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ABSTRACT
Technology solutions in rural indigenous African contexts are too
often grounded in top-down, needs-based development approaches.
Participatory methods, such as Community-based Co-Design, op-
pose such tendencies and emphasise the participation of communi-
ties in the technology design process as culturally-situated experts.
We extend and reflect on this premise by exploring the sequential
co-design of a digital innovation game with a rural indigenous
San community in Namibia as a base for alternative indigenous
technology design and futuring. Through emerging insights, we
note that despite the community’s complex and intertwined con-
temporary status quo resulting from a mix of experiences and
interactions, it maintains a pronounced desire and connection with
its own culture and traditions. As evidenced by the community’s
reflections, recollections and constructs during the co-design pro-
cess, this connection offers new design perspectives that not only
counter inapt design concepts but enable alternative technology
possibilities grounded in local contexts. Therefore, we argue for its
broader consideration within technology endeavours and interven-
tions in indigenous contexts; thereby, enabling a spectrum of local
and indigenous innovations.
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1 INTRODUCTION
Within rural indigenous African contexts, communities face a range
of issues and challenges such as low income, climate change and
sustainable energy transition [3, 11, 23]. Technology solutions have
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been deployed and explored to address these issues [16, 20]. How-
ever, in certain instances, these solutions are inappropriate, with
little community involvement or input during the various stages
of development and implementation. This sets the scene for so-
lutionism and saviourism, with outside “solutions and saviours”
aiming and intending to save Africa [1, 37]. Often, this unfolds
as a top-down, needs-based development approach, “where tech-
nology design is fully envisioned by “experts” and transferred in
underdeveloped or marginalised communities with no space for the
engagement of end-users in the design process” [22]. Consequently,
this perpetuates the mundane reproduction and universality of so-
lutions, with mostly conventional and Western models of progress
and technologies espoused [21, 36], and little opportunity or capac-
ity given to local communities to explore alternative solutions and
designs, therefore, impeding local innovation.

These communities, custodian to indigenous knowledge and
culture, possess ingenious insights and perspectives that are con-
duits for alternative possibilities [26, 34, 35, 40]. As Philip et al. [39]
assert, “indigenous spaces are sites of contestation, cultural innova-
tion, and connection ... [and] we should expect to find new forms
of technical practices emerging and moving from these spaces.”
Thus, advancing broader design participation and engagement in
such contexts, there have been calls within Participatory Design
(PD) and related fields, for “those involved in the design process to
imagine and move towards new visions of the future” [45]. In this
way, PD, and in particular co-design, become mediums through
which local communities can leverage their knowledge, practices
and perspectives as part of the design process [22, 30, 48, 53].

Therefore, in this paper we present and explore the co-design
of the digital Chameleon Innovation game as a base for alternative
indigenous technology design in partnership with an indigenous
rural San community in Namibia. Exposing community members to
new and emerging technologies, the game aims to foster and enable
the ideation of radical and innovative ideas in the community;
thereby supporting futuring, a process through which communities
explore alternative futures. In the following sections, we delve into
futuring, PD and Community-based Co-design, introducing them
as guiding theoretical and methodological pillars. Thereafter, we
present the co-design of the digital Chameleon Innovation game,
detailing its initial emergence as a card game, and the empirical
three part design session focusing on its digitisation. In the end,
we reflect on the co-design outcomes, applying a critical lens in
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appreciation of the community’s cultural situatedness considering
its intertwined contemporary indigenous context.

2 FUTURING, PARTICIPATORY AND
COMMUNITY-BASED CO-DESIGN

Tony Fry [12], in his thought-inducing book, Design Futuring, ar-
gues that the “Future is by design.” This perspective posits a broader
and more reflexive consideration of our roles as designers, and of
broad society, in futuring. As described by Hoffman et al. [15], fu-
turing refers to the process of imagining the future. In recent times,
as a response to ongoing contemporary issues and the need for
sustainable and desirable futures, there has been a growing number
of design futuring endeavours [31, 32, 47]. Kozubaev et al. [18] out-
lines design futuring as “an umbrella term to refer (albeit loosely)
to a variety of approaches that leverage design to explore futures
as a means to comment on—and potentially change—the present.”
However, futuring tends to exhibit elitist tendencies, mostly applied
in privileged and well-resourced contexts [13, 18]. Therefore, con-
textualising and offering insights into futuring within an African
setting, Muashekele et al. [33], conceptualised Community-based
Futuring to enable speculative yet grounded futuring practices,
aligning them with PD and Community-based Co-design.

