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SUMMARY 

At their core, organizing and activist work are about envisioning and working 

towards an alternative, more just political future. Various digital tools are used to support 

activist work, however these tools engage with values that are at odds with activist 

practices: where many activists do work in the service of social justice and equity, the 

digital tools they use are often corporate made, and thus support the status quo, i.e. profit 

generation, cis-heteropatriarchy, white supremacy, oppression. The ideals underlying 

activists’ equitable visions—of a more accessible and just future—drive their practices. 

This intentional alignment falls under the purview of prefigurative politics, where 

political work “express[es] the political ‘ends’ of their actions through their 

‘means.’” [53] If activists envision a more democratic future, they adopt more equitable 

practices in the present in anticipation of building a more equitable future.  

This dissertation explores the role of digital tools to contribute to—to prefigure—

alternative, more radical political values. My work uses design research and anarchist 

literature to explore the opportunities that ICTs offer in support of radically progressive 

political organizing. This work offers prefigurative design as an approach for designers 

and practitioners who work with communities in service of progressive political change. 

Prefigurative design is an orientation within HCI design and research that encourages 

critical reflection of research and design practices to better align design artifacts and 

processes with anarchist goals of anti-oppression and collective liberation, ultimately 

 xi



building counter-structures to replace existing institutions complicit in violence and 

oppression. 

 xii



“We’ve got democracy / who needs solidarity?” 

      –Desperate Bicycles, 1978   

 “The fact is money and not votes is what rules the people. And the capitalists no longer 

care to buy the voters, they simply buy the ‘servants’ after they have been elected to 

‘serve.’ […] The idea that the poor man's vote amounts to anything is the veriest 

delusion. 

The ballot is only the paper veil that hides the tricks.” 

      –Lucy Parsons, 1905 

“We have to imagine the kind of society we want to inhabit. […] We have to begin that 

process of creating the society we want to inhabit right now.” 

      –Angela Davis, 2016 

“Are we brave enough to imagine beyond the boundaries of ‘the real’ and then do the 

work of sculpting reality from our dreams?” 

      –Walidah Imarisha, 2015   

“Tomorrow’s world is yours to build.” 

      –Yuri Kochiyama, date unknown 

 “Check out my reference list.” 

      –Suburban Lawns, 1979 
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INTRODUCTION 

In 2016, Nextdoor decided to implement some changes to their platform to address 

their racism problem. Nextdoor is a location-based social network for neighbors to 

connect with each other around local concerns, but the platform was inundated with racist 

posts. Often, people made these posts under the guise of sharing safety or security 

concerns, but the content of the messages revealed little information beyond the 

perceived race or ethnicity of someone ‘suspicious.’ Oakland-based advocacy group 

Neighbors for Racial Justice brought this issue to the attention of Nextdoor and urged the 

company to take action against the implicit biases expressed on the platform, arguing that 

Nextdoor was complicit in larger forms of systemic racism that were negatively affecting 

Black, Indigenous, and people of color (BIPOC ) in their neighborhoods. In response, 1

Nextdoor released a new feature for users creating a new post on the platform: an 

algorithm would detect if any racially-coded language was being used and, if detected, 

the user would be prompted to include more details about the suspicious person in 

question before their content would be posted, such as descriptions of their clothing. In an 

interview with The Daily Dot [58], then CEO and co-founder Nirav Tolia reported a 75% 

drop in incidents of racial profiling after the release of the feature. He described how 

Nextdoor served as a “mirror in the neighborhood” and thus had some responsibility for 

 I use BIPOC here instead of POC to acknowledge that white supremacy and other forms of 1

oppression affect different identities in different ways. By using the BIPOC acronym, I acknowledge 
Native invisibility and anti-Blackness and that I benefit from these oppressions as a non-Black and 
non-Indigenous person of color.
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the racism on their platform, but also acknowledged that “a few changes that a website 

makes won’t cure racism” [58].  

I open my dissertation with this example to illustrate one kind of design 

intervention in service of justice—in this case, an update to the platform’s user interface 

(UI) to support racial justice. I include it here to point to my overarching research interest 

of the role of social computing in larger sociopolitical issues, specifically around the 

design of information and communications technologies (ICTs) and anti-oppression. To 

understand anti-oppression, I refer to the work of Beverley Burke and Philomena 

Harrison, who draw from Black feminist thought to define anti-oppressive work as work 

that challenges inequalities, where inequalities are functions of power (i.e. social 

differences between “dominant and dominated social groups”) across various identities 

(e.g. race, class, gender, age) and across levels of scale (e.g. individual, community, 

structural) [40]. They also describe oppression as rooted in time and place, and thus 

oppression must be situated within the broader historical and geographic contexts of the 

social groups in question. For Burke and Harrison, anti-oppressive practice is a 

“methodology focusing on both process and outcome; and a way of structuring 

relationships between individuals that aims to empower users by reducing the negative 

effects of social hierarchies on their interaction and the work they do together” [40]. 

Burke and Harrison’s work is rooted in their professional practice as social workers, but 

has been immensely useful in other disciplines—including human-computer interaction 

(HCI)—to better understand how to incorporate anti-oppressive principles into 

professional practice [40, 64. 65].  
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In this dissertation, I explore the role of ICTs in supporting anti-oppressive work, 

focusing specifically on work done in service of digitally mediated civic engagement. By 

civic engagement, I refer to the wide spectrum of individual and collective activities for 

influencing the outcome of government practices. I draw specifically from Arnstein’s 

seminal essay “A Ladder of Citizen Participation” to understand civic engagement more 

critically as a proxy for “citizen power,” where citizens seek inclusion in political and 

economic processes as means to better share in the benefits of a democratic government 

[6, 258]. My doctoral work builds on years of ethnographic and design work with 

advocate and activist communities in Atlanta to observe how they use ICTs in support of 

their community-based civic engagement work. I have worked with a variety of civic 

actors—including advocates, residents, and government and non-profit employees—but 

ultimately the contributions of this work speak to more radically progressive activist 

work, acknowledging them as rich and underexplored sites for civic engagement. 

Through my research, I argue that centering the lived experiences and expressed needs of 

these radical communities provides valuable perspective into the role of digital tools and 

systems for supporting a wider spectrum of political practices.  

As I describe in later chapters, existing digital systems assume the use of more 

traditional political practices, specifically those working with and within formal 

institutions and legal frameworks. These systems do not readily support more alternative 

political practices—more collective, radical, and cumulative work— and thus, as 

designers, researchers, and scholars, we risk missing broader and more in-depth 

understandings of what we build, how they are used, and by whom. By radical work, I 
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refer to practices that seek more drastic sociopolitical change. I acknowledge that radical 

work is not necessarily synonymous with anti-oppressive work. Thus, I situate my use of 

“radical” in Leftist literature and history to align it with progressive efforts seeking 

collective liberation through critiquing and remaking the underlying structures of 

oppressive institutions (e.g. social, economic) [156, 198]. In later chapters, I describe 

fieldwork I did with activists; their work aligns with this radical tradition, which gave me 

the opportunity to learn from their community-based anti-oppressive work. By observing 

these more radical practices, we gain deeper insight into the impacts of complex 

sociopolitical issues, which more traditional, or status quo, approaches to governance do 

not address. As my fieldwork has focused on ICT use in particular, these radical practices 

also reflect more nuanced and varied approaches for using digital tools to address these 

issues.  

The main contribution of this dissertation is prefigurative design, which I offer as a 

set of concerns and practices to help guide scholarly work to better support these 

community-based anti-oppressive efforts. Prefigurative design orients us towards 

communities whose needs are not adequately met by existing institutions and structures; 

it leverages design and research practices to support these communities as they try to 

meet these needs. Prefigurative design adopts an anti-oppressive perspective, which 

contextualizes the more local concerns of community partners by situating them within 

larger structures of oppression and violence, e.g. patriarchy, white supremacy, capitalism. 

In this way, design and research interventions aim to address both problems within a 

given community, but to also work towards addressing these problems as they manifest 
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on a macro-level beyond the specific community and particular research collaboration. 

The ultimate goal of prefigurative design is to work towards building more just counter-

structures to replace the harmful institutions that permeate our professional, personal, and 

shared civic lives. I discuss the roots of prefiguration in more detail in chapter 2 and 

discuss in chapter 8 the contributions that prefiguration makes to design and research, 

drawing from empirical findings from my research sites in chapters 4-7.  

1. Problem Statement  

Contemporary HCI research points to changing sociopolitical practices around civic 

engagement in response to technological innovations and interventions. Some approaches 

have focused on improving existing civic practices, such as voting [143, 155], 

volunteering with non-governmental organizations (NGOs) [267, 270], or communicating 

with elected officials [101, 234, 246]. Other projects focus on the quality of civic 

participation, like more inclusive public processes [89, 106] or deploying sensors to 

support community advocacy [158, 172]. Broadly, these projects have focused on 

improving city services to be more accessible, responsive, and efficient. These initiatives 

have leveraged a variety of computing technologies, from social media to smartphones, 

and encouraged citizens to advocate for their needs, such as better city roads or more 

inclusive planning processes [106, 202]. Due to various constraints—temporal, spatial, 

financial—there is a growing trend to rely on digital tools and platforms to facilitate 

greater public participation in civic processes. Many of these digital tools assume to 

already know different categories of urban and civic concerns—again, largely through the 
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lens of service delivery—and also rely on more traditional modes of governance, such as 

public meetings or voting. Here, digital tools mediate existing mechanisms of civic 

engagement, leveraging the affordances of digital artifacts and ICTs to facilitate or 

enhance citizen input and participation in democratic processes. 

Many of the digital interventions used for civic engagement have explicitly 

engaged with democratic discourses—particularly deliberative democracy—but have 

done so uncritically, framing technologies as more inclusive or empowering for citizens 

through increased means of participation without calling into question any underlying 

structures that might prohibit or hinder participation [31, 33]. By deliberative democracy, 

I refer to governance that relies on decision-making practices informed by reason and 

debate as determined by an educated and engaged citizenry (described in more detail in 

chapter 2) [49]. However, the challenge is that deliberative democracy can be understood 

from different perspectives, each of which suggests a different set of democratic 

problems and approaches to address them. For example, tools to support online consensus 

(e.g. DemocracyOS, Loomio) assume majority consensus as a mechanism for decision-

making. Similarly, there are platforms to support citizens communicating with their 

representatives (e.g. Resistbot, Countable), which assumes that those elected officials are 

addressing all the needs of all their constituents. The assumptions of these digital tools 

points to a tension between underlying democratic ideals and how those ideals are 

practically implemented.  
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My work lies at the intersection of these tensions, where mechanisms of civic 

engagement are seemingly out of sync with the democratic ideals and principles that they 

are meant to enact. By observing and working with various issue-oriented communities in 

Atlanta, I have gained understanding into some of the limitations and shortcomings of 

contemporary practices of democratic civic engagement and how different communities 

engage in alternate civic practices to better serve their own underrepresented needs and 

concerns. More specifically, I have learned how communities use ICTs to support their 

advocacy and activist work. My work started with Cycle Atlanta and looked at more 

traditional modes of civic engagement, relying on policy and planning mechanisms to 

participate in decision-making processes. Here, cycling advocates used digital systems as 

tools for more inclusive and more in-depth participation in planning processes. This 

research revealed some of the limitations of both traditional modes of civic engagement 

and civic tools as they did not acknowledge more complex narratives, histories, and 

structures underlying civic engagement, such as distrust, structural racism, and 

underrepresentation. Next, Occupy Our Homes Atlanta (OOHA) was a valuable site for 

learning about these complexities and how they impacted existing civic practices, and in 

particular to observe more radical community responses to them. Housing activists used 

digital systems to amplify counter-narratives within their community, leveraging them as 

political resistance for folks disproportionately affected by the mortgage crisis, itself the 

result of more structural forms of inequity and the failure of larger institutions, like 

banking and housing policies.   
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After this more exploratory work, I focused my research to be more interventionist: 

my work with the Atlanta Community Engagement Playbook was an experiment in 

deploying a civic counter-structure: our co-design process was driven by community 

needs and experiences, resulting in a design artifact to try and prefigure more just and 

accessible interactions between constituents and their elected officials. By centering our 

community partners, the research and design work both drew from and built on their 

ongoing civic work and sought to increase the collective capacity for various 

communities in the city to advocate for themselves. Finally, my work with the Atlanta/

Fulton County Prearrest Diversion Initiative (PAD) revealed some of the limitations of 

prefigurative design, particularly when collaborating with an organization negotiating 

more radical and more institutional forms of civic engagement simultaneously. In this 

context, prefigurative design became a way to address more immediate concerns local to 

the group, focusing on increasing internal capacity such that staff could better continue 

their more structural anti-oppression work after the research collaboration had ended. 

