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ABSTRACT
In this paper, we present a performative exercise aimed at revisiting,
from Latin American “Southern” perspectives, two seminal articles
in Participatory Design (PD): “Co-creation and the new landscapes
of design” by Sanders & Stappers, and “Participation in Design
Things” by Ehn. The goal is to turn peer review into a critical tool
to inform established knowledge in PD with Latin American per-
spectives, using five principles: citational justice, epistemic justice,
emancipation, relationality and positionality. Through this exer-
cise we offer reflections, experiences, and literature to critically
expand PD’s core as the field moves to global contexts. We discuss
two tensions in this move: 1) design as socio-historical production,
and 2) emancipatory commitments of participation when ’turning
South’. We end with a critical reflection about the potential and
limitations of our reformulation of peer review and its Southern
politics. We offer these reflections to PD as a way to invite radical
political solidarities across borders.

CCS CONCEPTS
• Human-centered computing → HCI theory, concepts and
models; Participatory design.
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1 INTRODUCTION
How canwe continue toweave the field of ParticipatoryDesign (PD)
with knowledge produced beyond the regions where it started and
developed? What began with this simple provocation, developed
into the subversive project we unfold in this paper. In particular, we
wanted to interrogate PDwith the absences that haunted us as Latin
American researchers. We, thus, crafted this research to critically
explore unrealized intellectual dialogues between dominant forms
of understanding PD and Latin American epistemic perspectives
and cosmologies, and analyze the alternative trajectories they sug-
gest for PD practice and knowledge-making. In doing so, we add to
the recent movement in PD seeking to take Southern1—and partic-
ularly, Latin American—epistemologies, ideas, and praxis seriously
[2–4, 45], while recognizing the situatedness of all perspectives,
along with their limitations.

As our field becomes increasingly aware of historical global
knowledge-making inequities, the examination of how PD paths
were and could have been shaped may help the community ac-
tualize its understanding of PD [9]. This is particularly relevant
considering the geographical and cultural mobility of PD and the
critical perspectives it demands [97]. In this paper we use a refor-
mulated form of peer-revision to speak with canonical papers in
PD and make alternatives visible.

While institutionalized knowledge production practices such
as peer-revision, authorship, and evaluation are often assumed as
ahistorical [17], they have a political dimension defining what is
considered legitimate and relevant. Citations for example, have been
identified as a technology that often reproduces unwanted, limited
worlds for feminist, antiracist, and critical scholars in multiple fields
1We think here of metaphorical rather than geographical Souths: “a metaphor for
the human suffering caused by capitalism and colonialism in a global level, as well
as for the resistance to overcoming or minimizing such suffering. It is, therefore, an
anti-capitalist, anti-colonialist, anti-patriarchal, and anti-imperialist South. It is a South
that also exists in the geographic North” [84, p.18].
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[5, 58, 69]. Critiques of these traditional practices have invited us to
rethink academic knowledge-making processes altogether [22, 23].

Our work responds to this need by enacting an alternative form
of peer review. Its primary contribution is to present reflections,
experiences, and literature from Latin America that can enter in
dialogue with PD’s core and critically expand it as the field moves
to a global context. We further expand discussion on two main ten-
sions hindering mutual learning between traditional PD knowledge
and design and participation in Latin America: 1) the recognition
of design as a socio-historical production permeated by contradic-
tions, and 2) the emancipatory commitments of participation when
seen though Latin American lenses. Finally, we contribute a critical
discussion on the implications of our attempt to turn peer review
into an emancipatory tool.

We offer these reflections to the field of PD as a way to invite
radical political solidarities across borders. Our goal is not to speak
of confrontation or replacement of a dominant paradigm by an-
other, but to amplify our field’s capacity for reflection and action in
difference by inviting recognition of partial connections—a notion
offered by Marilyn Strathern [91] and explained by Marisol de la
Cadena: of those made by "our shared and dissimilar condition"
when we bring together "worlds that are distinct and also the same"
[27, 3-4].

2 BACKGROUND
Historically, the field of PD has shown willingness to engage in
‘epistemological trouble’ [52] challenging mainstream frameworks
of what counts as knowledge. When moving from Scandinavian
work environments to broader community contexts, PD embraced
examination into its views of design, shifting from design-for-
use to design-for-future-use, aiming at informing socio-technical
processes for empowering “sustainable community capacities be-
yond the development and deployment of any one specific artifact”
[11, 25, 29, 60]. Despite such openness to change, ensuring that the
field’s mainstream concepts and methods inform and learn from
global contexts—where political, cultural, and socio-economic con-
ditions are highly heterogeneous—is an ongoing challenge for the
PD community [20, 21, 47, 51, 66, 97].

A critical barrier hindering the epistemological trouble that al-
lows for PD to connect with other ways of knowing and being is
the restrictive nature of the structure that frames all fields’ knowl-
edge production processes [12, 58, 70]. By gate-keeping the voices
that can engage in discussions with PD’s core, such structure runs
at risk of disregarding—and often depoliticizing—knowledge pro-
duced by groups outside of a dominant knowledge system [89]. For
example, critical analysis of PD’s subareas including sustainability,
evaluation, and development rarely discuss work from Southern
provenance [16, 59, 77] or tend to aggregate those efforts under one
label, dismissing particularities that include theoretical approaches
and political commitments [48] among other factors. Analysis of
PD’s history presents a similar problem: it centers those coining key
terms and driving the field while disregarding the diverse sources
of inspiration from actors in the South [10].

Another barrier is the field’s struggle to grapple with and learn
from multiple differences across contexts. Work across the globe
has highlighted the need for PD to consider various definitions of

participation [48]. Winschier-Theophilus et al., for example, argued
that in a cross-cultural context participation needs to "include an
appropriation of the design process itself" [96]. For Gautam et al.,
when working with vulnerable groups, participation cannot be
treated as exclusively related to the design process; rather, it needs
to be seen as path for enabling “participants to realize their agency
in day-to-day interactions” [20]. A common critique of how PD
grapples with different contexts, however, is that the field still tends
to see these contexts and the diversity they represent as “the other”,
always “captured continentally in simple opposition” to mainstream
concepts and practices in the field [47, 66] and thus, never able to
inform them.

