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Editorial

Future Making: Imagining and Crafting
Futures in a Diverse World

Why a Special Issue on Future Making?

Future making— broadly defined as the work of imagining and crafting
futures—is carried out across a wide range of practices and areas of activity.
It can be retraced, for instance, in professional practices such as designing
new products, services, or ventures; leading and implementing strategic
change; or managing a project-based organization. It also peeks into more
mundane, but nonetheless important practices, such as raising children,
planning for retirement, or engaging in a community project. Across such
areas of activity, future makers—be they individuals, communities, or
organizations— give shape to an imagined future by engaging socially and
materially with the world at hand. As they work in and through time, future
makers commit to a course of action that will alter a state of things in the
world —often with expected as well as unexpected consequences.

Although future making is widely practiced and inherent to many areas of
activity, this concept has entered scholarly debates only in recent years. Still,
future making is spreading rapidly across disciplines such as design, organiza-
tion, and future studies. Following publication of Susan Yelavich and Barbara
Adams’ seminal book Design as Future-Making," the concept has become in-
creasingly discussed from the perspectives of design anthropology.? The works
of Tony Fry,® Arturo Escobar,* Cameron Tonkinwise,® and Anne-Marie Willis,®
among others, offer further theoretical traction for design research on imag-
ining and crafting futures. Here, future making marks a departure from specula-
tive design:” it is concerned not so much with provoking reactions by suggesting
alternative state of beings, but with realizing a desired state of things.
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At the same time, future making is attracting attention in organization
studies, following the turn to practice theories® and the rediscovery of the
future as a “problematic temporal category in organizations.”® From this
perspective, future making has been widely discussed as an embodied,
situated, and relational practice. Recent debates focus on whether a theory
of future making should be value-free or value-driven.'® A value-free per-
spective is conducive to the exploration of a wide range of practices oriented
toward the future,” whereas a value-driven perspective aims to sustain the
emergence of more equitable, inclusive, and sustainable futures.'?

Further efforts seek to position future making in relation to the vast
body of knowledge on future studies and anticipatory techniques, dis-
cussing similarities and differences in the underlying assumptions about
the future and resulting attempts to bring about change.'® Here, the
works of futurists such as Riel Miller'* lay the foundations for future
making research that connects to and reflects on future studies; with cur-
rent debates focusing, for instance, on pedagogical approaches to futures
literacy, developing participatory approaches to futuring, and designing
interventions to trigger reflection on futures.'® Relevant to design, organi-
zation, and future studies, current research in the “sociology of imagined
futures™® provides further insight for exploring the types of futures at
stake (e.g., open vs. closed)'” and the roles of agency, matter, and or-
ganizations as instruments of imagination and performativity in future
making.'®

While future making is developing into a rapidly emerging field of
research, theoretical discourse is largely conducted in isolation from other
disciplines. Furthermore, cultural differences related to the various fields
of activity (e.g., design and management) and regions of the world (e.g.,
the Global North and South) where future making is practiced sometimes
receive only marginal attention. This special issue is an attempt— albeit
modest and non-exhaustive — to discuss future making within and across
disciplines, cultures, and regions, and to enrich its understanding for
scholars and practitioners of design and innovation, as well as organiza-
tion and management.

She Ji is especially suitable for this purpose. It is a trans-disciplinary
journal in design, economics, and innovation, owned by a public university
in Mainland China and advised by a board composed of internationally
renowned scholars. To edit this special issue, we— Alice Comi, Michael
Shamiyeh, and Luigi Mosca— pooled our diverse academic and profes-
sional experiences from different geographical regions (China, Europe,
and the USA). Owing to our varied backgrounds in design, organization,
and future studies, we were able to attract and evaluate contributions from
across these diverse disciplines, and to explore lines of inquiry that could
enrich our understanding of future making.

