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Interspecies Design 
Stanislav Roudavski 

Design is a distinct form of practice with a typical focus on human aspirations for prod-
ucts, buildings, infrastructure, urban spaces, services and land use. As such, design af-
fects all planetary environments, societies and the capabilities of individual humans. 
This chapter begins by establishing design as both a force responsible for the current 
situation and a primary concern of the future. Next, the chapter uses cities as a charac-
teristic example of significantly modified habitats that are simultaneously biological 
and cultural. The cultures within such habitats combine the behaviours and traditions 
of many lifeforms. Consequently, the chapter argues that design approaches to the man-
agement of future habitats – conceptualised as ‘interspecies design’ – must engage with 
non-human as well as human cultures. This has implications for theoretical and practi-
cal engagements with the Anthropocene, pointing to the significance of design and the 
need for a transformation of design practices. 

Design in the Future 
By now, the concept of the Anthropocene is familiar in many disciplines. Conceptuali-
sations of a pervasive human impact emerged at least in the early nineteenth century 
and developed in the work of Carl Ritter (1810s), George Perkins Marsh (1860s), 
Jacques Élisée Reclus (1870s), Vladimir Vernadsky (noosphere, 1920s) and Nikolai 
Vereshchagin (technocene, 1970s), among others. However, the proposal to formalise 
the Anthropocene as a geological epoch at the turn of the twenty-first century resulted 
in much more attention. The desire to highlight the detrimental impact of human activ-
ities and motivate remedial action underpinned this proposal. As one of the authors 
wrote in 2002: ‘[M]ankind will remain a major environmental force for many millennia. 
A daunting task lies ahead for scientists and engineers to guide society towards envi-
ronmentally sustainable management.’1 This chapter understands the term Anthropo-
cene as a label for the situation where human activities substantially affect the Earth 
system. Two characteristics of the Anthropocene are especially relevant. Firstly, the An-
thropocene is important as the prevailing condition of the future: future cultures (hu-
man and non-human) will have to live within its effects. Secondly, many of the 
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Anthropocene’s effects are undesirable. A reasonable response is to change current hu-
man practices.2 

The focus on the future and the responsibility for managing change are – also – the 
key characteristics of design. This point requires elaboration because public opinion 
associates design with styles and forms of objects. Business practices cultivate this fo-
cus as a marketing instrument. For them, human users are factors that determine the 
look and comfort of ‘pleasurable products’.3 The end goal of such design is financial gain. 

Theories of design advance beyond such popular definitions. A common goal is to 
encompass all possible design practices, as is evident in an early and popular definition 
by Herbert A. Simon: ‘Everyone designs who devises courses of action aimed at chang-
ing existing situations into preferred ones.’4 Simon believed that all professions design. 
He included engineering, architecture, business, law and medicine as examples. His list 
stopped there. For him, scientists were not designers: ‘Design … is the principal mark 
that distinguishes the professions from the sciences.’5 

This focus on paid occupations makes Simon’s influential definition inadequate be-
cause it makes presumptions that do not match the observable effects of the Anthropo-
cene. For example, Simon’s definition assumes that a preferred future state can exist. 
This is not always the case. Situations where a preferred state is attainable are increas-
ingly rare. As a rule, destroyed ecosystems, like extinct species, cannot return to life. 
Ecosystem dynamics and biological evolution are irreversible. Novel ecologies such as 
those that exist in urban parks might be more attractive than treeless cityscapes or 
monoculture farming. However, such environments almost never constitute preferred 
states. They are compromises that are substantially less desirable than pristine ecosys-
tems. People might prefer such ecosystems, but no design can make them attainable. 

Furthermore, Simon’s definition presumes the existence of professionals who can 
distinguish existing situations from preferred states. However, this is always difficult 
and often impossible. Modification of ecosystems leads to complex, often surprising re-
sults. In most cases, the only way to understand the consequences is to obtain new evi-
dence through experimentation. The job of producing such evidence rests with the sci-
entists and other experts that he excludes. 