I trace my observations of these four issue-oriented communities to explore 

opportunities for better supporting anti-oppressive civic engagement work through digital 

artifacts and design interventions. I reflect on my fieldwork, as well as related literature 

and scholarship, and build on these more radical, alternative political practices to address 

a wider spectrum of civic engagement work that implements democratic ideals of justice, 

access, and equity across different levels of scale.  

2. Research Questions 
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To address my overarching research interest around ICTs and civic engagement, 

this dissertation addresses the following research questions: 

2.1. R1. How are democratic ideals embodied by existing forms of civic engagement? 

I address this research question through a combination of fieldwork and existing 

literature from both HCI research and political theories of democracy. My fieldwork 

through Cycle Atlanta offered opportunities to observe cyclists, advocates, and city 

planners as they engaged with existing civic engagement processes. My work used 

participatory design to learn more about the community’s use of digital tools in their 

advocacy work, which was supported with relevant scholarship out of HCI and urban 

informatics. In addition to the Cycle Atlanta mobile app, advocates used a variety of 

social media networks, mobile technologies, and sensor data to argue for better 

distribution and quality of cycling infrastructure in the city. Research participants shared 

their motivations for—and frustrations with—participating in public processes; in some 

cases, digital technologies addressed their frustrations, but in other cases they 

exacerbated them. Participants also described civic practices and goals that aligned well 

with those described in democracy theory literature, including access, self-determination, 

safety, and equity. I discuss these practices and goals in more detail in chapter 4.  

2.2. R2. What are alternate forms of civic engagement that emerge from similar 

democratic ideals? 
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I address this second research question through my work with my second research 

site, OOHA. This work built on my work with Cycle Atlanta as OOHA activists 

expressed similar frustrations as cycling advocates concerning existing mechanisms of 

civic engagement. Both communities had expectations that local institutions would attend 

to their civic concerns and both felt those needs were not being adequately addressed. 

OOHA was valuable for observing other, more radical kinds of civic engagement as 

alternate means for trying to attain similar democratic ideals. Where cycling advocates 

relied on policy and planning, OOHA activists primarily worked outside those structures, 

relying on grassroots organizing and community support to address housing needs. These 

larger, more formal institutions were ineffective as they prioritized market values over 

home ownership and resident stability. The activist practices I observed through OOHA 

aligned more with direct democracy theory and practice—specifically anarchism—which 

contrasted more the cycling advocates’ more traditional, or status quo, approaches to 

civic work. OOHA’s activism took more direct approaches to implementing democratic 

ideals, relying on solidarity, mutual aid, and prefiguration to serve their own needs, rather 

than mechanisms of representative democracy. I discuss these alternate practices in more 

detail in chapters 2 and 5.  

2.3. R3. What is the role of prefiguration in design research? 

R1 and R2 were more exploratory questions that pointed me to alternate civic 

engagement practices as opportunities to conduct civic engagement research. With my 

third fieldsite, the Atlanta Community Engagement Playbook, I focused specifically on 
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prefiguration as a specific kind of alternate civic engagement and shifted my work to 

explore the role of prefiguration in design research. The playbook project was a 

collaborative effort across researchers, government employees, neighborhood residents, 

and other civic stakeholder to better understand—and, ultimately, document and share—

effective and inclusive community engagement practices. The co-design process itself 

became the vehicle for prefiguration as our research team worked to enact the ends of our 

work—accessible and equitable city governance—through our design process, adjusting 

our research to better accommodate the expressed needs and concerns of our community 

partners. Our design research was prefigurative in multiple ways: researchers reflected on 

their own practices to better respond to stated participant concerns; our design process 

was flexible and generative to accommodate participants’ various civic needs and to 

encourage co-ownership; and the design artifact embodied the share vision of our 

collaborators despite their different priorities, agendas, and goals.    

2.4. R4. What are the limits and opportunities of prefiguration in design research? 

My final fieldsite was with PAD as they launched their pilot program as an 

intermediary service provider with an explicit vision to heal damage done to communities 

by the criminal justice system [104, 136, 211, 215]. PAD was an ideal site to better 

understand the boundaries of prefigurative design in community-based anti-oppression 

work for two reasons: the first was that they deployed myriad civic engagement practices, 

spanning from more advocate and institutional to more radical kinds of work (e.g. 

trauma-informed social work). The second was that PAD had a clear organizational vision 
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for the future they wanted to prefigure but still had to work with institutions that did not 

share that vision. As an embedded researcher, I worked with organizational staff with the 

explicit and mutual goal of increasing the group’s capacity through design interventions. I 

explored the limits of prefigurative design when deployed in a setting with changing 

needs and practices to negotiate the various politics and agendas of the civic actors 

involved. My design interventions responded to the urgent temporal concerns expressed 

by PAD staff, and thus served their more immediate care-based social work rather than 

more structural concerns around criminal justice reform. Ultimately, the research 

partnership ended as a service design project to support operational needs, building 

organizational capacity to more effectively carry out their more radical civic work in the 

long term.   

3. Contribution: Prefigurative Design 

This dissertation used design-based interventions to explore opportunities for ICTs 

in service of prefigurative design, where design work both imagines an alternative, less 

oppressive future and then actively plays a role in bringing that future into the present 

through design artifacts, processes, or systems. This design work places at its center the 

expressed needs and concerns of research partners, especially as they emerge from 

community-based anti-oppression work. Prefigurative design draws from the approach to 

anti-oppression work described above by leveraging research practices to “reduce the 

negative effects of social hierarchies” both through process and outcome [40, 116, 198]. 

This dual emphasis encourages researchers to constantly reflect on and adjust their work 
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to better align with the more just outcomes envisioned and articulated by community 

partners. The goal of prefigurative design is to create counter-institutions to replace more 

oppressive structures; these counter-institutions support the ongoing equity work of 

community partners and challenges oppression as it takes place across multiple scales, 

including more local practices or behaviors within a community as well as larger 

structures or institutions. As such, prefigurative design can take many forms, including 

but not limited to organizational processes, social relationships, prototypes, and digital or 

non-digital systems.   

Prefigurative design draws from and builds on existing design and research 

traditions, but brings with it an added and explicit commitment to more radical, 

progressive practice and to minimize participation in structures of oppression and 

exploitation. This commitment is a dual project [198, 278], bringing with it both a social 

and material commitment to justice and anti-oppression while minimizing exploitation. 

Prefigurative design embodies the hybrid model of prefigurative politics—that is, 

transforming social relationships while accumulating resources for counter-power—

which can and should be applicable to our notions of technology design. I argue that we 

can design digital tools and their uses to be used as platforms through which we can 

facilitate ongoing community efforts around equity and justice. As such, prefigurative 

design offers a set of circumstances and conditions through which we can better attend to 

anti-oppression through our design and research work by drawing from anarchist 

principles and practices, which strive for autonomy and collective liberation. Like 

anarchism, prefigurative design aligns with the anti-oppressive principles and seeks to 
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replace any and all structures of violence and oppression (e.g. racism, sexism, cis-

heteropatriarchy, capitalism, and colonialism/imperialism) through anti-hierarchical 

organizational models, decision-making processes, and modes of solidarity [2, 83, 185, 

199]. I discuss these anti-oppressive practices in more detail in chapter 2.  

Prefigurative design is thus meant for certain modes of interventionist research—

those done in partnership with issue-oriented communities—and encourages closer 

interrogation of research and design practices that are born from or complicit in structures 

of oppression. Its ultimate goal is to reimagine social relationships and accumulate 

material resources towards a shared liberatory vision to scale up and create more just 

counter-structures to replace existing systems of violence. One example of a counter-

structure is transformative justice, which focuses on repairing harm as an alternative to 

the existing criminal justice system, which enacts harm across multiple levels of scale, 

from formerly incarcerated individuals experiencing trauma to overpoliced communities 

and overmilitarized police practices [57, 273]. I discuss the role of transformative justice 

in prefigurative design in chapter 8.  

Despite prefigurative design’s roots in radical organizing, and because of its 

commitment to process and structure, it is not immune to the oppressive structures and 

practices it seeks to resist. As such, prefigurative design is not meant to be an overarching 

framework or prescriptive model to determine individual research projects. Instead, I 

frame it as an orientation to which both researchers and community partners can 

articulate and align with a shared vision for their collaborations, identifying roles, needs, 
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and expectations for all actors involved, and adjusting and iterating on practices as 

capacities and resources shift over the course of the project. This orientation asks us, as 

researchers, practitioners, and educators, to do design work that commits to equity and 

justice while minimizing exploitation and harm, particularly as different forms of 

oppression manifest through digital systems, cultures, and structures [51, 91, 123, 141, 

220, 273]. This ask is a way to encourage broader and more nuanced understandings of 

the role of computational systems in civic engagement: by following the lead of 

communities doing anti-oppression work, we can better understand how oppression 

operates through different systems and structures. Through research, we can gain new 

perspectives through which we can build digital tools to have more meaningful impact in 

people’s lives, especially for folks who are on the forefront of doing equity and justice 

work that benefits everyone.  

 In addition to its contributions to research, I offer prefigurative design as a way for 

us to be more self-reflective as academics and scholars, especially as the ‘third wave’ in 

HCI moves beyond traditional sites of work and living [227]. As such, the ask to commit 

to minimizing harm through our work is done acknowledging that we are not activists or 

organizers—necessarily, we can’t be since we need to maintain commitments to our 

students, research, collaborators, etc. As such, our role is to contribute to anti-oppression 

work through solidarity, supporting ongoing and existing liberatory work within whatever 

spaces or communities we are working within. If we want to support equity and justice, 

then we must attend to our work considering both the social and the material. That is: we 

must commit to equity through our social relationships, from individual power dynamics 
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to larger organizational practices. We must also commit to the economic conditions that 

belie the social in order to push for material change: it is important to respect a person’s 

pronouns and talk to our bigoted family members, but it’s also important to fight for all-

gender bathrooms, paid parental leave, and equitable pay across all genders. The smaller 

scale work is important to normalize changes and set precedents, which eventually builds 

up counter-structures to challenge injustice and oppression on larger scales. I envision 

prefigurative design as a way for researchers to support community partners through 

design interventions and to leverage existing resources and expertise such that the 

community is able to more effectively continue their work after the researcher has left the 

project. 

4. Dissertation Overview  

Below, I describe the structure of the rest of this dissertation document. I first go 

through how my dissertation chapters are organized, then I briefly summarize each 

fieldsite and organize my corresponding observations through visual diagrams. These 

diagrams are meant to help ease navigation of the document and orient readers to the 

conceptual findings that form the foundation of prefigurative design.  

