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At the core of this collaborative ‘independent’ project is a growing and 
shifting community of practitioners: design students, volunteers, pro-
fessors, farmers, entrepreneurs, local nonhuman species and the soil; 
each of us performing our various roles together. 

By contextualizing this community within the growth economy: indus-
trialization, globalization and capitalism and more specifically: patriar-
chy, oppression, and alienation, I aim to explore how, through design, 
we can perform local accountabilities that critically co-respond to the 
greater anthropocentric narratives of our time. 

By engaging with autonomous, post-capitalist feminist theories of care, 
and the queering of normative ways of world-making, I investigate the 
roles our everyday farm tools play in helping to further explore, ask 
questions and shape more resilient and convivial practices. 

Through the collaborative processes of workshopping and prototyping, 
my collaborators and I challenge the normative narrative of the ‘hero’ 
tool, looking to our everyday choreographies at the farm for those ac-
tions and labours that go unnoticed. Through discussion and material 
exploration we used the makerly practice of weaving as tool for coming 
together and helping to create a community of care. 

Abstract
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To my mother’s hands
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Through a collaborative makerly practice, the aim of this project has 
been to explore the design of farm tools, from hand-built heritage 
forms to those mass-produced, recognizing their embedded (histories 
at the intersection of systems and practices of the growth economy: in-
dustrialization, globalization and capitalism and more specifically: pa-
triarchy, oppression, exploitation and alienation. The tools we consume 
and ‘become with’ today are manifestations of the above¸the sticky, 
haptic objects that perpetuate certain rhythms of ‘doing’ and ‘being 
in the world’ (Escobar, 2017). Through continued, embodied practice 
with these tools, we are actively manifesting the same methodologies 
that have culminated in our current state of things: the fast-paced, ex-
traction-based, growth at any cost, Anthropocene.

Introduction



7

I was a florist for 6 years before moving to Sweden and experienced 
the ins and outs of the industry in three different countries, including 
the Netherlands, the world’s largest floral trader. A lot of what occurs 
in this fast-fashion based business is more bizarre than the occasion-
al consumer could ever conceive. By witnessing and participating in 
this world, I’ve gained both skills and a heavy trepidation. This project 
emerges from these latent choreographies of the hand, one that re-
sembles my mother’s, and her mother’s: nimble, knobbly and tough; 
marked by the labour of care – as well as a twitching desire for change.

I am a citizen of five countries, having lived now for two and a half 
years in Sweden, day-to-day, working to piece together a sense of con-
nection and belonging. In all my travels over the past five years, this 
has been the biggest challenge I’ve felt and one that continues to un-
ravel my own sense of cultural identity and definition of community. 

With global-scale movements and changes under way due to our de-
structive and exploitive relationships with each other and the planet, 
we will undoubtedly encounter even greater challenges to our norma-
tive sense of identity, increasing our need for ways to adapt from our 
fixed and stable ways of life, to those that are more fluid, dynamic and 
resilient (Gibson-Graham, 2011).

As a culturally ‘composed’ woman, I’ve been told that my work is too 
pretty, too nice, too caring. I’ve been told I have too much hope, too 
much positivity - I smile, too much, but my work is as it is because I’m 
used to taking in what is difficult, terrifying or boring out of necessity, 
and holding it in, on or close to ‘me’ and ‘my body’ and smiling any-
ways. I don’t believe we have a choice to shy away from the wicked 
problems we’re facing but I also believe in putting out in to the world 
that which I hope to create, which is kindness, flexibility, inclusivity 
and care. 

Personal Motivation
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My research question is this: how might we redesign our tools, and 
therefore redesign ourselves, to inspire us to collectively challenge and 
question what it means to live more resiliently together? Can these 
‘tools’ help to encourage a more inclusive perspective of for who and 
how we design while encouraging care, curiosity and critical engage-
ment?

The purpose of this report is to generate and add another layer to the 
field of autonomous design and to interlace you, my reader with and 
through this design project. It is to make visible and transferrable my 
own experiences as a designer working ‘with’ and ‘for’ change and to 
invite you, a potentially far-flung person, in the collaborative weaving 
of more open-ended, resilient futures. 

Throughout my process I’ve aimed to explore how through design, 
we can perform local accountabilities that critically co-respond to the 
greater anthropocentric narratives of our time and to the call for differ-
ent ways of living and being with Earth. It’s about shifting our perspec-
tives from ourselves as individuals to thinking and designing as a com-
munity embedded within larger, contingent communities of practice. 

By engaging with autonomous, post-capitalist feminist theories of care, 
and the queering of normative ways of world-making, I’ve been inves-
tigating the roles in which situated objects, specifically farm tools in my 
case, play in helping to further explore, ask questions and shape more 
resilient and convivial practices. It is to explore the emergence of de-
sign as inherently political, and how we, as young designers can mind-
fully navigate through relations of power and intersecting oppressions 
by contesting our dominant paradigms.

Purpose & Research Question
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By contextualizing this project within the globalized paradigms of the 
growth economy: capitalism, industrialization and more specifically: 
patriarchy, oppression, exploitation, from which I draw from postcapi-
talist feminist geographers Gibson-Graham (2006, 2011, 2015) and an-
thropologists Tsing (2015) and Escobar (2017), I aim to foster a lively 
sense of communal agency and power by respecting where I stand and 
with whom I’m in collaboration with. As well, it is to acknowledge the 
uncertainties that we face, and to 
the storyline of this work. It is to greet our impurities and implicat-
ed identities, to search deeper than shallow bounds of beautiful ‘busi-
ness-as-usual’ and recognize the transformative potential of working 
with care, wherever we are situated (Puig de la Bellacasa, 2012). 

Within the city of Växjö, there are ongoing collaborative efforts to pro-
mote a radical transition towards more sustainable modes of living, 
such as the Ömstallnings Natverk (known otherwise as a faction of 
the larger-scale ‘Transition Movement’) which aims to educate and ex-
plore sustainability from a holistic perspective, as well as to mobilize 
communities to work together to transition to more sustainable ways 
of living together. In 2007, the city was named ‘Europe’s Greenest City’ 
by the BBC, which local politicians and businesses have readily adopted 
(Slavin, 2019). There is pressure and worry from many sides, political 
tensions and corporate agendas clash behind closed doors – even fur-
ther from view for a non-Swedish speaking short-term immigrant like 
me. 

So where do I locate myself within all this? 

My feet most regularly walk pathways between my studio at the design 
department of Linnaeus University and my small urban farm across 
the lake.