The latest PDC biennial—the field’s main venue for knowledge
dissemination—in 2020 shed light on how PD can move away from
such a binary perspective towards engagement with differences
across contexts. By taking place “in” Colombia, the conference al-
lowed for various languages, cultures, epistemologies, and method-
ologies to co-exist while challenging and informing one another. Dif-
ferent papers explored how Southern approaches—such as Participa-
tory Action Research (PAR) and Popular Education [20, 54, 86, 87]—
and cultural and political contexts in Latin American countries
[38, 44, 65, 71, 80, 85], Nepal [39] and South Africa [21], to name a
few, can enrich PD’s understanding of participation and design.

Others called the field to further revise how it addresses the
political dimension of participation, especially given the Marxist-
inspired origins of PD as political decision-making [72], suggesting
to “add layers of social and political reflection to discussions about
democratic design” [87], “focus on personal politics rather than
institutional Politics” only [39], and seeing the political nature of
participation through a lens of pluriversal politics that makes the
emergence of other ways of making worlds possible [20].

In this paper, we build on the epistemological trouble taken up
by PDC 2020, further animating the field to embrace a pluriversal
perspective of knowledge and practice. As Latin Americans, we
bring epistemologies and problems from particular Souths to PD,
presenting them not as opposite to mainstream PD but as impor-
tant visions that can enrich the field. We speak from our individual
positionalities as design, Human-Computer Interaction (HCI) and
Science, Technology and Society (STS) researchers from Latin Amer-
ican countries; we do not attempt to speak for an all-encompassing
South, nor for Latin America as a whole. While limited, we suggest
that our positionalities and perspectives offer valuable pathways
for PD’s traditional theory and practice to realize and explore par-
tial connections with Latin American experiences and knowledges,
remembering that “we do not need a totality in order to work well”
[50, 173]. We use peer review, one of the most critical knowledge
production instruments within western academia [19], as a tool for
communicating these perspectives. Specifically, we peer reviewed
two seminal articles in the field from perspectives grounded in the
production of Latin American knowledge.

Peer review is a knowledge production instrument that uses the
judgment of selected experts to both control the quality of aca-
demic work [19] and provide feedback to ensure its continuous
improvement [1]. It is understood as a system of certification or ap-
proval for both research and researchers [88]. Simultaneously, when
working within universalist, western knowledge structures, peer
review serves as an instrument for perpetuating those structures’
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understanding of rigor and legitimacy of research [64], allowing
for multiple biases to work against non-dominant views within
academic communities [61, 68], all while concealing peer review’s
functioning as a “form of labor under very specific conditions that
are also shaped by material struggles” [68]. Given its critical role as
a political process gate-keeping marginalized voices, we choose to
explore how peer review could operate otherwise, contesting the
center-margin binary using our positionality as people located at
many borders [6]. As we recognize peer review as a political process
of knowledge production and an artifact to determine which voices
are amplified, silenced or disciplined, we appropriate it as a tool
for analyzing alternative trajectories that can support the field of
PD in connecting and learning from traditionally non-dominant
knowledge.

3 METHODOLOGY
We present a performative practice [41] aimed at revisiting two
seminal articles in PD departing from Southern perspectives [36].
In doing so, we acknowledge that Souths are always multiple
and do not attempt to speak for all of them. Our methodology
draws from Standpoint Theory’s thinking from the “outside-in”
[53], seeing-double from within and outside [7], and partial con-
nections [27, 50, 91] to shed light over typically under-recognized
concerns and literature. To achieve this, we performed a mock
scenario in which two seminal papers in PD were submitted to a
fictional conference attentive to intellectual production in Latin
America for peer review. Our methodological approach sought to
reflectively invert power dynamics embedded in the field’s epis-
temic practices and to playfully ask: what would a Southern review
have to say about these influential papers?

Peer review in major conferences relies on collective knowledge
embodied in reviewers and Area Chairs (ACs). These members of
academic communities provide a service to their fields by working
together in ensuring quality knowledge production. After submis-
sion of contributions, authors receive feedback which, in the fields
of computing and design, for example, is traditionally comprised
of reviews and meta-reviews. The concept of the inverted peer
review exercise emerged from our experiences within this knowl-
edge infrastructure, and submitting to PDC in particular. While
we recognize the efforts to increase diversity in academic venues
traditionally hosted in English and in the North, we perceive a
qualitative difference between how works in English and works
in other languages are reviewed and received. These experiences
foreground tensions between already consolidated theoretical and
methodological structures and initiatives to open traditional venues
to new languages, formats and theories. We are inspired by this
contradiction.

For our performative exercise, we first selected the papers in the
PD literature that would be reviewed. Next, we agreed on guidelines
for the peer review process. Individual reviews of each of the articles
were then submitted by four authors and compiled in a meta-review
by a fifth author acting as AC. The meta-review was discussed by
all authors and common themes were selected to be included in the
analysis and final write up.

We began the exercise with four papers proposed by the AC
according to three criteria: 1) the work established an important

direction in PD or proposed a fundamental methodological or con-
ceptual approach shaping PD research or practice—it sets an agenda,
2) the work is written from a Global North perspective but addresses
global/globalized concerns, 3) the work is largely cited across aca-
demic disciplines (e.g. design, education, health, technology devel-
opment) and geographical contexts, which suggests the knowledge
it presents has been widely accepted as normative of how PD is
to be practiced, globally. The papers proposed were Co-creation
and the new landscapes of design [83], The methodology of partic-
ipatory design [90], Participatory design: Issues and concerns [56],
and Participation in Design Things [29]. All authors performed a
general reading of the four papers and met to discuss their two pre-
ferred choices. The papers selected were “Co-creation and the new
landscapes of design” [83] and “Participation in design things” [29].
The authors agreed to chose these articles based on the different
areas of practice they each seemed to inform—social impact and
innovation—and their ability to speak to design beyond the design
of digital technologies, which enables them to speak to diverse PD
application contexts.