The Editorial Process

Following the call for papers published in April 2024 and the closing of
submissions in December 2024, we received a total of 60 manuscripts in
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the areas of design, organization, and future studies. The quality and
volume of submissions reflect a growing desire, among scholars and
practitioners, to transcend disciplinary silos and explore how futures
are imagined and crafted in a diverse world. The editorial process
brought its own challenges. As guest editors, we discussed together each
submission, navigating different vocabularies, evaluation criteria, and
disciplinary traditions. Throughout this process, we were supported by
a pool of 46 expert reviewers and received dedicated guidance from She
Ji’s co-editor-in-chief Jin Ma.

We established novelty and insight as the prime criteria for assessing
contributions across diverse disciplines, asking ourselves which novel
insights we gathered from each submission, and how these novel insights
advance current understandings of future making. We strove to appre-
ciate the various submissions according to the conventions, traditions,
and sensitivities of the diverse disciplines in which they were crafted.
While refraining from methodological over-sophistication, we valued
general criteria of clarity and transparency in reporting procedures for
collecting data and arriving at findings. As we invited revisions and
resubmissions of selected articles, we encouraged authors to follow the
developmental comments of reviewers and strengthen their theoretical
and/or empirical contributions, without however suppressing the fresh-
ness of their own intuitions, voices, and styles. This process unfolded
through multiple iterations and entailed considerable engagement on
the part of authors, editors, and reviewers.

The editorial process led to the selection of six research articles for
inclusion in this special issue. These articles advance understandings of
future making, reflecting the breadth and richness of current research on
this topic, and its diverse theoretical and methodological foundations.
While engaging in editorial work for this special issue, we also sought to
discuss future making with world-class scholars in design, organization,
and future studies. In addition to the research articles that we selected
and edited, this special issue includes an interview with Don Norman on
“Design, Business, and What It Takes to Make the Future,” conducted by
Michael Shamiyeh.

Before publication, we invited the authors to discuss their contributions
in an International Symposium on Future Making, which we held at Tongji
University in November 2025 (Figure 1).

Although each article in this special issue offers a unique per-
spective, they collectively demonstrate how future making is best
understood as a relational, situated, materially grounded, and socially
transformative practice. They also reveal a concern for enabling dem-
ocratic participation in future making, empowering communities to
make desirable futures, and unleashing imagination through sensorial
engagement with materials and spaces. Through this collection of
articles, the special issue seeks to open dialogue across disciplines,
and to create a space for learning from across different perspectives on
future making. In the next section, we take a closer look at the articles
in this issue.
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Figure 1

A panel discussion during the International
Symposium on Future Making (Shanghai,
November 6-7, 2025). Image courtesy of
Alice Comi.
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The Special Issue at a Glance

This special issue includes six research articles and one interview article.
The first article, by Gijs van Leeuwen, Abhigyan Singh, Bregje van Eekelen,
and David Keyson, approaches future making from the perspective of design
anthropology. Van Leeuwen and colleagues use a local energy transition
project in Amsterdam to illustrate their ontological approach to future making.
This is aimed at transforming the ontological conditions that prevent the
making of shared futures, through local action based on understanding the
future orientations of diverse participants and the immediate tensions that
arise in their negotiation. The second article in this special issue, by Marysol
Ortega Pallanez, shares a similar emphasis on modest, yet transformative
acts. Drawing on participatory data from women’s embroidery circles in
Hermosillo, Mexico, Ortega Pallanez challenges dominant futuring meth-
odologies that exclude marginalized communities, and instead introduces
conviviality as a relational, affective, and situated mode of future making
that entails transforming exclusionary conditions.

The next article—by Alessandra Migliore and Chiara Tagliaro— explores
the spatial dimension of future making, through a qualitative, longitudinal
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19 Coincidentally, this interview is published
at a time when Don Norman —who has
made a lifelong contribution to designing
for a better world —is turning 90. With
publication of this interview, we intend
to also pay homage to a leading figure,
whose contributions have spanned
multiple disciplines and worlds.