Due to my own situated context as a design student within the institu-
tional framework and functionings of academia, I’ve chosen to use this 
Spring semester and its delicate seasonality to work with the urban 
farm; a pre-existing collaborative project I share with several fellow 
students. 

Paradigms, Places and Pathways

Context & Collaboration

weave change and uncertainty into

I look around and to the ground..
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Our farm has been developing with and through the seasons for just 
over a year and is one that has its foundations in an unpaid, volun-
tary, gift-economy. Not only were we supported through our beginning 
stages from senior lecturer, tutor and fellow farmer, Zeenath Hasan, 
we received enough funding from the design department to buy our 
first seeds, compost and second hand tools. It was during these first 
few months that we directly experienced the markets for farm tools, 
those brand new, second hand, or gifted. 

In the early stages of designing our farm, we mapped out our common-
alities as a group: we are four, international, culturally constructed and 
self-identified women who believe in working towards more ethical 
and resilient food systems - and we’re all feminists.

The larger area on which we rent is called Brände Udde (‘the Burnt 
Tip’ or ‘peninsula’) and is the grounds for a collaborative start-up proj-
ect with the Sustainability Department at our local municipality, Väx-
jö Kommun, as well as an organization called Stadsbruk (‘urban city 
farming’). Stadsbruk promotes grassroots entrepreneurship and local, 
regenerative and community-based forms of growing food.

During the first few months of the farming project we attended sev-
eral workshops held by Stadsbruk that aimed to help us develop our 
business ideas. Their philosophy is to help urban farmers find a way to 
‘create a living’ based on our current capitalist economy and monetary 
system. It was clear during these stages that our goals were not prof-
it-driven, which in part helped to strengthen our own political posi-
tioning as feminist designers who stood for experimentation, diversity 
and norm-criticality in our own emergent approaches to working with 
these systems. 

Collectives

We are four fucking feminist farmers.
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Over the past year we’ve developed The Feminist Farm as a community 
design project, one that engages with social and political topics and 
aims to explore how we can collaboratively design more resilient and 
inclusive ways of living with and embedded in the world.

In rhythm with the Spring, this research was in constant dialogue and 
iteration with my farming collective, both the three other founding 
members, and our growing community of volunteers who partook in 
both workshops and labor at the farm. They are a shifting group of 
8-10 fellow students from the Design + Change program who will be 
helping us through the seasons. 

As well, it was developed along and through other synergistic place 
building projects at Brände Udde such as the installation of a communal 
pizza oven and greenhouse, educational workshops and presentations 
in the city. Soon we will revive our weekly ‘Veggie-Picking Wednesday’ 
events where we invite the public to come and harvest with us. 

It’s vastly important to note that the farm has been made possible be-
cause of our privileges as students and our (current) lack of dependen-
cy on the food we grow ourselves, nor monetary profits from the farm. 
We make no pretences that there isn’t a great challenge in diversifying 
or questioning our forms of exchange, especially when we’re so inter-
dependent on the systems that are already in place. We’ve specifically 
chosen to work mindfully and creatively with the privileges and oppor-
tunities we’re given and see this as a form of ongoing research that has 
come in to being because of the other support structures in our lives. 

Pecha Kucha Night at Kulturparken - Växjö’s ‘Culture House’ and Glass Museum // February 2019

Pizza Oven // April 2019
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One of my earliest collaborators for this semester project has been 
Sofia Asplund from Växjö Kommun, leader for the project of Brände 
Udde. Currently, she’s working to develop a stronger network for the 
local farming systems around Växjö, looking to explore ways we can 
change the community perception of farming and growing food. This 
work is rooted in the concern that Sweden currently relies so heavily 
on imported produce, that in a crisis, we would only be able to feed 
ourselves for a few days (Asplund, 2019). 

In our first meetings in January, Sofia encouraged me to continue ex-
ploring how to develop ways we can include the community in our 
choreographies of growing, sharing and participating in locally based 
economies. It was her who I first discussed the materialities of my re-
search with, looking to the forests around Brände Udde and discussing 
the ethics involved in sourcing materials to work with: the foraging, 
harvesting and cultivating that we partake in, mindfully and not. 

Brände Udde // September 2018
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In this design process, I’ve practiced and ‘thought with’ postcapitalist, 
feminist and queer theory within the framework of autonomous de-
sign, interlacing the value and ethics of designing with care (Puig de la 
Bellacasa, 2012).

Affected by my research, physical, immaterial and felt, my intention 
here is to further discuss the synergistic potential with these fields 
of thought, how they overlap or intersect and how together they can 
extend the emergent discourse on more inclusive ways of designing 
‘with’ the natural world. In addition, I will further discuss how this 
project explores the challenges of developing intentional, postcapital-
ist community economies, addressing the challenges Gibson-Graham 
(2006) put forward in A Postcapitalist Politics:

Theory & Discussion

Postcapitalism

(1) The need for a new language of economy to widen the fi eld of economic possibility,

(2) the self-cultivation of subjects who can desire and enact other economies,

(3) the collaborative pursuit of economic experimentation.
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As an entry point and guiding hand, I will begin with where I began my 
own process, with a discussion about feminism in design. Feminism is a 
“movement to end sexism, sexist exploitation and oppression” (hooks, 
2015), though it has expanded to include a much wider definition of 
oppression, those based off religions, ethnicities, and health to name 
a few. Within design there is still a great need to unpack and explore
              within their own systems of op-
pression and alienation. 

Within this research process, feminist theory has helped me to explore 
marginalized perspectives and map out dominant paradigms like pa-
triarchies, capitalisms, consumerism, and eurocentrism, as well as to 
challenge hierarchies of knowledge, very similar to the methodology 
of queering. 

This work has been undertaken by feminist academics before me 
and I make no inference that the correspondence between feminist 
and queer theory is new, though it is still not designed into common 
design discourse. 
in this regard has been the joint authorial pair Gibson-Graham, Maria 
Puig de la BellaCasa, Cecilia Åsberg, Rosi Braidotti, Isabel Prochner 
and my tutors Åsa Stahl, Ida Bencke and Signe Johannessen. I draw 
from their perspectives and challenges of working ‘with’ feminism 
and their call for transformative changes in how we relate and care 
for (and with) the Earth (Puig de la Bellacasa, 2012). 

Feminism and Queering

        how our practices are historically embedded

Queering methods take this questioning deeper by focussing on the 
challenges and limitations of our ability to perceive, language and 
name different ways of being and doing in relation with the world. By 
highlighting the role of binary ways of knowing the world, queering 
offers the opportunity to (first) humbly acknowledge a vast, unmapped 
landscape, one that has been systemically designed out of common dis-
course, and (secondly) develop transformative ways of relating our-
selves to the world, telling different stories and including a greater po-
tential for a diversity of identities. 

