda. As Ingrid Sinnige, the last managing director

shared, non-governmental organisations and humanitarian development agencies comprise

80% of Mango Tree clients, while 20% of the clientele is represented by private companies

such as coffee exporters or Booking.com. The portfolio of created solutions consists of

interactive, conversation, or information tools with the focus on agriculture, civic education,

climate change, education, entrepreneurship, or health.



5.2.2 Employees
According to accessible information, to the date of the wind-up, Mango Tree organisation

was an employer of 35 employees. Mango Tree was founded by an American educator,

Craig Esbeck, which determined the company to always employ a mix of international and

Ugandan professionals. As the creative teams of employees are formed on a project basis,

they need to have diverse backgrounds and be able to take on the “double roles”. As Ingrid

gave an example of an employee whose role is a graphic designer but she also does 3D

editing and another employee who is the printing officer is also a facilitator, moreover all the

developers are also facilitators. The upcoming sub-sections will provide a more detailed

description of the background of Mango Tree employees who were interviewed for the

research of this paper. In total, seven employees who had experience with facilitation in

Mango Tree were interviewed and they are presented in chronological order of the interviews

taking place.

Ingrid Sinnige
Ingrid worked in Mango Tree since 2017 and in 2020 took over the role of a managing

director. She was born and raised in the Netherlands where she studied urban geography

with a specialisation in social structures. After working for a year in the Netherlands, she

decided to move to Africa to try something new. She started in Mango Tree as a volunteer

which allowed her to try all different positions through which she acquired a variety of skills in

graphic design, facilitating, or concept development. Eventually, throughout the time working

in Mango Tree, she was a project manager leading the creative team, a project lead

supporting in concept thinking and workshop facilitation. In 2020, after the previous

managing director suddenly left the organisation because of the COVID-19 pandemic,

Ingrid took on the role of an interim managing director. As she admits, she was not the

right candidate for the role because of the lack of managerial experience, and work and

life experience in general.

Lidewij Rouhof (referred to as Lola)
Lidewij, being called Lola, joined Mango Tree in the summer of 2020. She is Dutch and in the

Netherlands she studied anthropology, and international relations, moreover she acquired a

second degree in Islamic studies and the Arabic language. She has gained experience with

non-governmental organisations as she worked in Jordan and Kosovo, but for the past five

years, she worked as a freelance trainer on soft skills, active learning, experience-based

learning, and design thinking. Based on her words, the methodology of design thinking is



what she believes in and that is why she eventually started her position as a senior concept

and content developer in Mango Tree. As she explained, her duties are of a creative director,

in other words, she manages the creative team, has an overview of all projects, and develops

concepts after co-creation workshops. Additionally, she is in charge of team development

coaching and makes sure to train her colleagues to become future creative leads.

Goretti Muwanika Nabakijje
Goretti joined Mango Tree straight after finishing her bachelor’s degree in Industrial and

Fine Art at Makarere University in Uganda. She is Ugandan and was part of the

international team in Mango Tree since 2010 therefore she witnessed the company’s

shift towards co-creation. She began her career in Mango Tree as an illustrator using

mainly analogue techniques which throughout the time turned into sketching and

designing using various computer softwares such as Adobe creative suite. Currently, she

is mainly a graphic designer and a project lead who also participates in conceptualization

brainstorms and facilitations of workshops.

Dianah Lala Bwengye
Dianah represents the Ugandan part of the Mango Tree team which she joined even before

finishing her degree in Art and Industrial design from Kyambogo University which she

eventually successfully acquired. She took on the role of an illustrator and eventually became

a graphic designer, project lead, and a director of sales. The conditions in Mango Tree were

favorable for her and thus the quick professional growth. She is very experienced in Adobe

Suite (In Design, Photoshop, and Illustrator) which allows her to develop designs that further

enhance the content. As a project lead, she is responsible mainly for projects centered

around education or communication challenges. Dianah and her team are in majority working

with clients where the design of materials constitute the core of the assignment.

Emilie Dewitte
Emilie worked in Mango Tree in the period between 2016 and 2018. She grew up in Belgium

where she also studied Culture and Development Studies and languages. Prior she joined

the company, she had already lived in Uganda and did her internship in a production and

research company. Thereafter she joined Mango Tree as a content developer due to her

interest in poetry and skills in writing. She learnt the co-creation method only in Mango Tree,

where she later became a concept developer and a project lead, communicating with clients

and overseeing production processes.



Ineke Aquarius
Ineke started a position of a managing director in Mango Tree in 2015. Bringing the expertise

on design thinking from her own company, she integrated co-creation into Mango Tree’s

methodology and based the strategy for 2015 - 2020 on the concept of co-creation. She

started working with human-centered design as a development geographer already in 1999

and throughout the years she became an expert on co-creation, co-design, and

design-thinking. She has a strong interest in social and economic development and has

started many initiatives with and for social impact often in Africa.

Melodi Tamarzians
Melodi was a part of the Mango Tree team from 2019 to 2020. Her background is in law in

which she focused on reproductive health as lobby advocacy. In the Netherlands, where she

comes from, at the age of 18, she started facilitating trainings of skill and capacity building

there. These trainings, usually with policymakers in the Netherlands and internationally, were

gamified, interactive, and participatory. This experience led her to join Mango Tree as a

successor of Ineke for the creative lead role. She was responsible for the human-centered

design process and creative side of projects such as workshops, concepts, and development

of tools developed. After Melodi left Uganda, she stayed involved in facilitation coaching and

as an “extra pair of eyes” on creative ideas, upon request of the team.

As it was already presented, Mango Tree announced its liquidation shortly before the

research phase of this thesis started. According to many interviewees, this was a managerial

decision caused by two reasons, financial issues and an unsustainable business model.

First, there were financial issues Mango Tree was facing due to the mismanagement of the

company before the co-creation methodology was introduced to the organisation. Even

though from 2015 onwards, Mango Tree was in demand and had enough clients to pay the

bills, due to the previously mismanaged accounting, the debts could not have been paid off.

According to some respondents, the company suffered from tax issues. Second, Mango

Tree’s business model was not sustainable due to its high demand for specific human

resources on managerial positions. As Mango Tree was based in Uganda, the salaries were

adjusted to the local standards, which hindered the company from hiring the right human

resources at the managerial level who would be able to navigate in the international as well

as Ugandan business field. Another factor that contributed to the company’s wind-up was the

sudden leave of the previous managing director. Since spring 2020 Mango Tree had been



searching for a new one but the failure to find the right fit ultimately led to the company’s wind

up. However, in the end, all of the interviewees approached this challenging situation as an

opportunity. By the time of conducting the interviews, some of them have already taken new

jobs or shared their plans of becoming freelancers in co-design facilitation.



6. Analysis

The following chapter will present the analysis of this thesis. The aim of the analysis is to

outline the findings of the research using the conceptual framework developed from the

literature review. The analysis is divided into five sections according to the structure of the

conceptual framework. First, we will analyse how a facilitator can engage in professional

growth. Second, we will explore how to create a benign environment for participation in

Uganda. Third, we will investigate how the utilization of multisensory approaches to

facilitation unleashes participants’ creativity in co-design workshops. Thereafter, we will

analyse the effects of the Ugandan context on the facilitator's ability to guide the group

throughout the facilitation process. Lastly, areas related to the facilitators’ personal values

and how they are projected to their facilitation will be investigated.

6.1 Engage in professional growth

‘Engage in professional growth’ section analyses the role of a facilitator to work and develop

his or her knowledge as well as to use it when needed. The first part of this section points at

how the facilitator of Mango Tree is able to apply a variety of methods to achieve the group's

purpose. Whilst, the second section outlines how the facilitator can improve their level of

professionality.

6.1.1 Contrast facilitation and employ methods

The conceptual framework suggests that a facilitator should be able to contrast and employ a

variety of facilitation methods to help participants to achieve the purpose of a workshop. The

literature review defines a method as a combination of tools, toolkits, techniques and/or

games that are strategically put together to address defined goals within the research plan

(Brandt et al., 2012). Most respondents highlighted an extensive need for planning the

workshop in advance. A few of them described the need for thinking through the workshop

interactions in order to choose the best facilitation methods to apply during the workshop.

Throughout her interview, Ineke stated that before starting the facilitation, she strategically

designs what techniques and exercises she will be applying to get the necessary information.

“So when I’m designing my process. I’m designing exercises and interactions or interventions

that will give me the information that I need to get to a good idea of the problem, and



therefore the solution.“ Moreover, both Ineke and Melodi highlighted that co-design

workshops are influenced by many external factors, therefore there is no need for a thorough

agenda to follow. However, as they stressed, it is important to constantly check whether the

group is moving towards the goal of the workshop.

The conceptual framework also highlights that understanding the purpose and conditions for

which each method is most appropriate is highly important for a facilitator. A Dutch employee,

Lola, was reflecting on how designing the most appropriate method for the Ugandan context

is crucial at Mango Tree as the conditions are fundamentally different from, as she compares,

the Netherlands:

“I think the framework [of co-design] can be followed quite easily in Uganda. Let's say

when we have a co-creation session, you can do the activities that are known but you

do need to think whether they work contextually and that goes with language but also

goes on how to approach stuff. (...) The context is different. You need a different way

of approaching your target audience. The target audience [in Uganda] has different

needs and different problems than when we live in the Netherlands.”

When asked to elaborate more on how the Ugandan conditions influence their choice of

facilitation methods, Lola and Ingrid both reflected on the difficulties with obtaining honest

answers from participants. According to them, workshop participants in Uganda have a

tendency to give “socially acceptable answers” which they believe is partly an after-effect of

the extensive work of the humanitarian-development agencies in Uganda. As Lola refers to it:

“Sometimes it’s harder to get honest answers because there is a lot of conformity, partially

because of the humanitarian-development sector. Their attitude is: “I’m saying the right thing,

so I get the food package.” This is in alignment with Ingrid’s example of Mango Tree

facilitating a workshop about healthy eating habits: “For example, if we asked: "do you eat

vegetables?" People would tell us yes. Because they know from all the NGO trainings that

yes is the good answer. But they are not doing it.”

Being aware that this is a systemic issue, the respondents outlined several methods they

used to facilitate co-design workshops in Uganda to overcome the challenge. Ingrid followed

up on her previous example and shared her method to get truthful answers from the

workshop participants. Instead of explicitly asking what the participants ate last night, she

asked them to draw how their dinner plate looked like. In her experience, asking questions in



a less explicit way helps participants forget about giving “the socially appropriate answers”,

and instead they share their true experience. Another technique to overcome this challenge,

she suggested, was using personas. Ingrid described personas as fictional characters, which

are created by a facilitator in order to represent an average person from the community

where the workshop takes place. According to her, with this technique, she is able to reach

participants' honest perspectives as they do not have to talk about their own habits explicitly,

but they project them into a fictional character to share their experience.

“Sometimes we make personas and workshop participants always say: “No, I am not

doing that. But Maria does.“ So as long as we keep referring to someone else, who is

disconnected from their own behavior, they will share more openly."

Moreover, the respondents were also mentioning the occasional need to adjust their tools

and techniques to different conditions related to infrastructure in Uganda. However, they did

not perceive that as a major challenge. As Ingrid referred to it: “In terms of activities and

tools, there are so many things you can do. And you can tweak them.” She explained how

sometimes she had to adjust activities because of the rural conditions of the region where the

co-design workshop took place. She brought an example when she wanted to use an activity

that required electricity, but it was not available in the region at that moment. Therefore, she

turned the technique she wanted to use into its analogue version by using pen and paper.

