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Introduction
Sicart (2014) states that play is appropriative and can take over any given context. Play can
spontaneously occur even in the most uninspiring circumstances; all it needs is a cue for players to
enter into a playful context (Sicart, 2014, p.11). Still, it is often a difficult position for adults to enter
a playful context in this day and age, where everything is optimized, hectic and geared towards a
productive and efficient society. Johan Huizinga (1949) referred to this state of mind with the term
“Homo Faber” (the working man). However, Huizinga (1949) also criticized this way of viewing
society, because play, as a phenomenon, is a fixture in culture and permeates every level of
society. Everything that we do is rooted in play, so Huizinga (1949) argues for a more playful view
on how we look upon ourselves and coined the term “Homo Ludens” (the playful man) (Huizinga,
1949, ix).
Dotted around the landscape in Denmark, there exist playgrounds both for children and some for
adults that are spaces for creative and playful behaviour. However the general perception of these
playgrounds is that they belong to the young, and thus adults tend to avoid these spaces, unless
they are with kids. Furthermore, Danish culture in general dictates that adults should not join in
playful behaviour unless they are given an opening to do so, such as when playing with kids. Thus,
in general the concept of the playful man which Huizinga described (1949), even if it is valid, still
has some trouble finding its way into the lives of adults.
The purpose of this project is to challenge this general perception that play is only for the young.
We were tasked with making a portable playground for adults, which presented many interesting
design problems. While the portability aspect is interesting, what is more interesting and arguably
more important is make a playground that adults will willingly engage with in a playful context.
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The final concept
The image below illustrates a recreational playground within the IT University of Copenhagen, in
which participants can play with various stations consisting of different types of materials.
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Theory
Understanding the concept of playgrounds
All spaces and surroundings can, to some extent, be appropriated by play and thus become a
playground; just like (in theory) any object can be a toy, because the object’s purpose is up to
personal interpretation. However, spaces can be designed to hint towards a kind of play activity,
just like toys can cue a certain type of play with it. In other words, there are places where play is
more likely to occur. Playgrounds can thus be called designed spaces, where a combination of
play, props/objects and physical space melt together (Sicart, 2014, pp 49-50). It should be noted
here, that we deliberately do not engage further in a definition and discussion of what the term
‘play’ represents in this paper, since we prioritize working on the perception of playgrounds as a
phenomenon.
Playgrounds come in different shapes and with different purposes. The Monstrum playgrounds as
shown below are one example, whereas parkour performers will consider an entire city a
playground (Sicart, 2015, pp. 50 - 53). These equal, but very different, ways of seeing playgrounds
symbolizes how playgrounds are ambiguous. Furthermore, a playground can be designed to
produce particular behavior: free, purposeless play or game-like activity. We are interested in
creating the former here, since this comprises a space open to interpretation and thus without a
clear goal, structure or reward – at least extrinsically speaking (Sicart, 2014, p. 51).
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According to Dattner (1974), two things seem the most important when designing a successful
space for play: 1) Acknowledging the premise that playgrounds are essentially learning spaces,
and 2) that designing a playground means facilitating several user types’ needs (Dattner, 1974, p.
33, 41). Dattner primarily refers to playgrounds as a space for children to play in and learn from,
but also includes other user types; parents, other adults and city administration as stakeholders in
determining what a good playground is. The important part in designing a “good” playground is to
put the most crucial needs first – the children's (Dattner, 1974, p. 33). From that we derive that the
needs of users who have to use it should always be considered most crucial when designing a
playground.
Playgrounds can thus be said to consist of a multitude of design-elements – some are concrete,
visible objects and some are not. Dattner’s (1974) view considers different norms, rules, laws and
social contexts in designing a playground – the invisible parts, determined by several types of
users. For instance, what is thought of as being safe by a parent does not necessarily match that
of the official rules from the government. Which rules are to be applied? This leads to next
question: What is the intended context of use, and where does the playground fit in? If i.e. the
theme of a playground is fireworks, it might be a better idea to follow the official guidelines for
safety rather than a potential pyromancer’s view. On the other hand, sticking to one conservative
view runs the risk that we conclude that one type of play is more correct than others, which can
potentially be a slippery slope (Sicart, 2014, p. 55). The rationale is thus, that what the better
decision is design wise relies highly on understanding the context of both the culture, the people
there, and the surroundings – whether that be physically or in the minds of the users.
A playground can also be seen to consist of 1) several props for play and 2) a clearly visible border
of the play area, which can be indicated through i.e. a fence, signs and changes of materials
(Sicart, 2014, p. 52). Play should be able to happen in between, on, inside, under and next to the
props (Dattner, 1974, pp. 44-45). We think, that the props themselves can be viewed as toys that
are at the same time part of a bigger “unit” - the playground. The prop has a range of things in
common with toys, amongst them the fact that it does itself cue to some sort of play. The props
then need to be designed and recognized as somewhat separate elements with their own set of
affordances and feature, but at the same time as part of the playground. The links between the
props and the border of the space are then not without significance when designing an overall
experience of this combination of play, props and physical space (Sicart, 2014, p 36). Hence, when
designing playgrounds, there is a constant tension between appropriation and resistance —
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between how play can be acted out and how the space limits the possible forms of play (Sicart,
2014, p. 52).
In order for us to get this right when designing a portable playground for adults, we need to only
exclude the adequate elements. This means, that we have to tweak the above discussed
understanding of playgrounds. We know, as mentioned, that adults have a different association
with the idea of ‘play(ing)’ than children. We need to design a playground that affords play and
assembles the characteristics of a playground, but in the same time take into account that it needs
be relatively portable and most importantly: Be for adults. This could for instance mean recognizing
the fact, that adults often need incentive and some sort of purpose in order for them to play – this
is probably a contributing factor to games being the most widespread and accepted cultural form of
play among adults. Furthermore, in contemporary western culture, playgrounds are generally
viewed as spaces for children, and thus not for adults, leading towards a sense of self-awareness
that might keep adults from entering playgrounds.
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Designing a dating playground for adults
An overview of the design process
Unfortunately, it could be argued that “adult” and “playground” are oxymorons in modern society.
Getting adults to behave childlike and indulge in playful activities with conventional playground
props seemed like a difficult task. Therefore, we approached this assignment by thinking of ways
to induce playful behavior in adults in public space by disguising the playfulness in “purpose” and
“reward”. The theme of “dating” and “love” immediately seemed like a way to do this, which led us
to the first iteration of our adult playground.
Our first iteration of a playground for adults is a thematic dating playground, placed in a public
space. The playground consists of various playground-like props, with which participants can
interact while they are on a date. The dating playground provided valuable results based on the
feedback from the participants that forced us to change our approach, as you will read later on.
The design choices for the second (and final) iteration are based on three hypotheses grounded in
feedback from the dating playground (Appendix B).
The observations, feedbacks, and results from both iterations led to our idea of how three aspects
need to be met in the most optimal setting, in order to motivate adults to enter a specific type of
playground. The three aspects are; Purpose, Self-awareness and Space. These three aspects will
be used as the key focus areas throughout the paper and will therefore be explained more in-depth
in each respective section.