Editorial

case study of an Italian company redesigning its headquarters. Drawing
on the spatial turn in organization studies, Migliore and Tagliaro show
how day-to-day, recursive experiences of organizational space shape, and
are shaped by, imagined futures of work and workspace. Relatedly, the
fourth article in this special issue, by Ilaria Durante, Claudio Dell’Era, and
Stefano Magistretti, explores how design artifacts, such as visual tem-
plates, can support practitioners in crafting imagined futures through the
interplay of discourse and materiality. Durante and co-authors foreground
the crucial role of emotions in future making, showing how the visual
representation of an imagined future sparks an emotional awakening,
which leads participants to engage in discussion about its plausibility and
desirability.

In the next article, Frédérik Lesage, Gillian Russell, and Samein Shamsher
deal with democratizing practices of future making. Adopting a pedagogical
perspective, they point out the limitations of the cognitivist and linguistic
focus of futures literacy. Instead, they draw on design and organization
studies to develop a pedagogical framework based on the concept of scaf-
folding. This pedagogical framework widens access to practices of future
making by shifting the emphasis from predictive expertise to sociomaterial
learning. The sixth article in this issue, by Samuel Yu, is concerned with
supporting the imagination and realization of more desirable futures. Spe-
cifically, Yu seeks to mitigate defuturing—a condition in which desirable
futures are constrained or precluded by established trajectories of unsus-
tainable, industrial design practices. Drawing on transition design and
ontological design, Yu proposes a typology of redirective tactics that counter
defuturing trajectories by challenging additive, market-driven models of
innovation.

Together, the research articles in this special issue help build a trans-
disciplinary understanding of future making as a practice grounded in dem-
ocratic participation, material engagement, and social transformation. They
show how futures are not merely imagined but also enacted —emotionally,
materially, spatially, politically, and pedagogically—within the cultures and
communities in which they take shape. Importantly, many articles in this
special issue actively sustain the rights of marginalized communities, under-
represented actors, as well as future generations to realize their own desired
futures. Table 1 summarizes the research articles included in this special
issue, highlighting their main contributions, theoretical underpinnings, and
methodological approaches.

The special issue concludes with Michael Shamiyeh’s interview with
Don Norman. This interview explores the roles of design, economics, and
innovation in making what is not yet existing —that is, the future. Here,
Norman advocates for a humanity-centered, system-wide approach to
creating better futures, emphasizing the need to move away from profit-
ability while restoring humanity and its capacity for transformation. As a
postscript to the special issue, this interview is a call for further research
on future making as a transformative-generative act in the world, and on
the world."®
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Table 1

Summary of research articles in the special issue.

The Journal of Design, Economics, and Innovation Vol. 11, No. 4, Winter 2025

Research articles

Main contributions

Theoretical underpinnings

Methodological approach

Van Leeuwen et al.,
“Design Anthropology
and Ontological Future
Making: Transformative
Action for the Emergence
of Shared Futures”

The article frames future making as a
transformative practice that entails local
action, engagement with political issues,
and a relational approach. It further
develops ontological future making, a
three-step approach that consists of:
understanding the future orientations
of the involved actors, engaging with
the immediate tensions that arise from
their negotiation, and transforming the
ontological conditions that constrain the
making of shared futures.

Design anthropology and ontological
design provide the theoretical
foundations for the study. These
disciplines suggest that futures are
plural, emergent and uncertain, and
that the future orientations of actors
are ontologically conditioned and
related. This, in turn, draws attention
to contested and political issues in
future making; and to the potential for
design anthropologists to engage in
transformative action.

A longitudinal study of a local multi-
stakeholder energy transition project in
Amsterdam, which entailed promoting
social inclusion in an underprivileged
neighborhood. The researchers critically
reflected on and intervened in the project.
They conducted ethnographic fieldwork,
participant observations, document
analysis, as well as collaborative auto-
ethnographic reflections within the
research team, and co-creation workshops
with the research participants.