Next, we decided on guidelines for reviews, agreeing to empha-
size the role of consultant over that of gatekeeper. The goal was to
review the articles to uncover different possibilities for knowledge-
making about matters of care [26] for both authors and reviewers.
With that idea, we proposed five principles for reviewers, aimed at
elevating experiences, epistemologies, and practices of the Souths
we speak from.

3.1 Guidelines for Reviewing
(1) Citational justice: We recognize the politics of knowledge

production and the influential role of reviewing in research.
We understand citing as a social relation that may reinforce
epistemic authorities over time as well as the invisibiliza-
tion of certain research. Citational justice invites us to work
collectively to improve citational practices towards more re-
sponsible knowledge production, fostering safe mechanisms
to make lack of recognition and biases visible, and to take
responsibility for them [58].

(2) Epistemic Justice:Drawing from Santos [85], we recognize
that: 1) knowledge exceeds the western understanding of
the world, 2) the character of the world is fundamentally
diverse and it has fostered myriad ways of thinking, feeling,
acting and relating that have been made invisible by dom-
inant narratives, and 3) there is not one general theory of
everything that can claim full understanding over the world
and its problems—a plurality of knowledges is needed. These
premises invite recognition of the multiple ways of knowing
that exist within and outside academia. They represent a call
to cultivate awareness of the places and social relationships
from which knowledge is produced and the propositions
that a particular form of knowledge gets to make about the
world [23, 45].

(3) Emancipation:We take up the calls to emancipation that
emerge from the multiple Souths over time, to act, on behalf
of all who have been oppressed and continue to be, question-
ing what our knowledge and practices do for the liberation of
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communities and the overcoming of all logics of oppression
[33].

(4) Relationality: We conceive of peer review as a relational
process, across time, space and difference. Our colleagues’
time, generosity and care are offered to contribute to a com-
mon purpose. In turn, we commit to listen generously to
contributions, to honor authors’ time and dedication, and to
provide spaces for meaningful and respectful interaction. We
acknowledge the relationship that we hold with the authors
of the papers we will review, and their invaluable contribu-
tions to PD. In this sense, all critique is offered with humility
and respect.

(5) Positionality: We recognize that “we always speak from
a particular location in the power structures” [45, 4] and
that our knowledges are always situated [49]. In that sense
we will strive to remain aware of the loci from which the
original papers were generated, as well as the particular
positions from which we will review them. In this process,
we seek to remain attentive to borderlands [6] in identities
and locations.

After deciding on the guidelines, we individually reviewed each
article. Four individual reviews were submitted to the AC, who
compiled them into a meta-review by arranging comments for each
article across our five guidelines. The AC also identified common
themes in the reviews, which were later discussed with the rest of
the authors. We gathered discussion notes from our meetings in
order to add to the analysis. Finally, we contributed to the write-up
of the article, continuing discussions as we reviewed and built on
each other’s contributions.

4 REVIEWING FROM THE SOUTH
In imagining peer review as relational and dialogical processes
in knowledge production, we center this section around the re-
views offered and their distinct positionalities. To approach the
foundational pieces selected for our exercise, we make use of the
meta-reviewing mechanism, which allows us to synthesize individ-
ual reviews. Given the richness of the feedback offered by reviewers,
we chose to place the meta-reviewer’s role in the background, syn-
thesizing and foregrounding points of encounter. In doing so, we
give prominence and focus to the message reviewers were attempt-
ing to get across. This is in contrast with traditional review cycles
where reviewers’ contexts might be erased, we also highlight dif-
ferent aspects surrounding reviewers’ positions including what
experiences inform the feedback they offer. In what follows, we
present this meta-review in the voice of the AC.

4.1 Meta-Reviews
I thank the authors for the evident care and effort put into articu-
lating work that has undoubtedly transformed the outlook of PD.
First, “Participation in design things” asserts that design continues
after design, extending to future uses of what is designed. It uses the
‘participatory design’ and ‘meta-design’ dyad to create a generative
space for design practice. Second, “Co-Creation and the new land-
scapes of design”, contributes an in-depth analysis of the tensions the
practice of co-design might represent for academics, practitioners
and members of industry. It does this by considering the numerous

ramifications of moving from user-centered design to co-design.
In what follows, I present a meta-review of the responses of four
reviewers to these contributions, following the guiding principles
of citational justice, epistemic justice, emancipation, relationality and
positionality.

As these papers have long passed their publishing cycle, review-
ers focused on highlighting matters pertaining their key contribu-
tions in the light of theory and practice emanating from different
Souths, particularly in Latin America. In doing so, they acknowl-
edge the privilege of hindsight provided to them in looking back
at these contributions. Authors also recognize that these papers
are not set in stone. They remain, however, dominant pieces in the
PD literature. I hope these reviews provide authors and readers
with inspiration to consider what is to come, and the meta-design
embedded in these important contributions.

4.2 Participation in Design Things
This paper discusses the need for participation in design to consider
the relationships between designing for future use and designing for
actual use. It calls designers to consider the implications and chal-
lenges of envisioning people’s interactions with what is designed
beyond “project time”. The paper explores how participatory de-
sign, unfolded during the design process, and metadesign, occupied
with considering uses beyond design time, can provide avenues for
participation in “design-after-design”.

4.2.1 Citational Justice. As R2 notes, this article commits to the
notion that knowledge is both situated and political [49]; that de-
signers should refrain from “design from nowhere”. In establishing
the “somewheres” of PD, however, R2 highlights that the article
misses references to key proponents of PAR such as Orlando Fals
Borda [31] and Joao Bosco Pinto [76], who also advanced simi-
lar notions both in theory and practice. These missing references
are, by no means comprehensive, but as R4 notices they can help
to highlight the political and situated dimensions of knowledge
within design, thus enriching and complicating the author’s per-
spectives. R3 suggests the authors also consider the work of Renato
Dagnino [24] whose work highlights the roles that context, politics
and reflection play in the evolution of STS in Latin America. This
will further inform how the author’s argument can relate to Latin
America specifically.