Lastly, the framework suggests that a facilitator needs to gather enough information to clearly

understand the group in order to apply the best facilitation process. As Mango Tree works

across different regions of Uganda, which comes with a variety of vastly different cultural

contexts, the employees who do facilitation there have to inform themselves from various

sources. Some of the interviewees mentioned that getting to know the region is easier if one

of the colleagues is native to the context. As Emilie mentioned: “Every corner of Uganda also

has a different culture, sometimes a different language. So then a colleague who spoke the

language would join.” However, Goretti, who is Ugandan by origin, added that because of the

cultural diversity of Uganda, it sometimes happens that a specific region is just as foreign to

her, as to her international colleagues. In such cases, the Mango Tree team does thorough

research, in order to best prepare for the workshop facilitation. As described by Goretti:

“Sometimes also the simple things, like the way they greet, you get to learn it. Even

for us Ugandans, we get to learn from that field. So sometimes we do research. For



example, having someone from that area who briefs us about how we’re supposed to

behave.”

To summarize, Mango Tree employees appear to have a good understanding of a variety of

facilitation methods to achieve the purpose of the co-design workshop. Respondents were

highlighting the importance of understanding and adjusting facilitation methods to the

context. The employees seem to have a great understanding of many regions of Uganda

thanks to the native Ugandan employees, which helps them to understand the conditions in

which facilitation takes place. However, as one of the Ugandan respondents shared, due to

the cultural and linguistic diversity across Uganda, they also have to inform themselves about

the differences. Moreover, they added that one of the biggest challenges they face when

facilitating in Uganda is getting honest answers from participants, which they believed is an

impact of the active presence of humanitarian development aid in the East African region.

6.1.2 Maintain professional standing

According to the conceptual framework, a facilitator is able to assess, evaluate and

internalize information and experience in order to learn. According to the respondents, there

are a few ways of how a facilitator at Mango Tree maintains and improves their professional

standing. Being critical to one’s own knowledge and being open to new perspectives, as well

as learning from one another on specific occasions was stressed as ways to learn by all

respondents.

Some respondents emphasized that they need to be critical of their own disposition as well

as their own work if they want to grow professionally. First of all, according to the former

managing director, Ineke, and a professional trainer of facilitation, Melodi, it is crucial to

acknowledge the lack of knowledge of the context in order to be a professional facilitator.

Melodi unfolded her thoughts on that:

“Ineke and I said a lot of times that you need to be aware of what you don’t know.

Because then you know that’s your gap. For example, I at least know, I don’t know

how it is to have a certain life. And I can read all these researches and whatever, but

it’s still not the same. And since I know that’s my gap, I always need to test it

[solution] extra or ask my team or make sure that I don’t forget about that blind spot

[the lack of knowledge or experience].”



Secondly, it was stressed by several respondents that one should be open to criticism and try

to grow from it. They at the same time stressed that criticism is often hurtful, especially when

one puts so much effort into the facilitation. Therefore, Ineke, the former managing director

suggested “practice yourself to just welcome feedback” and “try to really teach yourself to

say: Ah, good idea. I missed that". She added that it is important to be humble and listen to

what the critic is saying. As she elaborated on it: “You know, somehow, you have to take it

seriously. You have to take all the criticism seriously. And go on your knees, constantly put

yourself in a different angle.” One of the Ugandan respondents, Goretti, mentioned that she

learned to be open to new incentives particularly from her international colleagues.

“We with the culture [Ugandan culture], we are quite strict. Like this is how it is

supposed to be today, tomorrow, forever. And I feel like there is some bit of openness

in the international approach. I feel, I personally get to learn that from them. And I get

to leave room for other options than being so attached to one option.”

Moreover, a couple of other respondents mentioned that learning from their colleagues and

spending time with them is an effective way of exchanging invaluable knowledge. Working

together in the field was mentioned as an important aspect that has an impact on learning

from others. To clarify, working in the field, or in other words fieldwork, refers to a work trip

where the facilitators stay over the course of a few days and facilitate workshops there. Ineke

emphasized how these occasions build one's expertise: “I’d love to go along with Dianah,

with Priscilla, because when you go together you learn from the occasion. Through that,

you’re building your expertise.” While Emilie appreciated the natural exchange of cultural

knowledge when going for a work trip:

“What I really liked is the cultural knowledge that I gained. And how we exchanged it

so freely. When you're in the field, you really get to know each other. So I did a lot of

fieldwork with them, we would go to remote areas and stay together in the hotel.”

In terms of what is learnt in these situations, the cultural aspect plays an important role in

deepening one’s understanding of the local context and thereby improving their professional

position as a facilitator in Uganda. It was articulated by Dianah, the Ugandan facilitator, that

the international colleagues sometimes suggest new activities, which they were using in their

previous facilitation outside of Uganda. She added, however, that it is highly important to

consider the context when approaching participants with new tools and techniques. She



emphasized: “There are certain things we teach each other all the time. When someone

international comes in, it’s good because you need to get new information from these

people.” She continued by giving a concrete example of how the usage of a particular style of

language is important in certain situations:

“Sometimes the English expression or words can be misunderstood [in Uganda]. So

there are certain ways you approach situations and these expressions we teach each

other. If you want to get a straight answer, you can ask this particular way. Or this is

what you can ask an elder as a young person. And if you’re going to talk to the

elderly, this is how you need to approach them.”

One of the non-Ugandan facilitators, Ingrid, considered these situations of knowledge- and

cultural exchange as a major competitive advantage of Mango Tree in comparison to other

companies which do co-design facilitation. She explained:

"So there are companies that do this, mainly in America and Europe but they don't

know the context. I think our big selling point is that we know the context. The others

always just fly in one week to do their co-creation. But we are a local company. We

know the country. We know so much more because of living here and because of

having the people on the ground in our project team. That is a big advantage. And

there are not many companies in the region [of Eastern Africa] that do that"

To sum up, the findings show that facilitators at Mango Tree see welcoming and internalizing

criticism as a great contributor to their professional growth. Moreover, both groups of

Ugandan and non-Ugandan respondents tend to agree that there are benefits of the mixed

team of facilitators as they learn from one another. In their experience, the non-Ugandans

usually bring an open-minded approach to facilitation and new tools and techniques of

co-design, while the Ugandan respondents predominantly provide knowledge about the

culture of Uganda and give advice on how to integrate different tools and techniques into the

facilitation approach in the Ugandan context.

6.2 Create an environment of participation

In the second section of the analysis, Mango Tree is examined under the conditions of how

facilitators create an environment of participation. However, each part of this section looks at



the environment from a different angle. Firstly, the perks and challenges of group diversity

are explored in terms of how a facilitator of Mango Tree can use diversity to positively

influence the outcome of the co-design workshops. Secondly, the facilitator’s communication

skills are reviewed. Next, how to achieve a safe environment and build trust with participants

in a co-design workshop in Uganda is analysed. And lastly, the topic of handling conflict in a

group is elaborated.

6.2.1 Honor and recognize diversity, ensuring inclusiveness

The conceptual framework suggests that facilitators can harness the diversity of workshop

participants to positively impact the group solution. According to Ingrid and Ineke, when

facilitating in Uganda, it is crucial to have a very good group of workshop participants from

the start, including members who will be present in the final solution. Nevertheless, they

added, that the participant group should never be limited only to the target audience, but

influential people, such as a church leader, should be involved too. However, another

respondent, Lola, expressed concerns and said that challenges may arise when having a

variety of different participants in a workshop setting in Uganda. As many of the respondents

shared, the power dynamics, which are typical for some regions of Uganda, create hierarchy

and authority across the group of participants. Therefore, according to Lola, different types of

members of the society need to be approached differently to comply with the hierarchical

structure of Ugandan society:

“You need to approach a Ugandan police officer way differently than I would approach

the Local Council member. Especially because things can be very hierarchical.

There’s a big hierarchy and a lot of authority and differences in values. I think that’s

one of the biggest challenges.”

This aspect of group dynamics concerned another respondent. Ineke reported that it is not

only a matter of having the right mix of participants who contribute with their insights to the

development of a solution, but it is important to make sure that they are not afraid to talk in

front of one another. “So you really have to think it through to have people in a room that are

comfortable sharing with the other people around.”

In terms of letting different groups of participants express themselves in co-design

workshops, according to Melodi, a facilitator in Uganda needs to know how to approach

these situations. She believes that it is crucial to know where the fine line is between giving



the marginalised group a chance to speak up and at the same time disrupting the hierarchical

structure. She gave two examples illustrating such a situation. In her first example she

addressed the hierarchical positions of the elderly and the leader of a community:

“When one of the elderly or the leader of a community talks, everyone agrees with

them. So how can you address that? I sometimes try to make someone else go first

and leave these powerful people to speak in the end. But then they might feel

disrespected. So there was always a little bit of trying to see what you can and can’t

do.”

And then as a second example, she drew an image of the institutional inequality of women in

Uganda. She unfolded how the inequality of women is visible in a workshop when they are

there together with men. She used the method of a persona to represent the male workshop

participants. She drew a story of a man who wants to go out for a drink. This however raised

disagreeing reactions by all present men who said that this is not what they would do.

According to Melodi, it was obvious that they were lying, therefore, in this case, she asked

the women who were present in the workshop for their opinions. However, due to the

unequal position of men and women, the women remained silent and preferred not to

express their honest view on the case, which Melodi perceived as a difficult situation. “So

that was really difficult. And we started thinking, should we separate them or not?” As she

indicated, separation of these groups could be a solution, which is in line with what the

conceptual framework suggests in similar situations.

To beware of inefficient interactions by completely removing hierarchy from groups, a

facilitator is advised to only mitigate the negative hierarchical influence instead (Taoka,

2018). In this case, however, some respondents implied that being able to mitigate the

negative influence of the hierarchical structure, is tied to the knowledge of the Ugandan

context or preferably being from that culture. As another non-Ugandan respondent, Emilie,

explained, sometimes only her Ugandan colleague could intervene. “Taking into account the

power dynamics is super important because I can’t ask them to do some things, so then my

Ugandan colleague Monika has to do that.”

As the analysed data revealed, having various groups of stakeholders in a workshop setting

seems to be problematic in Uganda where there are hierarchical power relations between

these groups. As presented by many respondents, this hinders the marginalised groups from



expressing themselves freely and eventually from participating in general. Therefore, in their

views, a facilitator in Uganda needs to be aware of these power structures and facilitate the

workshop with respect to them. Moreover, one respondent suggested that in the case of

extreme hierarchies in the group, a good practice is when the international facilitators step

back, and only a Ugandan facilitator approaches and mitigates the hierarchies.

6.2.2 Demonstrate e�ective interpersonal communication skills

Advanced communication skills are essential for facilitation (Pierce et al., 2000), which was

confirmed by all interviewees. As the conceptual framework suggests, a facilitator should

speak effectively and listen actively to understand what people are saying. Ineke, Lola, Emily,

and Goretti were all referring to listening as one of the most important skills of a facilitator.

According to Lola, listening is not only about acquiring the information a facilitator needs but

it should be understood as a way of creating connection and engagement with participants.

She highlighted the importance of asking follow-up questions on participants’ answers, to

show that she, as a facilitator, is paying attention: “When you've asked a question you can

have follow-up questions on the answer. To show that you listened to what they said.“

However, some participants were also mentioning the challenges of multitasking between

communicating effectively and listening carefully. Goretti raised this concern: “Sometimes it's

quite challenging to speak and at the same time observe and also listen.” As the team of

facilitators at Mango Tree understands the importance of capturing all information well, they

found teamwork as a solution for the challenges. As mentioned by Goretti: “So there is

always a support group that helps. They do observation, they take notes for us, and also they

are listening. So you get all the information.” Emilie also agreed on the difficulties of

gathering all information as a single facilitator when she also highlighted the significance of

co-facilitating by saying: “We always had to be several people, because the idea [of Mango

Tree] was that you can’t facilitate alone.”