Each diagram corresponds to one fieldsite and identifies three categories of 

practices I’ve observed through fieldwork: the kind of sociopolitical change the 

organization was trying to marshal; the community engagement strategies they deployed 

in service of those goals; and their uses of ICTs as support to enact those strategies. These 

three categories point to different kinds of prefiguration I observed at each site. Please 
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note that my analyses of Cycle Atlanta and OOHA were made through the lens of 

prefiguration retroactively (i.e. understandings of prefiguration have been described after 

fieldwork was completed). My latter two fieldsites, the ATL Playbook and PAD, were 

more intentional deployments of prefigurative design artifacts and systems where I was 

more explicitly engaging with prefiguration during my fieldwork. Along the z-axis, I 

have mapped out each group’s practices along a spectrum of representative democracy 

and direct democracy, with the center generally aligning with the mechanisms of 

representative democracy and the outer points corresponding to mechanisms of direct 

democracy, such as solidarity, mutual aid, or prefiguration. 

4.1. Dissertation Structure 

The next chapter of this dissertation will contain the literature review for my 

research. It covers three areas: digitally-mediated civic engagement, democracy theory, 

and anarchism. The first two areas are meant to set the conceptual space for 

understanding the practices and motivations of each of my fieldsites. The civic 

engagement section describes the umbrella of digitally mediated technological practices 

that advocates and activists have used in service of their political work. Next, I outline 

the ideals and principles of deliberative democracy on which many of these digital 

systems rely. I continue the digital democracy section by describing the socio-political 

landscape that each of my fieldsites navigated through their civic engagement work. I 

focus on the actors and mechanisms that have historically and continue to uphold 

representative democracy, which describes the current system of democratic practices 
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used in the American South. This work is important to understand the challenges and 

limitations of particular kinds of radically progressive work. Finally, I briefly describe 

anarchism, which acts as a foil to representative democracy insofar as it uses alternate 

means to enact similar democratic goals, i.e. those of deliberative democracy. While its 

histories are fraught and complex, I describe anarchist practices and philosophies that 

most closely align with my observations from my various fieldsites, including solidarity, 

autonomy, and mutual aid. Specifically, I describe the concept and practice of 

prefiguration, which I focus on as a specific alternative to the mechanisms of 

representative democracy.  

My third chapter outlines the methodologies used throughout my research, 

specifically participatory design and action research. I discuss the history and aims of 

participatory design, which were heavily influential on my collaborations with my 

community partners. I also describe action research as a framework for how to do 

collaborative research where community partners play a more significant role. Next, I 

return to anarchism to discuss it as a mode of inquiry, which anchored my research in 

principles of equity and justice. Here, I briefly describe prefigurative design in order to 

situate it within existing design traditions and emphasize the opportunities it brings to 

design research. I also describe it in terms of its boundaries against more interventionist 

modes of design, including value-sensitive design, participatory design, and service 

design. This chapter serves as an introduction to more detailed descriptions of my 

research methods as they were deployed and negotiated at each fieldsite.  
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Chapters 4-7 describe my first four fieldsites (in chronological order) that led to 

the formulation of prefigurative design. Each of these chapters describes the political 

issue each organization was trying to address, how they addressed them using digitally 

mediated tools and practices, and my observations of the challenges and opportunities of 

those technological interventions. Each chapter concludes with my reflections on how my 

fieldwork to that point starts building towards what ultimately becomes prefigurative 

design.  

Chapter 4 discusses my first site, Cycle Atlanta, which focused on a digital 

intervention to support cycling advocacy work in Atlanta. This chapter discusses R1 to 

describe the democratic ideals embodied by existing forms of civic engagement as they 

emerged through my fieldwork and were additionally corroborated by HCI literature.  

 

Figure 1 - The cycling community was a rich site to learn about digitally mediated 
advocacy and more traditional forms of civic engagement. 
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Chapter 5 focuses on my fieldwork with OOHA, an offshoot of the local Occupy 

chapter that organized activists around issues of housing justice, specifically dealing with 

the fallout from the 2008 financial crisis. This chapter addresses R2 and details a variety 

of alternate civic practices that I observed through OOHA; here, I briefly detail forms of 

digitally mediated mutual aid and connect them to the democratic ideals outlined in 

Chapter 2.  

 

Figure 2 - Activist practices share with advocates patterns of digital tool use and 
democratic goals, though use different strategies to achieve them. 

Chapter 6 discusses the Atlanta Community Engagement Playbook, a research 

project that produced, documented, and disseminated a set of civic engagement ‘best 

practices’ across both residents and city employees. The playbook project also marked 

my initial explorations into prefigurative design and explored the various roles that 

prefiguration might play in design research (R3).  
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Figure 3 – These design interventions were primarily non-digital to respond to the 
community's stated needs and practices. 

Chapter 7 details my final fieldsite, PAD, which provided social services to 

populations most vulnerable to arrest and recidivism due to extreme poverty, mental 

health concerns, and/or substance abuse. PAD was unique as it worked within more 

traditional institutions while also trying to be a counter-institution in and of itself. As 

such, PAD was an important site to put prefigurative design into practice and learn about 

its limits and opportunities, which addresses R4. 
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Figure 4 – The organization was a combination of more radical approaches to social 
work while trying to affect progressive change within larger, more traditional civic 
institutions. 

Chapter 8 returns to both my research questions and prefigurative design to 

discuss the contributions of this work. I describe in more detail some of the tensions I 

encountered in my design work and reflect more broadly on the role of the academic in 

community-based anti-oppression work. I briefly describe transformative justice as a kind 

of prefigurative counter-structure that may be more appropriate and generative for 

collaborative research projects given its emphasis on repairing harm. I discuss the 

opportunities of transformative justice as a kind of prefigurative design and introduce a 

set of prompts for researchers who wish to practice prefigurative design through their 

community-based research collaborations. In light of these methodological reflections, I 

finally conclude with some fruitful avenues for extending prefigurative design beyond 

this dissertation and make some recommendations for designers, researchers, and/or 

practitioners who seek to use interventionist research methods to work towards more 

radical and liberatory socio-political change.  
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2. RELATED WORK 

In this chapter, I describe existing research that motivates my dissertation work. I 

frame this scholarship within the discipline of HCI, through which I examine concerns in 

the broader landscape of democratic practices and conceptual frameworks. Within HCI, I 

put my work in conversation with three main areas—civic engagement, democracy 

theory, and anarchism—and build on ongoing discussions in these spaces. These domains 

benefit this work as they share similar concerns as my research questions: civic 

engagement scholarship looks into the role of digital artifacts to support political 

practices, while democracy theory discusses different frameworks of civic governance 

and how to enact democratic principles in practice, which helps me distinguish between 

more traditional and more radical kinds of political work. I then focus on anarchism as 

direct democracy, using scholarship that explores the role of prefiguration in civic 

settings, which I build on in later chapters by drawing from and synthesizing my 

empirical work.  

First, I look to HCI literature to discuss how digital systems support different 

mechanisms of civic engagement. This scholarship focuses on digital artifacts used in 

service of municipal governance; here, I have largely focused on HCI work that looks at 

city planning because of my early fieldwork with Cycle Atlanta [e.g. 173, 174]. There are 

myriad concerns involving ICTs and city planning, but my early research pointed me to 

concerns around the organizational structure of civic organizations, their information and 

knowledge management practices, and opportunities and challenges when incorporating 
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public efforts into existing socio-political institutions [78, 186]. I draw from public 

planning literature as informed by my early work with Cycle Atlanta, anchoring my 

understanding of digitally mediated civic engagement in urban transportation advocacy.  

Next, I situate the HCI scholarship within the broader context of democracy theory, 

looking specifically at deliberative democracy as the main framework underlying most of 

the HCI literature relevant for this dissertation. I focus on liberal democracy as the model 

of governance that much of the HCI scholarship relies on, with representative democracy 

as the system of democratic mechanisms that best represents both the HCI literature as 

well as my fieldwork in the American South. I briefly discuss a few HCI projects that 

demonstrate this theoretical commitment to both liberal democracy and representative 

democracy. I categorize this set of democratic theories as status quo to reflect their 

normative position both in HCI research and in my fieldwork.  

I then discuss anarchism as a governance model that also follows the principles of 

deliberative democracy, but approaches them from a more radical (i.e. versus status quo) 

perspective. This alternate perspective broadens the spectrum of democratic work 

considered by the HCI research community and provides insight into underexplored 

practices that are not taken into consideration when designing digital systems for civic 

participation. Here, I compare anarchism to liberal democracy and draw from anarchist 

organizing literature to identify how anarchist interpretations differ from liberal 

democracy around the same set of deliberative democratic concerns. I continue this 

comparative analysis by discussing direct democracy as an alternative set of deliberative 
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mechanisms in contrast to representative democracy, which echoes the more radical 

practices I observed through my fieldwork (discussed in more detail in Chapter 5).  

 Below, I outline in Figure 5 the main theories of democracy I use to make sense 

of my fieldwork in later chapters. I situate them within the framework of deliberative 

democracy and compare key terms and concepts across ‘status quo’ and ‘radical’ 

approaches to anchor the fieldwork I discuss in later chapters.  

Figure 5 – Under the umbrella of deliberative democracy, liberal democracy and 
radical democracy (anarchism) have different interpretations of how to govern 
constituents. 

2.1. Democracy and HCI   

HCI has long been concerned with the opportunities and challenges of 

incorporating ICTs into municipal and democratic interactions. Much of this work 

engages with the overarching question of how to improve democratic society by focusing 

on specific sociopolitical issues [167, 187, 191], common organizational practices [218, 

269], or how to support the different needs of civic actors, like constituents, non-profit 

staff, and municipal employees [50, 73, 80]. A common thread across this work is the role 

Deliberative democracy: 
motivated by ideals of freedom, 
reason, equality, and consensus

Status quo: individual, public 

reason, fair, overlapping 

consensus 

Radical: non-hierarchical, anti-
oppression, prefiguration

Models of governance: 
interpretations of deliberative ideals

Liberal democracy: pluralism, 
stability, justice as fairness 

Anarchism: non-hierarchy, anti-
oppression, self-organization 

Mechanisms of deliberation: 
deliberative ideals as practiced 
within a governance model

Representative democracy: 
public assembly, voting, 
majority consensus. 

Direct democracy: solidarity, 
mutual aid, prefiguration 
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of computing to coordinate resources to better influence policy or legal change, which I 

highlight to set the stage for my ‘status quo’ framing later in this chapter [81, 111, 119, 

247]. While earlier work approached these concerns from the perspective of the 

institution or agency, more recent scholarship has explored democratic interactions from 

the perspective of communities, calling attention to their unique challenges of 

accountability, efficacy, and—increasingly—power [63, 85, 87, 265]. Within the context 

of HCI research, democratic interactions vary greatly on the geographic and 

sociopolitical context in which they are practiced and studied, so the scholarship 

discussed in this dissertation is mostly from a Western perspective, specifically in the 

United States. This is not to dismiss the important and valuable work from other 

countries and cultural contexts [e.g. 3, 15, 140, 141, 220, 260], but to better align this 

work with the democratic practices I encountered and observed through my fieldwork in 

the American South.  

Of the many concerns around civic work, one of the core themes that emerge 

through the HCI literature is the role of ICTs for supporting service delivery, which is an 

issue that cuts across different sets of actors and institutions and often requires a diverse 

set of resources to enact [35, 64, 121]. Recent civic engagement scholarship explores 

opportunities for incorporating digital systems to support service delivery using different 

approaches: for example, citizen sensing relies on low-cost sensors and devices (e.g. 

smartphones) as means for gathering environmental data to support community advocacy 

efforts. These data are typically collected by community members to call attention to a 

lack of service delivery (e.g. pollution, environmental racism [106, 159]). Through these 
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projects, digital tools are novel mechanisms to increase a community’s capacity to take 

civic action.  