There is a trepid danger of essentializing the term ‘queer’ and its diver-
sity of meanings for those who have been forced, through the systemic 
design of oppression and alienation, to fight for the terms use by, and 
for a specific community. 

A community of thinkers that have supported my research
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To be ‘queer’ is to be strange; the antithesis to being ‘normal’, the exact 
reason why I believe we should as “cis-gendered” designers mindfully 
and open-heartedly look to queer theories in the pursuit of change and 
resiliency through the uncertainties we’re facing. As Gibson-Graham 
have stated, we are embedded in a moment in time in which we are

 (Gibson-Graham, 2011).

To queer / to question / to explore; verbs. Through my investigations 
into designing for autonomy and what Escobar (2017) summarizes as 
“designing for the pluriverse”, I’ve observed an ideological shift away 
from the certainty of nouns in stasis towards the more open-ended, 
emergent capabilities of active, in motion verbs and the inclusion of 

As a verb, ‘queering’ is to question the normative perspectives and re-
inforcing behaviours that lie in the taken-for-granted, in-between plac-
es in our minds and common culture. It is to see the strange in the 
normal and the normal in the strange; to take interest; to be curious, 
critical and open to the deconstruction of binary concepts in our ways 
of thinking and world making. As well, queering is a method to develop 
generative and ‘diffracting’ ways of knowing, as Donna Haraway and 
Thyreza Goodeve (and now many others) have said, a way of adding 
‘thickness’ (cited in Puig de la Bellacasa, 2012). 

as a species confronted with the choice to either transform or perish

pluralities.
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To respond to Gibson-Graham’s first challenge of our need for new 
language to widen the possibilities of economic politics, I believe there 
is great potential in engaging with a language ideology that is actively 
emergent, fluid and changing by ideological construct as ‘queering’ has 
demonstrated to me. To understand ourselves in constant iteration in-
stead of as static, unchangeable beings, is to recognize the greater eco-
logical and biological functionings of our world (Åsberg and Braidotti, 
2018). To allow these embodied transformations of self to affect the 
ways we see ourselves in lively, changing relationship to our social com-
munities, our politics and economics by extension, are imbued with a 
mobility that can shake loose of their previous constructs as a fixed and 
stable entities. To queer the economy is to denaturalize its hegemonic, 
global identity, one that has become ideologically coupled with capital-
ism, growth and consumerism (Gibson-Graham 2006, Escobar, 2017).

How do we see what has come before us, in its patriarchal capitalism, 
and queer the heck out of it to help us challenge and change our sys-
tems so they better reflect community values? 

The farm to me is an example of how we can actively live and engage 
with this question, the uncertainties of the future, testing concepts, 
and exploring different perspectives and ways of being in the world. By 
engaging with the redesign of our own tools, we’re able to find a bridge 
between action and resistance, being ourselves unapologetically, recog-
nizing our implicated desires for beauty and care and experimenting 
with ways in which we can enact a post-capitalistic politics as fed-up 
feminists. 

The second challenge put forward by Gibson-Graham is the “self-culti-
vation of subjects who can desire and enact other economies”. For me 
personally, exploring my shifting feminism(s) and reflecting critically 
upon my own subjective experiences as a woman living in a capitalist, 
patriarchal society, has fuelled a desire for change. Throughout each 
iteration of workshop conducted within this research process, I came 
to recognize that what I find most pertinent for me to engage with as 
a designer embedded within a world of turbulent transition, is the col-
laborative weaving together of each of our unique feminisms, explor-
ing how we, with a sense of agency as a community, can open ourselves 
to even greater transformation.
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      (Escobar, 2017)”.

Though it’s possible to align this project with many fields, I’ve chosen 
to frame this current research within the field of autonomous design, a 
strand of critical design that has its origins in grassroots political action 
and engages directly with marginalized and oppressed communities in 
the Global South. I first came across this field in Designs for the Pluriv-
erse by Arturo Escobar (2017), a carrier of many voices questioning 
the role of design in the transition from the ‘uni-verse’ to a ‘pluriverse’, 
where the dominant paradigms of capitalism, individualism and con-
sumerism are challenged. In my bid to engage with non-Eurocentric 
perspectives and to queer the hierarchies of knowledge within the cur-
rent design landscape, this report humbly weaves these perspectives 
into its structure.

The main goal of autonomous design is “the realization of the commu-
nal” through the transitional redesign of tools, physical infrastructure 
and social institutions with a strong emphasis on the interrelation be-
tween all things on Earth (Ehrenfeld in Escobar, 2017). These features 
of autonomous design create the conditions to establish more diversi-
ty and decentralized action that help to encourage different forms of 
economy, a framework that gives language and theory to my efforts of 
uniting a relational community of feminists at Brände Udde. As well, it 
resonates with the concept of “place-based globalisms” that Puig de la 
Bellacasa (2012) offers; designing mindfully towards local accountabil-
ities in relation to our globalized environments.

Autonomous Design

“The secret is being like children and like water:

joyful, transparent, creative and in movement
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Over the past year I’ve gathered numerous impressions and experienc-
es from our work at Brände Udde. I include here those that have given 
me the motivation to use this semester to focus on the redesign of our 
tools. This section aims to give frame to the processes which helped to 
realize this project, from my initial impressions of tools, to engaging 
with feminist theory and queer methodologies, brainstorming, photo 
journaling and workshopping.

When I first began to map out my own assumptions about tools, the 
first that came to mind were of the active, ‘doer’/ ‘doing’ objects that 
help us accomplish feats previously inaccessible to the human body: 
the hammer, chisel, hand-held shovel, the stick. I didn’t think of mun-
dane, repetitive duty but the rising crescendo of action and conflict; the 
accomplishment of a task; the hero of the story. This imagery speaks 
to the strong-hold of my own cultural norms and biased ways I under-
stand and code the world. 

 Design Process

  Initial Impressions
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What struck me in the processes of naively gathering farm tools for 
our work at Brände Udde in the Spring and Summer of 2018, was that 
the tools available in our market were designed with a man’s body as 
default. 

There were, of course, ‘other’ tools labelled for ‘women’, with smaller 
handles, lighter, cheaper materials and normatively ‘feminine’ aesthet-
ics such as softer colours and connotations to the garden, flowers and 
butterflies. Walking through local ‘home and building’ shops felt like 
an uncomfortable joke, where were the hand gloves in my size that 
didn’t have butterflies? A wall of black gloves stood before us, all of 
them at least three sizes too large.