Moreover, when it comes to listening, Lola argued that instead of active listening, as

suggested in the framework, a facilitator should practice empathic listening4.

“It’s about empathic listening. So you have different forms of listening. And we often

think that active listening is a good form of listening. And in many instances, it’s a very

4 Empathic listening is defined as a mechanism by which one’s acceptance of others is communicated, it also
encourages the surfacing of important information, reduces defensiveness, and creates an environment
conducive to collaborative problem solving (Allen, 2017).



good form of listening. But during co-design workshops, we’re having discussions, so

I’m telling you about my experience and you’re telling me about yours. And as it’s a

conversation we have, it becomes empathic listening. It’s like, you can visualise it in a

way that I’m standing on my mountain, you’re standing on your mountain, and I am

walking down my mountain to sit with you on your mountain. And on your mountain is

your way, your upbringing, your values, your opinions, your education, and everything

that forms your worldview. And that’s exactly what we want to do with co-design.

Understanding the perspective of the target audience. So you need to step down off

your own mountain to get to the other person’s mountain.“

Empathy, later on, was stressed by many other interviewees, such as Emilie who believed it

is an important aspect of facilitation. “Empathy is key. You need to be able to understand

people. Even if you haven’t had their experience, you have to have the will to grow and to

see things from a bigger perspective.”

Lastly, according to the conceptual framework, the facilitator should establish rapport with the

participants through his or her style of facilitation - words, behavior, and presence. The

interviewees see facilitation style as a huge influencer on the group’s mood and activity.

Emilie was reflecting on her experience on this first interaction when she was using language

as a way to create a great impression on participants: “I always made an effort. (...) And I

took a Luganda course to understand a bit of the language. If we’d go to the field, I would

always know at least three words in the local language. Thank you, Welcome, goodbye.

Things like that.” One of the Ugandan facilitators, Dianah, also supported the argument of

creating connection and building rapport with participants by showing that you are interested

in their regional language. She also added that internationals should always practice this, as

it serves as a great “ice-breaker” and creates immediate connections with the workshop

participants.

To sum up, Mango Tree’s practice is in line with what the conceptual framework advises in

this section. However, some additional findings were found, such as that a facilitator should

practice empathic listening rather than active listening, as it helps the facilitator to deeply

engage with participants’ feelings, experiences, and ways of thinking. As a result, it

supposedly benefits the co-design process. Moreover, it was highlighted by the respondents

that they can establish rapport with participants by learning some of their local languages to

get closer to participants during their first interaction.



6.2.3 Build trust between facilitator and participants

According to the conceptual framework, building trust and creating a climate of safety helps

to create a positive attitude in a workshop and eventually makes participants share more

freely. Moreover Taoka et al. (2018) add to this by stating that building trust and showing

respect to the efforts of participants play a particularly important role in high power distance

countries. All facilitators at Mango Tree agreed on trust-building being crucial when

interacting with participants. According to Ineke, trust-building is the first thing a facilitator

should focus on once the right group of participants is in the workshop. “After you have the

right people, then you need to make sure that people trust you, and that they're going to talk

to you.” During her interview, Emilie also highlighted the importance of early-stage

trust-building by saying: “I think you need to think very much about how you’re going to come

to ownership of the target audience. And that starts very early on in the need to build trust

with them.” However, trust-building and creating a climate of safety were also presented by

some of the respondents as the most challenging objectives, which are elaborated in the next

paragraph.

According to Melodi, “equality, transparency and safe space” are essential for a great

co-creation workshop. She, however, added that these exact characteristics are not

embedded in the Ugandan socio-cultural system. Therefore, creating a safe environment for

all participants in order for them to be able to express themselves is one of the most

challenging things she is facing in Uganda. She strengthened her argument by bringing an

example of facilitating a workshop with a set of participants of different hierarchical groups. In

order to achieve the goal of the workshop, she invited a religious leader, a community

leader, and some young girls from the area. Although bringing them together was necessary

to achieve the purpose of the workshop, it also brought challenges when creating a climate of

safety. As Melodi explained: “The young girls obviously couldn’t really speak out freely. And I

think sometimes we are really ignorant to that as Western people by just mentioning: “it’s a

safe space.” But it is not.” She, however, continued by saying that although it was a

challenging atmosphere, they managed to overcome the difficulties by dividing the group for

certain phases and ran two smaller workshops simultaneously. In spite of that, she closed the

story with a reflection that the successful management of such a challenging atmosphere

was largely thanks to having Ugandan colleagues in the facilitator team. “... but that was only

because our team could kind of make us aware in advance that this is not going to work.”



Secondly, working with sensitive topics was mentioned as an amplifier of difficulties around

creating a safe environment. Dianah and Melodi were both bringing the same example of a

previous workshop about gender-based violence for a school project, which they were

facilitating together. The workshop participants consisted of students, a “trust person” and

teachers. According to Melodi, what created difficulties was that some of the teachers were

also abusive towards the students. This created an undesirably tense atmosphere in the

room with “many dynamics happening simultaneously”. As Dianah remembered, the group

was all together drawing the journey of a young female student, to make all participants

empathise and understand what an abused student is going through. All of a sudden, the

“trust person” told one of the students: “Yeah, tell us about your experience. You've been

abused”. Both interviewees reacted to this moment as critical as it completely went against

the safe environment they were aiming to create. Melodi reflected on the incident: “These

things happen quite often because people are not used to co-design where you need safety

and equality. These things are not embedded in the cultural system. And not even everyone

sees that as a problem. So it is difficult.”

Lastly, all non-Ugandan facilitators highlighted how challenging it is to build trust with

participants as foreigners to the context. Melodi brought an example of a workshop in which

she was facilitating with her Ugandan colleagues, however, after a while she decided to leave

the room because she did not feel her presence was any helpful in the setting. She

remembered the event as follows: “And then, later on, I also heard that the participants felt

safer after I left because it was safer with two Ugandan facilitators. That planted a seed in me

because I’ve never thought of this, but how am I making it [the workshop environment]

unsafe?” Another facilitator, Emilie, was reflecting on the same issue by mentioning that,

although she found it uncomfortable, she constantly asked the following question: “How am I

going to make people comfortable as a white facilitator? Something we need to think about,

and it’s uncomfortable sometimes, but it’s super important.“ Another non-Ugandan

respondent, Lola, also shared these thoughts: “Only my presence already has an implication

for what we're going to gather data-wise.”

Acknowledging the barrier of being foreign to the context, the international respondents

stated that they had to find a solution for it in order to be able to create a safe environment

for participants. Emilie suggested one way of overcoming the barrier of being a foreigner: “be

genuine in your motives and be authentic.” However, she added that based on her

experience authenticity and genuinity were not in all cases enough to create a safe



environment for co-design in Uganda. Therefore, Mango Tree always mixes Ugandan and

international facilitators during co-design workshops. As Lola confirmed: “When I facilitate

those sessions, of course, I always go with one of my Ugandan colleagues, and actually let

her do it as much as possible. I would jump in only if necessary.” Emilie reflected on this in a

similar way: “So I would never go alone, I was always with a Ugandan colleague or two

colleagues, and we  were always co-facilitating.”

This section made it clear that creating a safe environment for all participants is one of the

most challenging factors in co-design facilitation in Uganda as the societal structure of the

country has a huge influence on participants' freedom to express themselves. Some of the

respondents were giving suggestions, such as separating participants to avoid unsafe, tense

environments. Moreover, the findings suggest that trust issues play an enormous role in

co-design facilitation in Uganda. Almost all non-Ugandan facilitators highlighted that the

facilitation is clearly influenced by their presence even though they all work hard on building

trust with participants. The findings suggest that a mixed nationality facilitator team could

increase trust between facilitators and workshop participants.

6.2.4 Facilitate group con�ict

The conceptual framework suggests that group conflict should be recognized by a facilitator

in order to lead the group in resolving it. A few respondents acknowledged the importance of

such and gave examples from their experience at Mango Tree on conflicts in co-design

workshops. Firstly, Ineke, described a situation of online facilitation of a group of gender and

sexual rights organisations. Here, she encountered disruptive behavior by a group of

individuals: “The LGBT people were nagging me, they were constantly chatting with one

another because they weren’t heard. But I, as a facilitator, I thought it was annoying, you

know, shut up, I’m trying to do something here.” However, after a while, Ineke realised that

because there was no environment of respect and trust established in the workshop session,

the conflict could not be prevented or resolved before creating a space for discussing the

issue.

“So as a facilitator, I needed to bring this to the attention. And the client was the

embassy. So I had to tell the embassy, I think there's something wrong because these

people are annoying, but most people are not annoying out of choice. They are

annoying because they’re not heard. So I think, as a facilitator, you need to be very

sensitive to the signals from the audience because it’s not always about what they are



saying. It’s about the feeling you get from people. That’s the information that you

need.”

In this example, Ineke additionally realised the importance of being able to “read between the

lines” and understanding how some groups of participants feel, even though they are not

explicitly expressing their needs. Therefore, being perceptive even to the “signals” given by

participants can enable a facilitator to solve group conflicts.

The conceptual framework also highlights that a facilitator should mediate the conflict in order

to help the group move forward. An example introduced by Goretti provides a view into how

the resistance of participants can be tackled in the context of Uganda. She presented an

example of a workshop in which two groups of unequal hierarchical power met. According to

her, it created tension and presumably advantaged the group of more powerful individuals

who, as a result, stopped responding to her. In such a situation, Goretti needed to find a way

to make the expert participants engage in activities again:

“When it comes to facilitating, sometimes you have a mixed group of experts and

inexperienced end-users. The experts always think they know more. So sometimes

the experts are really bold, and they will resist you. And you will then have to create a

bridge. You basically want to find ways of how to get them on board without really

getting them open.”

Overall, according to the experiences of Mango Tree facilitators, to be able to handle a

conflict when facilitating a co-design workshop in Uganda, a facilitator needs to be perceptive

to the implicit signals which the workshop participants are giving. It was stressed that tackling

a conflicting situation can be particularly difficult when there are groups of unequal power.

6.3 Utilise multisensory approaches

This part reviews how using multisensory approaches to facilitation unleashes participants’

creativity. First of all, a facilitator’s openness to participants’ ideas and creativity is explored.

Moreover, methods of how Mango Tree facilitators employ senses in facilitation are

described. Finally, time and space and their effective use are investigated by the facilitator of

co-design workshops in Uganda.



6.3.1 Evoke group creativity, blending, learning, and thinking styles

It is claimed that a part of the facilitator’s role is to know a variety of approaches to draw out

participation and encourage creative thinking of workshop participants (Pierce et al., 2000).

Various respondents acknowledged this while putting emphasis on different parts of this

statement. Emilie was aware of the fact that the participants are valuable assets that she as

a facilitator should harness. Moreover, she always tries to find ways to support them in

sharing the required information and assist them in unleashing their creativity.

“You need to bring that [creativity] out. You always have to check what they need for it

and how you can help. Some things they just can’t do because they’re not designers,

but you have to take their ideas, give it back and test it with them. That’s the role of

the facilitator, to make sure that everybody’s comfortable enough to share their

ideas.”

Another respondent, Melodi, brings the creativity aspect of co-design in relation to a

geographical area in Uganda. She noticed that it is often more difficult to do ideation with

people from the northern part of Uganda, which eventually hinders the facilitators to move to

the next step in facilitation.