PD has long been recognised for its human stance in technology
design and development projects [5, 7, 44]. With the underlying
ethos of collaboration and inclusivity, PD’s transformative agenda
(e.g., equity, empowerment, community-building, capacity-building,
etc.) makes it visible how research and design are highly entangled
and invested in inducing change for good [46]. Over the years, the
tension points of technology and people have not disappeared, and
the quest for inclusive technology design has seen the methodology
of PD adopted and transformed [13]. Where early PD was opera-
tionalised in places of work, it has in later years become useful in
places where people live [19, 42, 51]. DiSalvo et al. [10] present and
advance this evolution as Community-based Participatory Design,
emphasising the need to employ and assess “Participatory Design
practices across the diverse contexts and issues of communities.”

In an African context, the approach has been framed within an
Afrocentric research paradigm and Ubuntu philosophy, leading to
its re-conceptualisation as Community-based Co-Design (CBCD)
[53]. While classic PD usually means collaborating with individuals
in a joint cause, CBCD usually means collaborating with groups of
people, often indigenous, who have shared values and beliefs [49].
Therefore, the collaborative mechanics have changed to reflect
these new contexts, for example, appropriating PD methods to
the cultural dynamics [17]. As such, leveraging its community-
situatedness and design affordance, CBCD has been recognised and
successfully applied across diverse rural African communities to
design appropriate and applicable technology solutions [8, 48, 52].

3 PROJECT AND COMMUNITY CONTEXT
This work is situated within a large European Union-funded green
energy access project that aims to advance energy solutions and
business models across 9 African countries. Within the scope of
the project, we acknowledge the challenges of finding alternative
ideas to the mundane and mainstream catalogue of technological
solutions to African issues. Projects of this nature tend to apply a

hierarchical top-down, needs-based development approach. How-
ever, opposing this, our role in the project is based on exploring
alternative green energy possibilities and uses cases with one of
our rural indigenous partner communities in Namibia, Donkerbos.

The community constitutes an estimated 200 Ju/’hoansi speakers,
one of the many San tribes in Southern Africa. Traditionally, the
community were hunter and gatherer nomads in different clans
across the Kalahari Desert. However, due to exploitation and op-
pressive programs such as colonialism and apartheid, these cultural
practices and other culturally relevant activities were suppressed
and restricted in favour of ‘modern’ and other forms of develop-
ment [14]. Additionally, for many years, encounters with other
tribes, contemporary national laws and commercial farm fencing
have prohibited their nomadic activities and lifestyle, leading to
the gradual loss of their culture. As a result, the community is a
mix of many different experiences and influences culminating in
the adoption of its current contemporary culture and identity.

Currently, the community is resettled on a farm as part of a na-
tional programme which seeks to reintegrate it within the broader
society. However, this integration has been restrictive, challenging
and primarily top-down, with the community undermined and cat-
egorised as marginalised. In the green energy context, integration
is based on new notions of sustainability which encroach the re-
maining cultural anchors, with endorsements for the community
to ‘leave behind’ its traditional practices and structures such as
cooking with firewood, building and living in huts, tree harvesting,
and ‘catch up’ by adopting mainstream energy and technology use
cases such as irrigation, lighting and water pumping. The commu-
nity has expressed discontent with the status quo, and in recent
years, we have co-designed and partnered with them on various
projects aiming to preserve their indigenous knowledge and ex-
pand their livelihood. During these projects, the community has
often reflected on the status quo, highlighting its desire to be self-
determining and self-defining, with the interim community chief
(also the community facilitator and co-author) stating,

“[In the past], we were having our own culture and
traditions as San people. We were hunting, it was free
for us to hunt. We could gather our field food. Every-
thing was free at that time. We were also having the
natural medicine plants that were available. Life was
nice, the people lived a very nice life. There were no
restrictions or laws that prevented the people from
hunting or anything. But since then, while the people
were in that process [living traditionally], we encoun-
tered another group which I refer to as colonialism.
These people when they came attracted these people
[the San] with workforce ... creating employment by
taking the San people to their farms so that these peo-
ple [the San] can start to become their farmworkers
and so on. Later on, we forget everything [culture and
traditions], and some of the stuff, although we did not
forget it, we could not make use of it anymore so we
left some of the useful traditional and cultural prac-
tices that were here [the past] and then we started to
live a new lifestyle that we got from these people.”
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This sentiment, in large part, articulates the community’s experi-
ences and interactions, and encompasses its desire for self-determination
and self-definition, as well as emphasises its longing to connect
with its culture and explore alternative possibilities.