First iteration
As briefly mentioned in the design process overview above, we decided to wrap our take on an
adult playground in a “dating”-theme. The playground consisted of three props;
1. A co-operative suggestion box (“First Date Kit”) where people could collect a written
suggestion to an action (e.g. “hug!” or “stare into each other's eyes for 30 seconds”) or a
conversation topic (e.g. “tell a secret” or “tell about a guilty pleasure you have”).
2. A two person bench with pillows, a blanket and romantic music playing from a speaker
beneath the bench, but only when two people occupied the bench.
3. A classical romantic dating table with a live candle, flowers and the game “Four in a Row”.
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It was tested by “The Lakes” in Copenhagen due to its reputation as an outdoors area for couples
and first dates.

Test
We approached the test by asking couples if they wanted to interact with our playground and share
their opinion to the overall theme of the playground. During the two hours of testing we gathered
feedback and data from four couples.

Results & Reflections
From the test of the dating playground it has become clear that there were issues that we had not
foreseen and therefore led to a somewhat unsuccessful adult playground in term of popularity and
number of participants wanted to interact with the playground. Reflecting on why the dating
playground was unsuccessful, led to three essential aspects which we deem fundamental to
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creating a successful adult playground. As mentioned, we introduced the three important aspects
of purpose, space and self-awareness relevant to creating an adult playground. The reasons for
failure of the dating playground can be found in the participants feedback and in conjunction with
our own observations.
We observed that dating couples in public did not want to interact with the dating playground, even
though both parties shared the same purpose. Two couples mentioned that the playground had the
potential of being too intimidating and intimate for people who are on first dates (Appendix A).
However most of the participants liked the general idea of the suggestion box, but rather the cooperative play aspect than the thematic dating aspect (Appendix A).
Expanding on how the issue of how dating in the public space can be too intimate, we observed
how self-awareness was a central element in the participants’ behaviour. One thing is to express
affection to each other, another thing is to do it in front of others or strangers, as they would be the
ones in focus. A couple mentioned that it did not match the surroundings or culture because of the
danish mentality (Appendix A).
The last aspects of space can be argued as the most critical factor of the dating playgrounds
failure, due to the openness and how exposed the participants were to bypassers. Furthermore
many of the participants said that the specific location we chose was non-optimal due to the
surrounding context, which was in this case a path for walking, running and strolling - not for
playing. Although we were aware that the location could present a problem, we tried to respect the
context by making room for the rational use of the path and meanwhile entice a space for play.
From here on, we wanted to use the findings to create another playground with the three key
aspects in focus. The goal was then to create an adult playground in which play can be facilitated,
without facing the same failures as the first iteration. The second iteration is therefore inspired by
the notion of an “Adventure Playground”.
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Designing A Recreational Area
Adventure Playgrounds
Historically, the conceptualization and first utilization of adventure playgrounds (or “junk
playgrounds”) took place in Denmark, but was later promoted in England during World War II, as
what Kozlovsky calls “an explicit critique of the conventional playground” with its “four S’s”: the
swing, seesaw, sandbox, and slide” (Sicart, 2014, p. 54; Kozlovsky, 2007, p. 2).
In contrast to the conventional playgrounds, an adventure playground should have no ready made
props or predetermined agenda for the users playing in it, as the whole purpose of the format is to
let the children introduce the content and meaning themselves, through their own actions
(Kozlovsky, 2007, p. 2).
“Whereas the conventional playground operates by inciting kinetic modes of pleasure, the
adventure playground engages the child through a qualitatively different kind of
gratification. It induces the pleasure of experimenting, making, and destroying.” (Kozlovsky,
2007, p. 2)
Here, the emphasis is put on creation and imagination as constituting some of the most important
aspects of play. This view is supported by Christopher Alexander (1977), who states that “play is a
function of the imagination” and that conventional playgrounds simply “just cannot satisfy the
fundamental need which play is all about” (p. 368). Alexander (1977) humorously implied that “all
kinds of junk” can indeed, in his perspective, facilitate a better source of imaginative and creative
playfulness (p. 370). However, it is clear that the conventional playground, which he deems
“sterile” and even “useless”, is in fact – from his point of view – actual junk (p. 368).
Miguel Sicart (2014) also praises the adventure playground format by stating that:
“Adventure playgrounds help us understand how spaces can be designed for play through
the use of props that help play take place within a bounded space while still remaining open
to the creative, appropriative capacities of the activity. Good playgrounds open themselves
up to play, and their props serve as instruments for playful occupation.” (pp. 54-55)
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The final quote above constitutes our incitement for designing our take on a small-scale adventure
playground appropriated for the context we wanted to test within – the atrium of the IT University of
Copenhagen. We wanted to create a space where students can explore their creativity and
imagination in a fun and recreational context.