Ortega Pallanez,
“Resensing Visions: A
Convivial Approach to
Future-Making from a
Global South Context in
Hermosillo, Mexico”

The article introduces conviviality as a
future making approach that empowers
(disadvantaged) individuals and
communities alike to transform their
present conditions through affective,
relational, and material practices. The
article contributes by offering an account
of future making that “foregrounds
territoriality, affect, and embodied
memory as materials for more plural
approaches to imagining and enacting
alternative futures” (p. 453).

The article is grounded in participatory,
more-than-human, transition design;
takes inspiration from feminist,
posthuman, and decolonial traditions;
and engages with related conversations
in organization studies (on future
making as emancipatory inquiry). It
criticizes visioning practices that fail to
reflect the conditions of people living
in Global South contexts. It mobilizes
the concepts of conviviality (Ivan Illich)
and re-existence (Adolfo Alban Achinte)
to develop an approach to pluralizing
future making and challenging linear,
modern, dominant temporalities.

The author designed, facilitated, and
participated in embroidery circles. They
offered embroidery prompts, grounded

in dimensions of temporality, position

and sociality, and place. They collected
materials in the form of audio reflections,
photographs, embroideries, and fieldnotes;
and traced themes across time and
embroiderers. They used letter writing as

a mode of analysis (grounded in narrative
inquiry and relational epistemologies).
Through letters, they wove together
individual voice, collective experience, and
the researcher’s own interpretation. This,
in turn, surfaced emergent findings.

Migliore and Tagliaro,
“Back to the Future’:
Making the Future
Organizational Space
from Experience to
Imagination and Back”

The article explains how the experiences
of organizational space shape the
enactment of imagined futures. It

sheds light on the spatially situated and
mutually constitutive relationship between
imagined futures and the lived present.

It further reveals the role of actors’
identities, orientations, and positions

in shaping the future; and theorizes a
liminal or in-between space where future
making emerges from stakeholders’
tensions. It offers a theoretical framework
of future making in the in-between space,
showing how spatial experiences shape
future imaginations (via speculating,
projecting, and realizing) and how

future imaginations, in turn, loop back to
reshape spatial experiences (via aspiring
and criticizing).

The authors draw on the spatial
turn in organization studies and the
organizational literature on future
making, which frames the future as
situated, relational, and emergent.

A longitudinal study of a large Italian
company, preparing for a major redesign of
its headquarters. The researchers devised
various activities to support the company
in imagining the new workplace, such

as prototyping workshops with students
(outside actors) and focus groups with
employees and executives (inside actors).
Data was collected primarily through field
work and consisted of multiple sources.
Two online surveys supplemented the field
work, offering baseline data on employees’
current perceptions of space. Data was
analyzed via an iterative process, which
involved several exchanges among authors
and discussing emerging interpretations
with participants.

Durante et al., “Making
Imagined Futures
through Design: The
Interplay between
Discourse and
Materiality”

This article explains how design
artifacts, such as visual templates,

can support practitioners in making
imaginings concrete. It theorizes how
imagined futures are made concrete
via the interplay of discursive and
material practices, sheds light on the
role of emotions in fueling the imagining
process, and points at the relationship
between desirability and plausibility
in imagining futures. It further offers
the Future Moments and Future
Experiences of Life as visual templates
for practitioners.

The authors draw on organizational
studies of future making, and weave
together organizational and design
studies on artifacts, discourse, and
materiality.

The authors organized a Future Workshop,
as part of a broader research project
involving practitioners to envision
desirable futures of human wellbeing in
2035. The workshop engaged practitioners
from diverse organizations and industries.
Working in teams, participants used the
provided templates (digital and physical
versions). The filled templates, along with
recordings of participants’ conversations,
provided the main data for the study. The
analysis involved classifying data, coding
practices, and theorizing the discourse-
materiality interplay.
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Table 1 (continued)

Research articles

Main contributions

Theoretical underpinnings

Methodological approach

Lesage et al.,
“Scaffolding Futures
Making: Facilitating a
More Democratizing
Futuring Practice”

Adopting a pedagogical lens, the authors
develop a conceptual framework for
democratizing futures making. This
involves shifting away from cognitivist,
linguistic, and prescriptive approaches
used in much futures literacy and
teaching practices. The proposed
framework emphasizes the entwinement
of thinking and acting (which in turn
foregrounds design as central to futures
making), views the design component
of futures making as ontological (which
in turn foregrounds the transformative
potential of design), and leverages
socio-material practices of scaffolding in
futures making. These entail attending
to the embedded nature of knowledge,
activating embodied ways of knowing,
and setting the conditions for emergent
outcomes.