4 LOCALISING THE CHAMELEON
INNOVATION GAME AS A DIGITAL
APPLICATION THROUGH CO-DESIGN

In the following section, we present the co-design of the Chameleon
Innovation game as a digital application. As a background preceding
the co-design, we briefly present the initial enactment of Chameleon
Innovation Game as a card game and the development of prompt
prototypes. Thereafter, we unfold and demonstrate the co-design of
the application. In addition to the notes taken in-situ, the co-design
session was recorded, and subsequently grouped, transcribed and
tagged, providing a post-situ analysis and allowing for reflection
and discussion in the ensuing section.

4.1 Chameleon Innovation Game: Exploring
alternative possibilities

4.1.1 Chameleon Innovation card game. Cognisant of the commu-
nity’s desire to explore alternative possibilities, in our project we
explored various futuring, specifically speculative design methods,
such as future-walking [9] and ‘what if’ [4] with the community as
means to imagine innovative technology ideas as part of an alterna-
tive green-energy enabled future in which they use green energy
based on local and meaningful use cases and technologies. However,
due to various factors, such as the community’s limited exposure
to technology and scepticism, the methods were not entirely effec-
tive, with only a few ideas and prompts generated. These ideas and
prompts, such as a San flying vulture that the community can use
to fly and a San exhibition robot that teaches and showcases the
community’s traditional culture, were valuable, offering us insight
into the community’s perspectives, desires and worldview.

Encouraged by the ideas and prompts, albeit few, we developed
a card game named Chameleon Innovation game (hereinafter re-
ferred to as Chameleon game), as an ideation method to foster
additional community ideas by exposing the community to a vari-
ety of emerging technologies, and thereafter, combining them with
community cultural practices and contemporary resources. The
gameplay was set to be random, with groups of paired participants
randomly combining a range of cards categorised as indigenous
culture, contemporary resources and emerging technology (see
figure 1). The randomness caused eccentric combinations, enabling
the generation of alternative and innovative technology designs
and use cases such as a cultural monitor, which can be used to track
the community’s cultural activities and ceremonies and a digital
fire storyteller that connects and preserves indigenous stories and
the practice of storytelling around the fire through a mix of digital
and traditional technologies.

The game, comprising four phases, was played across several
sessions over two days. Reflecting on the game, some of the partici-
pants struggled, despite our descriptions, to grasp and understand
the emerging technologies. Thus, they requested additional cards
and game features, such as video descriptions and demonstrations
of emerging technologies in-situ, which would allow for broader

exposure to and understanding of emerging technologies. Addi-
tionally, the participants emphasised their desire to play the game
independently of the researchers and have deeper reflections whilst
playing. Therefore, we set to incorporate the above requirements
into the game by digitising it as a mobile application (hereinafter
referred to as Chameleon application) through co-design.

Figure 1: Various Chameleon game cards showing indige-
nous culture, contemporary resources and emerging tech-
nologies

4.1.2 Prompting prototype. Historically and in recent times [6, 25,
41], prototypes have been used in participatory and collaborative
design processes as a means to invoke and prompt dialogue during
technology design sessions. Therefore, preceding the co-design of
the Chameleon application, prototypes were developed to seek a
variety of design prompts that could be used by the community
as a starting point for the design process. The prototypes were
developed as part of a student design challenge, whereby we in-
structed students (as part of one of the HCI-centric courses we
teach) to develop prototypes showcasing emerging technologies
based on the cards and the rules of the Chameleon game. Using
a variety of community image data, pictorial references and com-
munity requirements, the students developed the prototypes with
Figma. Compared to the cards in the Chameleon game, the proto-
types had features that provided 2D and 3D representations of the
emerging technologies to highlight possible use and deployment.
Other features included video and audio playback and different
interfaces, with some prototypes, as a background, having an aerial
view of the community and the surrounding vegetation with kraals
and goats (see figure 2).

