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Abstract 
This article contributes to the growing debate within art and design education research about the role, legitimacy and accountability of artefacts in the creation and generation of knowledge. I present an artefact-based approach to visually documenting and disseminating my doctoral practice-based fieldwork that protected the anonymity of the participants whilst supporting my exploration of the situational, interactional, and tacit dimensions of participation. Constructing a 3-dimensional scaled model of the fieldwork setting and using narratives from my field notes, I undertook a cyclical reflective process where I reconstructed critical moments that took place. This was used as both a tool for communicating my participatory design educational practice and for evaluating my findings with the participants. By sharing this sense-making process, I offer an ethical means of visually documenting fieldwork when working in sensitive contexts and with vulnerable participants, setting out the dual role this design artefact played as both a producer and carrier of experiential knowledge.  
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1. Introduction 

There is growing debate within practice-based research about the role, legitimacy and accountability of artefacts as producers and carriers of knowledge (Barrett and Bolt 2010; Biggs 2006, 2002; Biggs and Karlsson 2010; Candy 2006; Nimkulrat 2013, 2012; Scrivener 2009; Rust et al. 2000). Within art and design research, practitioners have identified challenges on claiming the validity of artefacts in research due, in part, to the ambiguity surrounding the definition, objective and value of ‘practice-based research’ (Biggs 2004; Candy and Edmonds 2018), as well as what constitutes an ‘artefact’ (Candy and Edmonds 2010; Rust et al. 2000). Furthermore, and more specifically within participatory design (PD) research, challenges exist in articulating the role of artefacts in the process, effects and impact of participation (Binder et al 2011; Halskov and Hansen 2015), and the extent to which this can be ethically evidenced when collaborating with vulnerable participants (Bell and Davis 2016; Björgvinsson, Ehn and Hillgren 2012, 2010; Bratteteig and Wagner 2016; Fitton, Read and Horton 2013; Vines et al. 2014). 

In this article, I present an artefact-based approach for visually documenting, further analysing, and disseminating my practice-based doctoral fieldwork that protected the anonymity of the participants whilst supporting my exploration of the situational, interactional, and tacit dimensions of participation. Whilst acknowledging the critical importance of procedural ethical processes, such as gaining institutional approval to conduct research and observing legislative regulations, I argue, in-line with Guillemin and Heggen (2009) and Ellis (2007), that more practical tools are needed to equip researchers and students when in the field and working with vulnerable participants (see also Author 2016a). In the case of this study, I collaborated with a group of young people under the age of 16 who had been identified by their school teacher as vulnerable and at risk of not reaching ‘positive’ destinations (defined as being in further or higher education, employment or training) beyond compulsory education, and who were living in an area known for high levels of deprivation. Harnessing my PD practice, I facilitated a series of creative workshops that explored the participants’ emotional experiences of education and their perceived opportunities and choices. 

As a practice-based educational researcher, I was concerned with documenting the process of the young people’s participation. Early on in the project, I struggled to find ethical ways of documenting and reporting my fieldwork that would not only protect the young people’s anonymity but would also enable me to unpack what was emerging in the field. In response to this challenge, I constructed a 3-dimensional model of the fieldwork location, and in dialogue with my field notes, I reconstructed and relived critical moments that had occurred, and photographed these. This cyclical reflective process enabled me to develop a rich set of insights around the action-based and experiential nature of the young peoples’ participation in the research, as well as make more tangible the tacit dimensions and agency of the classroom room setting itself. The outputs of this process provided me with a visual timeline of the fieldwork, which was then used as both a tool for disseminating the research in the form of a portfolio of practice, and as a tool for evaluation with the young people to reflect on key transformative moments in the project. As such, I position this artefact as having a dual role in the research as both a producer and carrier of experiential knowledge. Here I draw on experiential knowledge as a central concept, which, following Biggs (2006), Barratt (2007) and Niedderer (2008), is defined as knowledge contained and embodied in and through action and experience, which can be sensory and tacit in nature (Polanyi 1966); as well as briefly touch on social constructivism as set out by Lincoln and Guba (2013), whereby knowledge is socially determined and co-constructed. 

