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What happens whenresearch

resists containment?
Don Parker

The boundaries that define disciplines, institutions, and research methodologies
are neither fixed nor impermeable. They are provisional constructs, temporary
agreements, responsive to evolving epistemic, cultural, and technological
contexts.' In this space of flux, research becomes an act of negotiation. Knowledge
is not simply discovered; it is enacted, iterated, and performed.?

This chapter does not merely describe transdisciplinary research, it performs it.
Refusing the linearity of conventional academic writing, it operates as a graphic
exposition: layered, multi-modal, and deliberately unresolved. This approach
resists inherited norms of research articulation that privilege textual clarity and
fixed outcomes.? In their place, it offers opacity, friction, and visual uncertainty
as legitimate tools for inquiry.*

At the core of this approach, I propose a concept of a praxis point of interface, a
theoretical hinge between performance and reflection, institution and deviation.
Here, research is not a linear process but a collision site: a threshold where
methodologies bleed into one another, where disciplines lose their coherence,
and where epistemologies are reconfigured through contact.®

This work opens a space where form and content are inseparable—where you,
the reader, must navigate with your eyes as well as your intellect. It invites your
interaction rather than passive absorption, proposing research not as a fixed
product but as a porous, shifting encounter in motion.

This is not a prelude to conclusion. It is an invitation to

begin differently.
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To understand this praxis point of interface, you
must first interrogate the mechanisms by which
institutions shape, validate, and constrain knowl-
edge production. Academic systems often privilege
research that conforms to narrow paradigms, those
which emphasise textual legibility, fixity, and linear
logic over embodied, processual, or multi-modal
forms.c This chapter deliberately diverges from such
paradigms. Its visual-tactile structure invites you to
encounter these epistemic tensions not just intel-
lectually, but sensorially, to read with your body as
much as your mind.
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The interface, between theory and
practice, between reader and text, is
activated through non-linear engage-
ment. This reflects the reality of trans-
disciplinary practice, which operates
across ontological and methodological
divides. In such contexts, research is
not merely disseminated; it is spatial-
ised, surfaced, felt. Meaning emerges
not from progression but from layered,
situated interaction.’

This methodological approach extends
Nelson’s model of Practice as Research
(PaR), which originated in perfor—
mance studies, into the broader terrain
of art and design. Where PaR fore-
grounds the entanglement of creative
and critical modes, transdisciplinary
praxis amplifies this entanglement by
traversing institutional, disciplinary,
and medial boundaries.

What is visualised in this chapter is not
simply an argument, but a topology, a
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spatial and conceptual mapping

of how research is held, moved,
and constrained. These topolo-
gies resist flatcening. They pro-
voke the reader to move between
fragments, to navigate tension, to
dwell in interpretive uncertainty.
In doing so, the chapter enacts
its core proposition: that re-
search, to remain alive, must
remain porous.
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f research is to be understood as an active engagement with
548
knowledge in flux, then its articulation must reflect this con-
g )
dition. The praxis point of interface offers a framework for
thinking about research not as a stable category but as a
liminal zone, where disciplines, methods, and epistemolo-
gies converge, collide, and are continuously renegotiated.’

This framing extends Nelson’s model of PaR into a broader transdisciplinary field,
departing from fixity and treating research not as the documentation of prior
knowledge but as a process of sense-making enacted in real time. The praxis point
of interface proposed here offers

a scaffold for navigating this flu- (‘ TO Operate in

id terrain, one that resists linear-

ity and opens space for emergent, liminal Sp acc iS

embodied modes of inquiry. It

positions research as an iterative, to aC Cept instability =

reflexive practice in which theo-

® retical understanding and mate- not as failurej but as @
rial engagement evolve togethcr.10 "
a condition of
Transdisciplinarity, as invoked .
here, is not simply the crossing of kHOWIed ge prOductlon_
disciplinary boundaries (as in inter-
disciplinarity), but their deliberate

transgression. It demands methods that emerge through context, and epistemolo-
gies that remain responsive to the situated, the provisional, and the performative.