Second Iteration
Based on the adventure playground theory, and on the findings from our first test, we developed
three hypotheses that we wanted to test in the second iteration of our playground:

1st. Hypothesis: Purpose
The first hypothesis is concerned about giving adults a purpose for playing on playgrounds. This,
could be done by giving them a task to do, that will make them utilize the props of the playground.
We hope that the box, by giving the participants a task, will send them to different “parts” of the
playground.

2nd. Hypothesis: Self-awareness
The second hypothesis takes into regard that the adults seems to be self-aware of their behaviour
and conscious about what they are doing because other people can see them. Therefore a
playground needs to take focus away from people and focus more on the materials and props.

3rd. Hypothesis: Space
The third hypothesis takes into account, that the space in which playground appropriates has to be
suitable for that type of playground, and that the area of play needs to be marked. Otherwise
people might not use it. In order to appropriate play, a playground needs to be marked within a
specific space to help people distinguish between the “play world” and “the real world”.
With these hypotheses in mind, the second iteration took form as an indoor playground at ITU with
the central prop being a box that, when you fish a piece of paper out of it, gives you a task.
Examples of tasks include “Make the most useless weapon” or “Make a creature that could be in
the new Star Wars movie.” Surrounding the box we created four stations at which participants
could perform said tasks. Each station had props that the participants could use to do so: a lego
set, a balloon-and-pump set, pieces of styrofoam, and a crafts set (paper, scissors, markers, etc.).
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This box-centric design was intended to give participants a purpose, with the expectation that
somewhere during the process of fulfilling their task, participants would begin to play with the props
(without purpose). It is inspired by Alexander’s (1977) adventure playgrounds, but the “Try Me” box
is a departure from his theory, which states that there should be no assignments or “agendas”. His
conceptualization explicitly states that this should be absent, so as not to withhold complete
creative freedom and imagination. However, because we were designing for adults and because of
our previous iteration, we learned that including “agendas” was necessary.
The design also takes into account the “self-awareness” hypothesis that participants will be more
willing to participate if the focus is taken away from them and placed onto the props and materials
of play. When selecting the materials, we again departed from Alexander’s conception of
adventure playgrounds – instead of using junk or larger raw materials, we used craft materials.
This decision was made with consideration for the space hypothesis and the context in which our
playground was placed; craft materials would not feel out of place at ITU, which is known for its
DIY mentality. One could argue, that this means that our playground takes a step away from
facilitating “pure play”, but we see this as necessary to accommodate the needs of adults.
Furthermore, with regards to the “space” hypothesis, we chose a location in the main hall that was
surrounded by barriers on two sides, so it was visible and also a little bit private. The area was
marked with tape to distinguish between the play space and the real world space.