Through the normatively designed gendering of our objects, we are 
recreating binary ways of understanding and seeing the world (Proch-
ner, 2014). In the case of farm or garden tools, this could be seen as 
our own designerly perpetuation of heteronormative, cis-gendered la-
bour practices and therefore their communities of practice. There was 
a clear division of labour through metaphor, language and spatial lay-
out for the tools in these shops which we met with a cynical sense of 
humour and disbelief.

We bought two sets of maroon gloves and left the rest behind. 
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Heritage Tools
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As part of my research in to heritage artefacts and tool forms I visited several second-hand stores , where 
objects like these are very common. 
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Working with what is, and what is around. Not only were there the assumed shapes of tools and 
artefacts that spoke of traditional craft and handbuilding skills,  I came across many different 
types of carriers.
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In my investigation in to queer and norm-critical design practices, I 
came across the work of Karin Ehrnberger, Minna Räsänen, and Sara 
Ilstedt. Their work, Visualising Gender Norms in Design: Meet the 
Mega Hurricane Mixer and the Drill Dolphia, aims to visualize tak-
en-for-granted gender norms by making visible what was “lacking 
transparency” and demonstrate our gender is socially constructed 
and changing dependent on context (Ehrnberger, Räsänen and Ilstedt, 
2012)

While this form of critical design opens up for critique and engages a 
cathartic sense of humour in its provocation, I wished to explore fur-
ther than our constructed gender-divide towards more trans-forma-
tive ways of world making. 

Upon reflection of my research, our no-dig farming methods, and 
the many conversations about tools and tooling with fellow farmers, 
friends and tutors, I began to recognize and map out relations between 
the romantic hype of urban farming to short-lived consumerist trends 
and the construct of farm tools as ‘quick-fixers’ or ‘problem-solvers’ 
(Ridgedale Farms, 2017). So many of our tools are a result of a need to
                                                                                       like our special 
‘turbo’ weeding machines or synthetic fertilizers.

These ways of doing design heavily influence and shape our abilities to 
adapt to the necessary, large-scale societal shifts that are taking place 
as a result of environmental climate change and its ensuing socio-po-
litical effects (Escobar, 2017, Gibson-Graham, 2011; Prochner, 2014).

What if we were to recognize the patriarchal, capitalizing, growth 
economy behind the ways we engage with food and its associated pro-
duction? Would we find a sense of empowerment or autonomy? This 
tracing ‘backwards’ from tool to paradigm allowed for a critical decon-
struction of the normative systems in which our farm is embedded and 
allowed me to map and visualize the spaces in between. 

Moving away from the narrative of our tools as heroic fixers, I began 
to explore these unmapped spaces, expanding on the concept of tools 
as extensions of our bodies and looking to how our bodies move and 
become with others at Brände Udde.

Queering in Practice

counteract the very problems we create in the fi rst place, 
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By engaging with a queering methodology through design, I first ex-
perimented with material prototyping in both paper and clay 3D mod-
elling.

I began by asking myself: what are our main activities at the farm?
 

spreading out layers to protect soil from exposure; carefully tangling 
our fingers with various plants, moving stones, and harvesting vegeta-
bles of all shapes and sizes. We use regenerative methods for our soil, 
not digging down, but adding layers instead.

Prototyping

      It’s mostly moving things about; compost choreographies from pile to bed,
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First big harvest // September 2018

Packing up for our first market 
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Paper
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These first prototypes were forms that responded to our shovelling, 
spreading and careful soil activities. My aim was to learn how to craft 
these pieces out of materials I could find in the forests near Brände 
Udde, an early ambition of mine in developing my skills in hand build-
ing. These prototypes were an attempt to queer tools that were already 
materialized through industrial production.
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   Clay
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By working with my own hands, I was 
able to re-shape these forms to fit my 
own body. Working with the size of my 
palms, the span of my arms and the 
curve of my waste was an attempt to 
queer the production methods of cap-
italist industrialism and its basic ‘one-
size-fits-all but designed-by-default-
for-the-standard-man’.
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While clay modelling, I worked side by side with one of my fellow farm-
ers. Each shape led to new discussions around able-bodied, heteronor-
mative associations with gender and objects: the pointy ‘doing’ object, 
penetrating, digging, disrupting the soil and networks of micro-organ-
isms. Not only was I confronted by my own hesitation in perpetuating 
certain forms of oppression, I was also in constant dialogue with my 
collaborator about challenging the way we conceptualize and language 
oppression and our relationships with the Earth. 

My intention was to generate shapes and forms that allowed me to 
understand and have dialogue with each objects (dis)functionalities, 
aesthetic and the ways each ‘tool’ would choreograph a series of move-
ments. Through my own embodied practice of shaping, especially with 
clay, I found each iteration to be predominantly humancentric, self-fo-
cused and restrictive despite the effort to deconstruct and queer my 
own processes. I felt limited by own focus on the result, a way of de-
signing that I think is not only is restraining but mimicking the rhythm 
of consumer-driven industrial capitalism. 

Through this material exploration, I was physically confronted with 
                                                                                              one that isn’t based 
on the models of the past nor using the same language of oppression 
(Gibson-Graham, 2011). This process helped to form a stronger reso-
lution of, again, ‘why’ and ‘for whom’ I was conducting this research 
design project, and brought me to realize that I didn’t find it personally 
interesting nor relevant to position myself as a solo designer acting on 
my own as a doer or shaper of objects. 

 Inspired by Yoko Akama’s work with the Design Futures Lab (2015) for 
resiliency, community agency and social response to crisis, I realized 
that the role of design in this project and in the greater context of our 
feminist farm, is to engage with the “latent abilities of others” encour-
aging our transformative capacities and collaboratively assembling a 
community of support within which to explore the complexities of our 
calamitous world together (Design Futures Lab, 2015). I wanted to dig 
in with my collaborators to explore our tooling together.

the challenge of our need for “a diff erent mode of humanity”,
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Though I first began prototyping with traditional design methods and 
material like paper and clay which are readily available at the univer-
sity, with intention I spent a lot of time in the forests and the farm 
exploring and getting to know the materiality of the species of plants 
around me. What kind of materials were around, and what ethics were 
involved in the foraging of these lively species as tools?