“And if you work with people in the northern region of Uganda, it’s really hard to get

them in the ideation mode. They don’t know what they don’t know. And that makes

sense. But it doesn’t help us a lot to come up with cool ideas. (...) So that’s why there

you really need to create a creative atmosphere.”

It is remarkable to notice that not only are there differences between countries of the global

South and the global North but also within one country that eventually have an impact on

co-design. Moreover, another respondent, Ingrid, highlighted that there is a distinction of the

level of education between people from rural areas and the ones living in cities, which, she

believes, also impacts people’s creativity. Indeed, according to her, the level of achieved

education of workshop participants plays a role in unfolding their creative thinking. She

presents a situation of activities practiced with higher educated people, who usually have

difficulties to “let their mind speak”. On the contrary, they try to give the facilitators “the right

answer”. Ingrid refers to less educated people living in rural areas of Uganda as the

up-country people who are much more engaged in creative activities and not being

hampered by social conventions.



“What I sometimes see is that when you start doing things, for example drawing or

prototyping or ask them to make a storyline and draw it - so to think outside of the box

- the higher educated the people are, the more they are struggling. Because they are

thinking within a box and they are trying to give you the right answer. While, if we

work with the up-country people they love it, they just start to make whole stories and

they start drawing. They’re much more free to speak their minds.”

The conceptual framework also suggests that a facilitator should accept all ideas and assist

the group with the analysis of problems and development of conclusions. In agreement with

this, many of the respondents highlighted that supporting participants in expressing their

creative ideas freely is highly important. Ineke highlighted this by saying that in order for the

workshop participants to find their own solution, a facilitator should remain humble and not

provide the group with their own creative inputs. According to her, a facilitator should mainly

facilitate the process and accept the new solution created by the participants.

“... and never put yourself in a position that you are the most knowledgeable in the

room because you are not! Always remain to be the stupid one. I’m just here to

facilitate the process, you tell me. And that gives you a lot of freedom. Because

nobody will expect anything from you. Or then at the end, you’re going to help them to

find their solution. And it’s always the best solution, because they will see it as their

solution. But you have to not have an ego. So you have to get rid of your ego. Think

okay, I know it was my game, but they feel it’s their game. It’s fine.“

These recollections of many different respondents show that the aspect of workshop

participants’ creativity is fundamental for facilitators in Uganda. However, each of the

interviewees put emphasis on different challenges while encouraging creative thinking of the

participants. The geographical location was mentioned as a influencing factor for people’s

creativity as well as the level of education. Moreover, it was highlighted that the facilitator

should remain humble in order to enable participants to express themselves freely.

6.3.2 Employ multisensory processes

According to Pierce et al. (2000), it is a good idea that a facilitator assesses group sensory

needs and abilities which enables them to select from a variety of sensory approaches to

best fit the needs of individuals in the group. Furthermore, they claim that exercising all the



senses tends to awaken group energy and fuel its creativity. A couple of respondents

elaborated on their practices while working at Mango Tree in regards to activating group

members’ senses as well as mentioned which specific sensory activities they employ to best

fit participants’ current needs.

Beginning with the assessment of the group’s needs, Lola was especially thorough in

explaining how she engaged with participants in co-design workshops in Uganda. She

described a quick activity in which she asked participants about their energy levels and

whether a certain activity has been going on for too long. That time, participants were asked

not to give oral answers, but instead to engage their hands. By showing their thumbs up,

thumbs down, or midway, Lola, as a facilitator, was able to assess how the group members

felt. She also added that if a group agreed on not having enough energy to continue, they

started doing something energetic again. Dianah, another respondent, listed several options

of what a facilitator in Uganda can do to make the workshop participants feel energetic again.

From her point of view, making sure that participants are in a good mood before commencing

the co-design activities, is just as important as their energy level.

“So first, you can ask them for names or ask them to give an anecdote or share

something funny. Sometimes it’s about doing something really ridiculous, like running

around to bring out the child in them. And then everybody is relaxed, and everyone is

laughing. And that’s where you can begin from.”

One tool which both respondents mentioned repeatedly as a way to awaken participants’

energy was “energizers”. Lola described it as in-between activities, “something small,

something fairly simple which always works.” She provided many examples, ranging from

asking participants to stand up and do a little bend or little exercise to a bit more complex

exercises or, as a more concrete example, imitating the Baby Shark dance which presumably

works well in youth camps. In addition to that, she also highlighted that energizers are an

activity in which a facilitator can ask for inputs from the workshop participants. Lola, who has

experience with co-design from many different countries, presented an energizer as a way to

truly engage with the participants as well as to learn about their culture from them.

“It’s nice to have someone from the group come up with a dance they know or to sing

a song together. Eventually, it’s me, choosing my energizers that I’ve been using for



years, but actually have them doing it their way. Through that, I have learned so many

great new energizers.”

A similar approach of adjusting activities to the context is suggested by Taoka et al. (2018) as

they suggest that a facilitator should always utilise ice-breaking activities and adjust its ratio

to a culturally accepted level in the context. On the one hand, Ingrid was astonished when

she found out that icebreakers work anywhere regardless of the context. She shared her

experience with using icebreakers in the Netherlands and later in Uganda, and she found out

that icebreakers which she used with ten to twelve years old children in the Netherlands

worked well also in Uganda for another type of audience. She concluded that icebreakers are

the same games and people from anywhere can participate in them. Dianah, who has

Ugandan origin and mainly facilitated co-design workshops in Uganda, acknowledged that it

was her international colleagues who introduced her to new activities. However, she added

that these activities would not work without being adjusted to the Ugandan context, which

she unfolded in an example:

“So, I went with Lola to one of the field trips. And she was using a lot of metaphors.

For example: “if you were a superhero, what would you do?” So I told her: “that would

never work. Especially in that context, because there is no superhero, ever,” But I

said you could come from a different direction. We can use folklore. A hero from

folklore or a true hero that they know from the past. So, for example: “if you were

Nelson Mandela, what would you do?” So someone who they really know about, that

works!”

To summarise, a number of respondents highlighted that using activities which awaken

participants’ senses is essential as it enables the facilitator to proceed with other activities

regardless of context in which they are being applied. Moreover it was stressed by the

respondents that activities should be adjusted to a current situation and a respective context.

For example, using metaphors in a workshop would not be understood by Ugandan

workshop participants.

6.3.3 Use time and space to support group process

According to the conceptual framework a facilitator should be able to use the time and space

effectively with the group of workshop participants. Even though the respondents were not

asked explicitly, almost all of them brought examples on how they strategically use time and



space to achieve their goals. Using space was mostly mentioned in the context of creating a

safe atmosphere for all participants in a hierarchical setting, whilst time was often mentioned

in relation to sensitive topics.

Firstly, most of the respondents were mentioning the importance of planning ahead with

space. Ineke mentioned that a facilitator should know what is the most effective group

dynamics to explore the topic of the co-design workshop. She suggested that a facilitator

should strategically plan the characteristics of the group, such as the size of the group and

when and how different participants should interact. She was bringing an example of a

co-design project she and Emilie were working on:

“So instead of having a big group, and trying to do everything in that big group, we’ll

have a smaller session with these people and a smaller session with another group,

and then maybe at some point we'll bring them together in a test, for instance.”

However, as it was mentioned earlier, the way co-design workshops develop is influenced by

many unexpected elements, which facilitators should react to. Both Melodi and Emilie

brought examples of having to improvise with the use of space during a workshop in order to

give space to all participants to speak up. Emilie gave an example of a hierarchical setting

with the elderly and youth participating in the same workshop. “It really depends on the

setting. But sometimes it can be that you have to separate the youth from the elders.

Otherwise, you always have to approach the elders first in order to be able to talk to the

youth.” Meanwhile, Melodi referred to a gender-related hierarchical setting in which she and

her colleagues needed to divide the group and run two processes simultaneously to make

sure that they also hear the honest perspective of women. The issue of not being able to get

womens’ input during workshops, because of the male dominance, was reflected on by

Emilie as well: “I can only talk for Uganda, but in Uganda as a facilitator, you really have to

create space for women to talk.” Her point of view, however, was that instead of separating

men from women, a facilitator should create space for women to speak up. According to her,

men can learn that women also have important things to say:

“So you have to facilitate intensely to give them space to speak, otherwise the men

are going to dominate. Even if they don’t say much, just the fact that you have

created the space reminds the guys that there are other people here who want to talk.

That’s also your role as a facilitator I think.”



The importance of time was reflected on by Dianah. She mentioned that whenever working

with sensitive topics, such as sexual abuse, the workshop participants needed time to get

comfortable with sharing their experiences. Moreover, she proposed that a facilitator should

always allocate enough time to be able to dig deep into topics, especially when it is a project

with a sensitive topic:

“Things that are quite sensitive, we always recommend at least five days of

co-creation. Because you can’t get the information immediately, especially if you’re

meeting survivors of abuse. You can’t make rapport on the first day. People won’t

trust you on day one. They won’t be able to express themselves and what they want.

You have to build rapport with them. I always say that on the fifth day they’re quite

open and they’re expressing themselves.”

The conceptual framework also suggests that a facilitator should recognize when the group is

ready to move on, or whether it needs more time. This competency of a facilitator was only

mentioned by Melodi, who is a facilitation trainer and has the most experience in facilitation.

She mentioned that it is highly important for a facilitator to feel when the participants are

ready. She however added that it is a difficult skill to train, therefore usually only

trainer-facilitators have it, as it develops with practice. She suggested that a facilitator should

constantly ask these questions from herself while facilitating:

“Where does my audience need to be in order to move to the next step? And if they're

not there, what do I need to give them first? So always have a radar of: Is this

resonating? Why not? What can I do? Can I bring them to the next level? How can I

do that?”

She highlighted that it is especially important in Uganda to continue checking what are the

audience’s needs to move on to the next activity because people often need more stimulus

or inspiration to progress in the co-design workshop.

To summarise, the findings of this section show the significance of using space and time

carefully during co-design workshops in Uganda. As the societal structure of Uganda brings

certain barriers for co-design workshops to happen, such as hierarchies in groups or

inequality between the groups of workshop participants, facilitators should be using space



strategically to remove or restructure undesired dynamics in the group. Moreover, the

findings also reflect the importance of planning the time and duration of workshops,

especially around sensitive topics. Finally, the experience of some respondents suggests that

Ugandan participants often need more stimulus and inspiration to proceed with activities in a

co-design workshop.

6.4 Orchestrate the group journey

The fourth section of the analysis investigates the competencies of a facilitator to lead the

group through the participatory process. In the first section, clarifying the context and

purpose of a workshop is elaborated. Then ways how assignments within the facilitation can

be approached are analysed. Thereafter, the facilitator's ability to make the group

participants aware of their capabilities is assessed. Next, the ability to alter workshop plans

by following group dynamics is elaborated. Lastly, how a group can be led to consensus and

desired outcomes is looked at.

6.4.1 Present the group with a clear purpose of workshop beforehand

According to the conceptual framework, the facilitator should be able to set a clear context for

what has been designed as well as what participants can expect. The group needs to

understand the purpose and significance of its work and the process it uses. One way to do

this, suggested by many respondents, is to do expectation management and explain all

activities prior to the workshop. Ingrid stressed that it is especially important in the context

where participants receive the so-called sitting allowance for just joining a workshop, to make

them actively participate. Especially at the beginning of a workshop, she said, it is

challenging to make participants engaged, however, once they are vocal about one another’s

expectations and start with the activities, they usually like them and follow. According to Lola

and Dianah, it is dependent on the group how the facilitators need to approach the

discussion, however, they never neglect doing so. Dianah highlighted that she always

starts the co-design workshops with the following: “All right, we’ll talk about our expectations.