Observations and results
The test took place at ITU during the morning of a regular school day, with the conductors
observing as flies-on-the-wall. The playground was busiest during breaks, when people would rush
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out of auditoriums and use the playground together between 5 to 10 minutes. The playground
accumulated signs that it had been used; by the end of the test, there were balloons lying on the
stations and on the floor. Below are our results, in relation to our hypotheses:

Results regarding the first hypothesis (purpose)
Our observation was that only half of the participants went directly to the box and started
participating with the tasks (Appendix B). Some of them went on to play after completing their task.
The other half started playing with the props without a prompt - and thus, without being given a
purpose to fulfill. Thus, we observed that partcipants did not necessarily need a purpose to begin
conducting play activity in the playground. Adults, then, are not incapable of playing without
purpose, though some needed it to instigate playing.
However, while they did not need a purpose to play once they were in the playground, many
thought twice about entering (or staying in) the playground, largely due to considerations of time.
For example, when we asked why they left, a pair of male participants said they thought it would
require too much time (they only had 10 minutes). Another pair of female participants said they
played a little longer because they had the time to (they were going home afterwards) (Appendix
B).This example illustrates the fact that people must fit the playground - and the “purposeless”
activity within - in between the larger set of purposes in their daily lives.

Results regarding the second hypothesis (self-awareness)
What we observed in relation to the hypothesis about “self-awareness” is that people were largely
comfortable being present in this play space. Many participants seemed to lose all of their selfawareness and give in to the play, for example, a group that made swords and started stabbing
and slashing at each other for several minutes. Other participants exhibited signs that they knew
they were in a space where people could see them (for example, by glancing at passerby, or by
looking around outside the space), but were not too bothered by it, that they would stop playing
with their prop (Appendix B). This supports our hypothesis; diverting the focus of the playground
from the participants to the props seemed to make them feel more comfortable.
Self-awareness became more of an issue, however, for participants that came in and played alone.
Almost all of our participants came in groups; people tended not to enter the playground alone.
(Note: The box does require the help of another person to fish out a task). Related to this
observation is that people who were in smaller groups were more likely to look around outside of
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the play-space, exhibiting self-awareness, as were people who were done playing but were waiting
for their friends to finish (Appendix B). Thus, self-awareness was still an issue for adults, especially
when they were in the play space with a small number of people.

Results regarding the third hypothesis (space)
With regards to the “space” hypothesis, we observed that our choice of location was an effective
one. People passing through the hall noticeably turned their heads towards the playground; some
said the word “playground” to each other, which indicates that people understood our play space
as a playground. When entering the space, some people chose to enter through the gap in the
tape on the floor, while others stepped over the tape (Appendix B). This shows that people were
conscious of the fact that they were crossing boundaries into the play space. In one instance, a
group of male participants picked up a balloon and left the playground, but returned a few minutes
later and put their balloon creation back into the playground (Appendix B). This indicates we
successfully separated the play space form the real world.
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Reflections on hypotheses
This section will focus on the three hypotheses of purpose, space, and self-awareness, and bring
the findings into a discussion, using concrete examples, extracted from the data. The overall
ambition is to find out if, and if so, how the design criteria helps facilitate play.

Purpose
When using the term purpose, it is worth noting the difference in how we perceive the word itself
and the context in which the word encompasses. In relevance to playgrounds and participants, the
word purpose can be applied to both. Meaning that participants in a playground have their own
purpose of entering, participating, playing and leaving, but a playground as an architectural object
or space, also have its own meaning and overall purpose. Examples of playgrounds for adults with
different overall purposes are fitness-, climbing-, action- and our dating playground. It can then be
argued that playgrounds for adults needs an overall type of purpose than what classical children's
playgrounds can offer.
We created the recreational playground with one goal in mind: To provide adults with a place
where they could create their own purpose to play, but the playground itself is purposeless. The
purpose to play is not to be confused with the purpose of play, which means that wanting to play
can itself be a purpose, while the act of play does not necessarily have a purpose. In the case of
our recreational playground for adults, we allow adult participants to play freely with the different
props and give them the opportunity to influence their own type of play. This is enforced by the
participants stating “We stepped inside the playground, because we wanted to play” (Appendix B).
Our design choice(s) is then similar in its nature to the design structure of adventure playgrounds
for children as discussed earlier by including Kozlovsky (2007). Also it is closely related to a design
that means to facilitate several user-types’ needs as discussed by Dattner (1974). Furthermore,
the recreational playground does not have an overall purpose nor does it have a readymade play
equipment and are therefore open to interpretation from its participants (Kozlovsky, 2007, p. 2).
Our observations during the second iteration showed that the participants entered the playground
with the purpose of playing. This statement is also verified by the answers given when asked “Why
did you enter the playground?” (Appendix B). Multiple participants shared the same statement of
the purpose to enter the playground, but there were different acts of play. Meaning that different
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participants and groups played differently based on the props and materials they interacted with,
and presumably their state of mind. The act of play itself can therefore serve a different type of
purpose once they have entered the play space.
We argue, that one of the reasons for the success of our recreational playground at ITU is
connected to the playground’s open interpretation of purpose. If we are to consider the space,
context and purpose of ITU as a sociological, architectural and educational institution, it is
interesting to discover that the adult students are willing to play on the playground. This is the case
because they are in control of their own play act, and the phenomena is different to what the
participants are used to in their daily life. The playground offers a place where they can express
themselves in a purposeless activity.