I begin this article by situating my PD educational practice and outline my theoretical perspective surrounding the role of design artefacts in practice-based research. I then provide an overview of the fieldwork context and specific ethical considerations that were required before setting out the development of this artefact-based approach, and describe in more detail how I implemented it in the field. Following this, I return to the literature to unpack and discuss its theoretical contribution, and conclude by presenting the value of this approach to practice-based educational researchers and students who are working in ethically sensitive contexts and with vulnerable participants. 

2. Positioning Practice and Theory 

Unlike traditional forms of design, which typically situate creative authority with the designer, PD enables the designer(s) and collaborators to enter into a creative dialogue and reach reciprocal understandings together in the co-design of preferable futures – be that a product, service, intervention or experience (Sanders and Stappers 2008; Simonsen and Robertson 2013). Underpinned by a democratic ethos, PD is a creative discourse that emphasises the value of collaborative learning, and which builds upon the Scandinavian socio-political workplace interventions of the 1970s (Bøder 1996; Frauenberger et al. 2015; Greenbaum and Kyng 1991; Kensing and Blomberg 1998). PD recognises users and potential users of design and other project stakeholders as experts of their own indigenous knowledge and ‘experience domain’ (Sleeswijk Visser 2009, 5), repositioning them in a design process as equal collaborative partners with the designer(s) (Sanders, Brandt and Binder 2010). Defining participation in the PD community ranges widely, with studies describing numerous and diverse forms and degrees of participation (Halskov and Hansen 2015). Over the past 40 years, PD has expanded its scope beyond the traditional workplace setting to the application of its principles and practices in addressing contemporary needs in diverse contexts and with different demographics (Bratteteig and Wagner 2016).

Often in PD studies, attention is equally given to the participatory activity and processes of designing as it is to the final designed output (Bannon and Ehn 2013; Greenbaum and Loi 2012). To support this activity PD practitioners have developed and adapted tools and techniques for engagement and collaboration, taking inspiration from fields such as Sociology, Anthropology, and Fine Art (Sanders 2002; Swann 2002; Zimmerman, Stolterman and Forlizzi 2010). Used to catalyse the construction and exchange of knowledge, such tools and techniques can enable collaborators to articulate abstract, experiential, and emotive concepts such as identity, values, and social and culture practices (Sleeswijk Visser 2009, Stappers and Sanders 2005). In turn, this can support the designer(s) to gather empathic and authentic accounts and insights. As such, insight-gathering artefacts can play a crucial role in the design of tangible artefacts, services, experiences and interactions. Participatory designers Binder et al. suggest that one of the challenges facing the designer today is the ‘increasingly ambiguous boundaries between artefacts, structure and process’ (2011, viii). In response to this, these designers frame design discourse around the notion of design things (2011). As described by Binder et al., design things can be physical and metaphorical conduits as well as spaces for fostering interactions and dialogues (2011, 158). Within and through design things, which are commonly used as tools for participation, designed outputs can be created that embody knowledge generated through the collaborative process. 

As a practice-based educational researcher, I apply my PD practice methodologically, typically within participatory action research projects (Lewin 1946; McNiff 2006; Whitehead and McNiff 2006; McIntyre 2008). Frayling (1993) considers types of design-research to sit within one of three subsets: research about design (investigating the physical activity of design), research for design (research to extend the practice of design) and research through design (research conducted through the process of designing). Following Frayling, I situate my practice at a convergence of research for design and research through design, identifying my position as both researcher and designer, which are ‘interdependent’ (Sanders 2002, 5). This duality chimes with Candy’s definition of practice-based research, which she describes as an ‘investigation undertaken in order to gain new knowledge partly by means of practice and the outcomes of that practice’ (2006, 3). This approach to knowledge creation resonates with Scrivener’s (2009) analysis of the role of art and design, and the production and function of artefacts in research. As Scrivener suggests, the creation of artefacts can serve a more significant role in the creation of knowledge when used as a tool for inquiry, stating that ‘[w]hen art and design is both subject and method of inquiry, then the research is both research into and through art and design’ (2009, 76). Considering the role of design artefacts and knowledge creation further in practice-based research, I draw on Rust et al.’s (2000, 1) taxonomy that sets out how artefacts can contain and produce knowledge in four distinct ways: 