Crucially, Simon’s definition of design presumes the possibility of an agreement 
between designers and those they design for. However, such agreements are rare. Bio-
logically and culturally, forms of life can and do have incompatible interests. In most 
cases, relationships between interests, life histories, abiotic events and other factors 
prevent stakeholders from agreeing on a preferred future state. In a large city, these 



stakeholders might include coffee-loving bankers, elderly homeless, rats and birds. For 
example, peregrine falcons struggled in 1930s New York. During the 1940s, their win-
tering population in the city increased because the war effort removed pigeon fanciers, 
falconers and other interfering humans. In this period, female falcons seemed at home 
in the city and developed territorial attractions to certain skyscrapers. However, with 
the ‘golden age’ of the 1950s, peregrine numbers dropped and by 1961 the entire pop-
ulation was extirpated.6 Tom Cade and others bred and reintroduced falcons in the 
1970s and 1980s. In this post-DDT era, New York provided artificial shelters and bright 
lights that illuminated prey. The new generation of falcons took to the city and their 
return continues to attract media attention and public support.7 The measure of this 
success at the time of writing is sixteen couples.8 By contrast, up to 230,000 birds per 
year die in New York through collisions with buildings. In the United States as a whole, 
the annual figure can be as high as one billion.9 Such deadly interactions between the 
drive for human occupation density and the migratory routes of avian life indicate that 
it is too early to celebrate urban interspecies harmony. These examples show that de-
signerly agreements between birds and humans are not impossible, but neither are they 
easy. In many cases, human and non-human stakeholders struggle to cohabit. Even 
where co-presence is obvious, communication about possible futures or necessary ac-
tions will remain challenging. As a result, all relevant (human and non-human) stake-
holders are unlikely to be present when professionals assess states or devise plans. 

The term ‘preferred future state’ suggests a goal within a configuration of some 
situation, a state of affairs. A city without overcrowding, or sprawl, or slums would be 
an example. Design Studies inherits the notion of states from Future Studies. Neither 
field defines this notion clearly. In practice, states are local, limited and pragmatic. A 
developer’s brief for a high-rise building might ask for the maximum possible area of 
office space within a predefined footprint and fixed budget. This confines designing to 
a search for configurations that can satisfy given conditions. 

The focus on ‘states’ in the ‘preferred future state’ conception is also problematic. 
States are subjective. Designers or clients can attempt to specify future states to repre-
sent problems and ideas. However, resulting specifications are invariably partial and 
discontinuous. Design theories that build on Simon’s definition operate with cultural 
constructs that remain coherent only within narrow boundaries. Such boundaries con-
fine design projects in time, space and complexity. Professional designers begin by ex-
cluding most of the world and proceed to define states and devise courses of actions 
within these artificial confines. Professional projects often inherit such exclusions from 



powerful stakeholders in the form of briefs, laws, regulations, disciplinary training and 
budgets. Because Simon’s definition depends on exclusions, it cannot be compatible 
with the demands of the Anthropocene and its global, continuous, inescapable impacts. 

Other design theorists have sought to expand the notion of design to include ‘eve-
ryday design’. Harold Nelson and Erik Stolterman propose that ‘[d]esign is a natural and 
ancient human ability – the first tradition among many traditions of human inquiry and 
action. Everyone is designing most of the time – whether they are conscious of it, or 
not.’10 Klaus Krippendorff calls this approach to design ‘the realization of everyday 
life’.11 Design theory that follows these trends seeks to apply ‘design approaches’ to a 
broader spectrum of activities, including management and governance. However, much 
of this focuses on professional services and capitalist business practices. As a result of 
recent expansion, more paid consultants claim that they use ‘design thinking’. Text-
books advocate ‘design-focused problem solving’ for organisational management,12 and 
practitioners within the lucrative field of business leadership argue that design thinking 
is the best tool for creating empathetic and responsive organisational cultures.13 Re-
framing such practices as types of ‘designing’ validates the limitations of existing ap-
proaches, not least their anthropocentrism, disregard for non-proximal implications 
and compliance with the injustices of the political status quo. 

An enduring focus on narrowly understood benefits is an example. The contribu-
tion of Krippendorff’s approach is to see design as a meaning-making activity: design as 
a discursive practice that discusses designed artefacts within its discourse communi-
ties. These communities develop traditions and institutions. The discourse therefore 
occurs within permeable but distinguishable boundaries. It seeks to justify and promote 
its methods and achievements. Krippendorff’s goal is to expand the positive impact of 
design. His approach to such expansion is through ‘human-centred design’. The objec-
tive of human-centred design is to derive solutions from and for stakeholders’ lives. He 
prefers this approach to ‘technology-centred design’ where experts impose solutions 
on ‘users’. According to Krippendorff, the desired result of human-centred design is an 
artificial world filled with designed artefacts that play various social roles. The trans-
parently anthropocentric aim of this insular world is to make sense to humans, be use-
ful and give them ‘a feeling of home’.14 Unfortunately, environmental history demon-
strates that humans can value or love highly damaging, even suicidal practices. Easter 
Islanders dedicated a large proportion of their resources to the construction of giant 
statues. It is likely that they had a most powerful ‘feeling of home’ among them. How-
ever, the commitment to this much-admired example of human-centred design did 



