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This Major Research Project investigates grief as a systemic infrastructure that might
shape whether institutions adapt, fracture, or renew. Through an integrative review across
biology, psychology, culture, and systems theory, combined with reflective pretice and
case vignettes, | develop a Griefnformed Futures + Design framework and a sistep
PACERPace, Affect, Culture, Ecology, Resilience ), process that could guide
practitioners from sensing signals of loss to testing proportionate responses in policy,
services, products, and places. The project asks: How might grief be treated as systemic
infrastructure in design and foresight so that instutions metabolize, rather than suppress,
loss. Findings suggest that grieinformed methods may strengthen legitimacy, reduce
downstream costs, and improve trust and safety for people and mor¢ghan-human
communities. The contribution would be a shared voabulary, operational tools, and
testable hypotheses for designers, policymakers, and community partners. | close with
limits, ethical safeguards, and a research agenda that could enable empirical evaluation
and co-development with affected communities.
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Figure 0.1:Inner 6 Outer. Feelings, beliefs, ideas, and intentions meet norms, institutions,
artifacts, spaces, and stories. They connect through expression and coordination, are held
by shared practices and narratives, and are shaped by feedback and constraints.

Figure 0.2 Layered architecture of the mammalian hippocampal region shown in
immunofluorescence. Different color channels mark cell layers and projecting neurites,
illustrating how memory-related circuits are organized; useful context for how stress and
grief may alter plasticity, connectivity, and learning.

Figure 1.1:From Inner to Outer to Inner Again. How feelings scale into systems: Inner
experiences translate into social expressions, are shaped by shared metaphors, get
codified by institutions, and materialize as places, devices, and platforms. Those artifacts
feed back through norms and incentives, constraining or enabling what pete feel and do.

Figure 3.1 Crossdisciplinary infographic showing how biology, culture, systems thinking,
language, economics, technology, design, Indigenous practice, and ethics all supply the
feedback and rituals that determine whether grief is seen, supported, and tueal into
learning.

Figure 4.1 Triggers of grief. Bereavement, iliness, relationship or job loss, displacement,
trauma, insecurity, and existential change can each initiate grief responses; naming the
source helps match support to need.
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Figure 4.2 Collective triggers of grief. Communitievel loss can stem from structural
injustice, economic shocks, disasters, pandemics, violence, environmental damage,
cultural erosion, and failures in housing and the built environment. Mapping these deiks
helps target prevention, repair, and community support.

[ RDe |l JIOXad0] | RUnbt IOl RGGUOWKGEe qé atof UT R2RT 2 ¢ 0toe U
experience, spread through community, create navigation challenges, and accumulate as

societal impactsuysignaling that grief travels across levels and returns as feedbackless

it is acknowledged and supported (Lee, Hossain

Figure 4.4 Community ripple effects of grief. When grief is unsupported, it can strain
workplaces, schools, healthcare, social ties, and families. Coordinated care and
connection help communities stabilize and recover.

Figure 4.5: Societal Impacts spread across systems. When larggcale distress goes
unmet, pressures show up in healthcare, the economy, civic life, social services, justice,
and education, contributing to shorter lifespans and a rising mentahealth burden. The
effects are interconnected rather than isolated.

Figure 4.6: A depiction of systems archetype Fixes that Fail: Overedication and chronic
grief. Medication on its own may calm symptoms in the short term, yet it can also create
reliance and leave root causes untouched, allowing distress to resurface ovéime. Pair
symptom relief with therapy, support, and grief work so the system can recover rather than
recycle the problem

Figure 4.7 : Accidental Adversaries: This systems archetype illustrates how a productivity
push and mentathealth days can cancel each other out when pressure to deliver
discourages time off. Time off can slow output, which adds pressure. This shows the
importance of aligning goals and adding buffers so performance and webeing reinforce
rather than compete.
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Figure 4.8. Causal Layered Analysis (CLA): headlines at the litany level are linked to deeper
systemic causes, worldviews, and myths; by working down we may explain the present,

and by working out from myth/metaphor we may seed alternative futures. (Sourcelao
Wang)

Pitfalls:

Figure 4.9. From CLA to the Futures Cone. When we change the deep stories we use; our

myths and metaphors, along with our shared worldviews (what we believe), systems (how

things are organized), and the everyday litany (headlines and talk), we change whaitires

NGO RE JG! gtONG 13t IOt 6 Rnagt IORE U0s RT JUKOq 6 DOGE q 6 1O
futures that are plausible, possible, and, by shared values, preferable. (Source: Hao Wang)

Figure 5.1 Foundations that inform PACER. Insights from systems, foresight, design, policy,
economics, and culture frame grief as feedback, signal, embodiment, legitimacy, hidden
cost, and narrative power. Together they inform PACER: pace work, align atfeath

practice, honor culture, include ecology, and build resilience

Figure 5.2 Impact Ladder. Describing the impact of signals cascading through a system
starting from awareness to structural change.
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| begin with the observation that our inner states do not always stay inside us.6 13 g 6 131 WR a K |
excitement about a concert, calmness by the ocean, or stress about a deadline,lvat | feel

and think can travel throughmy gestures, words, habits, and choices into my personal

networks; family, friends, workplaces, streets, and serverslt is not a onesided

communication, as those worlds answer back.Between sensory inputs, communication,

news, media and our surroundings, we are equally influenced by our surrounahg world.

Collectively, across plant, animal and human realms, oulctions cascade upward into

patterns that become routines, then rules, then infrastructures; and just as surely, the

actions of others flow back into us as norms, incentives, built environments, and stories

5 WG KWel Ul Y Walda dWe AY aYg LIBSG Yo LWRR AUl ldH G ¢ 0 A lWmwNY Y

Inner + Outer Worlds

expression +

coordination Outer World

Inner World

shared practices +

narratives norms
feelings institutions
beliefs feedback and artifacts
ideas constraints spaces
intentions stories

Figure Q1: Inner 3 Outer. Feelings, beliefs, ideas, and intentions meet norms,

institutions, artifacts, spaces, and stories. They connect through expression and
coordination, are held by shared practices and narratives, and are shaped by feedback and
constraints.
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This traffic between inner life and outer systems is something many scholars have tried to

map. Social psychology suggests that what feels internal is often already shaped by the

collective. Allport (1954) observed how judgments ride social currents, whileleider (1958)

showed how we locate causes in people or situations depending on context. Tajfel and

Turner (1979) demonstrated how the need to belong draws boundaries, and Festinger

(1957) revealed how dissonance drives us to justify choices after the fadCialdini and

Trost (1998) highlighted that unwritten norms can regulate behavior as reliably as formal

rules. Taken together, these insights suggest that emotions and perceptions rarely remain

private. Consider a workplace where silence about burnoutis; 6 IJ WU Y | Ga WY U WG t Y
hesitation to speak, born of dissonance and fear of exclusion, becomes mirrored by

others. Soon, what began as individual discomfort solidifies into a shared culture of

suppression, reinforced by norms and amplified by policies. Feaigs scale when repeated,

narrated, and coordinated. Under the right conditions, what begins as a hesitation or

metaphor can travel outward, gaining weight until it shapes infrastructures, budgets, and

a6l Wt qVY! Rt Ws DWHYGWWqYWHRGIRV2JWE AHY2 qlis 6 ¢ qlIRY LW

In workplaces, for example, silence about burnout often starts as an inner hesitation; a

fear that speaking up may mark someone as weak or replaceable. That hesitation is

mirrored by colleagues, until a culture of suppression takes hold. What began as one

GIIt+ YUkt WeUWet WWRt W WRUNY!I #IIT WH! WNI YecwWUY!l at 4
incentive structures that reward endurance over honesty. In this way, grief or fatigue does

not remain an individual matter but becomes a collective practice of denia embedded in
organizational routines.

The same pattern appears in civic life. After a tragedy, the raw grief of families may spill
into the streets as vigils or marches. If amplified through media or advocacy, that grief can
reshape policy. Mothers Against Drunk Driving is one wdlihown examgde: what began as
parental sorrow was narrated into a moral cause, scaled into lobbying networks, and
eventually codified into stricter laws, roadway design, and national broadcast alerts. Here
again, feelings did not stay private. They traveled outwardathered resonance, and
hardened into infrastructures that now structure everyday life.

In both cases, the mechanisms described by psychology and sociology help explain how
something as fleeting as an inner state can ripple outward until it reshapes the systems we
live within. What begins as a thought or emotion can, under the right conditienscale into
norms, narratives, rules, and even the built environment.

15



Ns YWmnBEe GGl WDARE qR2 Uwlqgl ¢T RqRYUY WS WG GWaet 3w 3ot 1
I JT RI DAqUT IOWé RAEL D1+ Kk WRT Je WYnW GGl UARE qR2IJWE! t

MRGqUI t AWRCGG VT Wwe GGl WHARe qR2 JW PDwhatRBRUNt Awllqé ¢ q
considered risky, and what is celebrated as success (Vickers, 1965/1968). Change the

metaphor that underpins those filters, and the institution starts to notice different things. A

6Yt GRaCUGWAIRNSGqWt qYGWet t RUN WY WL E LU 2RRINNUL? IR Gléajop R
MG WEWGT WRUWI RNDURq! ewlWINGEe qlUt RnalUt JIIGE W G¢ i
Budgets, training, and even architectural choices can follow. Appreciative Inquiry builds on

this logic. Instead of focusing only on what i®roken, it uses stories of strength and

possibility to guide groups into different futures (Cooperrider & Srivastva, 1987). If used

HI RqRHEcCOG! AWs Raé6Ye qWRNUYI RUNWSE! GAWg6 It DWe GG

qVY WmaJagce HY 0 RAR U RAiimovelfréimgidingtd intblbésigit G 0 1J A

Culture shapes the architecture of the whole process. In more individualistic settings,
selves are often imagined as autonomous units, and influence gets attributed to

GUI+ YU¢CORq! Wal ¢Rat WWAYIRH! WRUWq6 Yt JWARYUqU$aqt W
that assume decision-makers act alone (Hofstede, 2001; Triandis, 1995; Markus &
Kitayama, 1991). In collectivist contexts, selves are understood as interdependent, woven
through roles and obligations. Policy more readily targets shared norms. Indigenous
worldviews go further still, placing relationality at the center, not only among people, but
also with land, ancestors, and morethan-human kin. In these perspectives, identity and
grief are not private possessions but movements through a living field (Wilson0Q@8;
Simpson, 2017). Each worldview offers a different operating system. If we begin with
individuals, the default is to instrument and optimize them. If we begin with relations, the
work shifts to stewardship: tending ties, repairing bonds, and honoringantinuities.
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Figure 0.2 Layered architecture of the mammalian hippocampal region shown in
immunofluorescence. Different color channels mark cell layers and projecting neurites,
illustrating how memory-related circuits are organized useful context for how stress and
grief may alter plasticity, connectivity, and learning.