· Simple Forms – an artefact demonstrates or describes a principle or technique.
· Communication of Process – artefacts arising from a process make the process explicit. 
· Artefacts Within the Research – artefacts are instrumental in advancing the research by communicating ideas or information. 
· Knowledge Elicited by Artefacts – artefacts provide a stimulus or context which enables information to be uncovered. 

Building on debates surrounding the role of artefacts in practice-based research, the authors suggest: 

… [artefacts] can provide clear descriptions of designs, principles and processes. They can communicate across boundaries of discipline and experience. They can be support the progress of research and they can be instrumental in eliciting knowledge, including tacit knowledge, in and from individuals. (Rust et al. 2000, 7) 

In the case of this project, and in considering the different roles the design artefact played, new understandings about the context were initially constructed socially (Lincoln and Guba 2013) through the collaborative interactions with the participants, catalysed through my PD practice. This was analytically unpacked through dialoguing between reflexive narrative field notes and a 3-dimensional model. This experiential knowledge (Barrett 2007; Biggs 2006) then took the form of a visual timeline that was reflected upon and evaluated by participants – an apparatus from which fresh insights were elicited. As will be discussed in section 5, I return to Rust et al.’s taxonomy and adapt it as a framework to conceptualise the stages this artefact-based process passed through as it developed in the field in response to my ethical responsibilities. 

3. The Fieldwork Context 

The project drawn on in this article was centred upon exploring how a PD process could engage young people and lead to an understanding of their sense of agency. This research took place between April 2014 and June 2016 in a Scottish high school located in an area known for high levels of deprivation. The 15 young people who took part were in a Prince’s Trust class completing their Youth Achievement Award. (The Prince’s Trust is a UK-wide charity that supports young people in and into education, employment and training). The Youth Achievement Award provides an alternative means to gain a qualification, which is certified by the Scottish Qualifications Authority, with a curriculum that supports the development of teamwork, leadership, self-esteem and confidence (Youth Scotland 2016). Visiting the class on a weekly basis, I implemented a five-phase research design. Firstly, this involved a period of observation where I immersed myself in the classroom and participated in the young peoples’ educational practices, with the aim of building a research relationship with the participants based on trust and rapport (which is outlined in more detail in Author 2016a). Following this, I facilitated a series of PD workshops where the participants created experimental direct animations. Direct animation is a technique whereby illustrations are made directly onto the surface of celluloid film, which is then projected through a reel-to-reel projector. In contrast to other forms of animation, such as hand-drawn or stop motion, this technique allows for the rapid production of imagery without necessarily the need for repetitive actions or drawing ability. Direct animation also affords the creation of highly abstract and metaphorical imagery, where the maker can use shapes, colours, and textures conceptually. This technique was used in the project by the participants to explore their emotional experiences of education through the connotations of colour (this experimental method is described further in Author 2016b, 2017a and 2017b). In the third phrase of research, I conducted paired interviews; followed by an activity-based focus group; and concluded with an evaluation event. Data produced in each phase was thematically analysed, and presented as a single, in-depth, case study (see Author 2017a). 