nothing to prevent the severe exploitation of the island’s ecosystem, a dramatic thirty-
fold reduction in the number of human inhabitants and the disappearance of the statue-
making societies in the ensuing starvation.15 The debate on the complete composition 
of causes – from ecocide to genocide – is still ongoing.16 However, the human contribu-
tion to a rapid near-total deforestation and the resulting cascade of societal and envi-
ronmental degradations seem undeniable. 

So far, this chapter has outlined the significance of design and introduced existing 
understandings of design as well as their limitations. The next section advances this 
narrative of design as a cause of destruction. 

Design as the Problem 
Many understandings of design seek to explain existing practices and give them logic 
and credence. This approach is limiting because the combined outcome of all past de-
sign in all its diversity is the current condition of acute environmental crisis. Innovative 
design is responsible for introducing all major contributors to the crisis including tech-
nologies for hunting and fishing, agriculture, urban settlements, transportation or fos-
sil-fuelled devices. Power to re-engineer the world comes at a cost. Professional design-
ers or any humans that engage in design should be wary of promoting inherited ap-
proaches. The anthropocentric bias of most current practices prevents the considera-
tion of all possible futures and limits opportunities for reassessing human-induced im-
pacts. 

Human designing has a long history of interference with planetary systems. Many 
commentators link the Anthropocene with effects of industrialisation initiated by the 
patenting of Watt’s steam engine in 1764 and magnified by the ‘great acceleration’ after 
World War II. However, impacts of intentional human activities resulted in significant 
environmental degradations long before that. Examples include the global destruction 
of megafauna by various Homo species,17 desertification and pivotal societal transfor-
mations in the fertile crescent under the influence of agricultural innovations from 
about ten thousand years ago18 and some six thousand years of European deforesta-
tion.19 With industrialisation, the consequences are more serious, though not entirely 
novel. Consequently, it is important to rethink the pervasive influence of design on the 
future of life in the Anthropocene. Conditions of the future will offer novel, difficult (but 
interesting) challenges that will necessitate the refashioning of design. 

For example: design, along with many other creative practices – from literature to 
engineering – prizes ingenuity, innovation and impact. However, creativity is a force of 



destruction as well as making. In a world where resources such as materials or energy 
are finite, making something new requires a destruction of the old. On Earth, life had 
enough time to spread into every place that can work as a habitat. Scientists find organ-
isms deep in the Earth’s crust, in the stratosphere, in hot springs and at the bottom of 
ocean trenches. When newly evolved Homo sapiens began to colonise the planet, other 
creatures already occupied most available spaces to their maximal carrying capacity. 
The introduction of a new species, especially one as successful as humans, can occur 
only at the cost of diminishing the opportunities of others. Today, this is approaching 
catastrophic proportions. Consequently, an urgent need for design is to develop ap-
proaches that prioritise balance over efficiency and a small footprint over large impact. 

Another difficult challenge is the need to plan for substantially different futures. 
Many ongoing trends have crossed or will soon cross qualitative thresholds that can 
lead to substantially altered habitats. Examples include technological advances, biodi-
versity loss, global warming and urbanisation. For example, insect populations are in 
sharp decline, globally. Estimates claim that more than 40 per cent are threatened with 
extinction.20 Designed land use that transfers habitats to intensive agriculture or urban 
uses is the main driver. Industrial deployment of poisons is another cause. Beyond ag-
ricultural industries, most families have and apply poisons at home. The retail trade in 
designed insecticides and the related designed narratives of hygiene, safety and effi-
ciency are worth billions of dollars each year. The result is a decline in ecosystem 
productivity and health. Among other consequences, loss of insects leads to a precipi-
tous increase in bird deaths and equally large decreases in pollination, shifting whole 
regions towards ecosystem collapse. 

Life, human and non-human, seeks to adapt in response to numerous pressures. 
The result is novel environments and novel relationships among their inhabitants. So-
cietal values, education and business practices – including procurement, development 
and implementation of designs – struggle to match this novelty. 