17



”~

s :
. ;" L e
P %

. s

S R
: ;

t"",i‘ 7;“""’

My
%




| have often seen emotions tip design and policy, sometimes silently, without anyone
naming them. After certain shocks, grief and fear reorganize public life, not only in
conversation but in architecture, law, and routine. A nation reeling from disaster might
suddenly accept new forms of surveillance, new ways bodies are sorted and moved
through space.The details vary, but the pattern feels familiar: an emotion charges a frame,
that frame attracts narratives and coalitions, and together they travel through standards,
procurement, and codebooks until they show up in the signage on a street, the scripf a
ceremony, or the architecture of a queue.

| do not believe grief follows a single causal law. What | have seen, however, is a pattern
that repeats often enough to feel plausible.

History offers many reminders. After singular tragedies, grief and fear reshaped airport

t Uel Ra! We Ul Wel HeUWt 21 2 DRGGE URIIOWNGS WWmwAL Y 130 W
became policing doctrine, and eventually guided tactics that redrew budgets and

neighborhoods (Wilson & Kelling, 1982). Amber Alerts began with the story of one child and

scaled into national broadcast infrastructure. Climate grief, once dismissed as alarmism,

became ritualized through school strikes like Fridays for Future, where absendeom

classrooms became presence in civic life, shifting climate from abstract science into an

urgent political agenda. Whether or not we agree with each outcome, the mechanism is

consistent: an affectively charged frame recruits allies, travels through ingutions and

standards, and eventually crystallizes into signage, scanners, rituals, or curricula.

Other emotions follow similar arcs, leaving distinct design signatures. Pride and national
sentiment anchor histories in monumental architecture. Empathy and solidarity helped
normalize curb cuts, ramps, and captioning until they became default features gbublic
life. Anger and moral outrage in #MeToo reshaped HR policies and workplace protocols.
Shame and disgust drove public health campaigns that redesigned cigarette packs into
plain warnings and images that altered behavior. Each of these examples showmotion
not as a private inconvenience, but as a force that reshapes systems, sometimes subtly,
sometimes dramatically.

If thoughts and feelings can harden into artifacts, then we carry responsibility for the
metaphors we seed. Strategic foresight treats metaphors as seeds that shape which
futures feel plausible (Inayatullah, 2004). Systems theory reminds me that feedbacksd
delays make consequences difficult to see in real time (Meadows, 2008), and that
resilience arises when systems metabolize feedback rather than suppress it (Ostrom,
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2009). Indigenous teachings widen the field of consequence to include relations we too
often ignore, both human and morethan-human. Cross-cultural psychology shows that
our assumptions about the self, whether independent or relational, shape not only the
policies we design but also the futures we expect (Markus & Kitayama, 1991; Triandis,

1995).

For me, this is less a conclusion than a reminder: emotion and metaphor are not
background noise. They are the quiet engines of design, policy, and foresight. And among
them, grief deserves special attention not because it is rare, but because it is universal,

and because it so often hides in plain sight.

norms

+ environments Inner Life
- e o feelings,
p - -»> e e Translate/scale
identity
' anticipation
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Figure 11: From Inner to Outer to Inner Again.

How feelings scale into systems : Inner

experiences translate into social expressions, are shaped by shared metaphors, get
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codified by institutions, and materialize as places, devices, and platforms. Those artifacts
feed back through norms and incentives, constraining or enabling what people feel and do.

Why center grief rather than treat all emotions alike?

Emotions of many kinds shape judgment, design, and policy, whether or not we name
them. Anger can accelerate blame and fuel rislseeking, leading to protocols that
emphasize punishment and accountability (Lerner et al., 2015). Fear sharpens threat
detection and heightens riskaversion, which often shows up in the expansion of security
infrastructures and surveillance systems. Joy, by contrast, tends to amplify connection
and creativity: it animates festivals, playgrounds, and community rituals that make ds
feel livable, often with more durable impact than topdown policy. Calm plays a quieter
role, but no less influential. It underpins designs that invite reflection and trust libraries,
contemplative parks, or workplaces that prize focus over frenzy. E&cemotion leaves a
design signature.

Grief, however, stands apart in how it entangles time, identity, and pace. It layers past
losses with anticipatory ones, making time feel nonlinear in ways that collide with
institutional calendars and return-to-work expectations. It remakes relational idatity,
altering who | am with and to others, which shifts roles and obligations across networks.
And it resists constant acceleration. Grief often requires oscillation between engagement
and restoration, while institutions are usually tuned for uninterruped forward motion.
These features concentrate continuity risk: ignored grief does not simply vanish but
accumulates in ways that corrode trust, legitimacy, and collective performance.
Economically, grief also costs us more than anger, fear, joy, or calmsat drives
productivity losses, attrition, and hidden social burdens at scales rarely measured but
profoundly consequential (Black, 2020). For example, studies of major organizations have
shown that unresolved grief can increase error rates, prolong abséeeism, and push
skilled staff out of the workforce entirely, creating ripple effects far greater than the short
bursts of energy anger might catalyze or the stabilizing presence joy can providerief also
exerts costs on healthcare and legal systems, in addition to other negative externalities.

The point is not that grief is the only emotion that matters, but that it demands distinctive
design responses. Joy and calm may help stabilize and inspire; anger and fear may
mobilize and protect. Yet grief cuts across them, holding continuity itself in westion.
Small, durable adjustments to how institutions acknowledge and pace grighrough
recognition protocols, reflective spaces, or cadence designcan reduce error and attrition
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while strengthening trust.Not every emotion travels this ladder, and not every change is
beneficial, but the pathway is visible across domains. That is reason enough to justify
systematic study and careful experimentation in the chapters that follow.

| treat grief cautiously yet directly: not as a universal explanation, but aslans that can

help clarify why some systems fracture under strain while others adapt. To keep claims
legible and falsifiable, | define my terms, locate them across eras and worldviews, and

D+ Gl ¢ RUWSs 6! W k G We tinRastidtiire! ahd@richitedtard/ih d dis¢lplingd’ 1J LU
way.

What | mean by grief (and how it differs from other affects)

Bygrief | mean a lived disturbance of time, body, attention, and identity after an

irreplaceable loss. FromthefirstGIJ1 + YOW q¢ UT GYRUqAWq6 IWs Y1 4T WO
as it did: sleep and appetite shift, familiar rooms feel foreign, roles loosen and seek-re

linking. Grief is not only sadness; it is a-patterning of significance . It oftenoscillates ,

with periods of intensity alternating with ordinary functioning.

Two distinctions keep the analysis clean:

9 Grief vs. regret. Regretcenters onagency ¢ UT WHY 2 Uqldl n¢ Hae ¢ Gt Woibf U
Y a6 13l sQRiefdémtasstonlirreversibility bi/ba 6 1JWs Y1 G1T W6 ¢t WHG ¢ UNIT |
occur; in thisresearch | reserveregretfor agencyladen judgments andgrieffor non-
negotiable loss.

ﬂ Displaced grief. Unaddressed mourning canshow up asanger, worry, irritability,
compulsive work, numbing, or friction-seeking, and even change the ways we
interact with people, the boundaries we have, and our thresholds for pain, and
happiness alike. | do not treat these as separate character flaws so much as grief
wearingmultiple masks (Stroebe, Schut, & Stroebe, 2007; Shear, 2012).

Eras and worldviews: how we configure grief

| have never assumed there is a single social logic for grief. What | see instead are eras and
orientations, each carrying its own metaphors and defaults, each leaving behind artifacts
that still shape the present. | felt it was important to understand théistory of how we have
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approached grief in order to understand the variety of ways we engage with it in the present
day.

In preemodern orientations, personhood was inseparable from kin, land, ancestors, and

ritual. Grief was rarely hidden. It was carried together, spoken aloud, and metabolized

through ceremony, season, and story. To lose someone was to enter a passage, ahé t
GYRUqUWs ¢t WUYqllgY Wbl 1Jepaverintbocdniiunity tiiraudghHtestteato) Wa Y WA 1J
redistributed loss. Kellehear (2013) and Ariés (1981) remind us that mourning was less

about private sadness than about rebinding the fabric of life.

Modern orientations turned the lens inward and the gears outward. Mechanistic
metaphors rose, and with them a culture that prized efficiency, regularity, and control.
Care and dying became professionalized, grief increasingly privatized and medicalized.
Employers and institutions drew sharp lines: three days off, perhaps a counseling referral,
and then the expectation of a linear return to productivity. Rieff (1966) and Illouz (2007)
both trace how grief, once communal, was narrowed into a private pathology be
managed rather than a collective reality to be held.

By the latemodern and postmodern periods, grief had not disappeared but proliferated
under new logics of media and platforms. Here, grief could be everywhere and nowhere at
once. It might flood timelines, trending for a moment, yet be consumed at the spel of a
scroll. At times, grief became a form of social capital: a post that gathered likes or
sympathy but rarely altered the structures underneath. Ahmed (2004) and Papacharissi
(2015) show how attention economies instrumentalize even the most intimateokses,
creating cycles where visibility often comes without depth, and institutions can appear to
acknowledge grief without changing anything at all.

Cross-cultural perspectives complicate and enrich this picture. In more collectivist
settings, grief is encoded in shared obligations and communal practices. In more
individualist ones, it tends to be encoded in choice architectures tailored to autonomous
decision-makers (Triandis, 1995; Markus & Kitayama, 1991; Hofstede, 2001). Neither is
static, and both reveal biases about what a self is and how loss should be carried. What
individualist contexts often miss is that grief is not a defect but a tutor in #art of living.

This is not a new idea. Aristotle noted that the people we meet and inevitably lose
illuminate the goods that sustain a life, and that the polis is pressed to honor them through
memory, ritual, and just institutions (Nicomachean Ethics, 2009). In the Bhagad Gita,
| TeUc¢kt WNI RUnWeUT WGel ¢d!+t RYWAWHEYGUWWe UWe GGl WO
(Radhakrishnan, 1993). Confucian thought makes mourning a civic practice in its own right
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(Analects, 1998), while Zen turns attention to grief as the very cadence of impermanence
(Kasulis, 2002). Taken together, grief appears less as an interruption and more as a
covenant binding people to memory, ecology, and society.

