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charette4: motion workshop

In second issue of Margin the editors established a series of workshops to 
explore and experiment with notions of collaboration within the digital 
environment. In this Charette No. 4 workshop colleagues and peers 
were invited to participate in a collaborative motion project. The project 
explored the various meanings and definitions of “collaboration” through 
multiple group discussions, expressive motion pieces, and ultimately a final 
motion piece that integrated moments from the other motion pieces.

As the initiator of the project, I was inspired by the previous collaborative 
workshops that resulted in exploratory design techniques and built 
on the discussions of collaboration. I was interested to test out “How 
would a collaborative process work to produce a time-based piece?”

A call for participation was sent out via email to various peers across 
the U.S. A total of seven people participated in the entire project; 
Peter Lusch (Lansing, Michigan), Jonathon Russell (Mount Pleasant, 
Michigan), Alberto Rigau (San Juan, Puerto Rico), Cat Normoyle 
(Memphis, Tennessee), Brooke Chornyak (Richmond, Virginia), Tania 
Allen (Raleigh, North Carolina), and myself (Lansing, Michigan). 

Before the first group meeting, some considerations were taken 
into account to plan for the project constraints. It was determined 
that each participant was to create an individual piece therefore 
the duration and dimensions, time commitment for production 
and a plan to share the final results were set in place: 
—an exported 640 X 480 .mov file
—no longer than 60 seconds
—Audio is optional
—Limit yourself to no more than 2 hours
—deliver movie file to a Dropbox folder

Since all participants had varying degrees of experience in the creation 

of motion pieces, the methods and materials used for execution were 
open-ended and taking a typographic approach was suggested.

Group Meeting #1 
Using Google Hangout, we had an initial meeting to discuss the end-
goal of the project which was to achieve a “truly collaborative motion 
piece”. As the initiator of the project I wanted to ensure an equal playing 
field for the project and not act in the role of leader or instructor. We 
began by discussing the process of which we would create a collaborative 
motion piece and confirmed that producing individual motion pieces 
would be the first step in the making process. We also determined that 
we would each respond to the phrase, “collaboration is…” and produce 
short motion pieces to eventually be compiled into one final piece. The 
question then resided with who or how would we facilitate the selection 
and editing process of these individual pieces into a greater narrative.

This led us to recap and build on previous conversations about what 
“collaboration” truly is. We covered a list of topics related to the subject 
and set out to categorize ideas into a “narrative” from which we could 
work from. We verbally shared these ideas while simultaneously placing 
them in the google chat sidebar. Some of the ideas and topics included:

fig 1. peter lusch, google hangout screenshot  
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fig 2. screen shots of individual motion pieces

Reactive vs. Interactive 
Scale / Spectrum / Impact 
Ownership and Authorship
Virtual vs. Real
Participatory
Open Source
Common Goals and Values
motivation
individual goals vs. collective goals
collaboration as an action verb
open source as a space
collective problem solving

At the conclusion of the meeting we agreed to further explore 
these topics on our own through the production of 60 second 
clips that cover as many of the topics as we could. 

Individual Motion Creation
The individual motion pieces spanned a range of ideas and methods; 
approached through a unique lens, resulting in a diverse range of 
outcomes; illustrated, literal, in between, demonstrative, suggestive. 
Some chose to work conceptually, develop a narrative, and collaborate 
with another person. Aesthetically the work spanned handwritten text 
to digital typography, to video of objects and people in action.

After each piece was completed, the participants shared their movie in a 
Dropbox folder that the entire group had access to. All participants were 
encouraged to view each piece before the next Google Hangout meeting.

Group Meeting #2
During this follow-up meeting we began by sharing our individual processes 
for creation. Here are a few examples from some of the participants:

Peter Lusch: I went for a narrative approach - sketching - getting yourself 
into a process  What could this become? With the capacity of others?

Johnathon Russell: I spent the whole time thinking about what I wanted 
to do. I set a limit, executed it, thought about the project much longer.

Alberto Rigau: Was working towards the end goal 
and thinking about the mixing of the video.

Discussions of how to compile these into one complete narrative 
ensued as well as further discussions of what collaboration is, the 
goal of the compiled video, who the audience is, and limitations 
of the project. The considerations for development were:

—continuing to work in isolation and then come back together to work again

fig 3. rebecca tegtmeyer, google hangout screenshot, holding up “s”
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—create segments that frame the work, much like the format of a book
—agree upon a narrative structure
—Rebecca (the initiator of the project) responds with her own video
—the video becomes an outline for a written component

In the end we surveyed each other based on personal interests 
within the greater context of the Margin journal, we divided into two 
groups, those that wanted to begin a written component and those 
that wanted to participate in the compilation and completion of a 
final motion piece that captured the essence of collaboration.