Appropriate responses to novelty are especially difficult because of multiple un-
certainties. Ignorance is one factor. Human impact outpaces the accrual of human 
knowledge in many domains. For example, most biological species remain unknown 
and undescribed. Current estimates say that there are 8.7 million species on Earth with 
more than 86 per cent still undiscovered.21 About fifteen thousand to twenty thousand 
new species are described each year. It will take hundreds of years to find the rest. At 
the same time, some 50 per cent of species will be unviable by mid-century.22 Humans 
are still largely ignorant about their environment and in many cases lose the 



opportunity to learn more. The intrinsic unpredictability of complex systems is another 
factor that limits planning and modelling. These challenges become even more difficult 
in the presence of differing cognitive abilities and the resulting perceptions of relevant 
stakeholders. Any efforts towards more holistic design will have to develop methods 
that can alleviate such constraints on shared knowledge. 

Cultural Habitats 
Cities provide a characteristic example. Urbanisation is accelerating globally, and this 
trend will persist into the foreseeable future. Even if human societies arrest the spread 
of cities, existing artificial environments will remain. Urban effects include waste, pol-
lution, destruction of old ecosystems and depletion of resources well beyond the con-
fines of cities. These effects inhibit the population of many organisms through height-
ened mortality, ill health and poor quality of life. At the same time, cities and adjacent 
areas act as significant habitats for many organisms.23 Some individuals and species 
prefer cities. Others, such as urban pigeons, mice and most domesticated animals, can 
no longer survive without cohabiting with humans. Many more non-human organisms 
could live in cities but are excluded by prevailing human cultures, design and manage-
ment practices.24 Often, design choices exclude unintentionally.25 Examples include the 
sealing of road surfaces, removal of old trees, introduction of non-native vegetation and 
light pollution. Careful management of urban ecosystems can be necessary, for example, 
for safety or disease control. However, the form and regulation of cities emerged to en-
able an expansive growth of human civilisations. Resulting environments neglect habi-
tat requirements and negatively affect all lifeforms, including humans themselves. 

The proposal of this chapter is that the participation of all lifeforms in design is a 
prerequisite to the viability of future habitats. Three propositions underpin this hypoth-
esis: firstly, that habitats are necessarily cultural; secondly, that cultures involve human 
and non-human lifeforms, even if unknowingly and; thirdly, that design can learn from 
and support such interspecies cultures. 

Developing approaches in urban ecology seek to study cities as ecosystems.26 How-
ever, this field predominantly focuses on the observation and understanding of existing 
cities. Parallel, and more recent, areas such as political urban ecology seek to under-
stand the management of urban environments in the context of societal interactions.27 
Here, green design methods seek to minimise urbanisation’s damage.28 Yet, these ap-
proaches continue to prioritise the needs of humans, interpreting them as distinct from 
the needs of the other lifeforms and considering them over relatively short timescales. 



For example, most ‘green building standards’ attempt to minimise energy consumption 
but do not seek to provide habitat opportunities for non-human life. Most ‘nature-based 
solutions’ seek to purify water and air, reduce heat island effects and provide recrea-
tional opportunities for humans. Such approaches use other lifeforms as tools, dispens-
ing with them as human needs change. The scope of a typical urban masterplan is thirty 
years. A typical lifespan of a commercial building is about fifty years. By contrast, most 
trees become valuable as habitats after 150 years and can live much longer. Their com-
munities, with all the associated wildlife, can be many magnitudes older. 

A body of work on animals, plants and other non-humans considered in relation to 
human cultures has grown in a variety of disciplines including geography, philosophy, 
political science, law and environmental history.29 However, these recent advances are 
yet to penetrate the field of design or inform other, related professional practices and 
public opinion. In 1990, distinguished ecologist Daniel B. Botkin wrote that ‘our beliefs 
about nature have fallen well behind our knowledge’.30 These beliefs are important be-
cause they guide design. Unfortunately, since the 1990s, the gap has only widened de-
spite recent efforts to address the needs of non-human stakeholders such as animals.31 
For example, a recent systematic review of 200 studies on urban biodiversity revealed 
‘critical knowledge gaps about the people-biodiversity interface in cities’32 while a 
group of prominent researchers argued that future urban-design research ought to en-
compass non-human inhabitants.33 Reciprocally, researchers in biological conservation 
argue that the discipline needs to develop an integration with urban planning.34 The 
literature, therefore, indicates substantial gaps in the knowledge about the interaction 
of human culture, including design, with biology and ecology. 