4.2.2 Epistemic Justice. R3 appreciates the use of Latour and Leigh
Star’s work on publics and assemblages and boundary objects re-
spectively. They suggest work from Pablo Kreimer andHebe Vessuri
[57] to complement this discussion with a keen consideration to
how center-periphery relations—deeply tied to regions like Latin
America—can shape the object of design at project time. Center-
periphery is an important optic for analysis in STS studies as well
as for matters of epistemic justice as it sets out to understand the
synthetic division between privileged centers and marginalized
peripheries. The references offered by R3 can provide an enriched
perspective of the ramifications of the core-periphery model for
knowledge production, including within the field of design. R4
remarks the importance of recognizing that publics are not ho-
mogeneous, which aligns with “a pluriversal perspective of the
world as one constituted by many ways of being and knowing”
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[30]. Reviewers agree that highlighting this heterogeneity can help
the author address historical movements and struggles counteract-
ing center-periphery narratives in Southern regions such as Latin
America.

Both R2 and R4 acknowledge the value of several conceptions
within PD, some of them advanced by the author of this paper, while
remarking their limits as framed within the field. For example, R2
highlights how the notion of “tacit knowledge” in this contribu-
tion obscures the fact that this “tacitification” can be the result of
oppressive and exclusionary dynamics leading to internalization
of epistemic disbelief. R3 follows by contributing that a Southern-
inspired vision could “emphasize that participatory experiences
should not only recognize people as knowledgeable but empower
them to break with epistemic practices that keep knowledge tacit
or obscured”. PAR, for example, stresses how PD could represent
a commitment “to not only augment the power of regular people
and properly educated subordinate classes but also, their control
over knowledge process, its storage and uses” [13, p.213-214] (own
translation). Similarly, R4 further problematizes the sole focus on
western notions and exemplifies this phenomenon through PD’s
historic understanding of change as a linear function, traveling from
a moment of envisioning to a moment of use. This is in contrast to
how change is conceptualized in, for example, some Indigenous on-
tologies in Latin America, where it is seen as a “plurality of stories
happening alongside each other, with no single totalizing narrative
of change [79].” Reviewers suggest that these notions remain open
to revision as we discover, together, different ways of enacting PD.

4.2.3 Emancipation. In considering the idea of ‘design-after-design’
in the context of (public) “controversial things”, R4 notes the impor-
tance of placing the notion under an emancipatory light, especially
when the concept is used in relationship to change. In the “design of
things”, a vision of change and its ontologies is negotiated and likely
reproduced by focusing on change through the logics of modernity
(e.g. growth, capital) or through re-designing and re-purposing
pre-existing artifacts. Inspired by emancipatory notions from the
South, R4 speaks, all ‘design-after-design’ should also consider how
to escape oppressive systems and narratives. R4 congratulates the
author for offering ramifications of this approach to change and
recommends revising the work of Walter Mignolo [67]. One of the
dimensions covered by Mignolo’s work, ‘delinking’, focuses on how
to break away from knowledge structures imposed by modernity.
R1 echoes this call by invoking Black feminisms and recommending
Audre Lorde’s antiracist and emancipatory work as another call to
revise how change can operate outside of oppressive frames, “for
the master’s tools will never dismantle the master’s house” [63].

R4 remarks that the paper leverages democracy as a core value
for PD with the potential of leading to the “design of controversial
things free of coercion at use time that helps communities resist
and contest” but fails to consider the numerous forms democracy
can take. Views from diverse Latin American Souths will reveal that
“democratic regimes can take diverse forms, including authoritarian
ones. The feasibility for collectives to emerge and participate in
change does not depend only on the existence of democracy.” R4
suggests reviewing work that might help recognize some of the
factors shaping the quality of democracy across Latin America [30].

Lastly, R1 and R2 remark how some problematic dichotomies
associated with western thinking are, perhaps unwillingly, repro-
duced in this contribution. Mention to “ecologies of devices” re-
moved from the ecologies of “plants and animals” on the section
on ‘infrastructuring’, reveals a nature/culture divide along with a
user/designer framework, both of which emancipatory epistemolo-
gies of the South seek to dismantle.

4.2.4 Relationality & Positionality. As a practitioner in social stud-
ies of technology in South America, R2 appreciates “the importance
of this seminal work in broadening interest for more participatory
approaches to design, as well as asserting the limitations of user-
centered design in most academic and design circles.” R1 and R4, as
PD theorists and practitioners from South America, recognize that
this paper represents a substantial contribution to readers from all
corners of the world interested in the discipline. R3 relates to the
paper’s contributions from their experience working with infor-
mal vendors in Central America, in particular regarding the notion
of design at project time and its objective in producing “a public
thing open for controversies from which new objects of design can
emerge in use.” R3 shares: “I now realize that at project time when
attempting to enter into discussions about the design of things,
[vendors] preferred to share their testimony, thus shedding light
on a public controversy that is of interest to them and their lived
experience.” R3 invites the author to consider how we can open
dialogue rather than produce a public thing during design projects,
and how might Latin American STS and Participatory Design come
together to design a space of dialogue in public controversies of
Design.

4.3 Co-Creation and the New Landscapes of
Design

This paper presents an analysis into the implications for those in-
volved in the design process as a transition from user-centered
design to co-design takes place. The paper foregrounds tensions
emerging for different stakeholders during this transition, identi-
fying that each of them can project contrasting perspectives and
interests throughout as a result of this progression. While partici-
pation can be an empowerment tool towards resisting the status
quo, this meaning is not necessarily shared across stakeholders.