Within this context, I physically confronted my wobbly sense of identi-
ty and relativity, recognizing my desire to hold and capture the beauty 
of the forest, as well as the implications of this for the scaling up of 
resource extraction and consumption. I stood within the ghosts of a 
clear-cut forest and felt guilty for taking willow branches and birch 
bark. Within autonomous design we’re urged not to “resist falling in 
love with our territory” (Escobar, 2017), but as Puig de la Bellacasa 
(2012) would state, this love and care is not necessarily nice or roman-
tic, it is challenging the core of who we are. 

Material Explorations

Spring Willow on the side of a logging road // March 2019
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Different barks from the forest floor
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Self-peeling, drying, rotting
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Early on I engaged others in my research through an iterative pro-
cess of workshopping, each of them rooted in a common exploration of 
community feminism. 

The first workshop: ‘Exploring Feminism’ was intentionally broad and 
open-ended and helped me practice how to establish a safe and respect-
ful group consensus. It was held with a group of fellow classmates and 
colleagues from the Design Department at the university. My intention 
was to explore how my community was interacting with feminism and 
what their thoughts and assumptions towards it were. 

It was a short workshop where I used a method for collective mapping 
called “The 5 Levels of Storytelling” (Jones and Tham, n.d.) in which 
participants add their experiences and feelings to one communal pa-
per, tracing relationships and future possibilities. It’s an attempt to give 
agency to teams or groups and enable them to connect with the other 
participants and “encourage synergies to emerge” (Jones and Tham, 
n.d.). We began with mapping out our sense-based experiences of fem-
inism, moving to the community experience and the larger paradigms 
that influence this, ultimately co-developing a shared story and future 
sketches. It’s a method that is meant to develop a group consensus 
from ‘me’ to ‘we’.  

Exploring Feminism

Workshops

5 Levels of Storytelling // February 2019



38

It wasn’t until after the workshop on the train when it was first brought 
to discussion the concept of the everyday, forgotten feminism, or the 
feminism that doesn’t name itself. An example one classmate offered 
was a story of her grandmother in Croatia who was by any definition 
a feminist, yet she had never used the word for herself, perhaps never 
encountering it in her daily life. 

I thought of my own grandmother and her unfathomable strength 
throughout the challenge of patriarchal life in rural Switzerland. I 
thought of my mother who challenges the norms of gendered labour 
every day in her work as a maker and builder. How I’ve always longed 
to know her power, and yet, 

The ability to name or develop language for empowerment and change 
became ever apparent. In this regard, language can be seen as a vital, 
taken-for-granted tool for making worlds.

How is it in our movements and choices? What are the objects in our 
hands that help or hinder us from challenging gendered labour?

What does feminism look like in the everyday?

she has never called herself a feminist.
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The second workshop came shortly after my first paper and clay proto-
types, as I became more focussed on questioning how feminism is and 
can be expressed through practice. It was held in the design depart-
ment at the university with my farming collective. 

We began with a brainstorm of how we understood feminism in prac-
tice, bringing in many topics to the discussion such as the construct of 
gender; the importance of norm-criticality; taking space unapologeti-
cally; redefining success; bold and quiet forms of power and its nego-
tiations, and care to name a few. As both a mapping and languaging 
process, we were able to better visualize and name ideas and concepts 
previously undiscussed.

We then moved on to a second iteration of the “5 Levels of Storytelling”, 
exploring our multi-sensory experiences at Brände Udde and what the 
future could hold based on our values. The synthesis of this activity 
was a recognition of our need to stand up and keep working towards 
the flourishing of a future where gender isn’t a hindrance to equality or 
where we design oppression into our everyday lives, but that we need 
to remain mindful of our self-care. 

We took a break and split apart to forage a “Cultural Prop” (Jones and 
Tham, n.d.), a tool for building group understanding and bonding an-
other way to explore how we create a common understanding through 
objects and narratives. The task was to find an object that represented 
feminism in practice to us for which we would present and discuss 
together.

Feminism in Practice

Feminism in Practice
// April 2019
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The objects were a naked barbie doll, an empty egg tray, a sketch of 
money and an unfired ceramic blob. The barbie doll lives in a set of 
desk drawers and is both a reminder of constructed beauty ideals and 
the objectification of oneself; the empty egg tray speaks for the females 
of different species who are normatively exploited and oppressed be-
cause of our desire for their bodies; the money, the challenge of saying 
‘no’ to the perceived benefits of our patriarchal systems, i.e. retaining 
one’s sense of agency and independence in moments of chivalry, and 
finally, the ceramic blob–a piece of work by my friend and classmate 
Agnes Asker for her own graduation project- allowing the mistakes and 
imperfections of our processes and using a making practice to create 
dialogue about relevant social issues. 
 
The most critical impressions that I gained from this workshop were 
that despite our work together for over a year, we hadn’t created the 
space to discuss nor develop language for what feminism meant to 
us, and that we weren’t a static, homogenous group of feminists… our 
feminisms are diverse. As well, I came to better understand the impor-
tance of living-with inevitable difference (a heterogeneity) within these 
intentional community building practices, what Puig de la Bellacasa 
(2012) summarizes as “dissenting-within”. 

At this time, I had worked through the processes of prototyping dif-
ferent tools through paper and clay and had been left with a series of 
shapes that held the common theme of carrying. Through my time in 
the forest and from researching different forms of carriers online, I be-
came interested in the craft of weaving and its open-ended, ‘pluriversal’ 
possibilities (Escobar, 2017). As a reflection upon intersecting themes 
of heritage practices, practicing local accountabilities, social sustain-
abilities, and feminisms, I arranged a third workshop based around the 

Agnes’ ceramic blob // April 2019

social activity of weaving baskets.
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Rehearsals
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Practice; form and materiality and deciding on the use of willow for it’s flexibility, strength and symbolism, as well, it’s long history in basketry. It’s already growing at Brände Udde, but will be removed this year in anticipation for farmers 
needing the land // April 2019
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Carriers and basketry specifically, have a thick history of empower-
ment and oppression. A longstanding and culturally widespread prac-
tice, today the industries that produce our baskets are held together by 
the exploitative labour of the worlds most marginalized and oppressed 
category of people: women and their children from the poorest coun-
tries in the world (Hawkin, 2017). These women are at the intersection 
of the world’s most unsustainable and unethical industries, subjugated 
to the systematic designing-away of their culture, agency and human 
rights through the capitalistic view of life on earth as divisible assets 
(Escobar, 2017). 

We are hidden from what Puig de la Bellacasa (2012) has called the 
“agricultural complex”: a world where a wealthy business of shipping 
and transport feeds on the invisible lives of the world’s most systemat-
ically oppressed, where some bodies get to consume food while others 
get to carry the physical burden of it cultivation– only long enough to 
give it away. 