Many Indigenous worldviews carry this further. Grief is not only about people but about
more-than-human ties. It is work of continuity: repairing bonds wittancestors, land, rivers,
animals, and future generations (Wilson, 2008; Simpson, 2017; Kimmerer, 2013). These
orientations need not align perfectly with individualist or modern frames to be instructive.
They remind me that grief can be structured in way$iat sustain cadence:
acknowledgment, return, seasonal pause. Relational traditions offer repertoires that our
current institutions too often lack.

i 6! Wf Wet WWwsRUNI ¢t ql efqgqel Wwle UT Wmwel #6 Rql

Because | use system language ithis research paper, | define it narrowly and contrast it
with established meanings. In Socio Technical Systems (STS) and information studies,
infrastructure is the often-invisible relational substrate that enables action, learned as part
of membership and revealed by breakdwn (Star & Ruhleder, 1996; Bowker & Star, 1999;
Larkin, 2013). | use a modest operational sense: the durable supports and cadences that
keep collective activity possible. Examples include leave and retur policies, handover
rituals, memorial protocols, service hours, and data rules that prevent grief erasure. | am
not claiming grief is infrastructure in the full STS sense. | am arguing that grlgérate
supports and cadences function infrastructurally because they quietly bear load and
enable continuity.

Architecture in buildings and computing denotes the arrangement of parts into a coherent
whole and the highlevel organization of a system (Alexander, 1977; Garlan & Shaw, 1993).
| use architecture to mean the patterned arrangement of roles, rules, roomshythms, and
interfaces, similar to choice architecture. A griefaware architecture allows oscillation, for
example approach and withdrawal, rather than assuming constant flowWhen more

precise terms are useful, | also refer to institutional arrangementsoperational scaffolds,
ritual repertoires, cadence design, and sociotechnical routines.

In Summary

My working hypothesis is restrained: grieinay scale beyond private feeling; small, weH
designedsupports and cadences might reduce error and attrition while improving trust
and continuity; ritual repertoires from relational traditionscould enrich mainstream
institutions without large new expenditures. The chapters that follow specify measures
and interventions and invite readers to test where this frame holdsnd where it does not.
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The aim is not to elevate grief above all else, but to use it adems for designing systems
that remember, learn, and endure.

My education in grief begarwhile | was growing up irbhaka, where rupture and resilience
share a tea stall. Partition in 1947 displaced millions (Talbot & Singh, 2009). The 1971
Liberation Warfurther scarred the people of thenation, even as architecture and art
became acts of repair. | remember light falling through brick at the Parliament complex,
rickshaw art turning traffic into a moving gallery, cricket in narrow streetsjibrant local
music scenes, the call to prayer folding the day into a rhythm older than the city. Monsoon
water rose and neighbors checked on neighbors. The city ran on ingenuity, spice, and
stubborn hope. Abroad, Bangladesh was often flattened into a single story of disaster that
erased creativity and dignity (Haque, 2019). That erasure is a grief of its own.

Moving toCanada, | met different griefs. The legacies of colonialism and residential
schools remain active (TRC, 2015). Towns hollowed by industrial decline carry alienation
that shows up in health and politics (Russell, 2019). Climate grief arrives with fires and
floods (Cunsolo & Ellis, 2018). These forces shape intergenerational memory and disparity
(Palmater, 2011; Coulthard, 2014).

70qs00W?26c¢ct ¢kt WavYUt Yyow Ut RaRWOARDWe UT WocecUeT ¢
recognizegriefwhen it showed up assignal, or a hidden driver | heard it in boardrooms

after failed mergers, in neighborhoods displaced by development, and in cultural

institutions mourning fractured lineages. Multiple actions in the current climate of

geopolitics can be read as grief over belonging and sovereignty (Alexander, 2012).

My grandfatherin particular taught me how to listen. He boughtvhat felt at the time like
every newspaper he could find irDhakaand stacked them besidehim on his table,along
with toast biscuits and a cup of tea /if | read themalls; he would say /b might get half the
truth. The other half lives between the versionson the streets, in water cooler
conversations, tea stalls, our art and in our underground and popular cultureThat habit
became a mental hygienepractice for me. Read across perspectives. Check the metaphor.
Listen for what is missing. The same practice is required lmesign, whether designing for
grief or any other emotional state
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Design trained me to notice what a system seems to privilege. In practice, the field often
prizes novelty and speed, sometimes at the expense of care and maintenance. | try to hold
a wider view. Design may be stewardship as much as invention, attention asuch as
acceleration. In that register, grief became a tutor. It helped me surface harm across
industries and sectors that had been normalized, clarify the values a system actually
protects, and notice where renewal might begin.

Artificial intelligence appears to raise the stakes. Models trained on partial histories can

t RHecOWWU+EAO2t RYUWhue RAL 0! Allge !l ORUNDW! 3t qI T ¢! kt W
et al., 2024). In machinemediated, post-biological contexts, unacknowledged grief may
automate erasure at scale. My countermeasure is what | call systems hygiene. | use it to
mean practical disciplines that keep memory and consent alive in everyday work:
protocols for meaningful consent and data sovereignty, especially wherendigenous
communities are concerned; provenance and audit trails that make training data
traceable; pacing that matches human bodies and cognitive load; and small, routine
practices of recognition and repair, such as checkns, handovers, and memorial

protocols. None of this is dramatic. It is ordinary, repeatable care that, over time, might let
systems carry loss without losing function.

| noticed that grief can occupy a lot of our time, whether tendetb or not. After seeing
numerous companies, individuals, and communities be hindered from reaching their full
potential due to dealing with grief in inefficient ways, | sought to understand how we might
design our lives in ways that honour our physical and mental health, as well as the health
of the natural ecosystems we rely upon. This ledtme to a relatively simple research
guestion in the grand scheme of things, but one that has significant potential for societal
improvement and cost savings.

Research question.

How might we improve the design of present and future systems through a deeper
understanding of grie?

A paired question follows given the prevalence of artificial intelligence and its adoption
across most major industries
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How might we design for posbiological systems when we have not yet designed well for
human ones?

Contributions

My contributions through this research may be described in four main forms.

Theoretical. | suggest positioning grief alongside trust, memory, and energy as a
foundational societal input. Like these other forces, grief is not optional. It is always
present, whether acknowledged or suppressed, and it quietly influences the stability and
legitimacy of systems.

Methodological. | propose reflective practice as a form of systemic inquiry. By holding
theory and practice together, this approach makes it possible to follow grief across scales:
from the individual body to the organization, and from cultural rituals to civic
infrastructures.

Topical. | surface Indigenous, global, and cultural practices not as peripheral traditions
but as design resources with enduring relevance. They remind us that grief has long been
metabolized communally, ritually, and ecologically, and that institutions often wealen
themselves when they ignore this.

Paradigmatic. | suggest shifting foresight metaphors from mechanical to biological.
Rather than thinking only in terms of efficiency and repair, | emphasize cadence,
adaptation, and regeneration (Capra & Luisi, 2014; Meadows, 2008). This reorientation
opens space for titures work that may be more ecologically realistic and emotionally
literate.

Inner statescan circulate into gestures, choices, and policies. Actions shaped by

emotions, metaphors, culture, and biology maycascade upward into rules and

infrastructures, which then flow back into us as environments, incentives, and norms.

Because this traffic follows patterns, it may also be designable. Choosing different

GNqecGEY!l + Wt er6Wet WwuNel T WUKEHRGRADGILIRYY 4mE ¢ Hid R 0L
beginning from relational rather than purely individual ontologies, could generate different

models, metrics, and mandates. Those choices eventually show up as different chairs,

clinics, classrooms, and streets.

Designing with bodies, emotions, and relations in view is not sentimentality. It may be
understood as systemsoriented, biologically realistic, and policy-relevant. It

27



acknowledges that the architectures of work, policy, and platforms already carry
emotional load, and asks how we might carry it with intention rather than by accident.

What follows builds on these premises. | treat grief not as a private defect to be hidden or
endured, but as both signal and material within living systems. By tracing how frames
travel, how bodies fare within architectures, and how cultures tune attentionl aim to show
how small shifts in language can lead to large shifts in practice, and how we might choose
frames that help institutions metabolize rupture rather than collapse under it.

Chapter 2 outlines the methodological ecology that makes grief legible as driver of design
and policy. Chapter 3 synthesizes intellectual lineages and identifies blind spots. Chapter
4 surfaces practice-based findings across domains. Chapter 5 presents the PACER
framework. Chapter 6 names limitations and future directions.

The through line is that designing with grief is not about adding another program or policy

layer. It is about weaving griehwareness into the cadence of work, governance, and

Tt RNUWY YWaqécec quUWaAYUqRUza Rq! WHIDHEY G 13t WEHMthmsi R¢ AT 1JW
pauses, and patterns that already shape collective life: meeting schedules, policy cycles,

school calendars, ritual observances. If those cadences acknowledge grief, they support

adaptation; if they deny it, they amplify risk. The contribution ohiis researchis to show

that grief can be designed with, not designed out, and that doing so may yield futures that

are both more resilient and more humane.
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| adopt a reflective methodology grounded in practicebased inquiry. By reflective | mean a
systematic return to my own professional work as data: transcripts, field notes, design
artifacts, and immersive installations become sites for theorizing how griefight operate
across governance, healthcare, cultural, and civic contexts (Schon, 1983; Kolb, 1984;
Gibbs, 1988). Reflection helps me learn from practicen-action and to notice grief as a
possible hidden driver rather than a background feeling.

Reflexivity complements this stance. | locate myself as a Bangladest@anadian systems
designer and cultural practitioner, and | treat my values, histories, and blind spots as
active variables in knowledge production (Finlay, 2002). | keep an audit trafl decisions,
memo my assumptions before key analyses, and invite challenge from collaborators who
hold different positions. The goal is not neutralityput accountable interpretation.

Grief may resist reduction to linear protocols or mechanical measurement. It seems to

pulse across physiology, psychology, and ecology in ways that slip easy

compartmentalization. | therefore frame this study as an ecology of methods: diverse

tools,oneunRn ! RUN Whe It qRYUOWf UWJe #E W WaqaqRUNWF Wet t AL
6YsWHRY2G0T Waé¢ qWRUNYI dWnegqgel 3t wWeOl Wi 3+ RNUWHES YR

This stance also invites me to question dominant design paradigms that privilege

efficiency, profit, and control at the expense of biology, ecology, and care. Many of our

policy and economic discourses lean on metaphors of war or zersum competition. We

SGUCEt WYNWHNnRNEQRUNKWGEY 211 q! AWmpAYAGHE qRUNDKWHAGRG ¢
q6YenNsWI2WI ! W YGecRUWYNWIRNWDWs I WWe WHE qaildnRIJ
loss. These frames may sometimes create urgency, yet they also flatten complexityhey

obscure the feedback loops that sustain resilience, such as the way rest supports

performance, or the way biodiversity maintains stability in ecosystems. By casting every

challenge as an opponent to defeat, these metaphors leave little room to image

cooperation, reciprocity, or regeneration as credible design choices.