4.3.1 Citational Justice. As the reviewed paper foregrounds design
practices within North America and Europe primarily, R3 encour-
ages the authors to examine lived experiences with design and
use of technologies by the working poor in Latin America & the
Caribbean through Enrique Dussel’s work on philosophy of lib-
eration [28]. This work offers an expanded view of practices that
feature the inventiveness, creativity and ultimately design skills,
required by historically marginalized groups in this region to act
upon their daily lives, often in response to systemic oppression.
All reviewers agree that as PD concepts travel across borders and
are principally focused on social change, it is important to expand
these notions.

R2 extends this rationale by raising concerns about what litera-
ture is left behind when building the history of PD, and encourages
the author to consider fundamental contributions such as classic
Latin American authors including Orlando Fals Borda [62], Joao
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Bosco Pinto [76] and Juan Díaz Bordenave [14]. In particular, R4
notes how Fals Borda’s work on PAR sheds light on pathways for
removing “the distinction between researchers and those part of the
researched,” and argues recognizing such a contribution is critical
when re-constructing a more complete historical picture of par-
ticipatory approaches beyond the European and North American
canon. R4 warns that the author misses the opportunity to offer
a more holistic idea of PD’s origins both in theory and practice
and invites the author to also bring into consideration other works
including Paulo Freire and his “pedagogy of the oppressed” [33]
and the philosophy and practice of “Buen Vivir”. Freire’s critical
understanding and “reading” of the world through the eyes of the
conundrum oppressor/oppressed is essential, particularly when
considering the political dimensions of design [87]. Furthermore,
the conceptualization of collective empowerment and the act of
designing on the basis of environmental and societal well-being
enacted by the ‘Buen Vivir’ philosophy of practice in various Latin
American territories [42], offers a crucial alternative to the estab-
lished connection between design and capitalistic dynamics.

4.3.2 Epistemic Justice. Asmentioned by R4 in the previous section
underlining citational justice issues, it is important to “consider
epistemological projects from the South when describing possible
paths for researchers and designers involved in co-design endeav-
ors.” Doing so, as R3 reflects, can shed light over what worlds are
considered when practicing co-design, especially in light of “co-
design’s overdue impact on the [...] man-made world..” (pg. 9). In
relating to the author’s important contribution, R3 writes: “I’d like
to co-think the term world, notions of what constitutes participa-
tion; co-design; and participatory thinking as a threat to the status
quo with the authors. To the authors, I ask ¿el mundo de quien?
Whose world are we referring to when we speak of the impact of
co-design?."

R2 and R4 agree that framing users as objects of knowledge or
as sole partners during the co-design process can produce prob-
lematic notions within PD. Thinking with the author around these
tensions, R2 offers the construct of “epistemic injustice” [35] as a
path towards a deeper analysis “beyond epistemic objectification
(in which users are treated as objects of knowledge)” and into a
“full acknowledgment of people as true epistemic agents.” R4 sug-
gests further reflection into how a shifted view of users such as
the one R2 proposes, may bring to the front the fact that users can
“motivate, question, control or lead design endeavors.”

In addition, R2 remarks the importance of expanding the scope of
what “users” offer in co-design work in order to prevent practition-
ers from reproducing “epistemic labor invalidation” [78]. Careful
consideration of other epistemological projects, other ways of being,
including those from ordinary people, relates to Paulo Freire’s idea
of “humility” in which “all people are seen as knowledgeable in an
authentic sense” [33]. Approaching co-design this way re-signifies
the roles of design facilitators “to empower people to speak for
themselves and to transform epistemic and political practices in
their communities so that all forms of knowledge and subjectivities
are seen;" as agents to give way to what Freire refers to as “palavra
autêntica” [33].

Furthermore, R1 invites consideration on whether framing the
co-creative paradigm as a way to move from “an unsustainable way

of life to [. . . ] a healthy and sustainable ecosphere” may obscure the
fact that sustainable ways of living have been enacted for centuries
in many geographies around the world. R1 warns that leaving this
important consideration outside of this analysis can conceal “power
relationships and consolidated hierarchies at multiple scales”. In
the current version of the paper these relationships are limited
to the relinquishing of control over the design process from the
designer to the potential customer/user. In reflecting upon the
idea that offering users something granted to them by virtue of
themselves, the right to participate, R1 suggests to the author that
these dynamics can be a manifestation of palliative measures rather
than meaningful change. In other words, that this ‘handing-over’
of the right to participate can be “intended to allow business-as-
usual, to continue with minor changes, while creating an illusion
of radical transformation.”

4.3.3 Emancipation. R1 invites the author to reflect on how the
paper’s language such as “people have been given more influence
and room for initiative in roles where they provide expertise and
participate in the informing, ideating, and conceptualizing activi-
ties” (p. 5, emphasis added) can be read as an “oversight of people’s
struggles for participation and emancipation.” This can be partic-
ularly acute when reading how the paper frames the relationship
between users and designers, signaling that users need to be “given
appropriate tools for expressing themselves” in order to assume the
role of “expert of their experiences” (p. 11).

In suggesting potential directions for the author’s contribution,
R2 encourages consideration over its “emancipatory potential.” For
example, using the paper’s proposed criteria for determining the
transition from users to co-designers on the basis of “passion and
knowledge in a certain domain,” R2 urges the author to consider how
this perspective can individualize and reify participants’ cognitive
and affective traits. Instead, R2 suggests, the author might consider
how the power dynamics embedded in knowledge production affect
such transition. This can lead to further analysis of who is invited
to co-design and who is not. Invoking Juan Díaz Bordenave, R3
remarks how “participation is not a means to an end, but rather
a human right. In other words, the purpose of participation is a
participatory society” [14].

Similarly, R4 further emphasizes the ongoing struggle for pro-
tecting collective values as an act of emancipation and encourages
the author to revise the individualistic approach to participation
they convey in the paper. In exchange, R4 suggests considering a
viewpoint that explicitly counterpoints neoliberal paradigms prior-
itizing individual over collective freedom [55]. R4 offers the author
the concept of ‘Buen Vivir’, emerging from Indigenous forms of
knowing and being in Latin America, as a perspective for prioritiz-
ing “collectivism, environmental justice, and reciprocity” [42].