This is the same for much of the world’s cheap basketry trade, one that 
I was on the receiving end as a florist. The intricacies of weaving these 
carriers still lay in the dexterity of the hand, outside of the industrial 
machine. Many of the baskets we can now find in local stores are ori-
gin-less, the hands that made them untraceable. 

In attempt to mindfully scope this project, I directed my attention 
towards the emergent ‘core’ of the Feminist Farmers community at 
Brände Udde. It was from a recognition that our aim as a collective is 
to foster our transformative capacities and learn together how we can 
adapt and respond to change or disruption (Gibson-Graham 2006). As 
well, that before reaching out through various networks in the city, I 
wanted to root myself with whom and where I stand.

Interlacing this over-arching goal in to my project, I chose to frame the 
weaving of carrier baskets not only as tools in their final form, but as 
tools in their becoming, to collaboratively weave us together as a group. 
With a similar premise to Escobar’s autonomous design, Yoko Akama 
(2017) asks: “what if we were to foreground respect, interdependence 
and responsiveness in design rather than problem-solving?”. It’s about 
learning group resiliency, which cannot be found in the latest tool or 
artefact, but in our ability to connect with a group of people working 
together for a common aim. 

I turned to our group of volunteers for the third workshop: ‘Weaving 
Futures; Feminisms in Practice’.

Weaving Futures, Feminisms in PracticeBaskets and Burdens
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Seven of us met at Brände Udde with an introduction and discussion 
of the steps and rhythms of the afternoon. Several participants took 
part in only some activities as they were tending to the preparation of a 
communal lunch, and others had to leave early. By the end, there were 
four of us weaving in to the late afternoon. 

The focus of this workshop was to get to know the materiality around 
us at the farm and in the forest, living through the ethics and experi-
ences of foraging for our own materials and weaving together, plants 
and people. 
in the forest and needed to help to navigate and give perspective to 
them. It was too much for me to hold alone. 

I designed the workshop to flow throughout the day, asking partici-
pants to be mindful of when they were ready to take breaks, allowing 
us to collectively negotiate the pace and progression.

I opened with the theme of weaving carrier baskets by reading out 
Ursula Le Guin’s (1986) Carrier Bag of Fiction, a piece of writing which 
gives depth and meaning to the metaphors of what we carry, and how 
we carry it. In this piece she proposes that the first tools were carriers 
for food instead of weapons as the dominant historical narrative has 
led us to believe. 

“If you haven’t got something to put it in, food will escape you-even 
something as uncombative and unresourceful as an oat. You put as 
many as you can into your stomach while they are handy, that being 
the primary container; but what about tomorrow morning when you 
wake up and it’s cold and raining and wouldn’t it be good to have just a 
few handfuls of oats to chew on and give to little Oom to make her shut 
up, but how do you get more than one stomachful and one handful 
home? So, you get up and go to the damned soggy oat patch in the rain, 
and wouldn’t it be a good thing if you had something to put Baby,”Oo 
Oo”; so that you could pick the oats with both hands? A leaf a gourd a 
shell a net a bag a sling a sack a bottle a pot a box a container. A holder. 
A recipient (Le Guin, 1986)”.

Weaving Futures; Feminism in Practice

I had been carrying my concerns from earlier experiences

Writing personal reflections and sketching // May 2019
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This piece of writing resonated with me as I recognized my own en-
counters with tools as protagonists of our everyday activities. Here she 
points to the sometimes ugly, difficult, and take-for-granted activities 
in-between the rising action and narrative of accomplishment that our 
‘hero’ tools tell. 

Our first activity was to take a few minutes to write a short reflec-
tion of expectations or thoughts about the workshop, our tools, objects 
or ways of doing farming in relation to feminism. These texts were 
completely personal and solely to encourage slower reflective practices 
throughout the day. 

We then held a brainstorming session together about carriers, our as-
sociations and needs. Right away, the conversation thread back to fem-
inism, labour and how this word relates to us or not, bringing out our 
uncertainties. 

I then asked for us all to walk around and explore what is around us 
for 10 minutes, asking ourselves: for what do we need carriers for? I 
asked each participant to touch, pick up, move or perform with their 
bodies what this might look and feel like, and asked that they choose 
one practice for which they could develop later. 

As we came together again, we quickly sketched our ideas and gave 
a brief description of what we had experienced around the farm. We 
moved to a discussion about the possible materials needed to weave 
their carriers and the ethics of foraging both from the plants still grow-
ing within the farm fence, but also from the neighbouring forest. 

Moving with place
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“The discussion about sourcing material was also a good starting point for the material foraging part of the workshop! I also really 
enjoyed how Leah took the time for us to wander about and get a bit lost in our own thoughts on the matter, I think that resulted in 
some creative carrier ideas”.
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For the weaving activity we sat together in a circle and I brought sever-
al examples with step-by-step instructions of techniques we could use. 
I demonstrated how to work with the strong but flexible bush willow 
from the farm, warming it up in my hands and bending it against my 
fingers slowly so that it loosened. 

Willow branches have an anatomy known to basket weavers as the 
spine and the belly, a reflection upon the natural curvature of the 
branch as it grows outward from its base. A skill in basketry is knowing 
how to massage both back and belly so that the spine loosens slightly 
but maintains its arch. This creates the forgiving bowed sides that set-
tle in to the diverse shapes of our bodies as they move and change, and 
generously hold more than if the sides were straight. 
 
With our action and sketch in mind we began to bend and fasten our 
frames together, experiencing together the crack of branches as we 
pushed to far or too quickly. Sometimes we spoke but mostly we be-
came quiet, each of us weaving with our selves and each other, working 
through uncertainties, designing with what materials we’d gathered. 

We wove until we had enough sun, our carriers not necessarily wo-
ven-complete but very much materialized.

First use the willow branches inside the farm fence (as they are meant 
to be ploughed away soon);

Take what you need;

Only take bark from fallen trees;

Collect the trash you find;

Only harvest a small amount from one place if harvesting from a living 
plant;

Where willow branches hang over pathways it’s okay to forage.

As we walked into the forest I demonstrated the characteristics of dif-
ferent species and encouraged close attention to the process of taking 
away, discussing the seasonality of foraging. We split up for awhile to 
explore on our own but remained within hearing distance of each oth-
er. 