Self-awareness
Both tests revealed expected and unexpected details about the people’s behaviour. One obstacle
the dating playground provided was the fact that it asked people to participate on a condition of
revealing something private about themselves in a public space. Not everyone feel comfortable
exposing intimate details about themselves to people they do not know – and the outcomes,
specifically in relation to people’s reactions, were quite predictable. An expected outcome from the
recreational playground was that the students were more likely to enter the playground in groups.
Those who would enter the space alone would only do it if there was already someone there. An
unexpected learning was, that although it required more than one person to enter an empty
playground, the students did not feel uncomfortable playing alone once they were inside. Most of
the students spent no more than a few minutes inside the playground, because even though they
had just exited one context (ITU) and entered another (the playground), they were still aware of
their obligations to the first. The interviews confirmed the observations as several of the students
stated that they entered the playground because they had some time between other arrangements
(Appendix B).

Spaces for play
By using concrete examples from the tests, this part of the reflection will prove why it is important
to create spaces that appropriate play – and more specifically how this can allow playful behaviour
in contexts that are not intended for play.
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In test one, the dating playground had no visual boundaries. This meant that there were no clear
marks defining where play would be appropriate, which also supports the argument that the link
between the props and the border of the space failed to succeed (Sicart, 2014, p 36). One could
argue that even though the sign “Legeplads” encouraged people to perceive the props in a specific
way, the playground could potentially include the whole city of Copenhagen. Since the transition
from one context to another was not convincing enough, people were hesitant to interact with the
props. They did not know exactly when the boundary between the real world and the play space
were crossed, and were therefore encouraged to play in a context that promoted other kinds of
behaviour. In order to change people’s perception of a certain space – and thereby allow different
kinds of behaviours – it is necessary to communicate when and where the transition takes place
(Sicart, 2015, p. 55).
The second test proved how a simple line can have an impact on the way people perceive a
specific space. The bright-coloured tape on the floor that surrounded the playground helped set a
boundary between the area for play space and real world. The observations proved that people
were able to interpreted the area as a different space, and the majority of the students showed
respect for the playground by not stepping over the tape if they had no intention of entering the
playground area. When two students entered the playground, they each blew a balloon, just to
leave the playground area again, they brought play into a context not created for playful behaviour
(Appendix B).
What is interesting about the above mentioned incident is the fact that one of the students returned
to the playground after a few minutes – just to bring the balloon back to its “right” place. In relation
to Sicart’s (2014) notion on adventure playgrounds, this behaviour can be analysed as a player
recognizing the balloon as an instrument for play and its relation to the space. Once the balloon is
moved outside this space, it does not have the same ability to occupy it. This underlines the
importance of creating a space that is meant for play. Of course this criteria has no specific
measurements, since i.e. a parkour performer operates on a much larger scale, and will claim the
city to be his or her playground. The point here is, that there is some level of consent to where play
takes place.
According to Sicart (2014) it is possible to create a playground almost everywhere and the test
proves that an educational institution is no exception. The student, who made two balloon swords
to play with, showed a high level of playful behaviour as he swung the harmless weapon in the air
around him (Appendix B). The created space gave him a 16m2 arena where he could step out of
his student role and turn himself into an armed pirate or knight. His behaviour was acknowledged
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by others as well, because they could see the boundary between playground and workplace. The
ability to occupy a space and bring in playful behaviour in a non-playful context also includes a
level of people’s self-awareness.
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Summary
Throughout the paper we have explored the three hypotheses regarding purpose, self-awareness
and space within the design of a recreational playground at ITU, which we found to be successful.
We can thus draw the following conclusions about our hypotheses: With regards to the “purpose”
hypothesis, we found that our assumption that adults need purpose to play to be unsupported; they
brought their intrinsic purposes to the playground. They did, however, think twice about the
purposefulness of engaging with the playground in the first place. This is perhaps because play is
devalued in our society, and because playgrounds are seen as purposeless and unnecessary for
adults. Our experiment, however, shows that adults can find use for a playground in their daily
activities; one player even said “This is a great idea; you should always have this” (Appendix B).
Hence, perhaps we need a shift in our perception that adults do not need playgrounds; As Sicart
(2014) explains, play is a mode of being human, and children as well as adults need to be in this
mode - to be homo ludens, because we perceive, learn and evolve differently when we are at play.
In terms of the “self-awareness” hypothesis, we found that, by moving the focus from the human
body to inanimate materials, adults are more comfortable expressing themselves in play (and
being observed doing so). This goes hand-in-hand with what we found in regards to the “space”
hypothesis: Adults are more comfortable engaging with a play space when the boundaries
between play space and the real world are clearly defined. Thus, if we want a world where adults
feel there is a purpose of visiting playgrounds – a more playful world for adults – playground
designers should consider designing playgrounds that are well-distinguished from the real world
and contain adult-appropriate props.
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Appendix A: Notes from first iteration.
Testing area:
In Copenhagen. The props were placed on the sidewalk by the lake so there was a little
space to play around in.
Test Time:
2 hours around noon
Setup:
3 props were made to this
playground (See picture)
○ The Bench  
Bench
with pillows  music is
playing when sitting
○

The Table  
Romantic
decorated table with
games

○

The Box  
A box with
truth or dare notes to
fish up.