What are we expecting from each other?” She also added that she finds it important to let

people know that primarily they all should be enjoying themselves. However, she always

presents the group with some rules to agree on, in order to make sure everyone enjoys the

workshop the same way.



Lola thought about it along similar lines: “In the beginning, we are having a little session on

happy co-creation. So what kind of things or agreements we want to make with each other.”

She, however, complemented it with a comment that it is also needed to be clear what is

meant by the rules. She said that clarifying these details in the beginning helps to proceed

smoother with the workshop:

“And it can be tiny because they often come with the standard things. Like having

respect for each other or no unnecessary movement. And then always clarifying what

that actually means. Does an unnecessary movement mean to take my leg against

the chair or standing up and going out of the room?”

Both Lola and Dianah mentioned that creating a physical agreement helps communicate

the importance of complying with the agreement throughout the workshop. They believe

when participants have to sign an agreement they would take it more seriously. As Lola

explains: “I sometimes make them write their names under it, or a little symbol if they prefer,

and I refer back to it throughout the facilitation if needed.”

The conceptual framework also highlights that it is especially important in high power

distance countries that a facilitator sensitises the purpose of the workshop beforehand, as it

mitigates trust issues (Taoka et al., 2018). Ineke, the managing director, mentioned that while

working at Mango Tree she found it increasingly important to communicate the purpose of

the workshop, specifically when participants from different hierarchical groups were taking

part. She continued that it often starts with explaining what co-design is, in order for

participants to understand why they are in the room.

“So if you mix a group and you’ll have higher placed people with farmers in one

space, it needs more explanation. I think it needs more warming up. So you definitely

need to explain co-design in the beginning, and really bring it as something super

valuable and proven and academic. You shouldn’t take it lightly. And then you need to

have exercises to warm up your audience so that they are okay with sharing.”

To summarize, according to the narratives of respondents, Mango Tree’s practice seems to

be in alignment with what the conceptual framework suggests. Almost all interviewees

highlighted the importance of communicating the purpose of the workshop and clarifying

expectations beforehand.



6.4.2 Articulate ways of approaching assignments

As highlighted in the framework, the facilitator should help the group observe and understand

what it is doing and how it is going about it. Many respondents suggested doing expectation

management and explaining all activities. Another trick, proposed by Lola, which helps the

group to understand what to do and how to do it, is to not overcomplicate things. She

believes that simplicity should be applied no matter what place one facilitates at. However,

she emphasized it for the Ugandan context, even more, stating that the different

understanding of the language plays its role. As an example, she brought, the previously

mentioned, metaphorical thinking as something incomprehensible by the target audience in a

workshop. “A question like: “How would you solve this problem if you had wings?” That’s

hard for some of the target audiences here [in Uganda], that we have worked with, to

understand.” The importance to understand who the target audience or the workshop

participants are was acknowledged by Emilie too. She realised that abstract thinking of

Ugandans is not developed as they do not learn it in schools, and therefore she needs to use

other ways to navigate participants throughout the workshop activities.

Assignments that may be ambiguous for the participants, as the one above, are suggested to

be divided into smaller elements (Taoka et al., 2018). This is especially suggested for the

countries of the global South, in which a facilitator should even show examples to

participants of how to tackle these assignments (Taoka et al., 2018). Melodi, who is an

experienced trainer of facilitators, suggested that for particularly some tasks the group of

participants need to be inspired in order to do ideation or prototyping in Uganda. The reason

behind it is presumably the participants’ lack of exposure to many creative concepts. Even

though Melodi acknowledged that they have their own knowledge, she added that they also

need creative and cool concepts, as the mix of both is necessary for ideation. Being aware of

her audience’s capacity, she suggested ways to handle these assignments.

“I found out that a lot of people [facilitators] would always do the ideation with the fruit

machine activity. But that doesn't work with the audience here [in Uganda]. First, you

need to at least inspire them. So before going into ideation, we put an extra step,

where we show them cool trends from around the world, saying: "Hey, this is also

possible." For example, if you talk about improving the livelihoods of farmers, you

can talk about curriculum. But you can also build a really cool brand of coffee that you

sell in the western countries, where people are a bit more, including myself, hipster.



And they want to pay a bit more because it looks cool. You could show them these

ideas and trends and then go into ideation. And that works better.”

Another way to make the group participants understand the task and comply with it, Melodi

suggested, is by changing the name of the activity. As a facilitator, she stressed, it is

important to know the context in which one facilitates and makes use of it. Therefore making

use of the terms which the Ugandan participants are already familiar with was found as a

good practice.

“I think that’s what a facilitator or a team of facilitators should be really good at, to

really pick up what works and what doesn’t work. And what they have done already.

So sometimes we called it a community dialogue instead of co-design. And we did the

same, but for them [participants], it resonated a bit more, because that’s what they

always do.”

The statements of respondents in this part made it clear that simplifying assignments and

using terms familiar to participants seems to be a helpful practice in Uganda. Moreover,

based on the experiences of facilitators in Mango Tree, to avoid ambiguity of an ideation or

prototyping session, inspiring participants with trends from around the world was suggested.

6.4.3 Facilitate group self-awareness

The conceptual framework states that in order to help the group to learn from its experience,

the facilitator should hold discussions to enable the group to reflect on the significance of its

work. According to some respondents, Mango Tree always wants to make sure that

workshop participants also benefit and learn from the co-design project.

One of the most experienced facilitators, Melodi, was highlighting the importance of helping

participants to grow from the experience. Melodi, throughout her years at Mango Tree, was

enriching the organisation's co-design methodology with a section about group reflection.

She presented one of the main principles:

“You have to make sure that if you're doing a co-creation for three days, everyone

gets something out of whatever you're doing. So it's not only one way. So you're

validating and co-creating a solution but participants also get something out of it,

because you take three days of their time and give you a lot of input.”



Another facilitator, Lola, highlighted the importance of reflection and group discussion at the

end of the co-design workshop. She added that, as a facilitator, one also needs to guide the

reflection part of the workshop, to make sure that everyone participates. She suggested

doing an exercise at the end of the workshop in which the group of participants discusses

what they learnt that day. She introduced an example of these exercises that she often uses

with participants:

“So at the end of the day, you sit in a circle, you have an imaginary ball and you throw

the ball to someone in the group. And then that person has to give one word of what

he or she has learned during the day or during the session, and then the imaginary

ball is thrown again to someone else.”

To sum up, Mango Tree facilitators have a high focus on ensuring that participants learn from

the co-design experience. The findings suggest that the Mango Tree employees realized the

importance of “giving back” to participants. Therefore, they implemented a variety of

exercises to make sure participants of the co-design workshops reflect on their experience

and grow from it.

6.4.4 Alter workshop plan according to group dynamics

The conceptual framework suggests that the facilitator should work with the group to keep

moving - to stay on task and to recognize when the group may be going on tangents, and

suggest a redirection of the work to the task. Paying attention to group dynamics and altering

the workshop plan accordingly was something that was emphasized by all interviewees.

Ingrid referred to it that a facilitator should “always read the room”, Dianah explained it in a

way that as a facilitator you should be “quick in your mind”, while Melodi frames it in a way

that a facilitator should be “sensitive to group dynamics”. Melodi continued by adding that

although she thinks this skill can be improved by experience, she also believes some

facilitators are better at it than others, because of the characteristics of their personality:

“Some people really have it in them. They can feel the uncomfortableness of the room

or the unsafety or, and then they can because they feel it. They also know how to kind

of get rid of that atmosphere. But you can still train the thought process, and become

a really solid facilitator by just practicing a lot.”



The framework also highlights that in case if the participants are not moving forward with

design activities, facilitators should quickly adapt their plan. Melodi highlighted multiple times

throughout the interview that a facilitator needs to be able to analyze the room, with a special

focus on group resistance, and adapt her/his plan and exercises accordingly.

“You need to be able to analyze what is happening. And it’s like your programme and

your goals, but you also have an entire audience that doesn’t want to be there

sometimes and you need to work with that. And you need to feel it during the process

and continuously translate into possible tools.”

She also brought an example of one of her colleagues at Mango Tree who is outstandingly

good at choosing different exercises “on the go” based on the group’s current needs: “If

something worked or didn’t work, she would say: we can’t do this, but we can do that.” This

point is related to the last point of the conceptual framework, which says that a facilitator

should not show confusion because that could create trust issues. Melodi agreed with this by

outlining the main reason behind her colleague being outstandingly good is because all that

she does is “an internal thought process”. In other words, she navigates within the workshop

in a way that the workshop participants do not even realize that the plan was changed, even

though it radically did. Another interviewee, Emilie, adds to this by sharing the way she

overcame the challenge to react to group dynamics which is to entirely let go of control and

remind herself that she has to treat every workshop differently. “Things change easily. So I

really had to let go of control to be able to adapt quickly, and come up with different solutions

every workshop and work with what I have.”

Emilie complements what the framework suggests by adding that in Uganda she believes, it

is not only the group dynamics that requires flexibility and adaptability from the facilitator but

the lack of infrastructure too.

“And also, just another challenge is all these things, like there’s a power cut today, so

we can not print today, even though tomorrow, we have to go to the field and we were

planning on printing out a huge amount of things. So also the lack of infrastructure,

logistics, is quite challenging.”



Ingrid was also strengthening this argument by bringing examples when she had adapted the

exercise she was planning on using because it would have required power and it turned out

the place where she was facilitating did not have access to power.

To summarize, almost all interviewees mentioned that one of the biggest challenges they

were facing when they started facilitating co-design workshops for the first time, was the

amount of flexibility and adaptability needed to quickly change their plan based on the group

dynamics. Moreover, meeting the challenges that come with the lack of infrastructure in

Uganda.

6.4.5 Guide the group to consensus and desired outcomes

The framework outlines that a facilitator should select the most effective methods for helping

a group come to a consensus and achieve its desired outcomes. All respondents agreed on

the importance of choosing the right methods enabling the participants to achieve the goal of

a workshop. Additionally, some of them pointed out that sometimes, the most effective

methods can only be chosen in a workshop while facilitating based on the current needs of

the group. Emilie indicated that only the workshop environment can unfold aspects that she

as a facilitator did not know beforehand. Using simple methods such as talking to different

participants or doing ad hoc interviews can change the whole co-creation, and as she added:

“a facilitator needs to feel it or try to find out what direction to continue.” Therefore she

suggested entering the co-design facilitation with an open mind to be able to mix and match

different tools and techniques throughout the session to arrive at the most desired outcomes.

What Emilie placed emphasis on was “not cutting people short” because of the facilitator's

prepared schedule. She even provided an example of such a situation:

“At a training to make staff more disability-inclusive in universities, I just felt like these

people needed to talk to each other a lot. So instead of following our activities rigidly, I

just turned it into a Q&A session. And it was necessary because these people had

never spoken to each other so then I just let it go. And I tried to let the process flow a

little bit.“

While this approach of letting go and adjusting activities to the group’s need may seem

contradictory to achieving the predefined goal of a facilitation session, Emilie proposed a

solution to these concerns: “And then you can always sort things out a little bit in the end. If

you want more information you can email someone or ask over WhatsApp.”



Another way methods in a co-design workshop can be used to achieve the desired outcome

was suggested by Melodi. She stressed the importance of making use of the facilitation

sessions to the fullest and testing the emerging ideas about solutions with the participants

immediately. She provided an example from fieldwork with Ineke. She shared that when the

idea of making workshop participants talk to buyers emerged in the middle of conducting the

workshop, they managed to validate the idea the day after. As a result, not only did they, as

facilitators, benefit in collecting inputs for a solution immediately, but even the participants

and the buyers appreciated their mutual interaction and thereby were able to come to a

consensus.