First we wrote some rules of engagement.
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Harvesting and foraging - is it harvesting if it’s within human defined borders and foraging if in the ‘wild’?
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Testing concepts and patience with humour. “ In some ways it is really humbling to realise that I really don’t have any control over 
the material and it’s natural fibre construction, and that it really takes time and patience”.
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“The  more we learn about how objects are made, actually making them ourselves, the more we create stories of respect and care”.
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“I really appreciated the physicality and practicality of this workshop. Being outside at Brände Udde, surrounded by the forest and farmland was impactful”.
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Carriers for soft green lettuces, held close to the body like a baby sling and another for seed dispersal, swung with an outstretched arm like an incense burner.



53

I see the potential carriers as many things, but in the most basic way, 
a tool for coming together and helping to create a community of ques-
tioning, critical but caring people.
 
The carrier baskets themselves are an act of love and passionate con-
cern for our engagement and encounters with the difficult questions of 
our time, not meant to be innocent, beautiful or even finished. In the 
end what they will hold and how they will be used will be in continuous 
flux.

Addressing the third challenge from Gibson-Graham (2006) the weav-
ing codesign workshops endeavour to foster a collaborative spirit and 
pursuit of economic experimentation. Through this lense, the carrier 
baskets can also be read as tools to transgress the bounded and stable 
borders of different economical landscapes, obvious in their handmade 
aesthetic, their very materiality of form whispering… we don’t belong 
to your industrial capitalism.

Through the process to queering, my aim is not to raise up the acts 
of the everyday to the status of the hero, nor to trade the value of one 
narrative for another, but to demonstrate that these acts are worthy of 
noticing and can be as political as we intend them to be.

To me there is something very special about those untold stories, the 
ones we don’t find so interesting. Think of the taken-for-granted sta-
tus of your own grandmother. There is a continuity and caretaking, 
without ego or without expectation for reward. It is invisible labour 
that just must be done, often, work that has normatively fallen into the 
hands of women. 

I look to my own hands and how worn they are by the marks of unpaid 
and unrecognized labour. I look to my mothers and her mother’s; these 
fingers that have woven love, care and purpose into the lives of those 
around them.

By weaving these baskets, we take a matter of fact like the oppressive 
production of basketry and diffract it into a matter of care (Puig de la 
Bellacasa, 2012). By paying attention to our tools and the way they be-
come the artefacts of our common future, we are intentionally weaving 
care into this future. By engaging with the tactility of Brände Udde and 
all of its complex materiality, we ‘become with’ this place in a process 
of commoning.

    (Akama, 2017)”.

How are they queer? I propose that through their very form and ma-
teriality they are a queer materialization within the overarching par-
adigms within which they’re embedded. These baskets are meant to 
step-out of industrialized processes, challenge our capitalistic per-
spectives of innovation and represent the slower, everyday work that 
we’ve distanced from ourselves and oppressed on to others. They ar-
en’t meant as the means to an end but as a way to open up to and 
engage in a continuous process of living ‘with and through’ change 
and uncertainty, as well, they are the materialization of political action 
towards autonomy, relocalization, and the community-building efforts 
of Brände Udde as a place that fosters multiple, ‘pluriversal openings’ 
(Escobar, 2017).

Discussion & Outcomes

“Design here is constituted by form and formless as an inseparable dynamic...
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Turning this project inside and outward for the public has been a very 
challenging experience. I’ve felt irritated, rebellious, uncomfortable, 
confused and conflicted, and after lots of consideration have come to 
the simple conclusion that an institutional exhibition context makes lit-
tle sense for this project. Sometimes displacement can be used as a tool 
or intervention but in this instantiation, it caused more conflict than 
curiosity. And so, meeting this institution with which I felt in conflict 
with, in my belly and wrestling heart, was a catalyst for transforming a 
quiet and understated practice into something else. 

What is it that I really want to take away from this experience? It’s to 
work with different ways of engaging with uncertainty and how we 
can enact a post capitalistic politics more agentively as evolving com-
munities of care. As well, it has been to invest time and energy into my 
feminist farming collective and creating the conditions for ourselves to 
focus inwardly, getting to know ourselves, taking space, encouraging 
each other and exploring our communal sense of agency and resiliency.
At the same time, this is a moment to take what is inward, site-specific, 
and context dependent and engage other publics. Without realizing, 
what to me was my quieter, everyday feminism, was meeting this in-
stitutional exhibition moment which demanded a reaction, statement 
or boldness that I’ve been suppressing. Over the last few months, 
this project was a way for me to work with the moments in between 
boldness; the everyday work that goes on in a rhythm that sustains 

our energy and keeps our fires burning. It has been a way to explore 
slowness and attention in depth, looking at the choreographies of the 
taken-for-granted and to investigate how our small and humble move-
ments are in fact forms of design, even art. It is looking at these lively 
mobilities as forms themselves and to recognize our abilities as design-
ers and humans to intervene and recognize their political potential for 
change. 

Displacement & Disobedience

We were asked to put on a graduate exhibition show, 
My work just doesn’t make sense - in.

 Desire to rebel.
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Struggling through how to exhibit this project, I first began with the 
thought that it didn’t matter where I was situated in the space, that I 
didn’t want to be in one static place, with a desire to just quietly inhabit 
the spaces in between. Somehow, I felt like that was the only way this 
project could make sense.
I wanted to fill the air with the forest and the farm, challenging those 
white spaces and man-made boxes, revealing different temporalities 
and less austere worlds.

I wanted to be in action, revealing that all of the white space between our works is not blank or empty;
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Very early on the workshopping process, I felt strongly that what was 
most interesting and important as a designer in this context was to rep-
resent the collective work of our group, decentering myself or my role 
in the work as a director, sole storyteller or god-like maker. I thought 
to show the baskets as they were, unfinished and open-ended and 
wanted to show the impressionable, evolving power of the cooperative. 
Upon further reflection and guidance from my tutor Signe Johanssen, 
it was obvious to me that these objects were not the design nor the art 
in themselves. It was the action and choreographies of weaving as a 
process, the ‘living’ and ‘doing’ of the work as the form; the practic-
ing of our feminisms and the worldmaking acts of care throughout 
the process. Therein lies the struggle and challenge of the state of de-
sign today, it’s changing definitions, shapes, movements and potential 
non-results. It can be conflicting and exciting, but also anxiety-induc-
ing as it challenges us to our normative core. 