Considering the connections between emancipatory projects
happening in the periphery of the position from where the argu-
ments made by this paper seem to emanate, R3 offers the authors
the following questions: “How may co-design construct dialogues
across the many worlds that people in the periphery inhabit? How
may designers take stock in multiple modes of existing outside
of the center (U.S.A. and Europe), specifically those in the periph-
ery? How can co-design consider the realities and ways of being of
individuals who live in a world that does not seek an innovative
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business product? But rather who often travel between the bound-
aries of economic and home life, situated in a world constantly
threatening their existence and their livelihood?”.

4.3.4 Relationality & Positionality. In highlighting the importance
of positioning where one speaks from, R1 suggests clarification
over what landscape of human-centered design is being depicted by
the author. Is it a global landscape? Or just a narrowed scoping of
certain places in North America and Europe? As mentioned before,
the increasing presence of PD notions worldwide, makes it impor-
tant to recognize a growing diversity in design practices. In the
same way, R1 invites the author to reflect what is implied when this
landscape is narrowed to “the design and development of products
and services” leaving aside many other sites for the practice of
design. R1 warns that this commitment to position design in the
sphere of business and industry “render other practices of socio-
material transformation and shaping invisible” [46] in exchange for
privileging the “entrenched relationship between modern industrial
design, consumerism, environmental degradation, and global order”
[74]. As an alternative to these universalizing ideas, and based on
personal encounters and observations as a researcher in a Latin
American country, R3 offers the author a radical possibility when
positioning design and design research within a given geography.
Building on work from Van Amstel and Gonzatto, R3 suggests to
the author considering how these globalized notions are locally
appropriated, sometimes cannibalized, digested and catalyzed into
new categories of knowledge [92].

Following this, R2 appreciates the importance of this seminal
work, particularly when it comes to contend what the limits of
user-centered design in academic and design spaces, as well as
to extend interest in participatory approaches within design. R3
highlights the relevance of this paper in considering the ways in
which we as a community can change “design and the world” as the
author writes. R3 offers insights from their practice observing how
design, politics and urban planning are leveraged by government
authorities in order to privilege the use of space by some at expense
of others. In sharing this experience, R3 seeks to “write in dialogue
with the points raised by the author” while offering a source of
inspiration and reflection.

5 DISCUSSION
The meta-review and the reviews animating it, reveal two themes
that stand out as central for dialogue within PD. The first, relates to
how design understands and mobilizes knowledge in order to for-
mulate generalizations regarding processes and products connected
to its participatory practices. The second, concerns the understand-
ing of participation in relation to design and what that stands for.
After deepening these discussions, we end this section reflecting
on our subversive peer review experiment and its implications for
future work on knowledge-making in PD.

5.1 Design as a socio-historical production
The reviews presented in this exercise reveal that the authors of
the articles speak from a situated place, a position and standpoint
influenced by political-economic systems that regulate social orga-
nization and reflect on these authors’ understanding of what design
is, what and whom it serves. Our “Southern” analysis suggests that

in “Participation in design things”, the author reflects on practices
of creative engagements between people who do not face extreme
inequality and can access mainstream technology and design-after-
design in interacting with it. In “Co-Creation and the new landscapes
of design”, the authors recognize the evolution in design research
from a user-centered approach to co-designing as a changing land-
scape of design practice but fail to question who is enriched by the
production of goods and services based on collective creativity.

As the articles demonstrate, mainstream PD work has given
primacy to human action and people’s right to participate in the
shaping of theworlds inwhich they act [81]. However, our reviews—
which are written from our connection with experiences and knowl-
edges from the South—suggest the need to pursuit the radicality of
what design and participation can entail. Moving to such radicality
of “diseños otros” [46] implies “considering who publishes, who
reads, who and for whom designs, in addition to how and what de-
signs (ontologically) what is designed by each individual.” Further,
as our reviews highlight, it also entails reflecting on whose worlds
are transformed by PD and in which terms such transformation
occurs, with the particular goal of foregrounding the heterogene-
ity of living experiences that are currently excluded from PD’s
hegemonic thought and practice. A critical Latin American notion
that can help PD move towards this needed radicality is that of
‘produção de existência’. The concept, advanced by Brazilian philoso-
pher Álvaro Vieira Pinto [94], indicates that people should be able
to develop themselves, in the processes of interaction with their
realities, through mediation with the artifacts they produce and
with society.

We contend that the notion of ‘produção de existência’ is at the
core of participation when seen from a Southern perspective. It
reformulates participation as a human right by focusing on the
creation of new forms of conviviality enacted by collective work
in the making of the material world. These forms are by no means
limited to the information and communication technologies that
some mainstream PD literature prioritizes [81], but rather to all
forms of technology that tend to alienate marginalized groups
in diverse ways. The ‘produção de existência’ framing, thus, al-
lows us to broaden the notion of design beyond industry, busi-
ness, or government-related spheres to include possibilities for
socio-material transformation in various conditions. We see ‘pro-
dução de existência’ as specifically highlighting design processes and
technical developments in, for example, Latin American contexts,
where often technologies are subversively re-appropriated from the
bottom-up by need, due to technical impositions, social exclusions
and oppressions of many kinds. Gonzatto, based on Vieira Pinto,
understands this phenomenon of appropriation and reformulation
not as a purely instrumental act, but as a human concern in their
existential dimensions, their culture, ideology and social relations
[43].

The design space is then re-imagined as socially constructed and
permeated by political, economic, social, and cultural contradic-
tions [93]. These conditions are not to be understood as internal or
external to the design activity, but as the material basis for design
to take place. When we think of Latin America, these conditions are
determined by the daily life confrontations across different popula-
tions and territories and in varying degrees. Territorial claims by
Indigenous peoples, the struggle waged by LGBTQ+ people against
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violence, the struggle for housing in urban centers, the demand for
autonomy of bodies and reproductive rights of women and people
with uteruses, the fight against structural racism—evident in the
high number of deaths of Black and Indigenous population—the
struggle for agrarian reform and food sovereignty, exclusion and
technological dependency, are among many issues that structurally
affect the political, economic, and social organization of the region.
These forces are not necessarily design-related, but directly impact
participatory design efforts in Latin America, if not directly, cer-
tainly by organizing the material and cultural life of peoples and
ecosystems. It is the interplay of all these forces and within theses
struggles that design as a socio-historical production ofmaterialities
may also happen in Latin America.