The authors take distance from
anticipatory and predictive approaches
to the future, and instead emphasize
the inherent plurality of futures
(hence, their choice of the term
“futures” making). They also criticize
futures literacy for its cognitivist

and linguistic focus, its increasing
standardization, and its tendency to
reproduce exclusionary mechanisms.
They also note how the pedagogical
and psychological metaphor of
scaffolding (Wood et al.) involves
anticipation and control, which is ill-

suited in the context of futures making.

To correct these issues, they draw

on design and organization studies,
specifically ontological design and
Orlikowski’s socio-material conception
of scaffolding.

Conceptual work based on the authors’
reading of futures literacy, ontological
design, educational literature, and
socio-materiality studies. Examples from
the authors’ own practice are used to
illustrate the pedagogical approach.

Yu, “Redirective Tactics

for Designing Transitions:
A Typology of Sustainable
Future-Making Pathways”

The article develops a typology of seven
redirective tactics for future making

(i.e., refusal, elimination, revival,
amplification, maintenance, modification,
and invention). These tactics serve both
as creative prompts for envisioning
alternative futures and as practical
approaches for realizing such futures.
They offer pathways for redirecting future
making towards (more) sustainable
outcomes, by challenging the ontological
inertia of what has been designed before
and is presently acting as a defuturing
force. This extends current research on
transition design for desirable futures and
future making as an emancipatory inquiry.

The article is grounded in transition
design as a redirective, vision-led
practice. The concepts of defuturing
(Fry) and ontological design (Willis)
provide further traction for developing
a typology of redirective tactics.

Conceptual work based on the author’s
reading of ontological design, transition
design, and defuturing studies, and
formulation of implications for future
making research and practice. Examples
are used to illustrate the seven tactics.

20 Here, we do not discuss the final article

What Does This Special Issue Offer to Future

by Shamiyeh, which is, in itself, a discus-
sion of the main theme of the special
issue, in conversation with Norman.

Making Research?

The primary contribution of this special issue, we believe, is to bring into
view future making practices that can lead to more desirable —that is, dem-
ocratic, inclusive, and sustainable— futures. The special issue further con-
tributes by showing how such practices are grounded in the cultures, places,
and materials in which they are implemented, and by engaging explicitly
with ethics and politics in an attempt to transform current conditions. This
threefold contribution is realized through a trans-disciplinary perspective
on future making, which draws insight from across design, organization,
and future studies. In the next paragraphs, we unpack the special issue
contributions.2°

First, this special issue extends current debates on future making by
offering a set of modest, yet transformative practices that can support
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individuals, communities, and organizations in bringing about desirable
futures. These include Van Leeuwen et al.’s ontological approach, Ortega
Pallanez’s conviviality approach, Lesage et al.’s scaffolding approach, and
Yu’s redirective tactics. Further approaches are the mobilization of design
artifacts such as Future Moments (Durante et al.) and the engagement of
outside actors (Migliore and Tagliaro) in practices of imagining futures.
These approaches are modest and local, but entail transformative acts.
Together, they offer a response (albeit provisional and incomplete) to pre-
vious research that has called for future making scholars to actively sustain
the emergence of desirable futures—that is, “to use the methodological and
theoretical toolkit at our disposal to co-create the future; and to actively feed
forward soci(et)al change —not despite theory, but through it.”?'