As well, I realized that I was continuing a psychological and embod-
ied practice of fitting in, contorting myself into smaller spaces, always 
adapting to others and not taking the space that I should. Within this 
lies the tensions between an uncomfortable individualism and selfish-
ness, and caring for the collective above my sense of self. What I real-
ized throughout this collaborative exhibition process, was that by tak-
ing space with my own body and expressing my discontent, rebellion 
and need for dissonance, I was taking care of the larger, diffracting and 
disparate collective of women and other marginalized identities who 
share the struggle of living within our capitalist, consumeristic and 
patriarchal paradigms.  

Instead of exhibiting the remnants of our basket-making workshop, 
I decided to work with a living, embodying, and acting choreography 
form of design, bridging the farm with the exhibition space. Inspired 
by Ursula Le Guin’s example of retelling patriarchal (his)tories in The 
Carrier Bag of Fiction and Claire Doherty’s (2015) description of ‘the 
arts of living’ in Public Art (Now): Out of Time, Out of Place, as trans-
formative, embodied art (and design), this project has become a wider 
exploration of storying, world making, and queering the normative.  

Within the institutional exhibition context, with its stereotypical dis-
plays of different epochs, naked female statues and miniature life 
scenes, there was an opportunity to engage with the same sense of ‘cu-
ratorial activism’ (Reilly, 2017) and defiance that Le Guin has through 
prose, though in my case, my tool became embodied action and per-
formance. 

As a way of moving in to the space, I invited my farming collective and 
the public to walk from the farm to the museum as a way of bringing 
in the materiality of the farm ‘in’ but also to practice a choreography 
of carrying most famous throughout this region’s history: the labour 
of the stone. This performance came in to being through a reflection 
upon place, history and the understated roles of women in labour and 
farming. What stories do our museums tell about us throughout histo-
ry? What do they say about how, what and for who we carry? 

What is design in motion?

“You must do, not show, because it’s beautiful and important.” 
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Challenging (His)tories, Walking for the Women of Småland

Of both interest and repulsion for me has been the museum’s exhi-
bition about emigration because of the way it’s curated with a clear 
gender-bias. Visitors walk through the entire exhibition reading about 
emigrant trials and tribulations, only to realize at the very end, when 
one turns around a last corner, that the entire room is storying this 
major historical event from the perspective of man as default. Here, 
at the end of the exhibition, when one thinks they’ve seen it all, is one 
pink poster with the headline: ‘Female Emigrants’, as if to say, that this 
group of people does not normatively fall under the definition of em-
igrant. Not only is this ‘topic’ placed spatially apart from the others, it 
is alienated and relegated to the back, the end, and physically given a 
‘cold-shoulder’ behind a capitalist male mannequin in a suit. 

‘The House of Emigrants’ - Stone dumping site // June 2019
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Gathering stones at Brände Udde
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Gathering and preparing our weaving materials. 
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I couldn’t bring my project into a museum that storied the women who 
carried the stones of Småland this way. Six of us made the walk, each 
choosing a stone or two that we found at the farm. I asked the partic-
ipants to be mindful of the weight they were carrying, taking the dis-
tance in to consideration. Our route was a twisting pathway that took 
us both forward and backward as we zigzagged around two neigh-
bouring lakes. Halfway through we stopped to wash our stones at the 
feet of a statue of Elin Wagner, a famous Swedish feminist writer from 
the 19th century and a stout supporter of women’s rights. One of her 
main focusses was on the frought relationships between humans and 
nature, and she was an advocate for alternative ways of living with and 
understanding this relationship from a feminist perspective. The stat-
ue is in abstract and metaphorical form called ‘Pissed Elin’. A stream of 
water falls between two ‘legs’.

As a requirement from the museum, I could only bring in these stones 
if they were ‘clean’: without dirt or ‘bacteria’ that could spread and 
cause damage to the exhibit. 
Unfortunately, the water wasn’t running, and we held our ritual fur-
ther along on an embankment, nodding to her as we passed.

So here at her feet, we went to clean our stones in her piss.
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Visiting ‘Pissed Elin’
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Stone Washing Ritual
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As we arrived at the museum, we marched into the exhibition room 
despite confusion and slight protest from the receptionist and placed 
our stones at the feet of the sign. I said a few words in memory of the 
women from the farm whose lives I had followed through the archives, 
and we made our way up to vernissage of the exhibition. 

Farm materialities within the museum
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Weaving practice and performances
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Throughout the vernissage, my farmers and I sat and wove. Friends 
and colleagues stopped to join us spontaneously to talk, try it out them-
selves or to just sit with us. Over the following days I moved about in 
the exhibition space and made other interventions, activating differ-
ent themes around women, storytelling and representation. Ultimately 
though, through this immersive experience, I had enough of struggling 
against my intuitions and deepest sensibilities, and in rebellious pro-
test to my own preconceived ideas of how to exhibit, I moved out of 
the exhibition and went back to the farm. In my place I left a short film 
showing four different temporalities of the weaving process, from the 
farm to the museum space and weaving ‘out-of-place’. 

And so, meeting this institution with which I felt in conflict with, in my 
belly and wrestling heart, was a catalyst for transforming a quiet and 
understated practice into something else. 

‘Sports Girl’ by Runa Bülow-Hübe refabulated as ‘Naked Lady in the Museum with Whip’ by Karen Cort 

Nielsen and Leah Ireland // June 2019
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As new designers and ambassadors of change, we are challenged, in a 
skin crawling, hair-twisting, material and emotionally colourful way, 
by uncertainty. How do we design ‘with’ uncertainty and include it 
in our process? It’s a practice that invites us to let go of control and 
de-center ourselves as the normative ‘doer’ of design, a difficult step to 
take for us who have been raised with individualistic, capitalist values. 
This way of deconstructing and opening up ourselves as designers, is a 
political act. One that aims to queer political and economic landscapes 
within design, recognizing the larger scope of designs role within so-
ciety and the world. It’s to upend the very foundations of design as 
they’ve been constructed along with capitalistic, consumeristic, and 
industrial paradigms, and requires a reflexive shift.

More than ever before, we need to strengthen our abilities to deal with 
change as it arrives in unpredictable form.

By situating ourselves where we are and looking to the strengths and 
skills of our peers, we may find the caring, supportive relationships 
that we need. 

This is a reminder of the everyday action and strength that we can 
have within our communities and to recognize those things that lie 
between: the labours made invisible by the lenses we use, and our pro-
cesses of life that we aren’t noticing with curiosity or care.

I ask you, how could you, wherever you are, redesign your tools to in-
spire change, resiliency and care?

Concluding Thoughts

Our survival on this planet depends on our ability to adapt and change.

This is a call to action, but not the action of the single hero.

Weaving Futures
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