Cultural barriers often prevent beneficial actions. For example, as diurnal animals, 
humans prefer brightly lit environments. They associate darkness with danger and 
crime. Yet, outdoor lighting is hugely harmful to many forms of life, including humans.35 
Information on harmful effects is not penetrating design disciplines. With further re-
search, design could support the required cultural shift in the homes, business spaces 
and public areas of cities. This shift must involve multiple cultural interactions, includ-
ing education, communication, regulation and technologies. Parts of this shift can occur 
only if non-human lifeforms adjust their cultures. For example, the introduction of arti-
ficially constructed nest sites in urban areas invite birds that do not typically dwell in 
cities to recognise new opportunities for habitation.36 To accept this invitation, birds 
need to learn to recognise and accept artificial nesting sites, be tolerant of noise and the 
presence of humans and their devices, modify their hunting strategies, adjust their diets 



and modify how they socialise. The next section sketches a conception of design that 
can benefit from integrating more-than-human cultures. 

Interspecies Design 
The extent of environmental degradation poses risks to numerous forms of life, includ-
ing many or most humans, especially those less privileged.37 A century ago, only 15 per 
cent of Earth’s surface was used to grow crops and raise livestock. Today, more than 77 
per cent of land (excluding Antarctica) and 87 per cent of the ocean have been modified 
by the direct effects of human activities.38 Humans have destroyed a tenth of Earth’s 
wilderness in twenty-five years.39 New forms of interspecies responsibility should, 
therefore, guide all future practices.40 Yet, human societies struggle to modify their be-
haviours, as illustrated by failures in setting and meeting environmental-protection 
goals. The inability to imagine an attractive future that diverges from business-as-usual 
is an important constraint.41 Current policies acknowledge culture and design as major 
organisational forces in the cities. However, the notion of culture used in these policies 
emphasises human production and consumption.42 This understanding sees humans 
and other forms of life as fundamentally different: only humans have cultures and their 
needs trump those of others. 

However, many (maybe even all) lifeforms have cultures. Consequently, it is possi-
ble to promote shared cultures that can better reflect ecosystem interactions among 
forms of life. The abstract nature of environmental ethics is one of the barriers prevent-
ing consideration of morality within environmental politics.43 Yet, cultures that encom-
pass human and non-human lives can foster critically important support for environ-
mentally responsible behaviours and policies. As Paul Downton has written:  
Because cities are the drivers of environmental degradation the challenge is to turn 
them into agents of ecological restoration, supporting massive human populations and 
simultaneously repairing the damage to the world that humans have already done. 
The survival of our species’ civilisation depends on how we make our cities work.44 
The absence of a framework theorising interspecies cultures in the context of design 
makes a meaningful choice between alternative approaches towards environmental 
management difficult, or impossible. This impasse results in coexistence of dramatically 
incompatible attitudes, ranging from the extreme modifications of geoengineering45 to 
the arrant protectionism of ‘affluent environmentalism’.46 

The emerging understanding of cities as living ecosystems is an important ad-
vancement. Nonetheless, leading literature in urban ecology inherits the 



anthropocentric bias of previous scholarship. It sees the urban environment as ‘a dy-
namic interaction between the natural environment and human culture’.47 In such in-
terpretations, human culture gets a privileged position. The anthropocentric bias situ-
ates other forms of life as separate from humans, undifferentiated as individuals, infe-
rior and mechanical: co-mixed as the ‘environment’. For example, undetected, un-
described and many ‘lower’ species – insects, worms or fish – remain unprotected by 
laws. New construction can remove or kill them if the viability of known non-human 
inhabitants is not affected. In similar situations, humans would receive compensation 
or even acquire protective status as refugees. Illustrating relevant recent thinking, pro-
posals for animal property rights constitute one attempt to address this gap.48 

Positioning that sees humans as valuable individuals but other lifeforms as envi-
ronmental forces devoid of individuality or culture is often unintentional. Yet, this is 
detrimental to the environmental-protection goals of urban ecology. Theory and prac-
tice need, therefore, to advance beyond such separations. The study, management and 
design of urban ecologies need to see them as cultural as well as physical, chemical or 
biological phenomena. Necessary to developing practices that can address the future 
challenges of such environments is the study of interspecies cultures. 