4.2 Co-designing a community-based
Chameleon application

Following the development of the prototypes, we had a co-design
session in Donkerbos. The session was split into three parts: 1.
community review and reflections, with participants reflecting on
the Chameleon game and the status quo; 2. prototype evaluation,
where, as a design prompt, participants evaluated the prototypes
from the design challenge; and, 3. a two-part design activity, during
which the Chameleon application interface was designed and its
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Figure 2: Two Prototype interfaces showing various com-
munity contemporary elements and emerging technolo-
gies such as robots and drones

possibilities explored. Twenty-seven participants, constituting a
diverse mix of age groups and technology experience, volunteered
to partake in the session, enabling a wide scope for evaluation and
design ideas. Before the session, in recognition of our long-term
collaboration and community relations, we held an introductory
meeting where we exchanged greetings and pleasantries with the
community and discussed their overall well-being and status.

4.2.1 Community review and reflection. At the beginning of the
session, we reviewed and reflected on the previous sessions where
the card version of the Chameleon game was played. During the
reflection, the participants laughed as they humorously recalled the
game, indicating its complexity and eccentricity. The challenges
of the game were highlighted, and thereafter, we explained the
development of the prototypes as design prompts to inspire the
community towards the co-design of an improved version of the
game as a mobile application. We emphasised that similar to the
card version, the intent is for the application to support and en-
able community ideation and futuring. The community facilitator,
emphasising the need for community-based ideation, stated: “[the
community] can start thinking about new ideas and all the old ideas
that were here [in the past] that the [San] people have lost and are
not using them anymore but perhaps . . . if they can bring those
ideas to the modern life they can improve their living ways and
standards.”

Figure 3: On the left, participants discussing and reflecting on
the game and community ideation. On the right, participants
exploring and evaluating the prototypes

4.2.2 Prototype evaluation. Thereafter, as a precursor and prompt
to inspire the design of the Chameleon application interface, the

participants evaluated the prototypes. They were split into two
groups, with each group receiving a tablet with the prototypes
installed. To allow thorough and situated discussions, only the two
prototypes that most accurately portrayed the community context
were shown (as seen in figure 2). We explored the prototypes with
the participants, highlighting the different features and functions.
The participants were zealous throughout and showed particular
interest in the interface, discussing the various technologies and
graphical elements. They recognised technologies explored in previ-
ous design endeavours such as robots and drones and easily grasped
many of the contemporary icons such as the criss-cross (danger),
ear (hearing), cattle, goats and other elements found in the com-
munity. However, they placed greater emphasis on the icons and
elements representing cultural practices and objects, describing
them in detail; for example, explaining how a prominent traditional
tree (Magohu) was dug up, cut, split, dried and thereafter used as
medicine. At this point, the participants were discussing the various
practices and objects, with various exchanges and interpretations
expanding the meaning and relevance of the practices and objects
in the past and the present.

4.2.3 Chameleon application interface design. Subsequently, the
groups gathered to design the Chameleon application, starting with
the interface. Overall, the setting was positive and engaging, with
the participants indicating their readiness and willingness to design
the interface. We explained that they could appropriate and use
features from the prototypes as part of the design. Simultaneously,
we encouraged them to base the design on their preferences, and
scoped the design by briefly demonstrating a drone as an emerging
technology reference and focus point.

However, despite earlier explanations, there was some uncer-
tainty amongst participants regarding the type of application to be
co-designed. Therefore, using local terms and vernacular, the com-
munity facilitator explained to them what an application is. He also
showed various applications on his phone, describing what they
are and what they do. In addition to this, we shared an explanatory
scenario based on the drone with the participants, whereby we
asked them, ‘If you do not know about the drone or have not seen
it before, how would you like for it to be explained to you through
an application?’ as a prompt question.

