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Abstract The case presented here was the center of the 11th Design 

Thinking Research Symposium (DTRS11) and concerns extensive in situ 

collected video-based data of everyday design team activity traced longitu-

dinally in a professional team of designers working with user involvement. 

The DTRS11 dataset was shared and analyzed by 28 international design 

research teams, who approached the data with each their preferred meth-

odology and theoretical interests. In addition to the case description, the 

current paper also identified themes for distinct analyses conducted by 

individual design research teams: co-creation, cross-cultural design, design 

thinking within organizations, and design tools and materials, each of 

which stem from particulars in the present case, but at the same time serve 

as hints to developments that are taking place in design practice more 

broadly.
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Introduction
Design research has a rich history of using in-depth case studies to develop and 
inform theory. Case studies usually revolve around descriptions of individuals, 
organizations, or events that are contextually bounded in time and space. For 
example, design case studies range from the detailed work of renowned designers 
such as Gordon Murray1 and Philippe Starck2 to studies of expert behavior in cre-
ative design3 and expert-novice comparisons related to the structure of their cog-
nitive actions;4 studies of client-designer interaction5 and tool usage;6 and longitu-
dinal studies of specific design or architectural processes.7 Many protocol analysis 
studies in design fall into the case study category—for example, protocol video 
data stemming from naturalistic longitudinal tracings of events in a specific design 
team.8 One such set of protocol case studies that have had an immense impact on 
design research emerged from the Design Thinking Research Symposium (DTRS) 
series, which brings together international academics with a shared interest in 
design thinking and design studies coming from a diversity of disciplines including 
psychology, anthropology, linguistics, philosophy, architecture, and design studies. 
On several occasions, DTRS organizers have utilized a video dataset capturing 
designers and their practices, which they then share with symposium participants 
for distributed analysis and publication as the framework for the symposium.9 This 
data-sharing approach was initiated in the seminal “Delft Protocol Workshop” (now 
also labeled DTRS2), which was organized by Kees Dorst, Nigel Cross, and Henri 
Christiaans at Delft University of Technology in 1994.10 At DTRS2, the verbal pro-
tocol data was collected from professional designers in a controlled context. Sub-
sequently, two more DTRS events have involved shared protocol data of practicing 
designers. DTRS7, organized by Janet McDonnell and Peter Lloyd, involved pro-
fessional designers (architects and engineers) working in their natural habitats,11 
and DTRS10, organized by Robin Adams, involved design review conversations in a 
design education setting.12

The case presented here was at the center of the 11th Design Thinking Research 
Symposium (DTRS11). The case methodology concerns video-based data of design 
team activity collected in situ and traced longitudinally, which was shared with 
multiple international design research teams for distributed analyses. The dataset 
and the frame for DTRS11 were open-ended—the researchers were not restricted to 
addressing a single, definite research question or particular theme. This allowed 
inductively oriented researchers to study possible new theoretical perspectives and 
deductively oriented researchers to test theoretical design models against a re-
al-life design case. The principle that guided the data collection was to take a deep 
dive into actual situated design practices that extend beyond the timeframes and 
boundaries that had been previously studied in cases using shared design data, by 
focusing on a design team traced over time and in context, in all of its complexities 
in the wild.13 As articulated by Dorst,14 the complexities of the resulting dataset 
embrace radical realism. Box 1 provides the information describing the data collec-
tion and data distribution methods applied for the DTRS11 symposium.

A total of twenty-eight research teams took part in the analysis of the case. 
They analyzed the common dataset from their disciplinary perspectives using a 
variety of both quantitative and qualitative methods. This resulted in twenty-eight 
symposium papers, an edited book with thirty chapters,15 and forthcoming special 
issues of Design Studies16 and Co-Design.17

Here we set forth some of the prevailing, exemplary characteristics of the case 
as observed through the analytical lenses of different research teams at DTRS11. 
One might call the current case write-up a themed case analysis review, drawing 
in case data—primarily observations of interactions, and interviews—and con-
necting it to analyses themes. The purpose here is not to suggest novel theoretical 
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