It was acknowledged by all respondents that they as facilitators need to be familiar with a

variety of planning and decision-making approaches and need to know how to adapt them to

meet the group’s needs. For clarifying reasons, planning and decision-making approaches

are, according to the findings, understood as tools and techniques a facilitator can use for

planning a co-design workshop as well as approaches helping them to decide whether it is

desirable to stay with a planned activity, move to a different one, or completely change the

direction of the session. All respondents confirmed that the approaches and methods they

use need to be adapted to the current needs of the group of participants and the current flow

of the session. They also pointed out, however, that they encountered challenges when

having to change them while facilitating.

Goretti outlined that the difficulties begin already in the planning phase of a workshop. Being

aware that every audience in each co-design session is different, she feels the urgency of

constantly learning new “tricks”. She argued that the reactions of the audience are always

different, so the formerly used tools would not work in a new co-creation session. Moreover,

being able to think quickly on how to change the way of acquiring information was not only

mentioned by Goretti but also by Dianah. She articulated her approach of “being able to think

on your feet'' and to be able to change the tactic or methodology when “something is off”.

Melodi confirmed that this approach is what she, as a facilitation trainer, tried to teach her

colleagues. In her own words: “I also tried to teach them that as a facilitator, you don’t just

have a program, you have to continuously check. How is the group responding? How can I

change it? Even if it’s hard.” Coming back to Goretti’s and Dianah’s answers, in spite of them

knowing some tricks on how to handle this aspect of facilitation, they find it challenging. They

especially pointed at the overall objectives of the workshop session. While they are changing



the activities and use different methods than planned, in their views, one cannot lose focus of

the overarching goal of the co-design workshop.

The analysed responses showed the importance of Mango Tree facilitators being able to

react to the current conditions in a co-design workshop and adjust activities and approaches

according to the needs of the participants. However, the approaches of Emilie and Goretti are

contradictory. The former respondent stated that a facilitator should always follow what the

group of participants need, even if it means changing the outcome of the session completely.

While the latter respondent kept the overall objectives of the workshop in mind and cautioned

that a facilitator should not lose focus of the session while changing activities.

6.5 Commit to a life of integrity

The last three sections talk about how the personal values of an individual are integrated with

their role of a facilitator in Mango Tree. At first, how a depth investigation is supposed to help

a facilitator to find the group's problem is looked into. Secondly, a facilitator’s ability to

enhance participant’s neutrality while leading the co-design workshop in Uganda is

analysed.

6.5.1 Ask the depth questions of oneself and others

A facilitator should strive to elicit profound insights within the group by helping the group

discern its root and underlying issues in order to clarify the group's situation (Pierce et. al,

2000). Many of the respondents reflected on the importance of uncovering the root of the

groups’ situation in order to get a holistic understanding of their problems, and therefore be

able to design the best solutions. Ineke reflected on it: “I see ourselves [facilitators] really as

sort of therapists. You have to experience and observe everything that goes into your head,

and then it comes out in a product. You have to do whatever it takes to really understand the

problem.” Later on, she added that if the facilitator is not able to uncover the real problem,

the whole co-design session might not be successful.

However, some of the other respondents added a reflection on what makes it challenging to

uncover the problems the participants are facing in Uganda. They proposed that it is because

they often are not even aware that they stand in front of a problem. As further explained by

Melodi:



“And I think it happens a lot actually that the facilitators go away with a lot of cool

data, but the people have the same problems, and they don’t even know it’s a

problem. So you need to make sure that the participants also see the same problem,

otherwise, you’re doing a very weird process.”

She continued by saying that workshop participants often sign up for the co-design

workshops only because of the compensation they receive. Apparently, this has an impact on

participants’ motivation to actively engage in a workshop and thereby makes the co-design

session quite challenging. To further explain what she meant by some participants “not

seeing their problems'' she brought an example of participants signing up for a co-design

workshop only because of the food aid. She mentioned that at a point when participants

received their food aid, they stopped considering their lack of food resources as a problem,

as it was temporarily resolved:

“They get the money or food for being present at the workshop. After getting their

food they pass the point of feeling that it is a problem. They're also a bit numb

because it's been generations of war, specifically in the north [of Uganda]. So these

kind of horrifying things are not really helpful. But you need to make them feel that

becoming resilient would get them more than what they're getting now with the food

package. So when we start brainstorming, we really try to make them aware that

whatever the problem we're trying to solve is, it is a real problem.”

The findings of this section reveal that Mango Tree facilitators often encounter situations in

which Ugandan workshop participants do not realise they have a problem that should be

solved. Therefore, it was highlighted as a facilitator’s competence specific to a Ugandan

context to be able to make workshop participants realise their problem and make them own it

in order to define a solution for it.

6.5.2 Model profound a�rmation

According to Pierce et al. (2000), a facilitator should approach the facilitation situations with

self-confidence, an accepting attitude, and belief in others. Out of all respondents, only

Melodi was vocal about this attitude of a facilitator, which may be explained by her having an

extensive background in training of facilitators. To give more details, Melodi even proposed

self-confidence as a precondition for facilitating. Specifically, when she joined Mango Tree,



she saw this aspect of the company’s employees as something to be developed. She

elaborated:

“So people were really afraid and weren’t believing in themselves. They were not

speaking up. I think that’s specifically what I brought through facilitation, to really

make them stand there and do it. And I knew they could do it, so I would really coach

them on it.”

Therefore if the facilitator holds a self-confident attitude, she can move on to show belief in

workshop participants and that their creativity can provide for the infinite possibility (Pierce et

al., 2000). Taoka et al. (2018) place even bigger emphasis on the encouraging role of a

facilitator. They state that in high power distance countries, convincing participants that they

are experts on a given problem is highly important as it increases the likelihood of their

participation as well as raises their hierarchical status. Even though the respondents did not

touch upon the aspect of their own self-confidence in the following comments, they

expressed the need to emphasize the workshop participants’ capabilities of contributing as

well as to make them experts.

A couple of interviewees played with a comparison to a teacher but in two different ways.

While Emilie gave an example of her presenting herself to the workshop participants as a

teacher of creativity, Lola put the participants into the role of a teacher. According to Emilie, a

facilitator in Uganda should convey her creativity to the participants and teach them how to

be creative, which should eventually convince them about their own expertise. However, Lola

described a different approach to using the teacher’s logic. While being a facilitator in Mango

Tree, she aimed to raise the participants’ self-confidence by putting them into the role of

teachers. She was convincing them that they are the most knowledgeable ones and capable

of sharing valuable information. As put in her words:

“You need to show them: “it’s you who are the teachers in the next couple of days or

in the next couple of hours. We don’t have the knowledge, we’re actually here to get

the knowledge from you.” You need to make that very clear in the beginning, for

participants: “You are the expert, I’m not.”

Other respondents did not use the teacher’s analogy, however, they drew heavily on

vocalising the role of experts the participants play. Dianah provided an example in which she



described her work with Ugandan youth who usually lack self-esteem. As a consequence, it

hinders them from giving their inputs in activities taking place in a co-design workshop.

“You have to keep reminding them that they are the experts, regardless of where

they’re coming from. I think sometimes people come to this workshop and feel like:

“I’m not competent enough. I’m 15 years old, I don’t think I have enough knowledge to

give you anything.” And we need to tell them: “No, it is wonderful for us, it’s perfect for

us, it helps us.” So it’s something that we constantly remind them of.”

As suggested by some respondents, one reason behind participants' fear of expressing

themselves could be the hierarchical societal structure in Uganda. In other words, as long as

there are older and more experienced people in the same co-design session, the young do

not feel confident to contribute with their knowledge because they may perceive it as

insufficient. Thus, reminding them of the importance of their expertise can raise their

hierarchical status and make them willing to share more. Ingrid’s experience resembles the

one of Dianah, but in this instance, the main character in the workshop was a mother. As a

facilitator of one of the workshops in Uganda, she was aware that the participant - the mother

- had valuable information but she was not sharing anything. Therefore, Ingrid needed to

keep empowering her and convincing her that she is the most experienced one and expert

on the given problem, as well as assuring her that all opinions are acceptable. According to

Ingrid, articulating what her role as a facilitator entails was helpful in such a situation. She

emphasized that they, as Mango Tree facilitators, wanted to learn about the experiences of a

Ugandan mother, which the given participant was an expert on. To this account, Lola’s

statement underlined the key function of a facilitator in a co-design workshop. “I think that’s

when the magic happens. If you can make this [make participants experts on their problem]

happen, it’s what makes you an amazing facilitator.”

According to many respondents, another challenge they often face while creating active

participation in a workshop in Uganda is the lack of autonomy5 in participants. As Melodi and

Dianah explained, the lack of autonomy of participants is a reason behind low engagement

and low motivation for workshop participation. The lack of autonomy might be the result of

Ugandan collectivist culture, which indicates that groups serve a useful role in the

organisation of people and achievement of goals. Moreover, the interconnectedness between

5 Autonomy is defined as the amount of  independence, initiative, and freedom either permitted or required in daily
activities (Stamps and Piedmonte, 1986)



families and communities plays a central role in each one's identity (Rarick et al., 2013). As

Ingrid described, relationships play a major role in participants' decision-making process and

behaviour in general. She introduced an example when Mango Tree was working on a

project about promoting a healthy way of feeding a child. In the co-design workshop, Mango

Tree facilitators were using the previously introduced tool of persona, in order to get a better

understanding of the stakeholders who play a role in feeding a child. To her surprise, in order

to nudge the change of behavior in those feeding a child, that is the mothers, they needed to

target their mothers-in-law, instead of directly interacting with the mothers of the children

themselves. She gave an explanation:

“It turns out, here in Uganda, mothers learn from their mothers-in-law. So if you want

to change behavior regarding child feeding, you actually should change the behavior

and the knowledge of the mother-in-law. Because it’s her who can make a change

with the mother of the child.”

Both Melodi and Dianah highlighted the challenges of what the lack of autonomy brings to

workshop participation. They shared a method they call “fake options” or “false choices”,

through which they make participants experience the feeling of autonomy. As a result,

participants gain a feeling of independence, they are not afraid to take on an initiative and

engage in the activities in the workshop. Melodi gave an example of this method when she

referred to one workshop she facilitated. At the beginning of an activity, she asked a question

that presented participants with an easy choice: “Do you want to do it [activity] on paper or do

you want to do it another way?” Dianah referred to the same method by bringing an example

when she asked the workshop participants the following: “Would you like to do this activity

outside or inside?” She further explained how this method worked:

“So it feels like they’ve made a decision, even though it’s really not a decision. At the

end of the day, they’re doing the activity we wanted them to do, but they made the

decision to be inside. So for them, it feels like they’ve decided something and that

they got autonomy within this meeting. So it helps it [workshop] run really well.”

Overall, all respondents agreed on the need to encourage the workshop participants in their

creativity and expertise in Uganda. However, each of them uses different methods to do so.

Some stressed the importance of presenting to the participants what their role as facilitators

is, while others found it helpful to emphasize participants' capabilities of being creative.



Increasing participants’ belief in themselves seems to be helpful to make them contribute

with their knowledge to the workshop outcomes. One respondent even referred to the

facilitator’s ability to make participants actively participate in a workshop and making them

experts as “supernatural” powers, by which she implied that it is not a simple task. A couple

of respondents presented the lack of autonomy in Ugandan participants as challenging to

co-design workshop, as it results in a lack of motivation to participate in the workshop

exercises. The same respondents also introduced the method of fake options which enables

co-design workshop participants in Uganda to gain autonomy, and thereby to increase their

engagement in the workshop.