5.2 Participation as emancipation
Participation and the many challenges that emerge from engaging
with participatory practices [8, 16] are central to PD. Unsurpris-
ingly, the PD community has relied on different approaches to
participation [48] including ways in which participation is prac-
ticed, degrees of participation, who is allowed in participation and
in which points participation does occur [15]. But as our reviews
highlight, participation can—and probably should—be more than
that.

Not just any kind of participation lends itself to the liberation
of oppressed people for example [33], especially in a context of
great vulnerability and inequality as is the case in Latin America.
Participation can be a term used demagogically, a performance
failing to include people in decision-making processes, and to pro-
mote collective accountability over these decisions [73]. In more
extreme cases, pseudo-participation can serve as a mask to validate
violent processes that do not promote substantive participation,
and perpetuate domination and exploitation of relationships be-
tween people and culture. We recognize this dynamic and argue
that participation can manifest as a palliative measure, permitting
business-as-usual to continue with minor change, while creating an
illusion of radical transformation.

Even in design processes where the participation of “users” is
foreseen, the treatment that is given to these subjects can lead to
dehumanization, constraint their autonomy and tame the social
production of their existences [43]. “Users” need to be understood
beyond epistemic objectification, relationships between trained and
non-trained designers should recognize users as subjects of their
own epistemological capability and honor designers’ accountability
as an engaged subject in collaborative processes.

In assuming the conditions necessary for participation to occur,
there is a need to face its intrinsically political dimensions [18, 82].
Who is allowed to participate and under which conditions is es-
sentially a political matter. Our reviews reflect that participation is
not something designers or “people in charge” can give someone
else in order for them to express themselves. We acknowledge that
we live in a world pervaded by multiple oppressions; reinstating
participation in the way some PD work does produce a positive
outcome. However, focusing design (and therefore designers) as
key in this restoring process, runs at risk of reproducing similar
oppressive dynamics over peoples’ social existences. In this sense,
democracy appears as a theme to be discussed, but cannot only be

considered in an hermetic design space. Democracy, as known in
most western contexts, is founded on liberal and bourgeois prin-
ciples. Its structure maintains elites in spaces of power, and there
is no prerogative of equal participation, even though there is a
discursive intention. As the reviews stress, there is much for PD to
learn about participation and democracy in Southern contexts such
as Latin America. Participation, in Latin America in particular, is
not a methodological choice or a means to mitigate the problems of
capitalism, as it can be in Scandinavia and other parts of the Global
North. The existence of democracy is an achievement of social
movements that fought for social groups historically dehumanized
by elites. These systematic oppressions are not to be overlooked in
design, on the contrary, they are transversal to its activities. It is
not enough to promote democratic ideals in PD without seriously
tackling the inequalities that historically affect the people engaged
in it.

The Souths’ experiences politicizing participation can illustrate
alternative pathways for PD to challenge views of design that re-
duce it to a capitalist “product” as is the case with limiting partici-
pation to the creation of commodities adjusted to market demands.
Furthermore, Southern examples of participation understood as
cooperative work in the production of socio-materialities can show
how participation can and should be approached as work of the
class of producers for themselves, for their own benefit, aiming
at the (re)production of their own existence [94]. In this sense,
we defend participation as a possibility of humanization and as a
political exercise of individual and collective conscientização [34].
Conscientização does not operate in a vacuum, it occurs in stages, in
interaction processes of the individual in collectives; it is a political
act and cannot be decontextualized from the social relations and the
context of participation within a broader scenarios and objectives.
Participation can lead to emancipation through conscientização if
proposed by the lens of produção de existência, it can be oriented
towards the socio-political change of a given social reality.

5.3 Reviewing as knowledge-crafting
The purpose of our performative experiment was to shed light over
the power dynamics embedded in PD’s epistemic practices as a dis-
ciplinary field in order to invite radical political solidarities across
borders. As an academic performance, this exercise attempted to
re-appropriate the peer review process both as a means to give
prominence to some Latin American perspectives as well as to put
forward a more relational practice of peer review. In it, reviewing is
seen as a collaborative conversation with authors across difference
and from specific geographic, disciplinary, epistemic and ontolog-
ical locations. We ultimately believe that these goals were only
partially achieved.

Our acting as reviewers challenged the geography of intellectual
references for PD, rendering visible the critical contributions that
Latin American intellectual production and experiences made to
the field. It allowed us to set the terms of a conversation that centers
more familiar concerns for authors working/thinking from Latin
American Souths. Further, it highlighted frictions between these
concerns and traditional PD concepts and practice, which we think
are relevant for its now globalized presence. However, beyond the
acknowledgment of (some) Southern ways of knowing, we find
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the current version of this exercise to hold too much commitment
to the traditional peer review process, thus limiting its subversive
potential.

We believe that further critical inquiry is required to re-imagine
peer review, and scholarly knowledge-making more broadly, as a
relational process. For once, during this exercise we weren’t able to
critically address the question: who is a peer and why? The idea of
epistemic peer-hood has been a central concern in the epistemology
of disagreement [40] especially in addressing whether “deep dis-
agreements” [32] between agents can be rationally resolved. In STS
studies for example, the issue of defining expertise and its role in
democratic societies has been a central consideration [98]. Further
iterations of this exercise could expand the notion of “peers” in
traditional peer review and consider other mechanisms for a more
“popular” revision of knowledge. In this sense, there is a tension
between our criticisms of the use of “participation” in these semi-
nal articles and our own epistemic practices for review. Building
on feminist understandings of knowledge-production as a form
of labor [68], we should ask: what are the material relations that
allow peer-revision to occur? How do those relations shape the
possibilities to engage in certain intellectual dialogues?