Smaller Group Video Editing #1
Peter Lusch, Alberto Rigau, and myself took on the next collaborative 
task; compile the individual motion pieces into a larger narrative. A major 
limitation to beginning this type of “video editing” work is that there is a lack 
of technological tools that facilitate an online video editing environment which 
would allow for multiple users to work on the same piece at the same time. A 
benefit to our situation was that Peter and myself were in the same location, 
enabling us to meet in a single physical space and huddle together around two 
dual computer screens. Alberto is located in Puerto Rico so we had to think 
about how we were going to do this together. Using Google Hangouts we 
enabled the screen share option. This way, all three of us could view the pieces 
at the same time. We began by reviewing each piece and identifying the main 
topic or topics covered in the piece, some pieces had multiple ideas at play 
while others just had one. We listed all the ideas and organized them into a 
sequence from which to work from. Peter and I worked in AfterEffects to edit 
and splice the specific moments together while Alberto watched on his screen. 
Alberto’s familiarity with the AfterEffects interface aided in his understanding 
of the activities taking place. As a group we made decisions to layer ideas, 
work with opaque transitions, and include audio at the beginning and end.

Group Meeting #3
After completion of the compiled video it was shared with the larger group 
via Vimeo (accessed with a password). The larger group had a chance to 
view the video before we met online. The intent of meeting was to discuss 
possible changes and receive feedback. No critique prompts were given, 
making it difficult to have a productive discussion about the piece. We 
concluded that working from a set of critique questions would be best.

Following this meeting, I drafted critique questions and sent them 

out to the larger group via email. The questions are as follows:

—as it is now there is audio from Brooke’s piece at the beginning 
and the end, shall it remain as is? Be silent throughout? Or 
incorporate another piece of audio? If so, what?
—are there any comments specific to timing of certain moments?
—are there any suggestions for changing the sequence?
—is everyone and all ideas represented equally?

Smaller Group Video Editing #2
After the answers were received, Peter and I reviewed the feedback and made 
minor edits. There were suggestions for more significant changes, but we 
felt those suggestions were large enough that they would have required a 
discussion with the larger group. These suggestions involved a reordering to 
the sequence of ideas, which would alter the narrative already set in place. Due 
to time constraints, the video remains as it was with the first editing draft.

Workshop Reflection
This workshop was facilitated as a means to test out a collaborative motion 
project that takes place in the digital environment. There were no set 
expectations for the process or the final outcomes. It proved to be a successful 

fig 4. peter lusch, sketchbook page
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experiment as it brought forward possible answers for some questions as well 
as generated more inquiry. The workshop also revealed some holes in the 
technological tools currently available for editing and collaborative purposes.

Questions of leadership, authorship, and scale were immediately brought 
forward when the workshop was introduced. Although I was the facilitator 
of the workshop, I didn’t want to take on the role of the leader. The natural 
evolution of collaborative endeavours did present the situation in which a 
team is best served by the guide of a leader. In this “unofficial” role I stepped 
back and let the group deliberate and share possible ways of working through 
the test at hand. I then framed to the group a direction to take based on the 
discussions. The decision was made to work individually, separate from the 
others in the group, to create multiple perspectives on what collaboration is. 
This was a decision based on proximity in location and time. Location became 
the first obstacle that hindered the process of this project. Due to all group 
members being dispersed around the U.S., working individually made for an 
easier way to begin the project. Given the opportunity for all of us to meet in-
person, the results could have been purely collaborative. One group member 
did reach out and work with someone else that resided in her physical location. 
This resulted in another group member, but not someone engaged in the core 

fig 5 . screenshots of final video fig 5. screenshots of final video

fig 5. screenshots of final video
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collaborative group. This created another level of collaboration to consider 
outside of the core group and the facilitator, perhaps one of affiliation and 
minimal participation? This leads to more questions regarding authorship; who 
owns the project, the process, and the outcomes, both the individual pieces 
and the edited piece that combined clips from those pieces? Is it the group? If 
so, who are the group members and how should participants be acknowledged? 

These questions spurred more inquiry into notions of scale as this aspect 
became an obvious obstacle in the project as well. Scale, in this sense, 
refers to the scope of the project as well as the number of people involved 
in the process. Approaching the beginning step of the project individually 
enabled the group to focus on a singular perspective, as the scale initially 
presented in the workshop was too large to approach as a cohesive group.

Finally, aspects of technology played a large part in the execution of the 
project. This was two-fold; the technology programs and tools available 
for group editing in the online context as well as the level of expertise and 
familiarity with the programs that are commonly used in editing. Because of 
both of these points, the group shifted in scale once again to edit and compile 
the individual motion outcomes. The three participants at this phase of the 
project were familiar with After Effects and could continue the collaboration 
with ease. Also two participants at this phase were in the same location 
working on one file, while another participated via video screen-sharing. The 
only way he was able to participate at this level was because of his previous 
knowledge of the program’s interface. He was able to communicate accurately 
about possible directions before he needed to leave this phase of the process. 
This ended with two people, in the same location, editing one final piece.

If I were to lead this workshop a second time, I would approach it with more 
directive individual and group prompts. This would be to accommodate the 
flux in scale necessary to complete this type of project. Given the goal of 
the workshop, to create a collaborative motion piece, a certain sensitivity to 
the technical skills required could be confronted up front and specific tasks 
within the project could be assigned to the appropriate team members.