Humanist traditions define culture as something unique to humans. Ellwood in-
sists that ‘there is a qualitative difference between the social behavior of men and the 
social behavior of animals’.49 Yet, recent scientific work disproves this.50 It argues that 
many forms of life have rich cultures that are definable in terms of outcomes such as 
survival and well-being. For Allen et al., culture is ‘shared behavior propagated by social 
learning’.51 Laland and Janik understand ‘culture (or tradition) as all group-typical be-
haviour patterns, shared by members of animal communities, that are to some degree 
reliant on socially learned and transmitted information’.52 This chapter follows a simi-
lar definition proposed by Ramsey: ‘[C]ulture is information transmitted between indi-
viduals or groups, where this information flows through and brings about the repro-
duction of, and a lasting change in, the behavioral trait.’53 This definition typifies a large 
and rapidly growing body of work in multiple disciplines. 

Human and non-human cultures are always shared. They evolve in constant inter-
action within ecosystems and implicate multiple forms of life. Thus, cultures are always 
interspecies. Such cultures constitute a crucial mechanism of evolution and will have a 
pervasive impact on the health and well-being of humans and all other lifeforms.54 This 
understanding of culture also has important implications for established bodies of 
knowledge in ethics, aesthetics, governance and other areas important for design. 



The notion of interspecies cultures will require practical trials of a new ethics that 
builds upon existing work. This work includes forms of ‘land ethic’ that expand the so-
cio-environmental community to include soils, waters, plants and animals.55 Such an 
ethic has precedents but will necessitate innovation in rapidly changing environ-
ments.56 Such innovation will have to deal with novel ecologies and social relationships. 
Andrew Dobson suggests that socio-environmental ethics should constitute a way of 
being rather than a code of conduct.57 Future work must trial novel but plausible pat-
terns of lived multispecies interactions.58 

Consequently, interspecies design can be understood as a subset of interspecies 
culture, one that rejects speciesism. It is a form of design that seeks to involve and ben-
efit both human and non-human lifeforms; to design for and with all life. Interspecies 
design can have human or non-human clients, consider human and non-human stake-
holders and seek participatory contributions from human and non-human parties. It is 
committed to further research and conceptual innovation in areas of more-than-human 
co-habitation, interspecies culture, aesthetics and communication. To illustrate, modi-
fications of existing seawalls into welcoming habitats for marine life respond to the 
needs and preferences of both human and non-human inhabitants.59 Recent installa-
tions in Sydney illustrate how biodiversity-sensitive designs can improve the habitat 
capabilities of protected architectural heritage while enhancing humans’ aesthetic ap-
preciation of the shoreline. In Melbourne, digitally fabricated owls’ nests combine ecol-
ogists’ understandings of habitat needs with advances in design technologies.60 

The definition of culture that frames this chapter emphasises, then, the transmis-
sion of information content. The practical implementation of interspecies design is 
likely to depend, therefore, on technologies of data gathering, representation, analysis, 
modelling, communication and generation. Capabilities provided by computation are a 
qualitative leap that could restructure socio-environmental relationships. The resulting 
changes can be detrimental as well as beneficial. The continuing impact of increasingly 
automated technology seems unavoidable, however, and this chapter proposes its judi-
cious integration into constructive approaches that can support design with scientific 
evidence and measurable performance criteria. The bulk of the work in this area fo-
cuses on physical functions such as structural stability or energy efficiency. In exten-
sion, computation can have substantial positive effects on cultural interactions. Such 
effects are clear in the case of human cultures. It is likely that the impact of digital tech-
nologies on interspecies cultures will be as important. 



Conclusion 
An unfolding era of environmental collapse calls for new forms of interspecies respon-
sibility, including new types of science, new scientific data and reconfigured relation-
ships between science and politics.61 Within this interdisciplinary endeavour, design 
plays a particularly significant role. Broadly understood, design encompasses all plan-
ning. Past designs affected all planetary environments, societies and the capabilities of 
individual humans. The conditions of the Anthropocene make it clear that human-cen-
tred design will continue to result in increasingly diminished living worlds. Thus, hu-
man impact in the Anthropocene makes the role of design in the future even more im-
portant. This chapter proposes an interspecies design that will engage with all life and 
encourage a productive rethinking of concepts such as culture, traditions, intelligence, 
sentience and language. Design relies on agile try-and-adjust methods supported by 
technical creativity. Reoriented to include more-than-human stakeholders, such meth-
ods can usefully extend the purviews of sciences and humanities. For example, design 
can serve as a testing ground that can combine scientific evidence on the ethology of a 
species with radical proposals for its legal status and evocative narratives of possible 
neighbourly friendship with humans. Expressed as inspirational demonstrators, repro-
ducible recipes, guidelines, regulations or curricula as well as functional practical pro-
jects, the resulting scenarios can help to mobilise research and imagination in the ex-
ploration of preferable – and plausible – futures. 
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