Another issue concerns the language of peer review. Emanci-
pation is about overcoming oppression [33], on the contrary, the
language used in this exercise tended to reproduce the logic of
marking errors and highlighting the “what’s lacking“ in others’
work that is present in traditional peer review. It is still based on
“deficit attributions” [37] as a means to address differences. Deliber-
ate efforts were made to avoid this outcome, including the addition
of a relational criteria of review. Another iteration of this exper-
iment should seek to go beyond the language of deficit and into
interactive and generative uses of our own knowledge to co-design
manuscripts, perhaps adopting a commitment to “co-labor” [27,
12]. This could also mean dismantling the role of peer review in
terms of accepting/rejecting proposals, or providing authoritative
appraisals.

Our application of citational and epistemic justice principles
further admits Rivera Cusicanqui’s critique that selective incorpo-
ration of ideas from the South may depoliticize them and foreclose
the sense of urgency with which intellectual pursuits are made in
their context [23]. Attention to this concern requires consideration
of what “deep engagement” [22] with intellectual production from
the South might look like in PD and how to cultivate it. The point
is not to make knowledges from the South universal by removing
them from the intricate social relations and concerns from which
they emerge, but rather, as the principles state, to build a plurality
of knowledges that entangles us with the Souths we invoke and
mobilizes us politically to maintain that plurality and to overcome
oppression. Considering the multiple Latin American concerns ref-
erenced above, and the ones that remain unnamed, we ask: what
are the specifics of politization of the subject from the Latin Ameri-
can Souths? The same questions may be repeated for other Souths,
inviting PD to critically engage with those specifics, but also to
construct solidarities across multiple borders.

Finally, our exercise reveals the need to remain responsible for
the knowledge we make (in)visible through our practices. In this
exercise, we were able to bring certain knowledge from Latin Amer-
ica in conversation with PD, however, the visibility of these specific

authors for us is historically and socially constructed. That is to say
that we too participate of certain “circuits of audibility, appropri-
ation, decontextualization, gender, and coloniality” [75, 40] even
within Latin America. This recognition emphasizes the value of re-
flexivity and dialogue for all positionalities, even those that appear
non-hegemonic in a particular context.

6 CONCLUSION
In this paper, we demonstrated through the use of a fictional and
performative method of peer review how, as researchers and prac-
titioners from Latin America, we might engage with foundational
literature within PD from other lenses. Aswe unfold ourmethod, we
center “Southern” perspectives in the peer review process, grounded
in authors’ experiences. As a ubiquitous mechanism within knowl-
edge production, peer review reveals numerous tensions, complexi-
ties and paradoxes. PD is not exempt of these and our speculative
exercise in revisiting pivotal work within PD reveals some of them.

In trying to engage these intricacies, we propose an alternative
framework for peer review, sitting on top of five guiding principles:
citational justice, epistemic justice, emancipation, relationality and
positionality. Leveraging these principles, and leaning over Latin
American thinkers, we peer reviewed two seminal papers in PD:
“Participation in design ” and “Co-Creation and the new landscapes
of design”. This proficient dialogue manifested the importance of
understanding design as a socio-historic practice with all its politi-
cal, economic, social and cultural dimensions. We also asserted the
potential of extending the notion of participation as an emancipa-
tory principle. Design, following Freire’s terms, can serve as a tool
to liberate oppressed people.

Through the reflections presented, reviewing principles emerged
as ethical and political orientations, always complicated and in-the-
making, rather than as stable guidelines to be applied mechanically.
Despite the shortcomings of their application in our performative
practice, they shed light over needed critical reflection in and about
PD knowledge-making. At last, we recognize and act over the op-
portunity for peer review to be re-imagined as a relational process
and note the limitations and possibilities of such a shift. Further
work could extend our critical approach outside of peer review and
into new forms of knowledge validation in academia.

Overall, the aim of this work is to examine hegemonic epistemic
practices within PD with the purpose of highlighting a subset of
‘Southern’ perspectives and positionalities, specifically ours as Latin
American authors from five South American countries. However, as
any positionality, it leaves us and this work with some limitations.
First, the potential contributions from Latin-American epistemolo-
gies to PD that we invoked, are not aimed at producing specific
guidelines or “toolkits” for translating them into specific design
tactics or materials. We focused our call to action on a first attempt
at revisiting peer review practices in order to make them more
self-aware and inclusive of others’ epistemic practices. Although
we assert that concepts ought to be considered practical tools in
that they mediate behavior and social relations [95] we agree with
Freire [33] in that emancipatory praxis involves both reflection and
action. Further work could document specific cases in which ideas
offered in this paper translate into community work.
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Second, this work highlights differences between Latin American
participatory traditions and hegemonic understandings of partici-
pation while treating differences as a dialectical process. The aim,
thus, is to critique in order to expand and complement, not to re-
place one hegemonic positioning for the other. In other words, we
simply assert the fact that there is much to learn from Latin Amer-
ican perspectives. It must be emphasized that in this article we
do not cover the nuances across Latin America or other Southern
traditions, and that the ideas and authors covered in this paper
are not hegemonic in our own communities. Further work should
advance more nuanced explorations of the differences and simi-
larities of participation between PD ‘classics’ and Latin American
contributions, as well as the nuances and differences across Global
South perspectives.

7 AUTHORSHIP
The first author was responsible for the initial conception of the
work and for bringing the group together across differing schedules
in incredibly constructive synchronous and asynchronous discus-
sion. He was the AC in our performative exercise. The next four
authors contributed equally to the work from conception to revi-
sion. They acted as reviewers and they are listed alphabetically. Our
last author worked with us in the same condition during the stages
of conception and initial revisions. His spirit oversaw the rest of
our work and we hope to have reflected part of it in this paper.
All authors grew up in the part of the world known to some as
SouthAmerica––in Colombia, Brazil, Ecuador, Chile andGuatemala.
Large part of their research, commitments and support networks
are situated there as well, with partial but substantial connections
to other communities in the North.
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