Systemsperspectives suggest other ways of seeing. A socitechnical lens emphasizes the
interaction between human behavior and material technologies. It reminds us that
infrastructure is never neutral: scheduling software or triage protocols quietly shape
whether grief is recognized, minimized, or shared. A socipsychological lens highlights
how identities, norms, and relationships influence what is considered grievable, and how
stigma or silence can corrode trust and capacity. A socikecological perspective situates
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human systems within larger living systems, where grief is not simply a private emotion but
a sign of disconnection from ecological relations, whether in the loss of salmon in a river,
the disappearance of a language, or the quiet despair of young peoplading climate
collapse.

Together, these approaches offer an alternative to mechanistic frames. They invite us to
see grief not as inefficiency to be eliminated but as signal and feedback, a force that
reveals when continuity is under strain and where adaptation is required.

Bias, lens, and falsification

fW DAYNURAUDWqS W Rt t Wagdécqlle WmuNl RINWGE WU mwlWAY 2 0
Across projects, grief surfaced in interviews, workshops, and client meetings often enough

that | was surprised more organizations did not have grief informed policig® help

address performance and productivity issues as well as easily avoidable workplace

accidents.

To keep the lens from drifting into dogma, | balance reflection with reflexive accountability
and clear tests. | ask first what norgrief mechanisms could explain a pattern and | record
null cases where grief does not appear to matter (Finlay, 2002). | &iedisconfirmation as
informative, consistent with a falsification stance adapted for qualitative work (Popper,
1959; Maxwell, 2013).

| also use practical guardrails against confirmation bias. | maintaian audit trail of analytic

decisions and sampling choices (Yin, 2014). | triangulate across methods and data types

S0 no single source carries the argument (Patton, 2002; Miles, Huberman, & Saldafia,

2014). Ipret GDHRN! W RG G{ I WH 6 1J H djustidénts shovidhp efiébtéh’n WHE ¢ T 130 H
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it from stress, regret, or general dissatisfation, and | log base rates and null findings so

absence remains visible. These steps do not remove bias, but they make it inspectable and

keep the lens provisional, which is the standard | aim to meet.

To observe grief across biological, cultural, and systemic scales, | draw on six clusters of
methods. Each illuminates a different facet; together they form a mosaic. | work
abductively, moving between data and theory, and | triangulate across methods teduce

31



the chance that any single lens dominates (Timmermans & Tavory, 2012; Schwa8hea &
Yanow, 2012).

Why this mix might work.

Systems and foresight help reveal patterns and timing. Behavioral tools help trace how
loss shapes everyday choices. Indigenous and decolonial protocols keep consent,
reciprocity, and limits visible. Immersive design lets people feel complex systems.
Reflexive practice holds my own position to account. In combination, these approaches
have informed my work ancallow me to study grief asa driver and design issue alikeather
than only as an individual emotion.

1) Systems and Foresight Frameworks

9 Causal Layered Analysis (CLA).I surface grief at four levels: burnout headlines at
the litany, bereavement policy gaps at the system, productivitpefore-humanity at
the worldview, and myths of grief as weakness at the myth/metaphor level
(Inayatullah, 1998).

1 Systems archetypes. | map recurring loops such as Fixes that Fail, Tragedy of the
Commons, and Success to the Successful, for example wellness programs without
bereavement leave, caregiver burnout, and grief being most ignored in marginalized
groups (Senge, 1990).

1 Anticipatory systems. | treat grief as orientation toward absent futures, for
example climate activists pre-grieving ecological collapse Poli, 2010).

91 Foresight tools. | use STEEPLED scanning, Three Horizons, and experiential futures
to situate grief across past trauma, present rupture, and anticipatory loss (Sharpe,
2013; Candy & Dunagan, 2017).

9 Activity theory. | use CulturalHistorical Activity Theory to show how contradictions
in roles, tools, and rules can surface unresolved loss that blocks learning
(Engestrom, 1987).

1 Panarchy. | locate grief within adaptive cycles of growth, conservation, release, and
reorganization. Grief often corresponds to the hinge between release and renewal
(Holling, 1973; Gunderson & Holling, 2002).

Purpose. Reveal grief as feedback loop and anticipatory signal, and shift foresight
metaphors away from mechanistic control toward biological and ecological adaptation.

2) Behavioral Economics Tools
UsingMINDSPACE(Dolan et al., 2010), | analyze how grief may shape micihoices:
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Messenger. Legitimacy seems to shift depending on who names grief, for example
CEO compared with junior staff.

Norms. Local culture appears to determine whether grief is surfaced or
suppressed.

Salience. Ritualized and accessible environments can change what people notice
and how they belong.

Purpose. Show how loss might steer everyday behavior as much as macgystems, often
quietly.

3) Immersive and Design Methods

While immersive work was not undertaken for this paper, | researched immersive
installations and design methods, including take a retrospective look at Space or Grief,
and We Remembered You, Too; two installation series | gounded with the intention of
making systemic information about grief and nemory publicly accessible. The purpose of
this was to understand how to improve learning outcomes, emerging methods of

education,
1 Journey mapping. | track emotional atmospheres such as alienation or welcome
beyond formal process maps.
1 Co-design workshops. | invite participants to legitimate grief as a creative catalyst
in cultural and civic settings.
1 Immersive prototypes. In projects such as Space for Grief, | translate systemic

insights into embodied, sensory form so participants can walk through metaphors
rather than only read about them.

Purpose. Make systemic grief tangible and learnable. Move from abstraction to lived
pedagogy and embodied futures practice.

4) CrossCultural and Decolonizing Methodologies
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Sohképayin Guide protocols. | emphasize Indigenous data sovereignty and
relational accountability (Baerg, Hossain, Rawlings, Lee, Dimachk, 2024).

The Four Rs.I frame knowledge ethics through Respect, Reciprocity, Relevance,
and Responsibility (Kirkness & Barnhardt, 1991).

OCAP® principles.| follow Indigenous data governance norms on ownership,
control, access, and possession (FNIGC, 2019).

Relational methods. | engage with Indigenous and Ainu practitioners to treat
knowledge as relational rather than extractive (Wilson, 2008).



Purpose. Study grief as relational infrastructure across cultures and species, not as
pathology or deficit.

5) Policy and Comparative Research

1 Comparative bereavement policies. | review policy variation and gaps across
jurisdictions.

9 Organizational practices. | compare HR routines and incident patterns in grief
aware and griefdenying settings.

Purpose. Estimate economic and governance implications and examine whether
efficiency without empathy correlates with longterm brittleness.

6) Reflective Corpus of Practice

| return to my project transcripts, notes, photographs, and design outputs from
governments, NGOs, health institutions, arts organizations, sports ecosystems, and
climate movements. | treat this corpus as a longitudinal, multisite record of how grief may
appear in real work. | sample fomaximum variation across roles and lived conditions so
qécquWiyYWt RUNGUWWNI Ye GWRY WGI R2ZROWNIT Wet Waé IJWT 13n
executives and frontline workers, elders and youth, salaried professionals angrecarious
workers, migrants and longsettled residents, people with disabilities, caregivers,
students, and organizers across urban, suburban, and rural contexts. | attend to gender,
race, class, and immigration status where participants chose to share thse identities. | do
this because grief has seemed universal in reach yet uneven in exposure and resource
buffers, and because its arrival is unpredictable across the life course.

Analytically, | create structured case vignettes, code for patterns of rupture and repair, and
compare across sectors for recurring mechanisms. | memo where my interpretations
might be colored by role proximity or aesthetic preference, and | check criticalaims with
collaborators or participants where consent permits. | triangulate these narratives with
policies, artifacts, and environmental cues to avoid ovetrelying on any one voice. My aim
is to honor heterogeneity while still proposing patterns that thers can test.

Purpose. Situate grief across life stages, power scales, and cultural contexts, and examine
whether it functions as a systemic variable rather than only a private feeling.
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| use amaximum -variation sampling approach to balance breadth and depth (Patton,
=SMMZ=b IOWN 6 Rt LW¢ G Bataldr Bdwity gpiiiadde Yathigh@mphasizesl
disaggregated data, inclusive sampling, and attention to systemic inequities affecting
Black, Indigenous, racialized, 2SLGBTQ+, newcomer, and disabled communities. In
practice this means purposive outreach to undefrepresented goups, optional
demographic self-identification, and coding that preserves intersectional detail where
consent allows. | pair these seps with clear limits on inference. Findings are framed as
plausible mechanisms rather than universal laws, and | invite replication and critique.

| close this chapter by stepping back. The methods | used were diamte by design
wherebyeach one seemed to offer a sharaf a full picture. CLA helped me see myths and
metaphors that sit beneath policy talk. MINDSPACE drew my attention to small choice
cues that might steer behavior when people are grieving. Indigenous protocols grounded
the work in relationship and responsibility. Immersiveprototypes let participants feel
complex systems in their bodies. Activity theory surfaced contradictions inside
institutions. Panarchy and anticipatory systems situated grief in cyclesf release and
renewal. None of these was sufficient alone; together, they began to answer a single
guestion that guided my practice throughout: how might grief be operating here, and how
could that inform futures and design choices.

Coherence, for me, came from the lens rather than from uniformity. | moved abductively
between data and theory, allowing each method to critique the others. When a workshop
story felt compelling, | checked it against organizational routines and artifactsVhen an
index or policy looked clean on paper, | walked the space or built a quick prototype to test
how it felt. When CLA suggested a dominant metaphor, | asked whether a behavioral cue
or a small ritual might shift attention in practice. In this way, thenethods informed one
another. Patterns that appeared across tools were treated as stronger hypotheses. Single
tool claims were treated as tentative and marked for further testing.

| tried to keep the limits in view. CLA can privilege interpretive flourish if it is not tied back
to observable routines. MINDSPACE risks shrinking grief to a set of nudges if it is not
placed in a wider social and cultural field. Immersive work can prilege those who are
present and comfortable in sensory environments. Crossultural protocols require time,
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trust, and restraint, and insights may not transfer outside the relationships that made them
possible. Comparative policy review is only as good as the public data it draws on. A
reflective corpus risks confirmation if | do not invite challenge. To counteghese

tendencies, | triangulated across sources, kept an audit trail of decisions, and used
member checking and peer debriefs where consent allowed. | also note where other
methods could extend the work. Longitudinal diaries, physiological measures of rewery,
natural experiments around scheduling, social network analysis of support ties, and agent
based simulations of organizational cadence could all deepen or contest what | report
here.