6.5.3 Trust group’s potential and model neutrality

Lastly, the conceptual framework suggests that facilitators should honor the wisdom of the

group while setting aside personal opinions to maintain neutrality which grants the group to

make its own decisions. Moreover, being non-judgemental is key to guide the group towards

consensus. Two of the respondents, Dianah and Melodi, were both bringing examples of

separating personal opinions from workshop facilitation. However, each of them tackled the

exposure to a difficult situation that required their neutrality differently. Dianah’s example,

who is a native to the Ugandan context, reflected on her being able not to involve her

personal opinion when she was facing gender inequality in a workshop setting. Whilst Melodi,

who was born and raised in the Netherlands, found difficulties to remain without expressing

her point of view on gender-equality-related issues.

Dianah presented an example from a workshop she facilitated in a rural area of Uganda.

According to her words, although she disagreed with how women were treated there, she still

managed to respect their culture and did not influence the workshop with her own opinions.

“There, women are treated like they're less important. And it really disturbs you, but you have

to accept that. That’s what it is. And you aren't supposed to pose your own cultural beliefs on

them.” Her comment unfolds the whole situation:

“For example, women never mix up with men. They sit separately, they come into the

co-creation and men say: No! Women are supposed to sit alone and men are

supposed to sit here. And then men sit on a chair and the women sit down on the

floor. But then you’re not supposed to react, you can not say this is not how it should

be. You know it is wrong, but somehow you have to accept it, even though it disturbs

you.”



In contradiction, Melodi’s example highlighted that she disturbed the neutrality of the

workshop by expressing her own ideas and beliefs during a workshop when she disagreed

with the participants. The mentioned workshop she facilitated was with leaders of

non-governmental organisations about the topic of how they could work more on female-led

political issues. She described the incident as follows:

“We had a discussion about how women feel in leadership positions and at some

point, a lot of men took over. So I said: “should we ask the women instead? They're

here!” And they found it very disrespectful that I was this direct. In my head, society is

equal. So a lot of times, I am not aware that I still need to do something with the

cultural dynamics. Because I just feel this is the place of the ladies and I'm mobilising.

But that's not always beneficial to the process.“

These two examples both highlighted the significance of trying to keep a natural, unbiased

environment as a facilitator. However, they also shed light on how Dianah, as a native

Ugandan facilitator, finds it easier to not intervene with her personal opinions when she

comes to disagreement with participants’ worldviews.

To conclude, the interviewed Mango Tree employees considered all of the competencies

outlined by the conceptual framework as a useful and important aspect of co-design

workshop facilitation in Uganda. However, all respondents highlighted that the Ugandan

context brings additional challenges to their workshop facilitation. The interviewees

introduced a variety of examples when the context challenged the respondents’

competencies and prevented them from achieving the purpose of the co-design workshop

easily. The findings show that although the characteristics of these hindering factors vary,

their unifying feature stems from the fact that co-design has been inherently designed for the

radically different Scandinavian cultural and societal context. To give a few examples, the

hierarchical power relations between members of Ugandan society and the extensive

presence of humanitarian development agencies in the country stand as context-specific

barriers that would not emerge in the countries of the global North, or more specifically in

Scandinavia.

Having experienced the challenging situations repeatedly, the respondents were able to

provide explanations of solutions on how to tackle these challenges to facilitate a purposeful



co-design workshop. To acquire genuine answers from the participants and increase their

motivation to actively contribute to the workshop, the facilitators of Mango Tree adjust and

extend the activities according to the Ugandan participants' needs. Moreover, to mitigate the

societal hierarchies and inequalities, facilitators can separate some dominating members of

the group to let others talk openly. These solutions to the emerging contextual challenges

come from the experience of Mango Tree facilitators. They stressed that they learnt

co-design methods and how to adjust them at Mango Tree, as no learning materials on

co-design facilitation in Uganda were available to them.



7. Discussion

This chapter begins by presenting the key findings of the study, then critically reflects on the

usefulness as well as limitations of the conceptual framework and methodology of the thesis.

Thereafter, it briefly discusses the implications of the paper and outlines suggestions for

further research. Lastly, the chapter presents the thesis’ contribution to the academic world

and the practice of co-design as well as provides recommendations for facilitation of

co-design workshops in the African context.

7.1 Discussing the key �ndings

In order to answer the research question “How does Ugandan context influence the

facilitation process of co-design workshops?” the key findings of this study are presented and

discussed in this section. As the literature review suggested and the findings validated, the

context of facilitation has a significant influence on co-design workshops. The literature

review stressed that co-design typically requires certain societal and cultural norms such as

an egalitarian structure of a society or the democratic values of individuals. These are

common characteristics of Nordic countries, where co-design originates from. However,

these conditions radically differ in the context of Uganda. The analysis chapter presented a

variety of examples of when the Ugandan context had an impact on the facilitation of

co-design workshops. Analysing these examples led us to identify six key factors of the

Ugandan context that influence co-design workshop facilitation. They are the following: (1)

hierarchical societal structure, (2) incompatibilities of co-design techniques with local values,

(3) limited international exposure, (4) extensive presence of humanitarian development

agencies, (5) distrust in foreigners, and (6) insufficient infrastructure. The coming paragraphs

unfold how each of these six factors influences the facilitation of co-design workshops, and

elaborate on what competencies can assist facilitators to achieve successful facilitation of

co-design workshops.

7.1.1 Hierarchical societal structure

The hierarchical structure of society in Uganda has a significant effect on co-design

workshops. The findings uncovered the following three related challenges: an unconducive

environment for participation, a lack of participants’ autonomy, and a lack of confidence to

feel experts on their own problems.



Firstly, the findings suggest that the hierarchical structure amongst workshop participants

creates an environment that prevents genuine and equal participation of those who are in

lower positions of the hierarchy. Their lower hierarchical status hinders them from expressing

themselves in a truthful way due to the presence of someone with higher status in the

hierarchy. Therefore, according to the experience of the respondents, this barrier of inequality

needs to be acknowledged and carefully addressed by facilitators in a co-design workshop.

They highlighted that a facilitator should comply with the hierarchical societal structure of

Uganda and address each of the workshop participants according to what their rank in the

society suggests. The undesired group dynamics derived from these hierarchies, such as

when someone with valuable information is unable to share it, should be strategically

addressed by the facilitator. A suggested way of doing so is restructuring or dividing the

group in order to remove the hierarchy and mitigate the tense dynamics.

Secondly, the findings show that hierarchical societal order has an effect on participants'

confidence in expressing their views in a co-design workshop as they do not feel competent

enough in comparison with other participants. Due to the hierarchical structure of Uganda,

workshop participants tend to believe they cannot have valuable contributions to a workshop

led by skilled facilitators. Therefore a facilitator in Uganda should articulate what her role as a

facilitator entails as it helps participants to understand that they are the experts on their

problem, and a facilitator is only there to learn from their experiences.

Thirdly, the findings highlight the challenges of gaining in-depth knowledge and

understanding of participants' life experiences, worldviews, and ways of thinking. According

to the respondents, this challenge proves to be even more present amongst international

facilitators, as there is an enormous difference between their and the workshop participants’

life experiences. The respondents, therefore, suggest that international facilitators in Uganda

should practice empathy to be able to better understand participants’ upbringing, cultural

norms, and worldviews. Practicing empathic listening was suggested by one respondent in

order for a facilitator to deeply engage with participants' feelings, experiences, and ways of

thinking, which may eventually result in the surfacing of important information or creating an

environment for collaboration.

Lastly, the findings caution facilitators not to influence the co-design workshop with their

personal opinions. The Ugandan societal structure and its characteristics, such as systematic



gender inequality, might be bothersome for those facilitators who are not used to facilitating

in a context with such norms. Therefore, especially these facilitators should pay extra

attention not to interrupt the co-design workshop with their own worldviews and opinions

even if participants' behaviour is in contrast to their beliefs.

7.1.2 Incompatibilities of co-design techniques with local values
Another challenging factor for facilitating co-design workshops in Uganda lies in the

co-design activities being inherently designed for a radically different cultural and societal

context. Many of the activities and exercises rely on skills, knowledge, and linguistics which

are characteristic to the context of countries in the global North, more specifically Western

Europe and Scandinavia. However, the participants of co-design workshops in Uganda are

equipped differently as their skills, knowledge, and language are embedded in their national

context. According to the respondents, the incompatibilities of co-design techniques with

local values result in their rejective attitude and lack of motivation to participate in activities.

Firstly, one of the identified issues is that Ugandan participants are not familiar with the

terminology used in co-design workshops. The lack of familiarity creates a rejective attitude

towards participants in the activities. Therefore, renaming some of the co-design terms to

something familiar, for example calling co-design “community dialogue” instead, helps to

create stronger engagement of workshop participants.

Moreover, according to the respondents, another challenge related to the co-design activities

is that thinking metaphorically or in future terms is inherently part of many of the exercises.

The findings indicate that Ugandan participants are not accustomed to metaphorical and

abstract thinking. Therefore, they find these exercises particularly difficult to complete, which

results in misunderstandings and the denial of active participation. Hereby, facilitators should

avoid using activities requiring metaphorical thinking and try to favour simple and

easy-to-understand exercises.

Lastly, the findings outlined the challenge which arises from many of the co-design activities

requiring individualistic thinking and acting. As the co-design activities were developed in a

context characterized by individualistic behaviour, Ugandan collectivist and non-autonomous

culture presents a barrier for the participants to actively engage in many of the activities. In

other words, as participants lack autonomy they find it challenging to perform in these

activities according to the individualistic requirements. Therefore, it was suggested that



letting the individuals experience the feeling of autonomy before starting the co-design

activities can foster their motivation and engagement in the activities. As a result, the

increase of participants’ autonomy enhances their performance, persistence, and creativity.

The employees of Mango Tree suggested that facilitators employ a method called “fake

choices” to encourage the autonomy of participants which leads to higher engagement in

other activities during a co-design workshop.

7.1.3 Limited international exposure

According to the findings, Ugandans’ limited exposure to international information and

inspiration stands as a barrier for them to be creative in co-design workshops. As both the

literature review (Sibbet, 2002; Sanders and Stappers, 2008) and Mango Tree employees

highlighted, being creative is essential for ideating on solutions during the workshop.

Therefore, the facilitator should spark creativity in participants. The findings introduced two

techniques of supporting curiosity and creativity in participants during workshops. One is to

add an extra activity solely on inspiration to get Ugandan participants into ideation mode, and

another one is showing them some examples of global trends related to their challenges or

problems.

7.1.4 Extensive presence of humanitarian development agencies

The findings show that the extensive role the humanitarian-development sector plays in

Uganda has a negative effect on the co-design workshop facilitation. Many of the

interviewees expressed that due to the humanitarian agencies’ frequent development

initiatives, participants are used to getting food packages and sitting allowances for taking

part in workshops. Thus, getting a reward for participating is for some participants’ primary, or

in some cases the only, motivation for taking part in workshops. As their problem is

presumably partly solved with the food package or money reward, participants stop

considering their situation as problematic. Therefore, according to the Mango Tree

employees, participants often do not feel the need and motivation to actively participate in a

co-design workshop anymore. Thus, it is increasingly important as a facilitator in Uganda to

make participants aware of their problems and let them understand the value of co-design in

solving those problems.

An additional negative impact of the frequent participation in humanitarian development

workshops was highlighted. Conditioning participation by rewards can lead participants to



say the seemingly socially appropriate answers instead of expressing themselves in a

genuine way. This presents a major barrier for co-design workshops as the aim of those

workshops is to capture honest, authentic information from locals. Therefore, facilitators need

to employ methods with which they acquire genuine and honest answers from participants.