Following the prompt, commencing the design of the Chameleon
application, the community facilitator said, “I think all the tech-
nologies can be attached on the preface of the application.” Seeking
further elaboration, we probed and asked how this interface looks
like. In response, the facilitator said, “According to my understand-
ing, this is now a picture (showing the background interface of one
of the prototypes) of the normal (contemporary) life of the [San]
people . . . here we are having things like cattle, and cattle in the
Ju/’hoansi tradition was not part of their lives, so if we can per-
haps have [wild] animals.” He argued that the application should be
situated within their culture and tradition instead of their current
contemporary lifestyle. The other participants agreed fully and en-
dorsed the idea, and thereafter, using different colour markers and
chart paper, they sketched the interface of the application starting
with a Kudu (a wild antelope found in Southern Africa) as the first
icon for the Chameleon application.
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Afterwards, we asked about the context and correlation of the
Kudu to the application. Similar to the earlier pronouncement by
the community facilitator, the participants pointed at a kraal in one
of the prototypes and explained that instead of having domesticated
animals such as cattle and goats in a kraal they prefer the interface
with wild animals (such as the Kudu) which represent their culture
and how they used to live in the past. At this point, the participants
were immersed in the design process with discussions and incli-
nations for culture and tradition as the main interface elements.
Assertively, the participants, preferring an interface based on their
culture and traditional practices, insisted that they do not want
an interface based on contemporary constructs such as the fence
(representing the current community boundary) shown in one of
the prototypes.

To further extend the design of the application and clarify the
function of the Kudu icon, we probed further asking what hap-
pens when it is clicked. The participants, signalling for cultural
references associated with the Kudu to be shown, explained that
the application will have different layers, which include a second
page providing a descriptive visualisation of the Kudu that would
pop up. The description would be categorised according to the
different parts of the Kudu, such as its head, body and tail. This
categorisation, the community facilitator, actively contributing to
the discussion, explained, would enable a high-level yet in-depth
description of the Kudu’s cultural use and the different innovative
and traditional products made out of it, such as its horns, leather
and organic fertiliser. Thus, allowing the community, particularly
the younger generation, to learn about and understand the Kudu,
and broadly their culture, and the possibilities it offers.

4.2.4 Chameleon application possibilities. Seeking to extend the
interface design and align it with emerging technologies, we asked
how an emerging technology, such as the drone we showed earlier,
can be linked to the Kudu. Several possibilities were suggested;
for instance, drone hunting, with one participant highlighting the
drone’s mobility and function, stating, “if you want to know which
direction the animals are at, you can take this stuff (the drone) that
can go 2 or 3 kilometres or further . . . you can spot a direction of an
animal, in which direction it is and then you can just go there.” We
asked how drone hunting should be represented on the interface.

The drone was denoted as an eye, which, when clicked, as one
participant explained, “means you want to send it to spy the envi-
ronment.” This function expands the application, ensuring that it
not only demonstrates and describes various cultural items such
as the Kudu but also serves as a portal through which commu-
nity members can control and operate different technologies across
different scenarios, as is the case with the drone, enabling its use
across different use cases. Besides the spy function, other drone use
cases and activities were suggested. These were denoted as icons,
such as a red cross which represents the use of the drone for health
and medical purposes. An arrow icon was suggested to represent
collection, transportation, and other auxiliary drone use cases. A
wrench icon was also added to represent the use of the drone for
the collection of any parts or utilities that the community needs.

To finalise the interface, additional icons specific to cultural prac-
tices were added, such as a hut, which, when clicked, showcases
traditional activities such as dancing. They further suggested and

sketched a bow-and-an-arrow icon which, in addition to the Kudu
icon, represents hunting but across a wider range of wildlife. A
tortoise shell which is used to store a special powder that is used to
welcome visitors was also added. One of the participants explained
that applying the powder on visitors is a ceremonial welcome. Link-
ing the drone to the tortoise shell, we asked, as a prompt, if a drone
could be used to welcome visitors (with the powder and water) as
they walked towards the village. The participants, resonating with
the idea, enthusiastically emphasised its possibility and ingenuity.
Thereafter, concluding the session, we thanked the participants and
encouraged them to continuously think of additional features for
the application.

Figure 4: On the left, a participant sketching the Chameleon
application interface. On the right, the Chameleon Inno-
vation application interface design indicating a Kudu and
various other icons. The sketch, seemingly basic, represents
the community’s design and visual preferences based mostly
on its indigenous practices, countering constrictive contem-
porary elements and narrative as shown in the prototypes.