Ethical considerations and obligations played a central role in the design and delivery of the project as foregrounded in section 1. Throughout the entire fieldwork, I worked closely with the project gatekeepers – the school head teacher, classroom teacher and youth worker. These gatekeepers played an integral role in identifying and recruiting a group of young people on my behalf, where I was advised on the characteristics and vulnerabilities of the group members. Whilst not a homogenous group, this included a range of complex and challenging circumstances experienced outside of school, as well as behavioural and leaning difficulties, where recommendations were made by the gatekeepers as to how best to approach engagement and collaborative activities. In order to circumvent any possible negative consequences of participating, I consulted them on the type of language to use and how best to frame questions that could potentially lead to sensitive topics. It was the ethically sensitive nature and context of this project that critically impacted on my choices in how I was going to document and report the fieldwork, which I will describe in more detail below. 

4. Modelling Experiential Knowledge Ethically

Recording the fieldwork became one of the major challenges in this project. During my initial consultation with the gatekeepers, I was cautioned against the use of recording devices. Informed of the young people’s reluctance and embarrassment at being photographed or video recorded, ensuring anonymity in this case was not only an ethical imperative, but was clearly a central issue and concern for the participants also. Moreover, taking the setting of the classroom into consideration, the use of photography would have been inappropriate as it could have recorded other recognisable details that could be associated with this group. Due to the small size and intimate nature of the classroom, it was impractical to record or voice record the group (particularly during the PD workshops) if either a majority or minority of the participants did not want to be recorded. In response to this, I had to rely on my reflective field notes as my main mode of documentation. After each visit to the school, I would immediately write up a field note describing what had occurred. The field notes were highly descriptive and written in the first person, where I would also reflexively engage and challenge with my own biases and perceptions. A writing strategy I developed that supported me to recall events and to craft deeper descriptions was to break down each visit into narratives and give each one a name. Each field note became, on average, a 1000 word short story – an exert from one as an example is presented below: 

Ink on Film; working in the abstract

During several interactions, different participants commented enthusiastically on the artistic nature of this approach, whilst proclaiming that they ‘do not do art’. Moments of such self-deprecation were iterated often. Hailey, who had displayed a great deal of resistance prior to the first workshop, and insisted on working alone on this occasion (sitting separately from the rest of the class), compared what she was doing to a nursery activity. Throughout the workshop, however, Hailey appeared eager to experiment with the inks and demonstrate such experiments to me, enthusiastically discussing her findings, and even allowed herself to be reprimanded by the teacher for having her phone out in class to take photographs of her work. However, whilst engaged and excited, she assured me that what I was asking her to do was childish ‘finger painting’. (Author 2017b, 22)

During this writing process, however, and as the creative workshops unfolded and progressed each week, I began to experience difficulty in conveying the sensory, tacit, and in-the-moment aspects of the fieldwork simply through reflective writing. I was finding that the classroom setting itself was beginning to play a crucial role in workshops. Situating the fieldwork in a high school classroom provided an ethically safe space for the participants where the gatekeepers were always present. However, at times, the intrinsic top-down authoritative hierarchy and connotations of classroom culture frequently encroached on the democratic ethos and participatory dynamic I was striving to facilitate. In an attempt to disrupt this, I actively changed the layout of the room by moving the desks into a more egalitarian configuration – for example, having the participants sitting in a circle or creating a bank of desks to sit round like a dining table. Furthermore, it was an intimate environment that was often a catalyst for conflict and tension between the participants. As such, I was left dissatisfied in being unable to fully communicate movements and interactions solely through the written word. I needed to adopt a visual form to explore these physical, spatial and relational attributes further, which could then also be relayed back to the participants as well as the reader of my doctoral thesis (Author 2017a). In response to this, I began visually documenting the fieldwork through drawing. I quickly found, however, the flat surface of my sketch book problematic in enabling me to capture and communicate physical and relational features realistically, such as depth, scale, and spaces between objects and people. In seeking a 3-dimensional alternative, I constructed a scaled (approximately 1.25) model of the classroom (see Figure. 1).
[image: ]
Figure 1. Author. Classroom Scale Model. Photograph.