Environment:
It was a very windy and cold day, but the sun shined on us that gave a little warm. It was
middle in the fall and the surroundings may have seemed a little grey and nonromantic.
A man feed the birds which seemed to scare of people that passed by.
Test
In the tests of the dating playground there were testers
1. lonely person
Looked interestingly at the box for 20 seconds but did not interacted with it. After being
interviewed she went away and said that she was busy and did not want to try out the box.
2. couple
A couple with baby and carrier (they have been together in 7 years) went straight to the box
fishing. After investigating the box for some time they were asked by an interviewer if they
wanted to interact with it, in which they did. They fished a note up which said they should
hug and they did.

They were interviewed afterwards and they said it was a good idea, but they did not think it
would match the surroundings, because of the danish mentality. It was too intimate for the
first daters.
They did not try the the bench nor the table
3. Couple
A couple fished for things to do, they have been together for 1½ year, they would rather sit
by the dating table than to fish for the suggestions which seems weird, since they did not try
the dating table. It was a bit intimidating to walk over to these props due to them being a
dating props.

4. Couple
Two female friends passed by and they were asked if they want to try out our playground.
They sat by the romantic table and talked for 10 seconds.

In general,
a lot of people passed by looking curiously at the props or installments, but did
not interact with them. The interviewers had to ask people if they wanted to play with props,
and therefore the curiousness did not overcome the intimidation of exhibit itself.
The box with suggestions was the one that people was most curious about since it is
something that seemed out of place in the setting and was the one that people looked at the
most.
Most of the participants said that they did not have the time for sitting at the table or the
bench, but that trying out the box was interesting. Our assumption is that they had the time,
but not the will to do it and that the playground was too intimidating because of its look and
theme.

Appendix B: Notes from second iteration.
FIRST DATE KIT // THINK INSIDE THE BOX
The Design
(Probably mainly a presentation of the boxdesign)
Cooperative, explorative, facilitator of play and not a playgroundprop in itself – a center
piece!

First iteration; “First Date Kit”
Main idea
Target group: Adults (16+), couples or people on dates around the lakes of Copenhagen
Hypothesis
Adults need a purpose for using a playground (or even just engaging in play)?
The design might be “too much”.
Our first design focused on

Location
The Lakes by Nørrebro, Copenhagen
Testers
Random adults walking around the Lakes. Couples.
The test
What did we expect would happen?
We expected that we might need to
What happened?
We expected that bypassers of our design would generally need a nudge or an invitation
to engage with our design.
Findings:
Based on the findings from the first test we have created three main hypotheses. All
three hypotheses represent elements that are important when designing playgrounds
for adults.
1st. Hypothesis: Purpose
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We hope that the box by giving the players a choice it will send players to different “parts” of
the playground /play experiences.
2nd. Hypothesis: Selfawareness
Adults are conscious about how their behaviours are perceived by others, therefore the
playground needs to give less focus on people and instead give more focus on materials.
3rd. Hypothesis: Space
In order to appropriate play a playground need to be marked within a specific space to
help people distinguish between the “play world” and “the real world”.

Second iteration; “Think Inside The Box”
Motivation:
We want to investigate hypothesis 1 and 2 through further testing
1st. Hypothesis: Purpose
We hope that the box, by giving the players a task, it will send players to different “parts”
of the playground /play experiences.
2nd. Hypothesis: Selfawareness
Adults are conscious about how their behaviours are perceived by others, therefore the
playground needs to give less focus on people and instead give more focus on
materials.
3rd. Hypothesis: Space
In order to appropriate play a playground need to be marked within a specific space to
help people distinguish between the “play world” and “the real world”.
Main idea
The purpose of conducting a second test is to prove or disprove two of the hypotheses
from the first test. The hypotheses we have chosen to investigate further are the
hypotheses of “purpose” and “selfawareness”. The hypothesis concerning “space” is
still relevant to include and in the second test we will make the boundaries between
the playground area and the “real world” more clear than we did in the first test.
However, further testing of our hypothesis of “space” will not be the main focus of the
second test.
The aim for the second test is to find out how “purpose” and “selfawareness” can be
attached to a playground made for adults.
Target group
Adults (people at workplaces)
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Location
IT University of Copenhagen (Atrium)
Testers
Students and employees at ITU

Buy
Design Lab
Bring from
home

Materials:
1. Balloons
2. Lego
3. Styrofoam
4. Paper
5. Aluminum foil
Tools:
1. Tape
2. Scissors
3. Strings
4. Markers
Others:
Make sign for box → “Think Tank”, “Idea Box”, “Inspiration Box”,

Second test
Setup:
An area of approximately 16m2 marked by coloured tape on the floor, four “standing/bar”
tables and 
no chairs
for sitting. The area has two entries where there is no tape on
the floor to signify “a way into” the playground even though people can walk in where
ever they want. Each table is a “station” containing different play materials; one with
Lego, one with pens, paper, tape etc., one with balloons and pumps, and lastly, one
with styrofoam, cords, glue and small wheels.
The box used in the previous test, has changed its contents, and instead of fishing up
love messages, people can now use it to give themselves or their friend a task they
can solve at any of the four stations. An example of this can be: “Make a creature
that could be in the new StarWars movie”. On the box it says “try me!” to encourage
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people to use it but without forcing them. Last thing: We are still using the
“Legeplads”sign to tell people exactly what it is. There are of course many
international students at ITU so we have added a translation (“playground”)
underneath.