My own early work through Cycle Atlanta can be seen as a kind of citizen sensing 

project as the app relied on smartphone sensors as a novel and technological means to 

participate in cycling advocacy. Specifically, cyclists could advocate for more democratic 

distribution of municipal services by using route data as evidence to support arguments 

for more and higher quality cycling infrastructure [173, 191]. Similarly, HCI work is 

interested in the spatiotemporal affordances of digital tools to support civic engagement. 

When considering transit advocacy, for example, ICTs can facilitate participation across 

limitations of time and space, gathering valuable public input beyond set meeting times 

and spaces [32, 93, 173]. The Cycle Atlanta app leverages these capabilities by storing 

route data for multiple rides, and additionally asks users to voluntarily share demographic 

data, which provides rich and important context through which planners can make more 

informed planning decisions than with geospatial data alone [173]. 

HCI scholarship concerned with civics and participation primarily focuses on 

similar concerns and practices as this research is done within the framing of deliberative 

democracy, which is the basis for contemporary democracy in the Global North. Next, I 

turn to democratic theory to better understand the goals of deliberative democracy and, 

consequently, some of the shared motivations of the communities and organizations from 

my fieldwork as they do their respective kinds of digitally mediated civic work.  

2.2. Deliberative democracy  
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HCI research discusses digitally mediated democratic interactions that primarily 

fall under the umbrella of deliberative democracy, where political decisions are made by 

free and equal citizens [49, 189]. This dissertation focuses on deliberative democracy as 

many contemporary political theorists identify it as the theoretical basis for democracy as 

practiced in the Global North [49, 59]. I first describe the philosophical and political 

ideals contained in deliberative democracy, which inform the shared sociopolitical 

motivations for American democratic institutions, specifically liberal democracy—a 

model of deliberative democratic governance—and representative democracy—the 

mechanisms by which liberal democracy is enacted. 

In her essay “Deliberative Democracy or Agonistic Pluralism,” Chantal Mouffe 

identifies John Rawls and Jürgen Habermas as the theorists through which the two main 

schools of deliberative democracy were formed [190]. For the rest of this dissertation, I 

draw from the Rawlsian school of deliberation to ground this research, relying heavily on 

the work of Joshua Cohen, who was a student of Rawls and whose work articulates the 

core tenets of deliberative democracy more concretely than the theoretical work of either 

Rawls or Habermas [49, 224]. Both schools share many central arguments about 

democratic society: for example, they both argue that the core of democratic governance 

is consensus, where educated and informed citizens deliberate amongst themselves and 

reach agreement through reason (Rawls) and rationality (Habermas) [190]. Additionally, 

both scholars share a theoretical premise that democratic societies inevitably arrive at 

consensus as they share a set of generalizable interests that extend beyond other facets of 

their identity (e.g. religious beliefs) and that these shared interests guide deliberative 
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processes to their agreed upon outcomes [189, 224]. However, the Rawlsian tradition is 

key to this work as it discusses deliberation at a different scale than Habermas: a key 

divergence between the two schools is what is considered reasonable or rational. 

Habermas emphasizes the interpersonal dynamics of deliberation, arguing that consensus 

relies on civil discourse [190]. Given the contemporary critiques of civility wielded as a 

means of racist or sexist oppression [207]—and the ubiquity of this practice through 

ICTs, in particular [196]—I focus on Rawls and Cohen’s continuation of Rawlsian theory 

as they provide more appropriate context for my research findings on community 

organization and practice.  

Cohen describes institutions as necessary for democracy as they “make deliberation 

possible… as though free deliberation could proceed in the absence of appropriate 

institutions” [49]. Institutions are meant to be “reflections” of the collective will of its 

citizens and also meant to “mirror” the results of public deliberations, thus “provid[ing] 

the framework for the formation of the will” [49]. Cohen argues that institutions are vital 

for deliberative democracy as they facilitate decision-making processes and then 

implement those decisions through policy and law. Given their important societal role, 

Cohen outlines four characteristics for what he describes as “ideal” deliberation, which 

he argues should be the basis of all democratic institutions [49]. Per Cohen, deliberation 

should be: free, as in the participants are not coerced into deliberative processes and are 

able to act on the results; reasoned, in that participants persuade others to agree with their 

proposals through justification, and “not power”; equal, in that no individual has more 

influence or authority than another in the decision-making process; and decided by 
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consensus, where all participants are committed to acting on the outcome. In lieu of 

“ideal conditions” of consensus, Cohen states that deliberation should conclude with 

voting subject to majority rule [49].  

Underlying deliberation is the drive for “the common good,” a Rawlsian concept 

that Cohen uses to describe a condition where outcomes “advance the aims of each party 

to it” [49]. Cohen acknowledges the risk of people skewing deliberative processes to 

“disguise personal or class advantage as the common advantage,” though he ultimately 

dismisses this as a concern. He argues that deliberative processes will resolve concerns 

around inequality through their reliance on reason, where “having a preference, 

conviction, or ideal does not by itself provide a reason in support of a proposal” [49]. 

Like Rawls and Habermas, Cohen also relies on reason as a core property of deliberation 

that inherently leads to consensus via a commitment to the common good: “the interests, 

aims and ideals that comprise the common good are those that survive deliberation” [49]. 

Other than a reference to Rawlsian notions of “fairness” (which I discuss in the next 

section), Cohen does not offer additional detail into what the common good entails, 

instead arguing that it is produced through and emerges from processes of deliberation.  

2.2.1. Liberal democracy as deliberative governance model 

Liberal democracy is one governance model that puts into practice the ideals of 

deliberative democracy. Below, I describe how liberal democracy interprets the 

deliberative democratic goals of freedom, reason, equality, and consensus [199, 224]. 

Specifically, a Rawlsian interpretation of these principles configures liberal democracy as 
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a system of governance that relies on “justice as fairness,” stability, and public reason 

[224].  

2.2.1.1. Justice as fairness 

Rawls’ liberalism rests on his concept of “justice as fairness,” which he articulates 

as the basic structure of democratic society and the means through which various 

sociopolitical institutions (e.g. social, economic, legal) fit together to form a “unified 

scheme of social cooperation” [224]. For Rawls, justice relies on two principles: the first 

being that each person has an “equal claim to a fully adequate scheme of equal basic 

rights and liberties,” and the second arguing that the social and economic equalities 

“attached to offices and positions” should be adjusted such that they are available to all 

and are of the greatest benefit of the least advantaged citizens [224]. Here, Rawls 

accounts for inequalities in liberal democratic society and allows them so long as they 

benefit other people in society. This component of justice—what Rawls calls “the 

difference principle”—accepts as a natural fact that some citizens are born with more 

advantages than others, but explicitly does not try to correct this inequality as democratic 

deliberation will distribute these benefits throughout society [224].  

These two principles of justice thus drive all deliberative processes; Rawls 

describes justice as fairness as an “organizing idea” to connect all other ideas and 

principles with the goal of creating a fair system of free and equal persons cooperating 

with each other [224]. Here, Rawls places justice at the core of liberal democracy as a 

logic to regulate the distribution of resources and power, while also acknowledging that it 
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is not a totalizing framework meant to apply to any and all sociopolitical contexts. Most 

notably, Rawls articulates that justice as fairness is meant to work in closed societies, 

which is self-reliant and has no interaction with other societies, and also in societies that 

are not experiencing scarcity, so there is a surplus of resources to distribute fairly [224]. 

 The individual is of primary importance for justice as fairness: the basis for 

governance per Rawls is the concern for each individual’s rights and access to resources. 

Rawls describes a “veil of ignorance” by which reasonable individuals are meant to make 

decisions as though they do not know any details or identifiers of themselves or each 

other (e.g. race, gender, religious belief) [224]. Rawls argues that this veil is a way to 

ensure that decisions are unbiased and that individuals remain “fair” by acting in the 

interest of any other member of their society. The veil is a way to maintain a kind of 

social “equilibrium” as it encourages citizens to make decisions to “maximize” each 

individual’s share of goods and resources [224]. Rawls’ liberalism does not articulate 

what these individual rights and needs are but instead argues that they emerge through 

rational deliberation. In this way, there is a strong moral dimension to Rawls’ liberal 

democracy as rationality is cast as morally “good:” “For goodness as rationality allows us 

to say that things are good if they have the properties it is rational for us to want as free 

and equal citizens, given our rational plan of life” [224]. Cohen echoes this line of 

argument, assuming rationality to be a trait of a citizen and thus Cohen’s work is deeply 

enmeshed with Rawls’ articulations of fairness and justice.  

2.2.1.2. Pluralism and stability  

 33



 Through justice as fairness, Rawls implicitly acknowledges differences across 

citizens in society: he accounts for pluralism in liberal democracy, though he argues again 

that these differences will ultimately be stabilized through reasoned consensus. Rawls 

describes his overarching project of liberalism as a way to answer how a cohesive and 

democratic society can exist as a stable and sustainable entity despite differences across 

citizen beliefs and values (i.e. pluralism). In Political Liberalism, Rawls describes 

stability as a condition of “social unity” where “the doctrines making up the consensus 

are affirmed by society’s politically active citizens” [224]. Liberal democracy requires 

stability to sustain itself, and stability is achieved through overlapping consensus, which 

Rawls describes as the “reasonable comprehensive doctrines” that persist despite 

individual differences in beliefs, etc. [224] Again, Rawls relies on rationality as an 

inherent principle of democratic society when describing overlapping consensus, arguing 

that these “comprehensive doctrines” are “objective reasons” that citizens can reach by 

“using and applying the concepts of judgment and inference [i.e. deliberation], and 

ground and evidence [i.e. rationality]” [224]. Here, the notion of pluralism is still present, 

as Rawls argues that citizens who arrive at consensus may do so for different reasons: 

citizens arrive at consensus by prioritizing Rawlsian justice over these more individual 

reasons, which draw from various religious, moral, etc. beliefs.  

 For Rawls, an overlapping consensus is important for the stability of a liberal 

democracy as it is a mode of deliberation by which reason ensures social cohesion and 

protects against a society being influenced by “unreasonable doctrines” [224]. In this 

way, Rawls argues that an overlapping consensus is a failsafe against power imbalances: 
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whereas power has and continues to fluctuate throughout history, an overlapping 

consensus offers stability and consistency through “common human reason” [224]. Rawls 

does not consider stability an inherent trait of a democratic society, but rather a state that 

is achieved: “stability is secured by sufficient motivation of the appropriate kind acquired 

under just institutions [224]. In this way, consensus is guided by justice and reason, but 

still ultimately relies on citizens to enact it, specifically citizens “who grow up under just 

institutions [who] acquire a normally sufficient sense of justice so that they generally 

comply with those institutions” [224]. For Rawls, an overlapping consensus is not 

inherent in liberal democracy, but is the ideal outcome assuming a society is justly 

governed by its reasoned citizens.  

2.2.1.3. Public reason  

Rawls argues that reason is the concept upon which a liberal democracy operates: it 

drives the core principle of justice as fairness as well as the stability that ensures a 

society’s cohesion and longevity. As mentioned above, Rawls assumes reason as a public 

virtue insofar as each citizen must possess it: he summarizes public reason as the ability 

to “explain to one another on those fundamental questions how the principles and policies 

they advocate and vote for can be supported by political values” [224]. As a way to 

reaffirm pluralism, Rawls does acknowledge reason is not entirely public. In other words, 

decisions can be reasoned drawing from other “religious, philosophical, and moral 

considerations of many kinds,” though these deliberations should only pertain to the 

smaller scale associations where they are applicable (e.g. churches, universities) and not 
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influence public discourse [224]. Public reason, by contrast, pertains to decisions that 

affect broader society.  