Liminality, here,isnotapassivespaceofin-betweennessbutanactivesite of disruption
and potential. Itis where institutional logic and performative logic grind against one
another, generating friction that can lead to new epistemic formations." Within such
spaces, research becomes provisional, contingent, always in the process of becoming.

This has methodological consequences. The researcher is no longer a neutral observer
8 q &
butaparticipant,shapingandshapedbytheinterface of praxis. Thischapterenactsthat
position: hybrid, graphic, fragmented, uncertain. It is an invitation to remain within
liminality, not as a prelude to resolution but as a valid research space in its own right.
P P BEg
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Research situated within transdisci-
plinary praxis cannot be approached
as a linear process. Instead, it un-
folds as a hermeneutic spiral, an
iterative movement between doing
and reﬂecting, between encounter
and insight.”? This spiral resists the
closure often sought by institution-
al validation processes, such as fixed
ﬁndings, metric-driven outputs, or
benchmarked outcomes that priori-
tise legibility over complexity.‘3

Understanding emerges gradually,
shaped by each return to a question.
Reﬂexivity is central to Nelson’s
PaR, where creative activity is not
illustrative of theory but consti-
tutive of it. The artefact, whether
performance, design, or diagram, is
not an outcome but a site of inquiry,
alive in its unfolding.

Here, the spiral is both concept
and method. Research phases are
not separated but entangled. Rath-
er than forming a neutral ‘third
space’, this work foregrounds the
performativity of knowledge, how
ideas, materials, and actions loop,
clash, and coalesce in motion.

Visual motifs, layers, fragments,
loops, echo this logic. The page be-
comes a site of epistemic movement,
spiralling across media, registers,
and modes of meaning-making.
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This rethinks research temporality. Under-
standing is not delivered as conclusion but
accumulated across encounters. Meaning is
negotiated, not extracted, always provision-
al, always l)ecoming.14

.¢,

Meaning is

not extracted;
s ..
negotiated in
motion.

To institutions accustomed to linear log-
ics and fixed research pathways, this may

Happear incoherent. Yet the spiral is not
a detour, it is the method. Research be-
comes circling: always approaching, never
arriving. The movement is the work, nav-
igating closed structures, slipping between
borders, opening new ground for praxis to
take root.

@ 17/09/2025 15:15‘ ‘



Institutions, b ntainment. The university, as an

epistemic apparatus; e14 ation of knowledge into

categories, disciplines, 0 e outcomes.”
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In many ways, research must be made legi- |
ble to systems of assessment, framed within
conventions of textual expression and vali-
dated by recognised methodologies. Yet this
marginalises many forms and languages of
research that cannot be neatly contained
within such structures.

Transdisciplinary praxis disrupts this archi-
tecture. It exposes the porousness of cate-
gories and destabilises the logic of contain-
ment. This chapter does not offer a single
line of argument or a singular artefact of

knowledge. Irgﬁép%, it maps a condition of

ST

and epistemic landscape in

flux, an aes

.

which reseé{"-h

fragmentation, typographic play, challenge the hierar

image, outcome over process.'e 'Ihey open interpretive s/d in the
' structure of academic legitimacy. '

membrane.
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CO-LOCATED

The praxis point of interface is not only conceptual, it has been activated within in-
stitutional structures. At the University of Bristol’s Centre for Innovation and Entre-
preneurship, this ethos was embedded in the development of three new postgradu-
ate programmes in 2025. Designed as inherently transdisciplinary, these courses draw
together students from business, engineering, the arts, and media to collaborate on
real-world innovation challenges.

The structure of these programmes reflects the porous university model. They aban-
n rigid disciplinary silos in favour of modular, adaptive, and studio-based learning
rmats. Here, students encounter multiple epistemologies, not in sequence, but in
ollision. Knowledge is generated through engagement with difference, through the
riction of unaligned perspectives."”

Rather than position transdisciplinarity as an aspirational outcome, these programmes
treat it as a founding condition. The curriculum is grounded in systems thinking,
design methods, speculative prototyping, and iterative project work. Assessment is

This is not simply

a pedagogic

innovation. It is an
institutional intervention

formative, dialogical, and often oral, shifting focus away from standardised outputs
and toward processual insight."®

This is not simply a pedagogic innovation. It is an institutional intervention.