I painted individual Playmobil figures of the young people and the gatekeepers, as well as made and sourced the other classroom props, which included furniture, stationery and books, posters, and computers; creating a model as authentic to the life-size classroom as possible (see Figure. 2). 
[image: ]
Figure 2. Author. Examples of Physically Disrupting the Space. Photograph.

Returning to my field note narratives, which I used as a script, I was then able to assemble scenes to re-live critical events in the classroom set (see Figure. 3). These scenes were photographed and then used in the creation a fieldwork timeline, set out chronologically as the events had unfolded in the field in order to maintain an authentic flow of the narratives. 

[image: ]
Figure 3. Author. Translating the Narrative Field Notes in the Model. Photograph
From this dialogical process, I was able to discern experiential insights that supported my sense-making about the young peoples’ participation and their sense of agency through being able to re-observe it in action (see Figure. 4). This included, for example, how the young people self-mobilised around the analogy of a production team, yet the fluctuating social dynamics would often leave individuals physically left out of the group; and how moments of frustration or confrontation would play out, as well as moments of self-doubt and self-deprecation. A key insight that emerged was re-experiencing the impact of the gatekeepers’ presence in the classroom, which would frequently influence how the young people participated and positioned themselves during the workshops. When the teacher and youth worker were more involved in the activities, the participants were less relaxed and would monitor their language and behaviour, with the dynamic of interactions returning to that of a teacher-learner relationship; whilst at other times when the gatekeepers were still present but less involved, the participants appeared more autonomous, experimental, and engaged in positive confrontations and debates within the group activities. 

[image: ]
Figure 4. Author. Examples of Re-observing Agency in Action. Photograph.

The fieldwork timeline was subsequently used as a tool in the final phase of engagement to facilitate an evaluation event with the participants. My aim was to assemble all their project experiences and use this as a feedback prompt for a reflective, participant-led discussion about what they had learned from taking part in the project, how they felt about the outcomes of the project, and what they would change about the project. As a visual account of their participation that had taken place over a two-year period, it enabled the young people to re-orientate themselves and recall earlier stages of the project that had occurred, in some cases, more than a year prior (see Figure. 5). There was also much delight in identifying themselves in the photographed scenes as they recalled forgotten moments. I began the discussion around the timeline by asking the group what significant memories of the project, if any, it provoked. One of the key themes was the participants’ analytical reflections surrounding collaboration. Whilst required to work as a team, the participants also sought out opportunities to participate either autonomously on their own or within friendship-based sub teams. Below is an exert (from Author 2017a, 145–147) of transcribed conversation where the participants reflected upon the fragility of sustaining affable collaboration:

Hailey: ‘There was a lot of like… tense moments where a lot of people got into
arguments at times… I can’t remember who most of my arguments were between...
but me and Meghan kept arguing with…’

Joe: ‘Everybody.’

Hailey: ‘… mostly you lot… just to do with making the films or whatever because
obviously me and Meghan came up with the idea for the emotional phases and
everything… and we were try’na organise it into colours and all this and then other
people weren’t listening so there was just a lot of tension happening at that time.’

Researcher: ‘... working in sub groups could actually be quite difficult?’

Hailey: ‘Yeah… because obviously we had organised it all and then try’na get them
who were making the films to like listen to what we were saying… and at times is
wasn’t…’

Researcher: ‘… do you prefer working as a team or working individually?’

Dan: ‘As a team... with certain individuals.’

[group laughs]

Researcher: ‘Right okay. So, you chose to work with certain individuals in a sub team…’

Dan: ‘Aye.’

Hailey: ‘Yeah… I think that’s just worked a lot better for us, like working with the
people we were comfortable working with rather than… cause a lot of people
clashed.’

Researcher: ‘Uh huh. So, being able to work with your friendships then?’