For Rawls, citizens should not have input on all public matters, but rather only 

deploy public reason for concerns involving basic justice, or what Rawls calls the 

“constitutional essentials” [224]. He describes public reason as important for 

“fundamental” questions such as “who has the right to vote, or what religions are to be 

tolerated, or who is to be assured fair equality of opportunity, or to hold property” [224]. 

Rawls gives a few examples public reason is not required: “tax legislation and many laws 

regulating property; statutes protecting the environment and controlling pollution; laying 

aside funds for museums and the arts” [224]. (Rawls does acknowledge that these 

concerns sometimes involve “fundamental” matters, in which case public reason might be 

needed.) For “constitutional essentials,” public reason should use forms of evidence and 

discourse based on “publicly accessible standards,” generally known facts and “common 

sense,” and science that is “well established” [224] in order to arrive at consensus and 

make decisions in the interest of fairness to benefit the rest of society.  

I draw from Rawlsian theories of deliberation as many HCI projects rely on this 

tradition to understand democratic governance and thus direct their technological 

interventions to support liberal principles. For example, early work around value-

sensitive design incorporated simulations and modeling into their research as a way to 

better inform urban planning stakeholders engaging in deliberative processes. The artifact 

was deployed as a means to enhance the planning process as participants were able to 

 36



more effectively and convincingly justify their planning decisions through shared access 

to the simulation data [33]. Similarly, researchers designed and deployed a design 

intervention to better capture different perspectives and forms of evidence used in a 

deliberative process [144]. Similarly, this project documented different moments of 

community planning events so participants had more information with which to 

deliberate group decisions [144]. Through both these projects, deliberation is understood 

to be the dominant model for democratic governance and the research consequently 

assumes reason as the basis on which collective decisions are currently and should 

continue to be made. 

2.2.2. Representative democracy as deliberative democratic mechanisms 

Liberal democracy is a mode of governance that relies on democratic mechanisms 

to enact its principles: here, I turn to Saward and his work on representative democracy, 

which encapsulates a variety of deliberative mechanisms to support liberal democracy, 

including forms of public assembly, voting, and majority consensus [233]. These 

mechanisms build on the work of Cohen and Rawls by providing the means through 

which liberal institutions enact deliberation, specifically enabling democratic 

participation through lobbying and representatives [49, 233].  

2.2.2.1. Voting  

In “Direct and Deliberative Democracy,” Saward identifies an educated and 

rational public as a key component of deliberative democracy: as citizens reason amongst 
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themselves and reach consensus, this forms the basis of shared legal rules and a stable 

political system [233]. As democratic systems scale up, these deliberations take place 

through voting, where a citizen’s vote represents their contribution to public reason and 

elected representatives are the embodiment of an overlapping consensus by advocating 

for the “comprehensive doctrines” to benefit the greater population [233]. Voting 

becomes the mechanism through which justice as fairness is upheld as citizens decide 

who will best represent their interests and act in the interest of “common good.”  

2.2.2.2. Public assembly 

Public assemblies are an important mechanism for deliberative democracy as they 

provide the space for decisions to be made. Assemblies can be direct, where citizens meet 

face-to-face to persuade each other of the fairest outcome to a decision, or indirect, where 

officials make decisions on behalf of constituents, who hold them accountable to their 

interests and needs through elections [233]. Saward problematizes these concepts of 

public assembly by identifying other sites and fora that occur across different levels of 

scale, including polls, juried decisions (i.e. courts), citizens’ forum (i.e. that are invited to 

deliberate with elected officials), and less formal interest groups and associations [233].  

2.2.2.3. Majority consensus  

Also known as majority rule, Saward identifies majority consensus as a key 

mechanism for representative democracy as it interprets elections and translates votes 

into formal procedures by which political communities must abide [233]. Saward writes 
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about majority consensus as one of many other examples of democratic mechanisms that 

point to the nuances and complexities of enacting deliberation [233]. A majority 

consensus evokes “the aggregative and technical equality at the moment of decision” and 

imparts a sense of inclusion via the “proportional representation” of a citizen’s vote 

[233]. For Saward, the principles of a democracy as less important than the mechanisms 

by which they are enacted, which must be responsive and reflexive, changing procedures 

to reflect the change and adjustment inherent in democratic structures. Through this lens, 

the majority consensus is an important adjustment on the decision-making procedures 

outlined by Rawls in that they accommodate liberal principles when practically applied to 

larger scales [233, 244]. 

2.2.3. Digitally mediated “status quo” democracy 

Given the principles of liberal democracy and how they are enacted through 

mechanisms of representative democracy, I return to some of the tools and systems 

discussed in HCI literature to identify their common concerns and motivations as a kind 

of normative articulation of “status quo” democracy. In other words, given the patterns 

and features across digital systems, they align with the assumptions of liberal democracy 

and point to liberalism as the more dominant model of democratic governance that 

privileges certain ways of knowing and acting in civic society.  

Much of the HCI research concerned with democracy focuses its attention on 

voting; this distills the broader concept of deliberation into key deliberative moments, 

which follows liberal framings of democracy where voting is the mechanism by which a 
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stable democratic society persists. In addition to the projects mentioned above, I also turn 

to ConsiderIt to demonstrate liberalism as the normative democratic framing in HCI. 

ConsiderIt is a research project supporting public deliberation and was deployed before a 

major US election for residents to debate the pros and cons of different ballot measures 

[156]. This work aligns well with Rawlsian notions of public reason as researchers 

described the tool facilitating deliberation based on the expressed opinions only, 

weighing the pros and cons of other people’s comments. Additionally, researchers stated 

that the deployed system did not reveal any user’s political affiliations or identifying 

information beyond what could be inferred from a user's post on the platform [156]. This 

design decision echoes Rawls’ veil of ignorance as ConsiderIt assumes objective reason 

as the basis of decision-making and actively discounts any personal biases or political 

agendas that may be informing those arguments.  

2.3. Radical deliberative democracy 

Given the role of liberalism as the de facto status quo in HCI research, this 

dissertation explores other, more radical models of deliberative democracy to reveal 

underexplored forms of political practice and modes of governance. These alternative 

practices point to opportunities for HCI research to broaden understandings of democratic 

work (i.e. beyond liberal formulations) to take different approaches to achieving shared 

ideals of justice, equality, and inclusion. To contrast to the more normative 

understandings of democracy described above—liberalism and representative democracy
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—I discuss here anarchism and direct democracy as alternative interpretations of the 

same democratic ideals of freedom, equality, reason, and consensus.  

Throughout the rest of this dissertation, I describe anarchism and direct democracy 

as radical to situate them in contrast to liberal and representative democracy. I also refer 

to “radical” as a way to align anarchism with more Leftist schools of thought, specifically 

more socialist notions of critiquing capitalist economic structures and practices as 

barriers to freedom [157]. Beyond the general framing of anti-capitalism, there are many 

nuances when distinguishing anarchism from other models of radical democracy which I 

acknowledge as important and valuable scholarship, but which I consider to be beyond 

the scope of this dissertation and pertains more to concerns in the disciplines of political 

science and/or social movement studies. For this work, I want to make clear that I use 

“radical” as shorthand in this dissertation to refer to specifically anarchist aims of anti-

capitalism and liberation for all, and not to refer to radical democracy, although the latter 

articulates very similar goals. Below, I briefly describe the commonalities between 

canonical radical democratic theory and anarchism (i.e. as radical democracy) to make 

clear the practices and principles I refer to in this dissertation. 

I draw from Chantal Mouffe and Ernest Leclau to describe more canonical modes 

of radical democracy. They describe it as a response to liberal democracy, specifically 

placing at the center of its framework the concept of agonism—or constant friction and 

dissent—as a way to incorporate difference into democratic governance [189]. Mouffe in 

particular rejects the universalism at the heart of liberalism (i.e. Rawlsian overlapping 

 41



consensus described above) and encourages conflict to more explicitly address the needs 

of political minorities, who are silenced and dismissed through majority consensus 

models [189]. These radical democratic principles align with anarchist principles, but the 

two differ greatly in their end goals. Here, I draw from Markus Lundström and his book 

Anarchist Critique of Radical Democracy, which details the long histories and 

relationships between anarchism and radical democracy. For Lundström, canonical 

radical democracy (i.e. as described by Mouffe) is a project to establish “left-populism” 

and does not oppose the goals of liberalism but instead seeks to reaffirm them, ultimately 

relying on the state and representative institutions to facilitate a “socialist strategy of ‘the 

people’ taking over state power” [180]. This marks a stark divergence from anarchism: 

anarchism and radical democracy both rely on similar projects of dissent and increased 

individual participation, but radical democracy ultimately reaffirms authority through the 

state as a governing body, whereas anarchist modes of radical democracy reject any and 

all forms of authority (i.e. coercion) and instead argues for self-organization through 

anarchist federations, affinity groups, and similarly autonomous organizational structures 

[180, 198] (described in more detail in 2.3.1.3).  

2.3.1. Anarchism as deliberative governance model 

Anarchism is a fraught and notoriously vague tradition, though also a prominent 

one, with significant anarchist movements taking place in Mexico, Spain, Chile, Italy, as 

well as North America (most notably, the 8-hour work day was born of anarchist labor 

organizing in Chicago [48, 112]). I draw heavily from the comprehensive body of writing 
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by Cindy Milstein, who writes about anarchism from a more contemporary North 

American context, but also draws from the scholarship of other anarchist theorists where 

relevant [198]. Milstein identifies anarchism as a political framework concerned with the 

abolition of domination in all its forms, across all issues, identities, and institutions, 

including capitalism and the state [198]. She describes anarchism as “the best of 

liberalism and the best of communism,” combining both in “a constant balancing act” of 

“figuring out ways to coexist and thrive in our differentiation” to create a “free society of 

free individuals” [198].   

American anarchist Emma Goldman describes anarchism as “a social order based 

on the free grouping of individuals for the purpose of producing real social wealth, an 

order that will guarantee to every human being free access to the earth and full enjoyment 

of the necessities of life” [112, 198]. Through both Goldman and Milstein, we see 

parallels to articulations of liberal democracy described above, particularly the emphasis 

on individual freedom, collective structures, and equal access to resources. While the 

underlying democratic ideals are similar, liberalism and anarchism operate as two 

different modes of governance, with anarchism being driven by non-hierarchy, anti-

oppression, and autonomy. Here, I describe these three anarchist principles in more detail 

and contrast them to the liberal governance model described above to more explicitly 

identify the differences and distinctions across the two implementations of deliberative 

democracy.  

2.3.1.1. Non-hierarchy  
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Milstein describes anarchism as a “dual project” of both “the abolition of 

domination and hierarchical forms of social organization” (or “power-over”) and the 

“replacement with horizontal versions” (or “power-together”) [198]. Milstein identifies 

many different forms of “power-over” hierarchies, including gender and race, but also 

capitalism and the state, the latter two being the two largest challenges to a free society 

due to their “internal logics [that] consolidate power monopolies for a few, always at the 

expense of the many” [198] For Milstein, capitalism and state power are the most 

prominent forms of domination in that they “must both continually expand and mask its 

dominion,” and thus the social relations on which they both rely (i.e. inequality) drives all 

instances of these structures to inevitably build towards “concentrations of social control 

and injustice” [198]. In other words, both capitalism and the state require inequality to 

exist and can only exist as totalizing structures, thus anarchism is largely concerned with 

undoing the components of both systems as they manifest in various forms, from 

economic structures (e.g. banks, private property) to social relations (e.g. bosses, 

landlords) to material conditions (e.g. commodification and alienation).  