Roles:
Two members of the team are engaging in fly on the wall observation + interviewers for
after the events.
One team member will be recording people on camera (fly on the wall).
Observations
●
●
●
●

●

●

●

●

●

A group of boys (34) walked straight to Lego station and began playing even before
the test officially started.
People are walking into or crossing over the marked area although they are not
stopping to play.
One guy walks in alone and fishes up a note from the Try Me!box. He looks around
at the stations, but he doesn’t walk to any of them to solve the task.
A girl walks in (crossing the tape on the floor) and goes straight to the Lego station.
She starts building something with the Lego. The guy, who is already there, walks
over to her. He doesn’t pick up any of the Lego, but the two start talking together.
The guy walks from the Lego station to the pen and paper station and starts writing
on a piece of paper. The guy and the girl continue to talk and after a few more
minutes they walk over to the Try Me! box.
Two guys walk over to the guy and the girl and start talking. One of the newly arrived
guys goes straight to the stations to check them out, while the first guy and the girl
fish up a note from the Try Me! box. They read the note, but leaves it and walk out
again. All four leave at the same time. The first guy at the playground and the girl
were inside the playground for approximately 1015 minutes in total.
Three girls walk into the playground and go straight for the Try Me! box. One of the
leaves again quickly, but the other two start cooperating to fish up a note from the
box. They read the note and two of them go to the Lego station.. They hesitate and
now both of them turn to the Pen and Paper station to start build what it said on the
note. They spend a few minutes and then go to the balloon station. They start
blowing up balloons using the pumps. They seem to be enjoying themselves. They
both try to make something with the balloons. One of the girls seems to have tried
making balloon animals before, and makes a little dog [interview 1].
A group of guys go straight to the balloon station (perhaps now that they see that
someone was there before them, making two balloon dogs). Two of the guys start
blowing up a balloon and walks out of the playground again, taking the balloons with
them.
Three guys go in and head straight for the Try Me! box. Two of them fish up a note.
They all laugh a little. They look around them and then go to the Lego station. They
both start building. The third guy watches them on the side. Another guy joins the two
4
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guys already standing by the Lego station. They go back and forth between the Try
Me! box and Lego station a few times before they leave again [interview 2].
The two guys, who were just by the playground taking a balloon with them each,
come back. One of them putting the balloon back onto the table he took it from.
Four guys: Two guys go straight for the balloon station, while two others go the the
Try Me! box. A fifth guys runs in, takes a balloon and starts blowing it up, using the
pump. Now, there are three guys playing with the balloons [the two guys at the Try
Me! box leaves].
The guy, who ran for the balloon station, starts making a long, blue
sword and plays around with it – making the other two guys laugh. The two guys
(with no sword) start fishing up a note from the Try Me! box. The “swordguy” makes
another sword (a purple one). He gives the sword to one of the other guys, and they
start fighting against each other
[laughing more now] [interview 3].
Four people walk into the playground simultaneously. One goes to the Balloon
Station and the other three go to the Try Me! box. They read the note they have just
fished up from the box and turn to the Pen and Paper station. The other guy,
standing at the Balloon Station, starts blowing up a balloon with one of the pumps.
An older man walks into the playground as well. He watches what the others are
doing. Two girls walks in and start watching the ones by the Pen and Paper station
as well. When they finish at the station they say; “that was fun”, and walks out
[interview 4]. The old man walks out again. The last guy, by the balloon station, stays
and let the other ones leave. He is talking on the phone through a headset, while he
is trying to make something with the balloon. He explain to the person at the other
end of the line what he is experiencing in the moment. Suddenly, he takes up a
balloon someone else has made and uses it as a hat [still talking on the phone]. After
a little while longer, he decides to leave the area.
Three people walk in and pick up one of the swords that was already made. He holds
it and points towards the other guys. He acts like he is encouraging his friends to play
with him. One more guy arrives and they now stand by the Pen and Paper Station for
a little while.