Sampling and validity follow the same spirit. | used maximunvariation sampling to favor
breadth over claims of universality. That meant choosing projects and roles to research
across roles, sectors, and lived conditions, and attending to race, gender, c&s, disability,
and immigration status where participants chose to share. The goal was to avoid privileging
any one group as the default witness of grief. Validity rests on triangulation across
methods, cross-sector echoes, and member checking where appropate. Limits and bias
controls are detailed in Appendix E.

| did my best to treat Ethics as method. In each of the projects studied, consent was
ongoing rather than onetime. Some knowledge remained restricted and is referenced only
at a high level No sacred protocols are described. | followed research ethics board
standards, respected Indigenous governance protocols including data sovereignty, and
honored contractual boundaries.

What, then, does this methodological ecology sugge&tFirst, context seems to matter. Not
all tools surface grief in the same way, and resonance appears to depend on audience,
culture, and setting. Second, grief may be both object and method. It is something to trace
across systems, and it is also a lens thatan guide design toward humane, adaptive, and
life-centered futures. Third, small connections across methods may be more powerful
than large claims within any single one. A caesigned ritual might renforce a policy
change; a cadence adjustment in scheduling might give a new training program room to
take hold; a shift in metaphor might make a checklist readable to the people who need it
most.

If there is a practical takeaway, it is cautious and testable. By treating grief as a tangible
factor in how systems keep continuity, and by using methods that speak to psychological,
technical, and ecological dynamics together, we may be able to design fahythm, repair,
and regeneration rather than for speed alone. Where | fell shortiriy to name it. Where the
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data points arethin, | mark them as hypotheses. The point is not to claim final answers, but
to assemble a clear starting platform that others can contest, extend, and adapt.

This reflection sets the stage for Chapter 3. There, | gather the disciplinary literatures that
can help formalize the patterns glimpsed here and begin to build the conceptual
scaffolding for the PACERFutures + Design framework.
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When | began this research, | suspected grief could not be understood inside a single

discipline. | kept encountering it in courts adjudicating damages, in community

consultations about redevelopment, in arts organizations mourning cultural loss, in

climate movements shaped by anticipatory sorrow, and in debates on Al and data ethics.

Each field named grief differently, or avoided naming it at all. Some framed it as

Gt ! HEYOGYND! AWYq6 I + Wet W YRRYGYND! AWGe q6YaYnN! AWR

| therefore treated the literature review as inquiry rather than ornament. My aim is to listen
across disciplines, notice what they illuminate about grief, and attend carefully to what
their silences may conceal. | organize this listening with cautious quaions that a

skeptical reader might ask:

What appears to precipitate grief, and what functions might it serve?

How is grief lived biologically, psychologically, socially, and culturally?

How do organizations and communities seem to absorb or fail to absorb grief?
How might philosophical, Indigenous, and global traditions reframe grief as a civic
and ecological concern rather than a purely private mood?

1 What lessons from these literatures could inform future design choices?

= =4 =4 =

Where this study sits

Clinical grief studies describe symptoms, courses, and coping. Design scholarship
focuses on process but often sidelines difficult affect. Foresight maps scenarios but rarely
centers feeling. Traumainformed work prioritizes safety and stabilization. My cotribution

is more modest and complementary: | treat grief as a continuity variable that may shape
how systems keep working after rupture, and | translate that possibility into small, testable
supports and playbooks, including Al guardrails that help preve automated systems from
misclassifying mourning as low value. The claim is exploratory and will be argued with
care.

How my professional experience and training inform this review

| arrived at this topic by way of practice rather than theory. My work has sat at the
intersections of systems thinking, foresight, design, and culture, which has exposed me to
more complexity than | sometimes wished for. The breadth of that exposure may@ain
why this review looks wide angled. It seemed necessary. Courts adjudicating damages,
civic consultations on redevelopment, arts organizations mourning cultural loss, climate
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coalitions living with anticipatory sorrow, and debates about Al ethics all appeared to be
circling versions of the same question without naming it in the same way.

My training and roles shaped both the question and the methods. Formal study in
economics, political science, and employment relations, with additional certificates in
biotechnology and business analysis, trained me to look for incentives, rules, and
unintended effects. Professional work across national courts, health agencies, shelter
networks, sport systems, and cultural institutions suggested that legitimacy, belonging,
and continuity might hinge on how loss is handled. International and Indigenous
partnerships reinforced a relational view of knowledge and responsibility. Academic
collaborations helped translate practice into inquiry. Entrepreneurship with Method
Collective gave me a place to test ideas in real projects. The Space for Grief initiative
pulled these threads together as a live prototype and suggested that grief could be treated
as a civic concern rather than only a private feeling.

My parallel life as a musician and visuaisound artist informed the approach as well.
Performing, composing, and building immersive installations trained my attention on
cadence, sensory load, and the difference between what a system says and how it feels.
Contributing to audio product design sharpened habits of iterative prototyping and
usability testing. These experiences encouraged me to include embodied and experiential
methods alongside analytic ones.

Taken together, this background led me to a reflective and reflexive methodology. | work
abductively, moving between field notes, transcripts, design artifacts, and literature to
propose mechanisms that seem plausible and test where they hold. | use systesrand
foresight tools to see patterns and timing, behavioral tools to observe micro choices,
participatory and immersive methods to make complex dynamics felt, and crossultural
protocols to keep consent and reciprocity visible. | chose maximum variatiosampling
because grief appears universal in reach yet uneven in exposure and resource buffers. | did
not want to privilege any single role, demographic, or sector as the default witness.

| also recognize likely biases that follow from this trajectory. A systems lens may
overemphasize pattern over particularity. An artistic practice may pull me toward aesthetic
coherence. Work concentrated in urban and institutional settings may tilt atteribn toward
formal organizations and EnglisAlanguage sources. Advocacy for humane design may bias
me toward finding what | hope to find. To mitigate these risks, | kept an audit trail of
decisions, wrote reflexive memos before major analyses, triangulatedcross methods and
data types, sought disconfirming cases, used member checking and peer debriefs where
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consent allowed, and marked thin or speculative findings as hypotheses rather than
conclusions.

This vantage does not deliver definitive answers. It does, however, suggest a way to listen
across disciplines for how grief might operate in real systems and how small, practical
adjustments could make continuity more likely. The literature review that filows reflects
this stance. It treats experience as a source of questions, not proof, and it invites readers
to interrogate where the patterns fit their contexts and where they do not.

How | organize the review

Rather than march discipline by discipline, | synthesize around five metthemes. | avoid
treating grief as a monolith and focus on patterns that different literatures seem to
converge on.

1. Grief as biological and psychological process
What is happening to time perception, attention, sleep, and stress regulation, and
how mightthose changes affect judgment and performance?

2. Grief as social and cultural practice
How do norms, rituals, and narratives distribute grief across families, workplaces,
and publics, and how do those practices appear to change outcomes?

3. Grief as philosophical and ethical problem
What duties, virtues, or obligations do traditions propose around loss, and how
might those frameworks guide collective responses?

4. Grief in systems and anticipatory perspectives
How does grief relate to feedback, adaptation, and temporality in complex systems,
including anticipatory grief in the face of ecological and technological change?

5. Grief in design and operational patterns
Where do spaces, schedules, tools, and roles appear to acknowledge or ignore
grief, and what practical adjustments seem to matter?

Across these themes, a consistent pattern tentatively emerges. Grief destabilizes and can
also sustain. It seems to corrode when denied and to regenerate when recognized with
proportionate practices. The chapters that follow map the evidence behind that p#ern,
note where it does not hold, and suggest specific places where careful design might make
continuity more likely without grand programs or grand claims.
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Figure 3.1Cross-disciplinary infographic showing how biology, culture, systems thinking,
language, economics, technology, design, Indigenous practice, and ethics all supply the
feedback and rituals that determine whether grief is seen, supported, and turned into
learning.

3.2 Grief as Biological and Psychological Processes

Why | looked here

To ground a systemic account, | began with the bodywlanted to understand what grief
might do physiologically and psychologically. | asked how it may shape cognition,
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immunity, and health, and whether it should be read as pathology, adaptation, or some
mix of the two.

What | found

Elisabeth KiblerA Y1+ + k+ W§ UW? J¢ a6 We Ul Heade RddabulaRy thatimide 2 HI1JT LW¢
grief speakable, although the implied linearity seems limited (KubleRoss, 1969). The Dual

Process Model reframed grief as oscillation between los®riented and restoration-

oriented activities, which appears closer to biological rhythms than to pipeline metaphors

(Stroebe & Schut, 1999). Empirical work suggests embodiment is substantial:

bereavement has been associated with elevated cortisol, reduced immune function, ath

increased cardiovascular risk, along with sleep disruption and changes in neural circuits

tied to attachment and memory (Stroebe, Stroebe, & Schut, 2007; Buckley et al., 2012;
§k9OVYUUYI AW=MN®bL OWNS It JWn RUT RUN-bigddirgH Y21 ¢ NDIIT WG 1J
phenomenon for people and organizations, with implications for health services, safety,

and performance.

What was left out

A great deal of research assumes universality. It often undesamples colonized,
displaced, disabled, or ecologically grieving populations, which may narrow what counts
as evidence (Smith, 1999; Tuck, 2009). Crossultural physiology and longitudinal
community studies could strengthen claims.

Issues of contention

Resilience after loss may be more common than is sometimes assumed, which cautions
against pathologizing ordinary grief (Bonanno, 2004). The diagnosis of prolonged grief
disorder remains contested, with concerns about medicalizing normative mourning
(Wakefield, 2012). There are also debates between detachment models and continuing
bonds perspectives about what healthy adaptation looks like (Klass, Silverman, &
Nickman, 1996). | read these tensions as reminders to design for variability rather than for
a single trajectory.
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Why | looked here

| sought a metaphor that might make routine supports for grief legible to policy and design
audiences. Hygiene offered a bridge because it links private practice with public
arrangements.

What | found

European public health history suggests that population outcomes improved when
everyday practices and shared systems aligned, for example handwashing, potable water,
and sewers (Cipolla, 1992). By comparison, our mental and relational care may still be
treated informally. Evidence indicates that modest reflective practices such as journaling,
mindfulness, and regular social connection can reduce stress reactivity, support immune
function, and correlate with longevity (Pennebaker, 1997; Chida & Steptoe, 2008olt-
Lunstad et al., 2010). The analogy suggests that small, repeatable practices, paired with
clear responsibilities, could help groups carry loss more safely.

What was left out

Hygiene metaphors can carry colonial and moralizing baggage. They risk imposing a single
standard or converting care into productivity. Cultural specificity matters, and practices
should be chosen and governed locally. Any shared arrangements should be-tiesigned
and optional, with attention to consent and sovereignty.

Issues of contention

If everyday practices help, there is still the question of emphasis. Some argue that
resilience is common and that institutionalization may be unnecessary or even
counterproductive (Bonanno, 2004). Others warn that clinical codification can medicalize
what is often relational and ritual (Wakefield, 2012). | take a middle path. Everyday
practices should not replace ritual or relationship. They might complement them, much as
handwashing complements clean water.
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Why | looked here

If grief unsettles individuals, | wanted to know how communities might share the load.
Bodies grieve, but so do neighborhoods, workplaces, and publics. I looked for how grief is
ritualized, narrated, and distributed.