This pervasiveness of domination is a key concern for anarchism and is 

foundational to the deliberative democratic ideal of freedom. Milstein’s articulation of 

anarchism values freedom much like Rawls does in his work on liberalism, but differs in 

fundamental ways, particularly around questions of pluralism. For Rawls, pluralism is 

inevitable in a democratic society and takes the form of differences across religious, 

moral, etc. belief systems, as well as membership of various associations (e.g. 

universities, churches) [244]. These individual differences are largely based on private 
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preferences and should be ignored through the “veil of ignorance” so individuals can 

fairly access the same share of resources. In this way, liberal pluralism both 

acknowledges and accounts for inequalities as an a priori part of a well-functioning and 

free democratic society. For anarchism, by contrast, it is crucial to acknowledge 

differences, but instead as unique means through which individuals experience 

domination through institutions, structures, and social relations, and not simply as 

differences in identity [157, 198]. The anarchist critique of liberal freedom is that its 

“fairness” is a way to flatten differences and thus normalize and further perpetuate 

various forms of domination (e.g. across race, class, ability) [2]. Pluralism according to 

anarchism is an “equality of unequals” where everyone has access to resources, but those 

resources are distributed differently according to individual differences in needs and 

desires [198]. Consequently, anarchist notions of freedom incorporate pluralism in 

response to differences, rather than liberal notions of freedom that flattens pluralism as 

identical markers of difference.  

2.3.1.2. Anti-oppression  

Similar to non-hierarchy, anti-oppression is a key concept for anarchism as it is the 

guiding logic through which members of a society interact with each other. The 

differences between anti-hierarchy and anti-oppression as subtle, but to explain the 

distinction in this dissertation I return to Burke and Harrison, who describe anti-

oppressive practice as “a way of structuring relationships between individuals that aims 

to empower users by reducing the negative effects of social hierarchies on their 
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interaction and the work they do together” [40]. Combined with Milstein’s “equality of 

unequals” in the previous subsection, I describe hierarchy as the difference in degree of 

freedom whereas oppression is a difference in kind: the former identifies the positionality 

of one entity to another and the latter describes the nature of these differences across their 

experiences. To be anti-oppressive is not only to be anti-hierarchy (i.e. having power-

over) but to also work to “reduce [those] negative effects” through different social 

relationships and material conditions to overcome the unique circumstances under which 

some people have more power than/over others [40, 198]. I add to my definition of anti-

oppression articulated in my introduction and define it for the purposes of this 

dissertation as: a commitment to reducing the unique, negative effects of different 

overlapping hierarchical structures. Rogue and Volcano offer more insight into these 

unique conditions of anti-oppression: “race, gender, sexuality, dis/ability, age—the gamut 

of hierarchically-arranged social relations—are in their own ways unique. [They] 

function differently [and] reproduce one another. White supremacy is sexualized and 

gendered, heteronormativity is racialized and classed” [228]. Returning to Milstein’s 

description of anarchism as a “dual project,” anti-hierarchy describes the work of 

overcoming “power-over,” while anti-oppression is more appropriate to describe the 

more generative work of deliberating the “power-together,” which Milstein describes as 

necessarily imperfect and ongoing in response to “new demands and dilemmas, new 

social conditions and contexts” [198].  

For Milstein, the perpetual work of figuring out the “power-together” is a positive 

tension that is the basic aspiration of anarchism, and as such anti-oppression serves as the 
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foil to Rawlsian reason as the “organizing idea” that configures a more radical democratic 

society. For many of Rawls’ concepts, like comprehensive doctrines and overlapping 

stability, they are enabled because individuals participating in the underlying deliberative 

processes possess and act on a sense of reason. By contrast, Milstein describes 

negotiation processes (i.e. deliberation) that places at their center each individual’s 

unique concerns and needs, which can be more readily addressed when divorced from 

capitalism and its commodifying logics to “carve out rich new relations of sharing and 

kindness” free of market-based consumption [199]. Anti-oppression also differs from the 

liberal model described above in its dynamism, not meant to be a state of completion or 

goal to achieve, unlike Rawls’ writings on stability. Instead, Milstein describes “modest 

experiments” for “people to meet their needs and desires, be ecological, craft new social 

relations, set up spaces and organizations, and make decisions together—all in non-

hierarchical ways” [199]. Milstein writes that anarchist projects differ in their scale and 

duration, but “form a tangible fabric of horizontalist innovation” as they respond to 

current and future systems of domination [198].  

2.3.1.3. Autonomy  

Anarchist governance parallels liberalism as it privileges individual autonomy and 

the lack of coercion to participate in decision-making. Autonomy, also known as 

voluntary association or self-organization, is an important concept for anarchism as it 

embodies the challenge of maintaining freedom for both individuals and the wider 

collective. The tension is between accommodating the unique needs and contributions of 
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an individual with the needs and goals of the larger group while avoiding forms of 

domination or coercion. Milstein describes autonomy as being deeply entwined with 

accountability as they both rely on “freely given promises that people make to each other, 

with no outside force compelling them to follow through aside from the power of their 

mutual commitments” [198]. Milstein describes autonomy as an interconnection with 

someone similar to the way that friends are bound together, relying on care and consent: 

individuals are motivated to do something because it is satisfying to them and/or meets 

community needs and desires, rather than feel coerced through the “logic of domination, 

where some have the ability to leave others in the lurch” [198]. Autonomy is key for 

deliberative processes as it imbues decision-making processes with anarchist concepts of 

anti-hierarchy and anti-oppression, thus requiring explicit and compassionate parameters 

both participating in and leaving a given group or organization.  

Autonomy-as-self-organization is the anarchist approach to decision-making, which 

is motivated by self-interest and the needs of the collective. Milstein acknowledges that 

these deliberative processes are not free of conflict and they do not guarantee that 

individuals “get their own way” but instead are ways to articulate individual needs and 

capacities and identify forms of organization and coordination that best accommodate 

them. Autonomy, self-organization, or voluntary association (which I use in this 

document as interchangeable terms) are de facto modes of arriving at consensus, though 

many anarchist writings make explicit that they do not refer to majority consensus, but 

consensus as a more “creative role of dissent” where deliberation seeks to arrive at a 

decision that actively incorporates and accommodates the interests, needs, and concerns 

 48



of all participants [198]. The anarchist critique of majority consensus is that it embodies 

the spirit of domination by “muting the minority in favor of the “‘one’ of the 

‘consensus’” [198]. Thus, it is crucial for anarchist consensus that all members who are 

participating are doing so of their own volition in the spirit of “freely given promises” 

and to avoid enacting coercive power dynamics.  

Lundström identifies dynamism as a key component that separates self-

organization (i.e. anarchist consensus models) from majority consensus models: unions, 

assemblies, and coalitions differ from governments and other authoritative structures as 

they strive to be “spaces of encounter” where “differences arise, conflicts play out, and 

transformations occur as different social constellations converge and diverge” [180]. This 

differs from representative democracy in a few different ways: the first is that autonomy 

seeks to make decisions that incorporate all the needs and concerns of its members, rather 

than the majority. The second is that self-organization allows for flexible and dynamic 

structures to prioritize the shifting needs and concerns of its constituent members, rather 

than cater to the Rawlsian concept of stability, which eschews minority dissent for the 

maintenance of the larger structure [180, 244].  

At the time of this writing, much HCI work relies on liberal democracy as the 

assumed model of democratic governance in the United States (as mentioned in 2.2.1 

above). However, there is emerging work that is beginning to explore more radical 

models of governance, looking specifically at anarchism as a framework. Os Keyes, 

Josephine Hoy, and Margaret Drouhard describe anarchist HCI as a framework explicitly 
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aimed at dismantling oppressive systems and addressing imbalanced distributions of 

power. The authors outline three opportunities for incorporating anarchist principles into 

HCI research: how our work interacts with the world, inter-community relationships, and 

intra-community relationships [150]. Authors emphasize anarchist HCI as a framing that 

“demands to be brought into being” and echo the principles described above (non-

hierarchy, anti-oppression, and autonomy) as crucial for affecting change. Additionally, 

they identify prefigurative counterpower as a core anarchist mechanism, which I describe 

in more detail below (2.3.2.3). The work of Keyes, Hoy, and Drouhard built on my own 

work, which has explored the value of anarchism for the HCI community. In previous 

publications, I have written about early versions of prefigurative design, which leverage 

design processes to actualize political or civic goals [10, 11]. These works place 

prefigurative design as a way to challenge or resist more normative understandings of 

political work—i.e. liberal and representative democracy—and suggests design practice 

as a mode of prefigurative work. I describe prefiguration in more detail in 2.3.2.3 and 

revisit it as a category of practice in light of empirical work that emerged from each of 

my fieldsites.  

2.3.2. Direct democracy as deliberative democratic mechanisms 

Many contemporary anarchist theorists apply their critiques of liberal democracy 

to representative democracy, as well, as the latter’s practices can only afford choice 

within a larger, authoritative structure (i.e. the state). More recently, there has been a 

renewed interest in direct democracy as a collection of alternate democratic practices that 
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enable more liberatory and non-coercive modes of participation with anarchist writers 

like David Graeber and Cindy Milstein looking to the decision-making mechanisms of 

the anti-globalization movements from the early 90’s and 00’s [116, 198]. A key 

component of direct democracy is the negation of bureaucracy. (Here, anarchist theory 

draws a distinction between bureaucratic and administrative work, which I describe at the 

end of Section 2.3.2.1.) For Graeber, direct democratic practices ensure that “no one 

should be bound by a decision they detest;” he identifies representation and elected 

officials as “bureaucracies of coercion that hold existing structures of power 

together” [116]. Similarly, political economist Noam Chomsky has critiqued 

representative democracy as a system where “in principle, people rule, but effective 

power resides largely in private hands, with large-scale effects throughout the social 

order” [48]. Drawing from the ethnographic work of Graeber, as well as contemporary 

theory from Milstein and Lundström, I describe below three mechanisms of direct 

democracy to encourage more local and proximal decision-making processes and radical 

forms of governance, specifically solidarity, direct action, and prefiguration.  

2.3.2.1. Solidarity  

Solidarity is rooted in grassroots organizing and broadly describes practices where 

individuals rely on each other to accomplish their objectives rather than hierarchical 

structures or relations [126, 213]. Depending on the context in which it is used, solidarity 

can take on additional valences: for example, in the feminist writings of Chandra Talpade 

Mohanty, who writes extensively about the subject, solidarity is important for 
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decolonizing feminist projects by incorporating feminist resistance movements from the 

Global South. By “crossing borders,” Mohanty argues that this mode of solidarity is 

crucial for expanding understandings of gender-based exploitation and introducing more 

nuance and complexity to what constitute feminist struggles or issues, the terms of which 

are often set by feminists working in Western contexts [188]. Milstein cites the work of 

anarchist theorist Kropotkin, who describes solidarity as forms of cooperation that “link 

all to all,” resisting against capitalist competition to benefit both the individual and the 

group [198].  

Milstein also describes solidarity as the opposite of charity, which aligns with 

work from Indigenous organizing communities, who also describe solidarity in contrast 

to charity as the latter is entangled with hierarchical relationships [199]. Charity carries 

with it an expectation that the recipient is beholden to the giver, either through the 

donated resource itself (e.g. monetary loans) or through coercive social relationships (e.g. 

patriarchal dependency) [198]. Indigenous Action Media writes about solidarity through 

the lens of accomplices, or people who “are compelled to become accountable and 

responsible to each other” by “becoming complicit in a struggle towards 

liberation” [138]. They also describe solidarity through a reference to Indigenous activist 

and educator Lilla Watson, who said “If you come here to help me, you’re wasting your 

time. If you come because your liberation is bound up with mine, then let us work 

together” [238]. Through this framing, solidarity echoes some articulations of self-

organization described above by reiterating notions of voluntary association and 

individual commitments. Thus, I refer to solidarity in this dissertation as a willingness to 

 52



be complicit in another’s struggle, putting in stakes to support others’ projects to benefit 

others and advance collective liberation [139].  