Second, this special issue advances our understanding of future making by
suggesting that desirable futures are responsive to local cultures and contexts,
and are embedded in the various materials and places at hand. Specifically,
Van Leeuwen et al. and Ortega Pallanez attend to the culturally situated con-
texts in which futures are imagined and crafted, and devise local approaches
that empower the members of disadvantaged communities to engage in future
making. Other articles in this special issue theorize the role of liminal spaces
(Migliore and Tagliaro) as the places where imagined futures and lived spaces
become mutually constitutive; and elucidate the role of material artifacts in
sustaining imagination, negotiation (Durante et al.), and learning (Lesage
et al.). Importantly, Yu points out how material artifacts participate not just
in futuring but also in defuturing, when they are implicated in reproducing
unsustainable practices of modernity. Together, these insights extend pre-
vious research in design and organization studies that has explored the role
of artifacts, materials and spaces in future making;?? and hinted at the role of
cultural differences and local specificities in imagining and crafting futures.??

Third, this special issue sheds light on issues of ethics and politics in
future making. Most articles in the special issue embrace a value-driven ap-
proach to future making, expressing a concern with identifying practices that
preserve life for the next generations. These call into question colonialist,
extractivist and modernist practices of designing, researching, and learning
about the future—as visible in the articles by Van Leeuwen et al., Ortega
Pallanez, Lesage et al., and Yu. These authors consistently seek to transform
the ontological conditions that prevent the emergence of desirable futures,
and to redirect future making toward more sustainable and inclusive prac-
tices. Durante et al. and Migliore and Tagliaro also point at the crucial nexus
between the desirability and plausibility of futures in the making, and fore-
ground the role of discussion, negotiation, and inclusion of multiple voices
in making desirable futures. Hence, the articles in this special issue extend
current research that has begun looking into the political dynamics, power
contests, and moral dilemmas inherent in future making®* by pointing at the
role of affect, ethics, and relationality in developing an attuned sensitivity
for the specific circumstances of individuals, communities, and organizations
participating in future making.

In sum, the value of this special issue is neither to finalize a definition
of future making, nor to offer a prescriptive framework for future making.
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Editorial

Rather, it is to open a productive space for dialogue, comparison, and exper-
imentation, and to identify future making practices that support more equi-
table, inclusive, and sustainable futures. These are responsive to context and
materials, attentive to power dynamics, and conscious of the rights of future
generations.

Future Directions for Research on Future Making

The articles in this special issue not only advance current understandings of
future making but also illuminate promising directions for further research. A
first avenue is to explore the ontological conditions of future making, as well as
their negotiation and transformation. In the articles by Van Leeuwen et al. and
Ortega Pallanez, future making is positioned as relational, situated, and shaped
by existing social and material conditions. Their works call for further research
that examines how futures are negotiated in contested settings marked by plural
interests, power asymmetries, and unresolved societal issues and challenges.
This raises critical questions: How do conflicts?® or uncertainty?® shape the
emergence of shared futures? Which forms of agency and accountability are re-
quired to transform prevailing conditions (rather than reproduce them)? Future
research would benefit from comparative and longitudinal studies documenting
how transformative actions unfold across different contexts (particularly those
outside dominant, Global North contexts).

Further research might seek to advance understandings of the perfor-
mativity of materiality and spatiality in future making. Migliore and Tagliaro,
alongside Durante et al., demonstrate how imagined futures take shape not
only as discourse or visions, but also through recursive embodied interactions
with organizational spaces, artifacts, and sensory experiences. This invites
deeper exploration into the performative dimension of materials and spaces in
enabling or constraining imagination, alignment, and enactment of futures.?’
Further studies could examine how different forms of design artifacts, spatial
prototypes, and immersive environments (e.g., digital or physical) support en-
gagement with both near and distant futures. Questions also remain regarding
the temporality of such interactions: When do spaces and materials stabilize
futures, and when do they serve as liminal zones for experimentation, ambi-
guity, or dissent?