5 CULTURAL SITUATEDNESS WITHIN AN
INTERTWINED CONTEMPORARY
INDIGENOUS CONTEXT

As part of its more matured stance for inclusion and diversity, PD,
operationalised through co-design, has become a proponent for
the embodiment of diverse cultures and plural technology design
[28, 38, 50, 54, 55]. As per this stance, it has evolved from its tra-
ditional workplace narrative and taken on a ‘community-based’
disposition with emphasis on culture and development [24, 29, 43].
This, in large part, has been through the illumination of a wider
range of perspectives infusing design with “elements that sustain a
communities’ values, practices, and culture” [2]. Essentially, these
elements, as design objects echoing local knowledge, perspectives
and practices, “are embedded in culture and are always reaching
out to various cultural contexts incorporating different dimensions
and resonances of meaning” [27]. Similarly, this stance is echoed
within futuring, with Muashekele et al. [31] arguing for a broader
inclusion of community perspectives in speculative practices; thus,
opening up new technology and social possibilities.
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As per the above sentiments, the essence of culture within de-
sign and futuring is conspicuous and significant. However, as em-
phasised by the participants in Donkerbos, their culture has been
suppressed in favour of other forms and orientations of being. Thus,
the co-design was subject to the participants’ desire to culturally
situate and localise the Chameleon application. This was evident
through the inclusion and emphasis of the Kudu as an icon due
to its cultural significance, as opposed to cattle and goats which
are contemporary. However, we recognise that within the current
contemporary parameters, many of the cultural community prac-
tices are not practised and cannot be practised, at least not to the
same degree as in the past. Rather, the community is situated in
a contemporary status achieved through accumulated and mixed
experiences and interactions with oppressive programmes, national
laws, government, NGOs, other tribes, researchers, etc. This amal-
gamation of experiences, which are complex and intertwined, was
brought into the co-design. For instance, drone hunting was sug-
gested as an alternative technology use case, but a significant part
of traditional hunting is trekking, with a hunter expertly knowing
and following animal footprints, reading the wind, mastering ap-
proach and more. As such, applying a critical lens, the introduction
of the drone as an emerging technology and future use case does
not take into account how it might negatively impact and impede
the cultural essence and values embedded in hunting. Thus, the
relativity and amalgamation of cultural practices and technology
have to be carefully assessed and considered during the design
process.

Essentially, for the above assessment, a deeper reflection on the
technological transformation and transition in the community is
required, taking into account that the community members are
indigenous yet do not live indigenously. However, this is a complex
paradox requiring a balanced assimilation of their cultural practices,
and at the same time exploring alternative technological possibil-
ities that may advance or hinder culture. This calls into question
what type of futures, and technologies as part of these futures,
do we want. Thus, we argue that the co-design process should be
attuned and introduce new technologies as external artefacts re-
quiring collaborative, yet delicate, explorations to appropriate them
within indigenous community contexts; and simultaneously, be a
space for cultural resurgence. As part of the Chameleon application
co-design process, we explored prototypes as design prompts to
inspire design ideas. Although developed outside the community,
the prototypes were effective in enabling the participants to reflect
and articulate what they wanted and did not want. For instance, the
participants placed emphasis on cultural objects and practices as pri-
mary elements for the Chameleon application interface. However,
as some of these practices are inactive - they remain imagined and
embedded in folklore, and therefore may be subject to new adap-
tations and meaning. On the one hand, this may be advantageous,
providing alternative design and technology possibilities, as well
as new community constructs, as is the case with the Chameleon
application interface sketch which counter constrictive contempo-
rary elements and narratives. On the other hand, without reflection,
this may lead to the degradation of remaining cultural practices.
Therefore, as we imagine new visions of the future, how do we
find the necessary balance? This question, we posit, serves as a

guiding compass, offering new ideas and possibilities for African
researchers, projects and communities.

6 CONCLUSION
Opposing hierarchical and top-down technology development ap-
proaches, participatory approaches such as Community-based Co-
design (CBCD) situate the design process within the local commu-
nity context in an effort to design appropriate technology. Therefore,
in this paper, we present and explore the co-design of a digital in-
novation game with a rural indigenous San community in Namibia
as a base for alternative indigenous technology design. Specifically,
the game serves as an ideation method which supports futuring
endeavours in the community by exposing community members
to new technologies, and as per their own design constructs, their
own culture. During its co-design, the participants opposed con-
temporary design elements, with an inclination to cultural prac-
tices and objects as relevant interface elements. The community’s
preferences, despite their complex and intertwined contemporary
status quo resulting from a mix of experiences and interactions,
illustrate a pronounced connection and desire to its own culture, of-
fering a lever for community innovations in the form of alternative
technology possibilities and futures grounded in the local context.
Therefore, we posit that the above connection and desire should be
embraced and encouraged within African design contexts, serving
as a pathway for African innovation.
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