Within anarchism, solidarity is the means by which individuals ensure their own 

autonomy and is thus both a collective and individual project: by agreeing to support each 

other, solidarity reconfigures social relations and material conditions to avoid being 

subject to hierarchy or domination [155, 157, 164]. It can take a variety of forms 

depending on the form of domination and the availability of resources: for example, for 

mutual aid, individuals voluntarily share their resources, efforts, and labor with each 

other to benefit both individuals and the larger group [198]. Mutual aid relies on 

cooperation and reciprocity—for example, gifts, skills, and bartering—to explicitly 

undermine capitalist conflations of use value (i.e. its usefulness) and exchange value (i.e. 

its commodified market value) [96, 198].  

Milstein’s work is valuable for understanding solidarity in practice. Milstein 

describes how mutual aid can be between individuals, but also scales up to group 

contexts: for example, group members can rotate any unwanted or disliked tasks—like 

waste management—as part of their voluntary association with the group and 

commitment to address its collective needs [177]. In her description of mutual aid, 

Milstein makes an important distinction between bureaucratic and administrative work: 

the latter involves effort to document and track group efforts, and thus is important work 

that benefits the collective and can be shared work if no one does it voluntarily [198]. By 

contrast, bureaucratic work is a way to alienate people from their labor and additionally 
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creates positions for people to unjustly gain power over others. Bureaucracies introduce 

distance and abstraction, where people manage processes and practices that do not 

directly affect them, thus enforcing decisions on people who might oppose them (i.e. 

domination). Instead, solidarity, and anarchist governance more broadly, relies on work 

directly benefiting either the individual doing the work or the collective of which that 

individual is a member. Conflicts and inequities can be negotiated and resolved between 

parties directly affected, ensuring decisions directly serve their needs and interests and 

that interactions remain autonomous, consensual, and free.  

2.3.2.2. Direct action  

Through his ethnographic work, Graeber writes about autonomous groups 

engaging in direct action to resist globalization. His writing describes a spectrum of direct 

action, which relies on a variety of tactics to directly intervene and bring about change 

[116]. Depending on the intended outcome, direct action might rely on non-violence 

resistance to defy a form of domination, or it might engage with modes of production by 

disrupting or sabotaging a workplace or organization. Within the context of contemporary 

anarchism, direct action could take the form of a blockade, an occupation, or a teach-in. It 

is commonly deployed as a mechanism of direct democracy as the change is brought 

about by people directly affected by an issue, rather than relying on representatives, 

officials, or other intermediaries (e.g. bureaucrats, management).  

Milstein describes direct action as having a “positive” and “negative” form, where 

the former is a more proactive means of democratic participating by making and 
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implementing decisions over their lives [198]. The latter aligns more with Graeber’s 

definition where direct action prevents or hinders forms of domination from taking place. 

These two forms often take place in tandem—echoing Milstein’s description of 

anarchism as a dual project—such as an occupation to disrupt and protest administrative 

decisions while those in attendance deliberating together in an assembly to determine a 

better outcome for the administrative decision [198]. Here, Milstein describes direct 

democracy and anarchism as “a lived political project” where direct action is a means of 

“countering humanity’s estrangement from the world and each other with nonalienated 

relationships and organizations” [198]. Both Milstein and Graeber argue that direct action 

is ultimately more democratic (i.e. than representative democracy) as its deliberative 

processes both draws from and ultimately seek to improve lived experiences [116, 198]. 

2.3.2.3. Prefiguration  

Prefiguration is one of the key mechanisms of anarchist governance and embodies 

core anarchist principles that stand in sharp relief to liberal framings of democracy. 

Returning to Rawls, he conceptualizes democratic societies as stable and segmented, 

where citizens prioritize reason and public good over any personal interests or concerns. 

Rawlsian democracy assumes majority consensus will inherently achieve equilibrium and 

that individuals have equal access to participation, rights, and services. Anarchism, by 

contrast, assumes constant negotiation so decisions benefit both individuals and the 

broader community. Anarchist deliberation is a means to acknowledge and incorporate 

difference; it is a constant process of reflecting and responding to new concerns and 
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challenges. Anarchist practices are valuable for broadening understandings of democratic 

governance, moving away from normative frameworks of reason and objectivity towards 

reflexivity and iteration. These iterations are driven by self-interest, where individuals 

voluntarily choose who to associate with and what work to do, working towards anti-

oppression and equality rather than capital and individual gain.  

Through these distinctions, anarchism is also valuable for HCI research, offering 

lens through which we can reconsider digital interactions and systems. The anarchist 

stance against domination, for example, is a rich space for evaluating digital artifacts, 

challenging design decisions driven by market values, which incentivize violent and 

extractive behavior and designs. Additionally, the emphasis on process points to an 

affinity between anarchism and technology design, encouraging constant updates to better 

suit changing user needs. I focus on prefiguration in this section to draw out the richness 

of anarchist practice, focusing specifically on the constant alignment across outcome and 

process that defines prefiguration. This frames prefiguration as a generative practice, 

which I return to in later chapters as a valuable opportunity from which HCI research and 

practice can learn and benefit.  

The simplest definition comes from Chris Crass, who describes prefigurative 

politics as political work that “expresses the political ‘ends’ of their actions through their 

‘means’” [53]. That is: prefiguration envisions and articulates a future, and then enacts 

changes in the present to actively move towards that future. One example is a more 

feminist future: there are some practices that can be implemented in the present to 
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anticipate that future, such as offering more representation of women in organizations or 

workplaces, or respecting people’s personal pronouns. While these practices are small in 

scale, they can change the dynamic of a group to more closely resemble their shared 

articulated feminist future.  

At the core of prefiguration are counter-institutions, which are anti-oppressive 

relationships and structures that scale up to eventually replace structures of hierarchy and 

domination. Counter-institutions, per Milstein, are not an “end” as much as they are “the 

process of constructing new worlds,” which will “again need to be challenged through 

new processes of expansive transformations” [198]. Graeber also writes about counter-

institutions, using the recent Occupy Wall Street movement as an example of 

prefigurative politics in action [116]: rather than appealing to politicians or political 

institutions, OWS activists sought to bring about the radical democratic society they 

envisioned by implementing radical democratic practices through the OWS movement 

itself, like different decision-making processes, for example. For Graeber, prefiguration 

focuses on the organization itself as the site for political change; this kind of counter-

institution transforms social relationships through internal and procedural change. 

Another approach to prefiguration comes from Carl Boggs, who argues for the need for 

economic counter-institutions [30]. He argues that prefiguration must extend beyond a 

community or organization to transform broader societal economic structures, arguing 

that counter-institutions must instead focus on transforming the relations of production 

and power. Boggs argues that creating parallel institutions to provide for and manage 

everyday needs is a more stable form of resistance to exploitation and unequal power 
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distribution than solely internal reflections that may not affect change outside a single 

group [30, 278].  

Milstein builds on Graeber and Boggs to understand prefiguration as work that 

starts within groups and scales up through combining deliberative processes across other 

self-organized groups to form coalitions, communities, and federations [198]. Ultimately, 

the goal of prefigurative politics is to not only transform social relations, but to do so 

with the intention of transforming larger, more material structures, such as economic 

inequality [278]. As such, prefigurative processes also need to incorporate anti-oppressive 

practices throughout every mode of deliberation—to “model a notion of goodness even as 

we fight for it”—as prefiguration without an explicit radical orientation is likely to 

reaffirm and recreate the forms of hierarchy and domination it is trying to replace [198]. 

Here, Milstein and other theorists emphasize the imperfect nature of anarchist organizing: 

prefiguration is necessarily “a constant balancing act,” not striving towards a stable state 

(contra Rawls) but rather “a challenge to continually approach the dazzling horizon of 

freedom by actually improving the quality of life for all in the present” [198]. Guided by 

anti-oppressive principles, prefiguration is the constant and consensual negotiation of 

individual and collective liberty to form non-hierarchical social arrangements (“easier 

said than done,” Milstein admits) to perpetually build towards egalitarianism without the 

expectation of ever fully arriving at it [198]. 
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3. METHODS 

In the previous chapter, I discussed anarchism as a sociopolitical framework that 

informed my conceptual approach to my research. I open this chapter with a brief 

discussion of anarchism as a mode of inquiry that complemented my research 

methodologies, providing more detail about the role of anarchism in my fieldwork below 

in 3.3. I return to anarchism as a mode of inquiry in Chapter 8 through a reflection on my 

broader body of work and anticipated contributions of this research.   

Anarchist theory was valuable for my research in two main ways: the first was 

providing an anchor to continually ground my research in anti-oppression rather than a 

specific issue or community. As discussed in the previous chapter, anarchism focuses on 

all forms of domination, thus anti-oppression is not limited to a single issue or identity. 

Many of my community partners had a narrower focus through their organizing, thus an 

anarchist perspective was generative for me as a researcher as it enabled me to observe 

other forms of oppression that may be happening in other spaces beyond the activist work 

itself (e.g. organizational structures, interpersonal relationships). An anarchist perspective 

was valuable for my ethnographic fieldwork: it provided a wider lens through which I 

could make sense of my observations, revealing other means through which oppression 

and power were enacted across multiple sites and multiple levels of scale. Secondly, 

anarchist literature was valuable as an approach to work through some of the tensions 

between the myriad commitments of interventionist research methodologies and of 

research as a mode of academic production. In Chapter 5, I describe some constraints on 
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activist work (particularly in the American South) that posed new challenges for 

interventionist research methods, specifically around questions of labor, stamina, and 

exhaustion through fieldwork. When deliberating these challenges in the field, I reflected 

on my own autonomy as a researcher to think through who and what I was committing to, 

which helped me re-orient my priorities and stay engaged and energized through the 

research collaboration. Autonomy and anti-oppression are two example of anarchist 

concepts that enriched my research methodologies, which I will return to in greater detail 

in Chapter 8.  

In the rest of this chapter, I detail the methodologies that anchored my research. 

Necessarily, there were differences in how I worked with each site; I briefly summarize 

these differences below and provide more detail in the method section of the chapter that 

corresponds to each fieldsite. Below, I describe the overarching frameworks and 

motivations for my work, as well as the challenges I faced when translating different 

research traditions to the unique circumstances and challenges of activist fieldsites. I 

conclude with a description of prefigurative design, including a description of the overall 

framework, as well as its anticipated contributions to HCI research and design- and 

community-based methodologies.  

3.1. Methodology   

My approach to my earlier ethnographic fieldwork was heavily informed by user-

centered design, which led me to conduct research systematically, starting with needs 

gathering to work towards a digital artifact to address those needs [227]. The challenges I 
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encountered through fieldwork pointed to some of the limitations of user-centered design 

for particular research contexts, particularly resource-constrained environments where 

communities face challenges that can be unpredictable and urgent, like in activism. 

Additionally, the design work that emerged from my fieldwork pointed to issues that 

were more structural (e.g. racism), where the scale of user-centered design methods was 

not always appropriate, focusing too narrowly on individual needs at a given point in 

time rather than more collective needs as they might extend into the future. It was 

because of these contextual specificities that I decided to use more interventionist and 

design-based research methodologies, drawing heavily from participatory design and 

action research. Both were valuable for me to negotiate the challenges of collective civic 

work, with the latter in particular lending itself well to the kinds of capacity-building and 

organizational change I was hoping to contribute to my community partners through my 

research.  