What | found

UCRWEI Rttt YUkt Ws YI tWYUW7ennceaYWol Ut W 2NNt ql
UYquWwYUG! W6 DWW R21IJt WiVt qeiEl Rttt YUAWNS®T b OWs 21 R
recognized as grievable reframed grief as a political act with distributive comgiuences

(Butler, 2004). Ethnographies describe diverse repertoires such as Irish wakes, Ghanaian

figurative coffins, and Japanese Obon, which appear to coordinate memory, belonging,

and return to life (Walter, 1994; Quarcoopome, 1987; Nelson, 2006). Theaecounts point

to grief as a collective practice that can shape participation, care, and civic trust.

What was left out

Colonial projects often suppressed Indigenous mourning practices, compounding loss
with silencing and intergenerational harm (Smith, 1999; Tuck, 2009). Organizational
studies sometimes reduce grief to absenteeism metrics, missing its symbolic and civic
dimensions. Ecological grief has been documented by activists and communities but
remains marginal in many sociological overviews.

Issues of contention

Do rituals resolve grief or keep continuity alive. The literature suggests both possibilities.
My reading is pragmatic. Where practices create shared acknowledgment and paced
return, participation and trust seem to hold better. Where they are absent or deed,
fragmentation appears more likely.

Why | looked here

Philosophy offered a way to ask what grief may teach about flourishing and justice. |
wanted to see how different traditions situated loss within a life worth living.
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What | found

Aristotle treated mourning as a disclosure of dependence on goods and relationships

central to the good life Nicomachean Ethics, 2009). Stoic writers warned that unexamined

grief could distort judgment, while still counseling preparation and care of the self (Long,
SMMZboOW t ReUOWagl ¢T RORYUY WY naqWUWal WeaqlNl RIInLWet W
in duty and impermanencein the Bhagavad Gita(Radhakrishnan, 1993). Confucian

mourning codifies civic obligations that bind families and states (Analed, 1998). Zen

readings attend to grief as a teacher of impermanence and humility (Kasulis, 2002).

Indigenous cosmologies link loss to regeneration, for example Ainu reciprocity with

ancestors and Mayan cycles of rupture and renewal (Ohnukiierney, 1974; €dlock, 1996).

Abrahamic traditions embed mourning in law and liturgy, for example shiva, sabr, and
GecGuUqWet W ¢!l T WY HGRNCE qRY7Obsor; 20047 Taked > ©6 WA 2 | K
together, these sources suggest that grief may be read as an ethical pramti that binds

people to each other, to place, and to the sacred.

What was left out

Western canons have often privileged abstract reason and individual autonomy. Relational
and ecological philosophies have been present but underweighted in many institutional
settings.

Issues of contention

The long debate frames grief as either irrational excess to be subdued or as a source of
wisdom to be cultivated. | lean toward the latter, with caution. Grief need not be
romanticized. It may function best as a disciplined commitment to recognition, careand
proportion, guided by traditions that help people return to life.

Why | looked here

Systems theory offered a civic and ecological lens that asked different questions. | wanted
to see where grief might fit in feedback loops, archetypes, adaptive cycles, and
anticipatory dynamics.

What | found

Meadows emphasizes feedback, delays, and leverage points, noting that the least visible
structures may matter most (Meadows, 2008). Read this way, grief can be a balancing
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archetypes illuminate familiar misfits. Wellness workshops in place of bereavement leave

resemble Shifting the Burden; time pressure that squeezes acknowledgment looks like
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as ordinary rhythms, which suggests that grief could correspond to the hinge between

release and reconfiguration (Holling, 1973; Gunderson & Holling, 2002).

Communities experiencing ecological or industrial decline often report anticipatory grief,
which appears to mobilize some actors and immobilize others depending on social
support and meaningmaking (Cunsolo & Ellis, 2018). These strands encouraged me to
treat grief as both feedback and forwardooking appraisal.

What was left out

Systems discourse excels at structure but often brackets affect. Formal models rarely
encode grief as a variable, and anticipatory frameworks seldom integrate mourning as a
useful signal. More mixedmethods work could connect narrative change to measurable
shifts in routines and resource flows.

Issues of contention

Some defend mechanistic metaphors of efficiency and control; others argue for biological
metaphors of rhythm and regeneration. My position is modest. Naming loss may extend
systems thinking by adding a missing signal rather than replacing existing goalig
chapter lays groundwork for Chapter 4, where | translate these signals into small design
moves that can be tested.

Why | looked here

As the research progressed, it seemed that the deepest drivers of institutional response
lived in metaphors. | wanted to know which images steer how we talk about grief, how they
travel, and what happens when they settle into policy, design, or models.

What | found

Meadows observes that deep structures often carry outsized power (Meadows, 2008).
Metaphors appear to function as such deep structures. The fivetage model reflects a
pipeline image of progress from denial to acceptance, which implies linearity and closer
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biological image of oscillation between lossoriented and restoration-oriented activity,
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Layered Analysis reminds us that futures rest on myths as well as metrics; many

institutional scripts still lean on battle metaphors that privilege conquest logics over

reciprocity and repair (Inayatullah, 1998; Capra & Luisi, 2014; Ostrom, 1990).

Media framing matters. Entman argues that frames select and make salient certain
aspects of reality, which shapes what publics and policymakers can see (Entman, 1993).
When grief is framed as weakness, it is easily dismissed. When framed as honorable, for
example in military sacrifice, it can be mobilized to legitimate policy or ceremony
(Anderson, 1983; Butler, 2004).

What was left out

Few studies follow metaphors into their operational afterlives. A pipeline image can

become fixed-day bereavement policies. A battle image can become dashboards that treat
mourning families as throughput friction (Jones, 2013). In Al, sentiment systems freently
label grief as negative and to be minimized, which flattens relational and cultural meaning
into a single valence (Bender et al., 2021). These are not edge cases; they are pathways by
which language becomes code and then practice.

Issues of contention

Advocates of battle imagery point to its mobilizing effect. Critics note that adversarial
frames can erode trust and reduce resilience over time (Lakoff & Johnson, 1980; Haraway,
2016). Others argue for ecological images such as gardens, kinship, and regygity

because they better match how life renews (Kimmerer, 2013; Margulis, 1998). My view is
pragmatic. Metaphors are governance choices. When we select images that recognize
grief as signal rather than defect, we appear to create more room for continuitChapter 4
builds on this by translating frames into concrete patterns for roles, routines, and spaces.

Why | looked here

If the claim is that grief shapes collective life, | needed design literatures that shotow to
materialize intangible dynamics so people can learn them together.
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What | found

Critical and speculative design treat artifacts as arguments that surface assumptions and
open alternative futures (Dunne & Raby, 2013). Experiential futures extends this by staging
scenarios that people can enter and test; bodies seem to learn differentlwhen invited into
the argument (Candy & Dunagan, 2017). In museums and installations, participation and
co-presence can shift spectators into ccauthors, which is relevant where civic grief and
legitimacy depend on who is seen and heard (Bishop, 2012; Boiaud, 1998).

Material choices matter. Thomas suggests that care, durability, and craft transmit memory
across generations; carried into public services, this becomes attention to thresholds,
texture, light, and rhythm rather than spectacle (Thomas, 2007). Traurriaformed and
palliative environments echo this finding in practice.

What was left out

Mainstream human-centered and service design literatures still undefaddress rupture.
There are many playbooks for delight and flow, and fewer for closure, pause, or shared
acknowledgment. Participatory and immersive practices are often siloed in cultural
institutions; translations into public administration, HR, or platform governance remain
limited.

Issues of contention

Some argue design should console; others say it should provoke. A greformed stance
does not require choosing one. Consolation may be appropriate for stabilization;
provocation may help with recognition; cocreation may support legitimacy. The through
line is proportionate care. In Chapter 4 | convert this into specific design moves that can be
piloted and evaluated.

Why | looked here

To understand why certain losses remain invisible, | examined the worldviews that made
erasure seem normal. The Doctrine of Discovery offered a necessary case.

What | found

The 1493 papal bulls underwrote a legal and moral fiction in which lands were treated as
empty unless inhabited by Christians. This framework sanctioned conquest and the
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severing of humarrland relations, and it normalized the denial of Indigenous grief for land,

kin, language, and cosmology (Tuck & Yang, 2012; Smith, 1999). These views traveled into

Hcl ¢t ql ¢cOWicec Gt AWGI YGUI q! Wié¢s AWGH ¢ 2e2RUNnAWe UT Wa
repudiation arrived late and underscores how durable such paradigms can be once

naturalized in governance and culture (Vatican, 2023).

What was left out

Policy and planning often name historical harm but omit grief as an ongoing civic
responsibility. Discussions of treaty education, restitution, or land rematriation seldom
include design for mourning and continuity. Widely adopted public metrics that regter
cultural loss and intergenerational mourning as inputs are still rare.

Issues of contention

In decolonial design, some worry that grief language can aestheticize harm without
material redress. Others argue that without recognition and ritual, redress is technocratic
and brittle (Tuck & Yang, 2012; Smith, 1999). | read the evidence as baihd. Material
repair and reform appear necessary, and so do durable practices of acknowledgment.
Chapter 4 picks up this thread by specifying proportionate, caoverned practices that can
be built into everyday work.

Why | looked here

As | traced grief across human systems, | realized | alseeded to ask what happens to

grief when computation mediates more of life. How might artificial intelligence inherit,

flatten, or erase grief. What risks emerge when machine logics interpret emotion. Could

grief itself become a design material for Al, sthat technologies help metabolize loss

rather than compound it. | carried into this review a sensitivity to metaphors, since labeling
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awareness that bias seeps in not only through training data but also through the economic

and philosophical assumptions that shapedevelopment.
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What | found

Current Al may be less intelligent than its branding implies. Large models compress

statistical patterns rather than understand meaning (Mitchell, 2019). Compression is

powerful, but it is also reductive. In many sentiment pipelines grief appears only as
AUNeqR2VWeE N nUHgAwWE Whueec UqRq! WqYWi RURGRAIIOWNG ¢
signal.

Bias research reinforced this concern. Large models can amplify the inequities embedded

in their data and development pipelines (Bender et al., 2021). Those inequities extend to
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2021). Search and predictive systems have reproduced structural racism and widened
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already shape whose mourning becomes visible, whose is pathologized, and whose

disappears (Butler, 2004).