By embedding porous structures into programme architecture, the university be-
comes a laboratory for transdisciplinary praxis. The act of programme design becomes
research: performative, recursive, unfinished, mirroring the hermeneutic spiral of in-
quiry where understanding is enacted, not delivered.

Such approaches challenge the institution’s own comfort zones. They demand tol-
erance for ambiguity and reward collaboration over individual authorship. In doing
so, they reconfigure the university from within, not as a static body, but as a porous
system capable of learning and being reimagined.

This is not a blueprint. It is a proposition. The porous university is not a place,
but a practice.
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To conduct research  through
transdisciplinary praxis is to shift
our sensory mode of engagement.
This chapter does not merely enact this
shift, it performs it through what might
be termed visual-tactile research: a
mode of inquiry that foregrounds spa-
tial reasoning, embodied cognition,

and the materiality of thought.”

Where textual modes of articulation
privilege the linear and propositional,
visual-tactile modes operate through
association, juxtaposition, and the

felt logic of form. The visual, as it

reconfiguration. The page becomes
a studio surface where knowing is
activated through sensing.?!

Layout is not neutral. Typography is
a voice. White space is an argument.
The material construction of this
chapter challenges dominant expecta-
tions of clarity, structure, and coher-
ence as the markers of rigour.”
You as the reader are invited
not simply to consume this work, but
to navigate it: to pause, circle

back, and reflect.

The visual-tac-

The page becomes a.

studio surface, the chapter .
a site of making. ;

intersects with the tactile, becomes
epistemic: a mode of thinking, a
surface for speculation, a site of
interpretation.”

This approach draws from design
and studio-based practices in which
research is conducted through mark,
gesture, material testing, and spa-
tial composition. Knowledge emerges
through assemblage, disassembly, and

‘ ‘ 250917 BB DP.indd 14

tile  orientation  decentres au-
thorial control and opens spaces
for interaction where meaning is
shaped by encounter, not merely

delivered as content.

This is research that must be handled,
visually, conceptually, and physically. It
asks not just what you know, but how
you touch it.
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Transdisciplinary praxis was acti-
vated through the undergradu—
ate unit INOViooor: “In-
novation & Enterprise.”
Delivered to students
from engineering,
sciences, social scienc-
es, and the arts, the
unit created a live
research environ-
ment where disci-
p]inary boundaries
were deliherate]y
unsettled. The aim
was not interdisci-
p]inary collaboration
but the construction of
a liminal learning space,
where knowledge emerged
through friction and negoti-
ation.

The unit’s structure was
porous, resisting modular silos in favour of stu-
dio-based experimentation. Students co—developed

for b s m

P
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but performative structure.
Ambiguity was welcomed.
Partial understanding became
insight. Tutors facilitated
epistemic risk, supporting
multiple logics of knowing.
Reflection unfolded within a
hermeneutic spiral, cyclical,
recursive, situated.

The graphic composition of
this chapter mirrors these
pedagogical dynamics. Learn-
ing was spatial, relational, and
nonlinear, echoed through
layering, typographic disrup-
tion, and diagrammatic struc-
ture. Meaning arises not from
sequence but from movement,
sensing, and pattern recogni-
tion.

The unit revealed the limits
of conventional validation.
Emergent knowledge could

AR ';.'5,\?-;‘& .:‘a'./. S
RC ective Cl'lthue €came

a recursive site of methodological
awareness, where students analysed
how they came to know. : ®

INOV10001 was not just a unit of

study. It enacted a porous, perform-
ative research space, bringing the

COLLABORATIVE (PARTNERS)
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Transdisciplinary practice resists fixed out-
comes. It thrives through iterative engage-
ent with uncertainty. In INOViooor and
equent postgraduate units, pedagogy was
l by cycles of prototyping, feedback, re-

i and revision, more than techniques,

s enacted epistemological commit-

performative and recursive. Students conducted interviews, tested mock-ups, and
~worked with live stakeholders. But the “user” was not just external, each student became actor and
" cridic, participant and observer. Reflection folded back into the act of doing, enacting a hermeneu-

tic spiral of pg

Learning was

- Workshops followed no fixed path. Teams diverged

in method and rhythm. Success was measured not @
, by replication, but by responsiveness, how students

&l adapted to context, negotiated difference, and act-

#d ed within uncertainty. Instability became genera-

tive.