7.1.5 Distrust in foreigners

According to the findings, another influencing factor for facilitating co-design workshops in

Uganda is the distrust in foreigners. According to all international respondents, they face

several challenges in creating a safe climate, in which participants feel comfortable to share

their opinions. More specifically, these respondents were highlighting that having remarkably

different physical characteristics, such as skin colour, strengthens the perception of

foreigners, further contributing to the difficulties of creating trust with the workshop

participants. The findings uncovered some ways of tackling this distrust as a foreigner, for

example, being authentic and genuine in one's motives, and showing respect to the

participants' culture by learning a few words in their native language. In some cases,

however, when the feeling of discomfort is at a higher rate, the findings suggest that only

Ugandan facilitators could create a climate of safety.

7.1.6 Insu�cient infrastructure for co-design activities

Lastly, due to the fact that co-design practice has been developed in Scandinavia, many of

the activities rely on certain advances in infrastructure. As the findings show, the

infrastructure in Uganda is often not equipped for all the co-design activities which were

originally designed for a different environment. Thus, a facilitator of a co-design workshop

needs to adjust the facilitation plan and workshop exercises according to the given

conditions.

To summarize, the findings show that there are several factors that influence co-design

workshop facilitation in Uganda and essentially make the application of co-design

challenging. However, most of these challenges that the findings outlined can be addressed

by acknowledging the characteristics of the context, familiarizing oneself with the societal and

cultural norms, and eventually adjusting some of the previously listed co-design methods and

activities.



7.2 Conceptual framework evaluation

Evaluating the conceptual framework and its limitations is essential to formulate

recommendations for Ugandan co-design facilitation. The following section will reflect on the

usefulness of the framework used in this thesis and extend the original conceptual framework

based on the key findings that influence co-design workshop facilitation in Uganda.

As reflected in the key findings, the conceptual framework served as a useful tool to guide

the analysis of the data and organise the findings. Pierce et al.’s model (2000) provided a

holistic understanding of facilitator’s competencies, while Taoka et al.’s (2018) additions

complemented the framework with some competencies specific to countries with radically

different societal and cultural norms than in the Scandinavian countries, where co-design

originates from. However, there are two major criticisms of the framework. First, the lack of

prioritization of competencies. The findings show that facilitators have to split their attention

between many objectives, therefore a list of prioritised competencies would have been useful

to provide recommendations for a facilitator. Second, although Taoka et al.’s suggestions

proved to be a useful complement, originally, their objective was to understand co-design in

the specific context of Japanese culture. Therefore, the conceptual framework left some gaps

in understanding what the competencies of a facilitator in the Ugandan context are. However,

these gaps eventually served as an advantage, as they provided space for new

competencies to emerge.

The following competencies surfaced as a response to the previously introduced six factors

of the Ugandan context that influence co-design workshop facilitation. They are as follows:

● Address workshop participants according to their rank in the hierarchal society

● Restructure or divide hierarchy from the group if dynamics are tense

● Articulate what is the role of a facilitator

● Support autonomy in participants

● Acknowledge the characteristics of collectivist culture

● Rename expressions for co-design activities to terms that are familiar for participants

● Avoid using activities requiring metaphorical thinking and employ simple, easy to

understand activities

● Practice empathic listening

● Spark creativity in participants through additional activities



● Make participants aware of their problems

● Employ methods to acquire the honest answers of participants

● Mitigate distrust as a foreigner

● Adjust facilitation plan to infrastructures’ conditions

To reflect on the competencies outlined in the conceptual framework, all of its points proved

to be useful and applicable to Mango Tree facilitators. Therefore, its basic structure remains

unchanged. However, there is a need for its extension with the newly outlined competencies

specific to the context of Uganda. These competencies are added under the categories from

which they emerged to maintain the logic behind the framework. The following table shows

the extended framework with the newly outlined competencies in the grey boxes:



Fig 6: Refined framework of facilitators’ competencies

As figure 6 shows, the Ugandan specific competencies complement each of the five main

categories of the conceptual framework. It is, however, clear that the category most

influenced by the Ugandan context is the “Create an environment for participation”. In all

likelihood, it is the result of the effects of Ugandan cultural norms and societal structure on



the environment where the facilitation takes place.

To summarise, the refined framework provides a thorough understanding of what

competencies are needed for facilitation of a co-design workshop in Uganda. However, it

does not provide guidance on how to execute these recommendations and implement the

competencies into one’s facilitation practice.

7.3 Quality of data

The following section reflects on the quality of data in order to identify any source of

inaccuracy and limitations in the research process. The section entails assessing the used

research methods in terms of their validity and their reliability.

To ensure validity in the research process of the thesis, systematic procedures of the

abductive approach over the course of the study were followed. Moreover, all evidence was

reported clearly, and collected data was documented with the highest transparency in form of

recorded and transcribed interviews, saved interview guides, a constructed excel sheet for

analysing codes as well as an excel sheet for capturing findings. In addition, our logical line

of reasoning was supported by academic articles and peer reviews. Admittedly, steps taken

in our research were not solely influenced by reviewed theories and conceptual frameworks,

but as the pragmatist paradigm suggests, our own constructed knowledge and personal

understanding of reality made an impact on the form of findings.

Another feature ensuring the quality of research is referred to as reliability. The reliability of

data concerns other researchers’ possibility of achieving similar results and findings with the

data this study is based upon. This study’s goal was to contribute to the underrepresented

theoretical records on the studied issue of application of co-design in Africa. By making the

data, findings, constructed frameworks and procedures thoroughly described and available,

we ensure that a similar study could be conducted and enrich the under researched area.

Moreover, the emphasis is placed on establishing protocols and procedures that demonstrate

the authenticity of the findings. In this study, the aspect of authenticity was ensured by

creating a new conceptual framework, constructing an original interview guide, and using

original quotes of interviewees as a basis for the findings.

In terms of generalising the findings, there are a couple of ways to proceed. One option

would be to increase the number of case studies. With a multiple case study, research could



be done with numerous companies of similar characteristics to Mango Tree, and under

resembling conditions in Africa or other developing contexts. This approach would assess

wider applicability of the refined framework. Another possibility to generalise findings could

be conducting more interviews with the respondents within this case study. As a result,

dedicating a longer period of time for the data collection could reveal more complex

information and explain shortcomings of the current findings.

7.4 Contribution and recommendation

The literature review showed that the research on the application of co-design in the global

South is sparse. The few relevant academic resources acknowledge that there are significant

differences in applying co-design in different cultural contexts. However, these studies often

fail to address how to stage co-design in the respective contexts (Oyugi et al., 2014). Some

studies that provided an overall understanding of the challenges of applying the concept of

co-design in vastly different contexts than its origin, suggest the adjustment of the practice in

order to accommodate certain cultural contexts (Oyugi et al., 2014; Taoka et al., 2018).

To date, no studies were done specifically on the influence of African context on the

facilitation of co-design workshops. The proposed “refined framework of facilitators’

competencies” achieved this in a comprehensive way, showcasing which areas of facilitation

are most influenced by the Ugandan context. It moreover contributed to the understanding of

what a facilitator should pay attention to in order to successfully conduct a co-design

workshop in the respective context. Thus, the “refined framework of facilitators’

competencies”, developed in this thesis, is a valuable contribution to the academic field and

fills the gap of the literature resources on this problem.

While the research was conducted using a case of an organisation operating mostly in

Uganda, the developed framework may be applied in other countries of similar contexts. For

instance, as there are many gaps in the literature focusing on co-design application in African

countries, an academically trained practitioner may find the proposed framework applicable

to countries which have similar societal and cultural characteristics. Thus, the proposed

framework, if used with care, has the potential to be applied to a broad spectrum of countries

in Africa or other countries in the global South with characteristics similar to Uganda.

In regards to recommendations for Mango Tree and other organisations using co-design for



their work in Uganda, the suggested framework can serve as a tool for reflection on their

practice. The data gathered from multiple respondents assure a holistic collection of

resources on how to approach co-design workshop facilitation in Uganda, and therefore can

potentially be used by the employees of Mango Tree to reflect on their own competencies.

Moreover, it can be used by other organisations to improve themselves on the specific

factors which they will need to tackle when facilitating in Uganda or similar countries. We

believe that by following this framework, companies using co-design methodology or

facilitation, in general, will achieve more successful processes in the co-design workshop,

and thereby manage to develop solutions that have a lasting social impact.



8. Conclusion

This thesis pursued research to investigate and answer this research question: “How does

the Ugandan context influence the facilitation process of co-design workshops?” Motivated

by the lack of research on co-design outside the countries of the global North, this thesis

aimed to enrich the academic field of co-design facilitation in the global South. To examine

vastly different conditions for facilitating a co-design workshop, it was set out to explore this

problem in the African context. The Mango Tree organisation in Uganda offered an

interesting case due to the co-design methodology it applied for developing educational

materials.. This paper provided a view into Mango Tree’s practice of facilitating co-design

workshops through a study based on qualitative data gathered through semi-structured

interviews with seven of their current and former employees conducted in March and April

2021.

The thesis was structured according to an analytical framework, which aimed to investigate

the link between co-design and its context of application. A conceptual framework,

developed in the global North (Pierce et al., 2000; Taoka et al., 2018), was applied as a

theoretical lens to analyse the context-specific competencies of a facilitator. Based on this

framework, various contextual differences were explored through the experiences with

facilitation of Mango Tree employees. An eclectic categorisation of these contextual

differences proposed the following six areas that have a major influence on co-design

workshop facilitation in Uganda: (1) the country’s hierarchical societal structure, (2) the

incompatibilities of co-design techniques with local values, (3) Ugandans’ limited exposure to

different sources of information and inspiration, (4) an extensive presence of humanitarian

development agencies, (5) Ugandans’ distrust in foreigners, and lastly (6) the insufficient

infrastructure of the country. These insights revealed that, although co-design is a suitable

approach to any context, it is inherently designed to be practiced in the contexts of developed

countries. Therefore, if applied in the countries of the global South, the method of co-design

ought to be adjusted to the societal-, and cultural norms and socio-economic climate of the

country. These adjustments range from acknowledging and restructuring hierarchy amongst

workshop participants to adapting co-design activities to the level of the country's

infrastructure and the values of workshop participants.



The endeavour to develop a framework for co-design facilitation applicable to the context of

countries in the global South revealed the need to further examine the factors influencing

co-design facilitation in its context, namely the hierarchical societal structure and the

collectivist cultural norms. However, the insights from investigating the various societal and

cultural characteristics of Uganda contributed to constructing a framework that extends the

thesis’ conceptual framework. It does so with thirteen suggestions for a facilitator to adjust

co-design workshops to the context of Uganda, and conceivably to other African countries as

well. The aim of the refined framework is to help the facilitator acknowledge the

characteristics of the context, familiarise herself with the societal and cultural norms, and

eventually adjust the co-design methods and activities accordingly.

To conclude, answering how the Ugandan context influences the facilitation process of

co-design workshops highlighted that the practice of co-design is inherently designed to the

needs of the global North. It provided insights on the various societal and cultural factors that

influence a successful co-design application in the global South. It further outlined a list of

competencies that can help a facilitator adjust the practice of co-design to the Ugandan

context or other countries of Africa with similar characteristics. Finally, these insights can be

translated into practical implications for businesses within the field of co-design in Africa.

They also provide a foundation for further academic research on the facilitation of co-design

workshops in the global South, which framed the problem area of this thesis.
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