Global and Indigenous perspectives widened the frame. Some African scholars propose
Ubuntu as an orientation for Al, which situates intelligence in community and reciprocity
rather than isolated cognition (Mhlambi, 2020). The Indigenous Protocols for Algare for
kinship, consent, and ecological continuity as design principles that resist disembodied
notions of insight (Lewis et al., 2020). Latin American cybernetics and governance research
emphasize participatory feedback as a precondition for viability (&pejo, 1996).
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Cosmotechnics reminds us that every culture links technology to its own ethics and
HYtGYOaYnNn! Awe U7 Wadé¢ qWRAGYH RUNDWe Wt RUNG WWmwe UR2 I
Japanese traditions that treat robots as ensouled suggest that care and mourning coulbe

possible in post-biological relations, which challenges narrow readings of emotion

recognition.

Affective computing shows both promise and limits. Work on machine sensitivity to human

emotion opened a field of inquiry (Picard, 1997; McStay, 2018). Yet grief rarely reduces to

face geometry or valence scores. If treated as a negative to suppress, syste may do
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rather than help communities process it (Haraway, 2016).

| also noticed grief arising around Al itself. People mourn jobs, craft, and autonomy lost to
automation; the erosion of human distinctiveness; unequal distributions of benefit;
environmental costs of computation; and the spread of surveillance. Public baklash
sometimes reads as mourning before it reads as critique. If that grief remains
unacknowledged, polarization may harden.

What was left out

Much Al ethics work still frames bias as a technical fix, focusing on datasets, explainability,
or compliance. Far less attention is paid to grief as a knowledge source. Western
scholarship often privileges individual emotion detection and overlooks cultual,

ecological, or ancestral mourning. Even promising affective approaches seldom engage
ritual, temporality, or the persistence of loss. Recognizing grief as information might
produce different targets: memory, consent, and continuity rather than only aagracy and
speed.

Issues of contention

Debates remain polarized. Some believe technical debiasing will be sufficient; others
argue the problems are structural. Some see emotion recognition as feasible; others call it
pseudoscience. My stance is cautious. Grief may be the missing category. Withbit, Al
risks compounding erasure by optimizing away mourning, encoding inequalities of
recognition, and scaling anthropodenial. With it, design could embed memory, reciprocity,
and relational accountability as structural elements. That would mean systera that

surface loss proportionately, record consent and lineage, and slow interaction where
human cadence matters.
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Why | looked here

If I hoped to propose a framework, | wanted to learn from models that already travel well.
Systems thinking, foresight, design, policy, and economics are the channels through which
societies organize continuity and adapt to rupture. Reading across them pnoised a

clearer view than reading within any one silo.

How | chose disciplines

Systems thinking names feedback and resilience.

Foresight brings time horizons and myth to the surface.

Design turns ideas into practices and artifacts.

Policy decides which losses count as public concerns.

Economics sets incentives and tallies costs and spillovers.

Each discipline sees a piece. Together they form an ecosystem of sensemaking.

What | found

Frameworks often work as boundary objects, flexible enough to travel, structured enough
to coordinate action (Star & Griesemer, 1989). In systems thinking, Meadows and Senge
show how feedback, accumulation, and delay shape outcomes, and how hidden dynamics
can matter more than what is easy to measure (Meadows, 2008; Senge, 1990). Grief fits
here as a balancing signal that destabilizes and then helps recalibrate after rupture.

Foresight adds depth. Causal Layered Analysis, futures archetypes, the futures cone, and
Three Horizons show how narratives and metaphors direct attention to different futures
and away from others (Inayatullah, 1998; Dator, 2009; Voros, 2003; Sharpe et £016).
Grief belongs at the level of myth and worldview as both memory and warning.

Design frameworks convert insight into form. Humarcentered and service design
operationalize empathy, mapping, and iteration, while speculative and experiential design
stage futures people can feel and test (IDEO, 2015; Stickdorn & Schneider, 2012; Duréhe
Raby, 2013; Candy & Dunagan, 2017). In this space, grief is not a bug to eliminate. It is a
condition to prototype with proportion, whether through objects, spaces, or rituals.

Systemic design ties these strands together as civic sensemaking. Scholars describe how
tacit knowledge, institutional memory, and legitimacy show up in collective problem
solving (Jones, 2014, 2018; Ing, 2016; Metcalf, 2010; Nousala, 2016). That reading
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resonated with my observation that grief frequently operates as tacit knowledge that
shapes trust and adaptation.

Policy models add timing and coalition dynamics. Multiple Streams, punctuated
equilibrium, and advocacy coalitions show how windows open, venues shift, and belief
systems matter (Kingdon, 2011; Baumgartner & Jones, 1993; Sabatier & JenkBmith,
1993). Pdicy feedback reminds us that programs generate their own constituencies and
path dependencies (Pierson, 1993). Whether grief becomes legible may depend less on
intensity than on institutional readiness and venue.

Economics and strategy surface hidden costs. The capability approach reframes welfare
beyond income, while work on transaction costs, incomplete contracts, and information
asymmetry explains why trust and norms matter to continuity (Sen, 1999; Coase, 1960;
Williamson, 1985; Akerlof, 1970). Loss corrodes capabilities and trust, which can
destabilize value creation.

Behavioral work connects to daily life. Prospect theory, nudges, MINDSPACE, and C&M
show how loss and affect shape choices through frames and defaults (Kahneman &
Tversky, 1979; Thaler & Sunstein, 2008; Dolan et al., 2010; Michie et al., 2011). Even when
organizations ignore grief, decisions may still shift in predictable ways.

Soft power and media studies remind me that legitimacy depends on recognition and
narrative. Attraction and credibility can be strategic assets, and frames can decide which
losses publics see as actionable (Nye, 2004; Entman, 1993). Commemoration, mourning
and silence all have policy consequences.

Across these literatures | found a common thread. Grief is already present in these
systems, though seldom named. When treated as noise, it corrodes. When treated as
signal, it may support adaptation.

What was left out

Even robust models often bracket grief. Systems work privileges efficiency, not ritual.
Foresight anticipates risk, not mourning. Design toolkits optimize flow and delight, not
closure. Policy models count costs and votes, not sorrow. Economic ledgers recd
productivity and rarely caregiving. Behavioral toolkits treat affect as bias to nudge away,
not wisdom to metabolize. Soft power measures attraction and often skips grief as a
dimension of legitimacy. The omissions are systematic rather than malicious.
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Issues of contention

There are live debates about universality versus context, technocracy versus participation,
and paternalism in behavioral tools. In strategy, instrumental views of social life face
strong critique. Underneath these arguments sits a simple choice. Do we tet grief as
interference, or as information. Current practice tends to the former. My position is
cautious. Treat grief as a factor to design for, then test whether proportionate recognition
and cadence improve continuity.

Reading across biology and psychology, social and cultural practice, philosophy and
ethics, systems and foresight, media and metaphor, design, decolonial worldviews, and Al,
| began to see grief not as a single object of study but as a recurrent conditithrat different
disciplines keep touching from different angles. Several observations seem to hold across
these bodies of work.

First, there is a crossdisciplinary pattern of presence without naming. Physiology and
clinical psychology register measurable effects; sociology and anthropology describe
robust communal repertoires; philosophy and Indigenous traditions supply ethical
accounts; systems and foresight point to feedback, time, and adaptationgesign and
installation practice show how feeling can be staged for collective learning; Al and
governance raise questions of recognition and erasure. Yet many fields appear to bratk
grief as background, inefficiency, or private matter. That brackeng may help explain why
institutions struggle with continuity after rupture.

Second, metaphors travel , and when they travel they often govern. Pipeline images tend
to produce fixed-day policies and linear expectations. Battle frames seem to recruit
urgency but can normalize adversarial logics. Biological and ecological images appear to
make oscillation, cadence, and repair more thinkable. Media and platform dynamics then
amplify favored frames. In combination, these forces shape whether grief is seen as defect
to suppress or signal to heed, and they may help explain why design ofteptimizes for

flow while skipping pause, handover, or return.

Third,time and scale matter . The psychological literature on oscillation aligns with
systems descriptions of balancing loops and resilience cycles. Rituals that pace attention
and return may be the social analogs of recovery at the individual level. Anticipatory
perspectives show that communities can grieve futures foreclosed as well as pasts lost.
This temporal stacking may be one reason standardized schedules often misfit real
recoveries.

55



Fourth, outliers and cautions are instructive . Evidence that many people adapt without
prolonged impairment challenges any impulse to medicalize ordinary mourning. Debates
about prolonged grief diagnosis and resilience remind me to design for variability rather
than for a single trajectory. In decolaial work, warnings about aestheticizing harm without
material redress temper enthusiasm for symbolic gestures. In Al, optimism about
technical fixes meets structural critiques; both perspectives sharpen what aareful
practice might require.

Fifth, disciplines inform one another when read side by side. Biological oscillation
suggests why systems thinking should attend to cadence and delay. Systems archetypes
help designers spot where welmeant fixes shift burdens rather than address causes.
Ritual ethnographies offer concrete r@ertoires that policy and organizational practice

could translate into proportionate protocols. Media framing research explains why certain
griefs remain invisible to decision makers. Indigenous and global philosophiesurface
relational duties that can anchor consent, data governance, and participatory oversight in
Al and civic technology. Together these lines of sight suggest that recognition, rhythm, and
repair are not soft extras; they may be structural conditions flocontinuity.

Why, then, do we so often fail to design for grief. Several mechanisms recur. Stigma and
individualization make mourning look like a private deviation rather than a predictable
collective load. Incentive structures reward shortterm throughput more than lang-term
continuity. Institutional clocks are set to steady acceleration rather than patterned
oscillation. Data models collapse complex affects into simple valence scores. Battle
metaphors perform urgency while crowding out reciprocity. These are not moréilings so
much as defaults that a different lens might unsettle.

This synthesis matters for the Grielnformed Futures + Design model because these
disciplines are the channels through which societies learn, adapt, and sustain legitimacy.
Each show where grief already operates but is misrecognized: as feedback in systenas
signal in foresight, as human factor in design, as venue and timing in policy, as hidden cost
in economics, and as narrative power in culture. By weaving them together, the model
borrows clarity and usability from established frameworks and extendsitem by treating

grief as a firstclass design requirement. In practice, that implies proportionate

recognition, ritual repertoires, cadence by design, and safeguards against erasure in
machine-mediated contexts.