Hailey: ‘Yeah... And all of us like creating the same thing cause a lot of our XL
projects before, we all like went off into different groups and did different things.
Whereas this, it was like the whole of XL had worked to make this film…’ 

[image: ]
Figure 5. Author. Taking the Timeline back to the Participants. Photograph.

Further themes that emerged during this reflective conservation included the transformative nature of the project. Here, the participants learned new design skills and alluded to a shift in appreciating their own capabilities and achievements, reflexively acknowledging a renewed sense of self-capacity. They also engaged in debates surrounding the implications of ownership and individual authorship whilst working as a team in a collaborative process. 

Reflecting on the efficacy of this activity, talking through the timeline was an effective ice-breaker for the group dynamic as this was the first time the young people had been reunited after completing the course. Having customised each Playmobil figure by painting on particular idiosyncrasies (such as hair colour, different facial expressions, and the different ways individuals would style their school uniforms), whilst the young people and the gatekeepers were able to identify themselves and each other, the standardised form of the figures meant that they would be unidentifiable to anyone out with the immediate fieldwork setting. 

The timeline was subsequently used as part of my doctoral submission in the construction of a portfolio of practice, which is read in tandem with the thesis, giving equal attention and weighting to both the theoretical and practical components of the research. Below each of the photographed images were descriptions detailing key events that are described more fully in the thesis. Above the images are the corresponding extracts from my field note narratives. As such, the process and outcomes of narrative writing and reflective modelling, which were photographed and assembled into the timeline, served several methodological purposes in this research. They were simultaneously a mode of analysis, a tool for evaluation, and a device for dissemination, which will be discussed in more detail below. 

6. Discussion 

[bookmark: _gjdgxs]This artefact-based approach initially stemmed from my ethical commitments and obligations to the young people, which required me to develop a means of documenting and disseminating the fieldwork that not only protected their anonymity, but which also respected their wishes not to be visually recorded through photography or film. In addition to these ethical priorities, this process enabled me to visually re-live and reflect upon critical and meaningful moments and interactions that had occurred in the field. Furthermore, this became an effective means of communicating this experiential knowledge in the form of a portfolio, and a novel way to disseminate the findings back to the participants as a project timeline. During the evaluation event, the participants were able to navigate their participation over a two-year period through this artefact, where further knowledge was constructed socially as a group in evaluating their experiences and the formal and informal learning that had taken place. Returning to the wider theoretical context in which to position this artefact-based approach, I will now unpack its dual role as both a producer and carrier of experiential knowledge. 

Following Rust et al. (2000) and their taxonomy set out in section 2, I suggest this approach encompassed elements of each of their four distinctions and have adapted it to create a framework to articulate the iterative stages of knowledge that was produced and embodied by the artefact at different times (see Figure. 6). In the first instance, the knowledge contained in the narrative field notes was in descriptive form. In the second instance, this was used to reconstruct scenes in the model, the 3-dimensional nature of which elicited a richer understanding of the tacit, intangible and situational aspects of participation that was taking place. In the third instance, by photographing these scenes, I was then able to construct a visual timeline of the project. This was then used as a recall and evaluation device with the young people through which new knowledge was generated. The forth instance was using the timeline as a mode of communicating and disseminating insights and implications for PD practice to a wider academic audience in the form a portfolio of practice. 

[image: ]
Figure 6. Author. Artefact Framework, adapted from Rust et al. (2000). Diagram.