~ The studio functioned as a laboratory for epistemic experimentation.
8 Ideas were sketched, broken, rebuilt. Reflection was not retrospective
.commentary but active reorientation. Assessment moved with the

chythm of york, not in opposition.”*:

tions in this chaijter echo these loops. Layered;
linear, they resist prescriptive sequencing. Like tht e
ice, the page becomes a praxis point of interface. Readers
#d to navigate, not consume.

Here, learning is not linear but spiral. Knowledge emerges not from
closure, but from motion, held in the tensions between structure and
play, between framing and flux.
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mand predefined criteria, standardiS€ottputs, and measurable outcomes. Yet emer-
gent knowledge, relational, provisional, processual, resists this architecture. How can

we assess what unfolds in motion, and often escapes representation?

In INOViooor and its postgraduate successors, assessment became dialogic. Reflective
critique, peer-led discussion, and tutor learning conversations replaced static grading.
Students were evaluated not on what they knew, but how they navigated ambiguity,
reflected in action, and surfaced understanding in motion.*

d PaR is assessed within the
e UK's REF. In each case, perform—

This reorientation parallels broadg tes ar

PhD and research excellence asse such

ative knowledge must be transly textual outputs for institutional legibility, yet

ity.

mod i encing rigour through interac-

these translations risk flacteni edagogic practices described here

resist that flattening, offering
tion, iteration, and reflexivit

Tutors in these contexts shift from evaluators to epistemic facilitators. Validity be-

comes situated, a felt coherence rather than a measurable endpoint. Learning is recog-
nised not through replication, but through resonance, improvisation, and dialogue.”

This chapter adopts the same logic. Interpre-

tation becomes a practice. In this sense, the A t
visual-tactile mode signa]s new spaces of ssessmen I
encounter and articulation — ones that must

deviate from normative fixities in order to in this mOdeI'I

remain porous, open, and alive to research

e s Decomes an
movement and layered reflection. f h d
To assess emergent learning, we must assess aCt 0 .s are
e coonimanse ot attention.




PRAXIS
MANIFESTO

THIS IS NOT A CONCLUSION. IT IS A PROPOSITION.

THE FOLLOWING STATEMENTS ARE NOT TRUTHS

BUT PROVOCATIONS. THEY REFLECT A PRAXIS

@ﬁ% THAT IS ALWAYS IN MOTION—ALWAYS
NEGOTIATING ITS CONDITIONS OF POSSIBILITY.

LET THEM BE READ AS FRAGMENTS.
LET THEM BE HELD AS QUESTIONS.

TRANSDISCIPLINARY RESEARCH
PRACTICES AS PRAXIS:
VISUALISING THE POROUS INTERFACE

“TRANSDISCIPLINARY RESEARCH PRACTICES AS PRAXIS:




Research is not what you know. It is how you come to know.
The institution is not a neutral container. It is an active participant.
Method is not a route. It is a thythm.

Interdisciplinarity is not an outcome. It is a beginning.
Practice is not an illustration of theory. It is a site of theory.
Visuals are not decoration. They are argument.

Reflection is not retrospective. It is recursive.

Uncertainty is not a gap. Itis a condition.

Validity is not standardisation. It is resonance.

Borders are not limits. They are sites of negotiation.”®
Outcomes are not the end. They are a trace.

Collaboration is not consensus. It is friction.

Teaching is not transmission. It is co-creation.

Learning is not linear. It is iterative.

Assessment is not surveillance. It is shared attention.

Research is not contained. It is porous.
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If there is a call to action,
it is this:

2 D0NOT REDUCE YOUR
RESEARCH TO WHAT
| B CAN BE MEASURED

:D0 NOT SMOOTH YOUR
FINNMSIIBTMMHMRY e

£ DO NGT FIX WHAT
g suuym REMAIN FLUID.

WRITE

=3 THE CRACKS.
. TRACE THE

INTERFACES.

HOLD THE
FRICTION.
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