Chapter 4 now takes up these threads empirically. | examine how grief appears in real
settings, how metaphors and clocks shape response, and where small, durable
adjustments to roles, routines, spaces, schedules, and data rules may support continuity
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without grand programs. The aim is modest and testable: to see whether treating grief as a
systemic variable improves safety, trust, and learning in the places we work and live.
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In this chapter we move from theory to practice, showing how grief surfaced as a
hidden driver inhealthcare, governance, workplaces, ecology, and technology.
Four systemic patterns are highlighted:
o Pattern 1: Universality + stigma
]I RUnWRY W21 ' 56101 WAz qWIl ¢ JYa! wWUe¢ a I owWi
or leave.
o Pattern 2: Temporal stacking
Past, present, and anticipatory loss stack; bad timing breaks good plans.
o Pattern 3: Words decide what counts
Policy and product language signals whether grief is welcome or erased.
o Pattern 4: Ritual + immersion enable continuity
Shared rituals and sensonspaces help teams carry memory into action.
The installation Space for Griefis introduced as a live experiment, translating
systemic insights into multigenerational felt experience.
These findings build the bridge to the framework: structured ways of metabolizing
rupture into continuity.



if we struggle to design for bodies
and minds as they actually are, it
follows that we rarely design for grief
as it actually arrives. w

| begin with an operational claim that | have had to relearn in every project: when human
factors are treated as optional, systemsend to lean toward failure. The evidence reads as
performance, not sentiment. Teams that cultivatepsychological safety often outperform
because coordinated risk taking appears to depend on trust as much as talent
(Edmondson, 2018). Workplaces that adopt biophilic principles report lower absenteeism
and error, which suggests that light, air, and greengrhelp regulate physiology in ways
fluorescent bulbs do not (World Green Building Council, 2014). Organizations that treat
inclusion as capability tend to outinnovate, consistent with the benefits of cognitive
diversity (McKinsey, 2020).

Yet many environments still seem calibrated to an imaginary average. Asvisible Women
shows, defaults often align with male, ablebodied, neurotypical, and wellresourced
users, with predictable harms for everyone else: crash safety tuned to some bodies and
not others, transit designed for commuters while ignoring unpaid care, and drug dages
calibrated on male physiology that later prove harmful to women (Criad®erez, 2019).
Extend the lens and the gapseem towiden. Wheelchairs at subway stairs. Austic
students in classrooms built for a single sensory profile. Elders navigating touescreen
only services.

If we struggle to design for bodies and minds as they actually are, it follows that we rarely
design for grief as it actually arrives.

Chapter 3 suggested that metaphors and clocks shape whether loss is treated as noise or
information. This chapter turns to what | observed in practice. | trace how grief may
circulate between psyche and society, phrase and policy, inner weather and outetimate,
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and where small, proportionate adjustments appeared to stabilize the whole. Where the
signalisweak, | say so. Where it is strongtty to test it against rival explanations.

Biology offers a reminder. Nothing in nature runs at one hundred percent efficiency all the
time. Rest, decay, and renewal look like features rather than defects (Margulis & Sagan,
1995). Institutions, however, often behave as if perpetual productivity werboth possible
and mandatory. The early pandemic made that contradiction visible. As homes turned into
offices and output targets tightened, many reported burnout, isolation, and blurred
boundaries between surviving and performing (Schieman, Badawy, Miki& Bierman,
2021). Grief sits inside this tension. It is the structural reminder that we are not machines.
Rupture, pause, and absence are part of how systems keep continuity.

WAnger, fear, disgust, pride,
empathy, and elevation all appear
to shape decisions, rules, and

everyday habits. CO

4.1 Why | center grief rather than treat aéimotions alike

| begin with comparison, because other emotions clearly matterWhile alluded to in the
introduction, | will go into greater detail here Anger, fear, disgust, pride, empathy, and
elevation all appear to shape decisions, rules, and everyday habits. Anger often follows
appraisals of certainty and control and can increase blame and risk taking. Fear often
follows uncertainty and can increase Vgilance and risk aversion (Lerner & Keltner, 2001,
Lerner et al., 2015). Disgust has been linked to stricter moral gigments and to public

health choices such as graphic warnings and sanitation regimes (Wheatley & Haidt, 2005).
Pride and national sentiment have supported monumental architecture and mega events.
Empathy and solidarity have helped normalize accessibilityfrom curb cuts and captioning
to accessible by default interfaces. These same emotions also seem to work quietly. Pride
and group identity may increase jersey sales and event attendance. Disgust cues on
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packaging may reduce tobacco appeal. Solidarity cues may increase the wearing of cause
ribbons. Sadness and stress can shift eating toward immediate comfort or distraction, with
mixed effects across individuals (Macht, 2008; Evers, Stok, & de Ridder, 2010) short,
many emotions can prefigure what feels necessary, acceptable, or urgent in policy and in
daily life.

Given that landscape, why do | center grief. My answer is modest and testable. Grief
seems to bundle designrelevant demands that other affects usually distribute across
separate moments. It is not larger than other emotions. It is differently configured.

First, temporality. Grief layers past loss with anticipated losses and often alters time
sense. Meaning reconstruction research suggests that bereaved people engage in
extended sense making and narrative revision that does not track a simple recovery curve
(Neimeyer, 2001).Anticipatory grief adds futureloss appraisals to present strain (Rando,
1986). Time perspective work links such shifts to different choices under risk and delay,
which may help explain why fixed milestones and standard returto-work timetables
underperform for people who are grieving (Zimbardo & Boyd, 1999, 2008).

Second, relational identity. Grief remakes who | am with and to others, not only how |

feel. Attachment theory predicts regulatory disruption when attachment bonds are

severed, since the other person helped regulate meaning and stress in ordinary time

(Bowlby, 1969/1982). Social Baskne Theory adds that humans budget effort on the

assumption of reliable social support, so the loss of that baseline raises metabolic and

attentional costs for the same task load (Beckes & Coan, 2011). Role transition research

shows that bereavement often triggers renegotiations at home and at work, changing

obligation networks and performance even when attendance resumes (Ashforth, 2001).

]I RUnWG ¢! WEpseUNIW YGWYUWkt WIUqRI DWW WaqWYn WG In
example avoiding dishes or places associated with a prior relationship or lost career.

Third, pace. Recovery appears to rely on oscillation between engagement and restoration.
The allostatic load and effortrrecovery literatures suggest that sustained demand without
recovery degrades cognition and health and increases error risk (McEwen & Seeman, 1999;
McEwen, 2007; Meijman & Mulder, 1998; Sonnentag & Fritz, 2007). Many institutions are
tuned for steady acceleration. Grief often requires patterned oscillation. That mismatch
produces predictable brittleness.

A resourceloss lens clarifies why this bundle matters. Conservation of Resources theory
proposes that stress intensifies when people lose multiple valued resources at once and
lack time or means to replenish them (Hobfoll, 1989, 2001). Grief is prototypadly
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multiplex. It can involve the relationship itself, identity and role, routines and confidence,
the calendar and horizon, and sometimes income and place. Other discrete emotions
often involve narrower appraisals and resource changes. This is one reason atifict
design response seems warranted.

What follows for design and governance. | keep system language narrow. In STS and
information studies, infrastructure refers to the often invisible relational substrate that
enables action and is learned as part of membership and revealed by breakdown (Star &
Ruhleder, 1996; Bowker & Star, 1999 arkin, 2013). Here | use a modest operational
sense. | mean the durable supports and cadences that help collective work continue, for
example leave and staged return, handover rituals, memorial protocols, servicedurs, and
data rules that reduce grief erasure. | am not claiming grief is infrastructure in the full
scholarly sense. | am arguing that griefiterate supports and cadences may function
infrastructurally because they quietly bear load.

Architecture in buildings and computing denotes the arrangement of parts into a coherent
whole and thehigh-level organization of a system (Alexander, 1977; Garlan & Shaw, 1993).
As mentioned in the introduction,| use architecture to mean the patterned arrangement of
roles, rules, rooms, rhythms, and interfaces, similar to choice architecture A griefaware
architecture allows oscillation between engagement and restoration rather than assuming
constant flow. Where supports and cadences carry load, architeture scripts everyday
behavior. When more precise termshelp, luse institutional arrangements, operational
scaffolds, ritual repertoires, cadence design, and sociotechnical routines.

The mechanism | rely on is observational rather than doctrinal. Felt absence can become a
shared story. A story can become a standard. A standard can become policy. Policy can
become artifact. Not every change follows this ladder and grief is not the ontiriver. Yet
across domains the pattern appears often enough to justify careful study and small
experiments.

The practical claim is intentionally cautious. If grief is treated only as private sadness,

institutions may continue to struggle tometabolize disruption in biologically and socially

| JEGRt qRHAWs ¢! t+ OWf nWRUt qU¢T Ws Wi 3t RNUWnY! WNI R
then small and durable adjustments to supports and architecture, especially recognition

protocols and cadence design, may reduce operational error and attrition while improving

trust and continuity, even when budgets are tight.
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Grief appears across scales, often where people least expect it. After tracing the patterns
in Chapter 3, | now ask a simpler question: where is continuity under strain?

At the level of the self, grief can arrive as bereavement, iliness, or ruptured identity,
unsettling how time, role, and meaning feel in the body. Families and communities
experience it in divorce, displacement, and broken trust, where collective shocks tdr
belonging (Erikson, 1976; Butler, 2004). Organizations grieve too, though we rarely name it
that way. Layoffs, failed projects, or ethical breaches corrode professional identity. Much
of this manifests as disenfranchised grief; losses unacknowledged bgolicy or culture,
leaving workers unsupported (Doka, 1989; Harris, 2021). Nations carry grief from wars,
colonization, and historical injustice, including the legacy of residential schools in Canada
(TRC, 2015; Coulthard, 2014). And at global scales, gfitakes the form of pandemics,
climate disruption, and technological displacement, each closing futures as much as they
close factories.

If grief is so pervasive, where does it come from? The list is both familiar and startling when
seen together: deaths, illness, relationship breakdowns, job loss, displacement, and
insecurity. Yet there are also quieter forms: existential grief over agimyg shifting beliefs,

grief for ecosystems or cultural practices in decline. These sources span trauma,

transition, and the slow erosion of worlds.The following image (Figure 4.1) describes some
of the types of grief which may impact an individual, as disivered across industries,

sectors and geographies:

Death of a loved one

Loss of a relationship

Job loss or career change

Personal iliness or injury

Cultural or environmental displacement

Loss of security

Existential grief

Other traumatic events (wars, accidents or violent events)

= = =4 4 A4 a8 -2 -9
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Figure 4.1Triggers of grief. Bereavement, iliness, relationship or job loss, displacement,
trauma, insecurity, and existential change can each initiate grief responses; naming the
source helps match support to need.

Grief may impact communities at scale.The following image(Figure 4.2Yescribes triggers
of griefat a societal scale.

These types of triggers include, but are not limited to:

Public tragedies
Cultural shifts
Natural disasters
Technological changes
Systemic racism
Systemic oppression
Economic downturns
Environmental loss
Public Health crises
Wars and Conflict
Housing Crises

= =4 =4 -4 4 4 8 -8 -5 -2 -9
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