Also, this special issue is a first attempt to enrich understandings of future
making by considering the local cultures and contexts in which futures are
imagined and crafted. A related direction for future research is to explore
cultural differences in temporal perceptions, and their implications for future
making. Current research has begun to explore the differences between
Western and Eastern perspectives on futures.?® While most of the existing re-
search on future making reflects linear, progress-oriented conceptions rooted
in Western epistemologies, many Eastern traditions foreground cyclical tem-
porality, interdependence, and continuity between past, present, and future.?®
These diverse cultural orientations may shape not only how the future is
imagined but also who is perceived as responsible for it, and which futures
are considered legitimate or desirable. Scholars could therefore benefit from
cross-cultural studies that examine how diverse temporal philosophies inform
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practices of future making. Comparative and empirical research may also
reveal tensions as well as opportunities for hybrid approaches that bridge
linear and cyclical temporalities in future-oriented work. This exploration of
cultural differences, in turn, might lead to formulating a more nuanced, rela-
tional, and dialogical approach to co-produce desirable futures that recognize
both global diversities and interdependences.

Importantly, the articles in this special issue advance trans-disciplinary re-
search on future making. They develop novel insights by drawing connections
across design, organization, and future studies. While working across disci-
plines enables cross-fertilizing research on future making, it also foregrounds
tensions across disciplinary traditions: for instance, between observing
future making as it happens in the field of study (a perspective inspired by
sociological research) and doing future making through close engagement
with field actors (a perspective inspired by design research). Future research
might explore whether these descriptive and normative traditions are in-
commensurably different or rather can be usefully combined in a research
agenda on imagining and making more desirable futures. Other tensions that
emerge within disciplines warrant further research. Future scholars might,
for instance, examine clashes and synergies between speculative design and
future making, and explore how the design discipline simultaneously be-
comes implicated in practices of futuring and defuturing. These tensions, in
our view, are generative rather than destructive, providing a springboard for
critical reflection.

Relatedly, (trans-disciplinary) research on future making requires meth-
odological pluralism. Ethnographic inquiry, design interventions, speculative
prototyping, longitudinal case studies, participatory approaches, and ex-
perimental pedagogies may all play complementary roles in examining how
futures are made in everyday life and institutional contexts alike. This special
issue offers an initial starting point for methodological experimentation. For
instance, Ortega Pallanez’s letter writing to the embroiders in her field study
reveals a more affective, embodied, and engaged way of researching futures
in the making. Other articles in this special issue hint at the role of Future
Workshops (Durante et al.), collaborative autoethnographic reflections (Van
Leeuwen et al.), as well as at the engagement of outside actors such as stu-
dents in doing research on future making (Migliore and Tagliaro).

This special issue also invites further research that addresses the present
crisis of imagination (see also Yu, in this special issue) and the loss of hope
in alternative (and more desirable) futures (see also Ortega Pallanez, in this
special issue). Addressing the crises of imagination involves learning capa-
bilities to think about a future that disrupts trajectories of unsustainability,
colonialism, and modernism set in place by neoliberal modes of innovation
(see also Lesage et al., and Shamiyeh, in this special issue). The articles in this
special issue collectively offer initial suggestions for challenging current tra-
jectories of future making and unleashing capabilities for imagining an alter-
native, hopeful state of things.2® Future research could further explore these
issues, by delving into the imaginative and political aspects inherent in future
making. Such an exploration could benefit from related research conducted in
the areas of transition design,' future design,3? and prefigurative design.>3
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Editorial

Finally, the articles in this special issue surface yet another question
for further research: How can future making scholars engage even more
explicitly with questions of justice, temporality, and responsibility?3# This
involves, among other things, devising theories that deal with issues of
contested desirability, address the crisis of imagination, and restore hope
in the future. While the articles in this special issue offer initial paths, more
work is needed to fully understand and unleash the transformative potential
of future making. Further and related questions emerge: Whose futures are
being imagined or foreclosed as participants converge on a shared direction
or course of action? How can future making practices acknowledge past
harms and safeguard possibilities for generations to come? How can we
acknowledge nonhuman actors®® in future making? Addressing these ques-
tions will require interdisciplinary exchange, critical reflexivity, and collab-
oration across cultures, communities, and professions. We hope this special
issue will provide a stepping stone in this direction.
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