Within this framework, and for the purposes of contributing to debates surrounding the role of design artefacts in practice-based educational research, I will focus the discussion on the second instance of knowledge production through the use of the 3-dimensional model. This inductive process enabled me to explore the experiential and relational dynamics in the field through the physical handling of the textual data. By making my narrative field notes visual and 3-dimensional, I was able to discern deeper insights, elevating the images as embodying knowledge rather than being viewed as simply illustrative. Unpacking this process further, I return to Barrett (2007), who describes how knowledge can be a ‘sense activity’ through which one’s ‘aesthetic experience’ (citing Shusterman 2012) can be elucidated. Within this, and drawing on the connection between embodied knowledge and artistic practice as outlined by Dewey (1934), Barratt explains that: 

… knowledge produced through aesthetic experience is always contextual and situated… derived from an impulse to handle materials and to think and feel through their handling... aesthetic experience plays a vital role in human discovery and the production of new knowledge. (2007, 2–3) 

Barrett’s definition of ‘aesthetic experience’ resonates with Binder et al.’s use of the term in the context of design things, who explain that ‘it is bodily and anchored in the senses’ (2011, 10). In the case of this approach, knowledge about action (what had occurred in the fieldwork setting) was further developed through action (re-assembling and re-living what had occurred in the fieldwork setting in the model), and then externalised in the timeline – a process which I can articulate through adapting Rust et al.’s (2000) taxonomy as a framework.  

6. Conclusion 

To conclude, the aim of this article is to contribute to debates surrounding the role of artefacts in practice-based research and to present an approach for practice-based educational researchers and doctoral students who are working in ethically sensitive context and with vulnerable participants. Ethical considerations were the initial impetus and rationale for seeking an alternative means of documenting the fieldwork that did not required photography and filming. However, it was through this process of developing an alternative visual approach, that I also developed a new means of analytically gathering insights that otherwise could have potentially remained dormant. Whilst modelling fieldwork sites in design research is not new (see for example Broadley 2013 and Swann 2011), the multiple methodological roles it played in this project offers different perspectives on how it can be harnessed as a producer and carrier of experiential knowledge, for which I have drawn on Rust et al. (2000) as a framework to describe this. 

For practice-based researchers and doctoral students, I suggest the value of this approach is two-fold. In terms of replicating this approach in future research, however, and following Biggs (2006), I want to highlight the critical interrelationship between the narrative field notes and model (Figure. 3), and between the textual thesis and portfolio, in being able to fully articulate the participatory process that took place and the value of this research artefact. As a standalone static artefact, the model is a 3-dimensional representation of the fieldwork setting; however, when used in dialogue with the narrative field notes, the knowledge it contained was elicited by bringing back to life the in-the-moment and transient interactions that had taken place. Most significantly, this artefact-based process enabled me to visually document and disseminate the research whilst protecting and respecting the participants’ anonymity. As such, this approach could further equip researchers to honour their ethical responsibly and commitment to their participants. 
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Entry Eighteen: 17/11/14 (55 minutes)
Performance

Prior to this session, | had taken the cinema ticket Lewis
had previously designed, and replicated in on card, and
perforated one end so to create a stub. | posted these to
the school so the pupils could the pupils could invite gugsts
a screening which would take place in this session.

| arrived early for today’s session so to position and test
out the projector, speaker and video. After the class

and Sam chosg
to by the laptop, speaker and projector t-had_set“Up.
e rest of the participants moved tables out the way and
pasitioned chairs to form a cinema-style audience/Once ‘
the room-and_props were set up, Mi Ma suggested i
we have a rehearsal before the audience were due to D
arrive, particularly as Hailey had planned to give a short
introductory speech. David enthusiastically stood up
and announced he would be pretend to be an incoming
audience member. He left the classroom and entered
again in character. Slightly mocking the situation, the clas

insecurity masked by flippancy. T suggested he present
the audience with the physical film reel containing the
participants’ artwork | had brought with me.

There was a Jowal atmosphere in the classroom and, 2

it

1z

in on how to play the film, signalling to Sam to ren
ns cap from the projector. Throughout the screeni

end, David stood up, thanking the audlence for atten' g
and if there were any questions. He also presented the
with the original film reel and past it around the room. The
guest teachers enthusiastically praised the participants,
commenting on the animation technique exclaiming they
had never seen anything like it before, as well as the mood
cards, which they requested to keep.
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