Notes from interviews
1. Interview with the girls: They fished up the note saying "make the most useless
weapon". They went to the Try Me! box because that felt most natural. They started
at the Lego station, but they found it too advanced for them. They then went to the
Pen and Paper station and both made two paper guns. After the fulfilled the task they
went to the balloon station because they thought it looked cute and both know how to
make a balloon dog. The reason why they went in was because they wanted to
spend a little time before going home. One of the girls said: 
"You should always have
this here. This is a great idea." 
– the other girl nodded. *The reason why they didn't
go to the last Styrofoam station was because neither of them likes the material or the
sound of it.
2. They went in because it looked new and interesting and they had a small break. They
wanted to explore. They started by the Try Me! box, but they misinterpreted the
function of it as they thought they were supposed to collected as many notes as
possible in one attempt. However, when they caught one they learned that it was just
an assignment. They fished up "Make something that can fly or glide without using
5

paper", but they thought it would require too much time (they only had 10 minutes).
When we asked them what they would use, if they had the time, one of the guys said
"balloons and tape".
3. When we asked the to guys, who fished up a note from the Try Me! box, what it said
on it, he replied that it said "Make something blue". They both didn't feel like they had
the time to make it, but they were just curious to see what was inside the box.
4. They went in because there was a sign saying "Legeplads" and arrows on where to
go in. They fished up: "Making something you hate with the colour you like" – he
drew a code. The girl said: "Vi legede kun hurtigt, fordi vi skal videre".

Colour coding
Hypotheses:
Purpose
Selfawareness
Space
Other:
XX
XX
XX

Findings
● The majority of people come in groups of 25.
● People naturally start talking together about what they are experiencing. This also
include people that might not know each other beforehand.
● People are more likely to go inside when there is already someone there.
● Bypassers notice the playground.
● The Lego Station is a very popular attraction (or at least the first one that many
people go to).
● People are curious about the Try Me! box and more than half go straight for the box
to begin with.
● People find it interesting – think it is a good idea. “This should always be here.”
● It is a good way to spend a few minutes between meetings/class.
● People laugh.
● The only station that no one really seems to use is the more abstract one with
styrofoam, cords and glue.
● People passing by the playground walk around the marked area – not stepping over
the tape (although this doesn’t go for all people).
● Most people walk inside the playground in groups and not when they are alone.
● People start playing after they have fulfilled a task or just start playing on their own
initiatives.
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The hand pumps probably made the balloon station feel more “safe” and secure in
terms of selfawareness.
Seeing what other people have made and left behind encourages more people to
play/participate, which can make people be less selfconscious/selfaware (think
about painting graffiti on a blank wall versus a wall covered in graffiti).
People need something that timewise and skillwise is not too complicated. E.g. the
more abstract Styrofoam and Cord station did not have a lot of visitors because it
required too much thought/creativity/effort. It should be a quick inandout (relate this
to the purpose..?)
People seem very selfaware before entering the playground, and they need to be
able to figure out the level of effort the activities require (rational thinking). Maybe: If
adults can figure out the start and of play, they will “allow” themselves to play
(efficiency). The familiar materials like Lego, balloons and Pen and Paper were the
only things people played with. This is probably due to the fact that people can easily
calculate how much time they need to investigate the the play activity. However,
some people actually ended up getting very immersed in the activity and even though
the rest of the group were exiting the playground and ending the play, one person
might stay and finish the job he had begun – or even just continue playing with
something else.

Number of people who went directly to particular stations (based on a sample of 11):
Box: 5
Lego: 2
Balloon: 4

Interesting key points for discussion.
Do the materials themselves present a more compelling alternative for play than the box
and how it can guide the player. ( disapproval of the general hypothesis of that adult
need an entry point to play
Do the marked area of the playground affect the play experience. e.g. Would playing with
lego be different inside a playground vs. playing with it in a free space.
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If the materials are more interesting than the marked space aka playground and it
doesn’t affect the play experience in any way. Are a playground (dedicated space)
necessary.
Do the different materials that facilitate play make any synergy in that more materials
combined or that two playing with two different materials and combine them into a
single play experience
The “success” of a playground will always be dependent on the given context it was
designed for.

Notes on playgrounds for adults:
Based on our observations, we think that adults are open to a fair amount of play in their
lives. This experiment shows that if adults had more spaces for play, they would take
advantage of them more often. Playgrounds of adults should be a larger part of
neighborhood design. There are really two requirements for making an adult
playgrounds: (1) the playground needs to be of an appropriate size for adult sizes and (2)
the playground should not have signifiers that mark it as a children’s playground. This
would create socially welcoming, sizeappropriate playgrounds that adults would not feel
selfconscious about engaging in.
The arguments for why this might not be successful would be that (1) adults are busy,
and may not have the time in their daily lives for “purposeless” activity and that (2) many
adults may still be too selfaware to engage with play activity in public spaces.
In response to argument number 1:
That is an unfortunate reality of our present day postindustrial society: play is devalued
in opposition to work, efficiency, productivity. We think that should be changed. Perhaps
to convince cities to embrace such changes and build public playgrounds, we need
research that affirms that play spaces are “useful” to society; that they are necessary, in
the same way that art is necessary, or that sports are necessary.
In response to argument number 2:
Perhaps we could create playgrounds with props with gradual levels of “social
discomfort.” The idea is that a selfaware player would first engage with props that
require them to expose the least of themselves to the public (eg: solo activities, or
twoperson props). Less selfaware players could enage with props that put then in front
of the public. People would be able to choose the right prop for their personality and
mood.
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