3.1.1. Participatory Design 

Participatory design work has been a valuable resource for my overall body of 

research, specifically the focus on the meaningful and intentional incorporation of 

stakeholders into design processes. It is also valuable as a methodology for my particular 

research interests as it is fundamentally concerned with social and democratic practices 

within an organization. It is important to identify the historical roots of participatory 

design: emerging from Scandinavian workplaces in the 1960’s, the methodology speaks 

to a significantly different sociopolitical context from my fieldsites, and as such my 
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research points to some of the limitations of this methodology under more politically and 

materially constrained conditions (i.e. activist communities in the American South).  

More contemporary participatory design extends beyond traditional workplaces 

into communities, non-profit organizations, and more informal groups and organizational 

structures that share concerns or interests [225]. It maintains its central aims of trying to 

better incorporate stakeholders into design processes to better address their various needs 

and concerns, especially those who are the most impacted and least represented in the 

organization [225]. With the emergence of HCI in the 1980s, participatory design has 

played a strong role in the user-centered design tradition, paying more attention to the 

perspective of the ‘user’ [225, 227]. Additionally, participatory design has expanded its 

focus to include less traditional workplaces and other kinds of informal ‘work’ (e.g. 

activism, hobbyist communities [225]) to better understand the relationships between 

users and increasingly complex sociotechnical systems [34, 71, 225].  

Bannon and Ehn describe two approaches to participatory design as a design 

research methodology: the rational problem-solving model and the reflective practitioner 

model [34, 81]. The former assumed designers using more formal, scientific methods for 

problem solving, such as systems thinking, logic, and physics. The rational approach to 

participatory design built on the work of Herbert Simon and The Sciences of the 

Artificial, who situated “the science of design” and its concerns with “artificial things” 

and “how things ought to be” alongside the natural sciences and their concerns with 

“natural things” and “how things are” [236]. Here, I refer to Simon’s work not to position 
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design in opposition to the sciences, but to highlight modes of analysis that straddle the 

two. For example, Simon’s notion of satisficing looks for design solutions that are ‘good 

enough,’ which challenge rational approaches as solely guided by optimization and 

efficiency. This approach challenged overly reductionist framings of rational models as 

inquiry is not solely driven by efficiency and optimization, but takes into account 

contexts where these efforts may be limited or constrained. My work draws from the 

rational problem-solving model as I tried to anchor my deployments and designs to 

satisfice problems as articulated to me by research partners. While my perspective of 

their broader organizational challenges and political work were necessarily limited 

through my outsider status, I worked with community members to identify smaller scale 

artifacts or interventions that were ‘good enough’ to support their civic work.  

The reflective practitioner model differed from Simon’s model in that it more 

explicitly incorporated complexities into its design work. Whereas Simon tried to 

introduce more stable conditions into complex systems, the reflective practitioner model 

acknowledged this ‘mess’ and instead focused its attention to a site’s participants and 

their responses to the messiness of their work [236]. This approach drew from Donald 

Schön and John Dewey, both of whom privileged participant experience as primary 

sources of understanding, drawing from participant practices in situ to make sense of 

their work and organizational challenges [225]. This focus on practices “in the 

swamp” [225] contrasted the rational problem-solving model as it was more open to 

experimentation and reframing, where hypotheses were developed and iterated through 

the course of the work, rather than established at the onset [225]. This model of 
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participatory design lent itself to more interventionist modes of design research as 

observed practices and patterns supported more action-oriented solutions to directly 

benefit the research participants or community. This more flexible approach has been 

vital for my research to understand the more non-traditional forms of work done by 

activists and organizers. Additionally, by basing experience as the foundation of the 

research, reflective practitioner models also open up space for more non-traditional forms 

of design interventions, i.e. not strictly limited to a commodified good or designed 

artifact. This broader understanding of design has been valuable for my work to better 

address community concerns around anti-oppression, which does not always lend itself to 

product creation due to its basis in anti-capitalism and anti-consumerism [76, 253].   

3.1.2. Action Research 

Action research (AR) is a rich methodology that offers both the rigor and 

systematic approach of rational models of participatory design, as well as the flexibility 

and impact of reflective practitioner models. There are a variety of methods that fall 

under the umbrella of action research, such as participatory action research, community-

based action research, and action science; here, I refer to them collectively as action 

research and will describe the distinctions across these approaches in more detail in later 

chapters. Hayes describes AR as a “systematic collaborative approach to conducting 

research” [127] that “aims to contribute both to the practical concerns of people […] by 

joint collaboration with a mutually acceptable ethical framework” [127, Hayes quoting 

Rapaport]. Herr and Anderson acknowledge a number of different approaches to AR, but 
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ultimately frame it as an evidence-based process where a researcher’s actions are 

continually reflected on and revisited in order to intervene in and impact a community or 

organization [128]. This process is referred to as the action research spiral [128], depicted 

in Figure 6 below, which Kerr and Anderson describe thusly:  

1. Developing a plan of action to improve what is already happening; 

2. Implementing the plan; 

3. Observing the effects of the plan as deployed in its intended context; 

4. Reflecting on those effects to return to and iterate on the plan to restart the 

cycle. 

 

Figure 6 – The action research spiral is iterative, repeating based on new 
information acquired through inquiry. 
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Hayes describes the AR spiral as valuable because it positions action as a means 

for developing knowledge, which creates epistemological space for the lived experiences 

and histories of participants, decentering the researcher as the sole authority or source of 

knowledge production. The cyclical AR process also explicitly implicates the researcher 

as part of the research process, rather than being ‘outside’ of or impartial to the work. 

Thirdly, Hayes describes the AR cycle as distinct from other methodologies because it 

emphasizes local context and results that benefit the community partners instead of 

generalizable or universalized solutions. Herr and Anderson describe AR engaging with 

similar concerns, such as: complex insider/outsider dynamics; an explicit commitment to 

justice and democracy; and an emphasis on transferability (rather than generalizability). 

Below, I describe how these concerns are discussed in AR literature and why they have 

been beneficial for my research. 

3.1.2.1. Insider/outsider dynamics 

Like some framings of participatory design described above, AR relies on 

collaborative modes of inquiry and places at the center of its work the experiences and 

concerns of research collaborators. However, AR contrasts from participatory design—

and most research methodologies—as it eschews any attempts at distance: it requires 

constant intervention and inquiry to ensure that research practices align with the stated 

outcomes and needs of the community [128]. For example, ‘outsider’ researchers may 

embed themselves more deeply within a research site to better understand that group’s 

needs and concerns in order to better orient their research. Additionally, AR strives for 
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change within a group to be enacted from the perspective of members within that group. 

As such, ‘insiders’ gain more “cognitive authority” [128] as research practices rely on 

their expertise and experiences, thus having more impact and agency to shape research as 

collaborators. These more porous boundaries between ‘insider’ and ‘outsider’ complicate 

the commitments of all the stakeholders involved in a research collaboration—thus 

requiring more attention to these power dynamics—but also leads to richer and more 

impactful work.  

Herr and Anderson argue that these fraught insider/outsider dynamics are not 

produced by AR, but that AR’s focus on them produces richer and more rigorous research 

[128]. The boundaries between ‘insider’ and ‘outsider’ positions are already fraught 

because researchers occupy multiple positions simultaneously outside of research (e.g. 

ethnicity, gender, age, ability) [128]. By calling attention to these positions and explicitly 

attending to them through AR, researchers can better reflect on these power dynamics to 

better support community partners and create space for more trusting and reciprocal 

collaborations. In this way, the integrity of AR is not compromised but, on the contrary, 

bolstered as researchers become more attuned to their positionality through research and 

put these concerns at the forefront of their research interactions to avoid exploitation and 

coercion. By paying attention to power imbalances that predate a research project, AR 

echoes some anarchist principles described in the previous chapter: this is not to say that 

AR is immune to exploitation and harm, but openly acknowledging these different 

positionalities allows researchers to adjust their practices to better incorporate equality 

and provides participants with context such that they can consent to a research 
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partnership and be more informed of the potential challenges or limitations of working 

with the researcher.  

3.1.2.2. Justice and democracy 

Another point of distinction between AR and other interventionist or design-based 

methodologies is that it does not assume or strive towards neutrality: AR is explicitly 

value-laden and is often entwined with goals of justice, democracy, and anti-oppression. 

Given my work with communities invested in progressive social change, AR was an 

appropriate methodological fit to more explicitly support my community partners while 

also developing my own anti-oppressive practices as a researcher. In addition to its 

implicit emphasis on collaboration and mutuality, as described in the previous subsection, 

AR is also explicitly connected to justice through the literature. Hayes cites Greenwood 

and Levin as they describe AR as a way to “affirm solidarity with the oppressed and to 

declare an adversarial role toward the powers that be” [127]. Hayes also describes Friere 

as incorporating AR into his pedagogies to “liberate the oppressed” [127]. Herr and 

Anderson also acknowledge the connection between AR and liberatory pedagogy, 

additionally offering a definition of AR that centers social justice, where AR is a “form of 

collective, self-reflective enquiry […] to improve the rationality and justice of their own 

social or educational practices, as well as their understanding of the practices and the 

situations in which these practices are carried out” [128]. AR is further described to be 

necessarily collective and critical, the latter of which “can offend those with a stake in 

maintaining the status quo” [128].  
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While AR is not always explicitly described to have radical values, much of the 

way AR is discussed in the literature suggests that it is a methodology that would the 

most amenable to the more radical politics expressed by my research communities. Like 

participatory design, AR is described as having democratic goals and is valuable for 

improving conditions and practices within an organization, contributing to a general 

sense of “social good” [82, 128]. However, many of AR’s goals align more explicitly 

with anarchist principles: in its emphasis on doing research “with,” AR has a strong 

affinity with Milstein’s power-together [198]. Hayes is unambiguous about these power 

dynamics and describes researchers as “co-design[ing] interventions and change with 

community partners not for them” [127]. Hayes also emphasizes the partnership 

throughout the research process, stating that “all involved are co-investigators of, co-

participants in, and co-subjects of both the change and evaluation activities of the 

project” [127]. These descriptions challenge the researcher as the sole authoritative 

figure, thus creating opportunity for more horizontal relationships and organizational 

models to facilitate more just research interactions. Another trait of AR is its emphasis on 

“learning by doing,” which encourages self-reflection and challenges the 

professionalization and distance inherent in PD work [127]. This action-based mode of 

knowledge production lends itself well to co-producing knowledge, and additionally 

opens up the possibility for practicing solidarity through research: Hayes argues that AR 

collaborations should work towards “greater understanding of the setting” and 

“potentially better solutions” rather than problem-solving, where the outcome is learning 

rather than an artifact or an intervention. This description similarly challenges 
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expectations of the role of the researcher in a collaboration, where commitments to 

learning can be a form of mutual aid rather than oppression. In this way, the researcher 

can position themselves to practice reciprocity rather than solely extraction.  

3.2. Methods overview  

Having described the main methodologies that informed my research, I will briefly 

describe some of the methods used in my research, specifically focusing on ethnography 

and why it was beneficial for my work. Figure 7 is a summary of the methodologies and a 

short list of design-based methods that informed the empirical research for each site. I 

describe these methods in more detail in the chapter that corresponds to the fieldsite, and 

additionally describe some of the challenges of using those methods.  
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Figure 7 While I use different methods depending on the fieldsite, all my research is 
empirical and relies on design-based methodologies. 

 Ethnographic methods were common across my fieldwork; there is a strong 

tradition of using ethnography into HCI, particularly for empirical qualitative work and 

design research [28, 183]. Here, I describe the role of ethnography in my work not as a 

common mechanism for design research but for its more radical commitments that helped 

anchor my work to anti-oppression and liberation. I draw from the work of Brereton, 

Roe, Schroeter, and Hong who conducted participatory research with an Aboriginal 

community in Australia to argue for a reframing of ethnographic-based design to center 

reciprocity instead of techno-solutionism, which carries with it a legacy of colonialism 

and exploitation [36]. Through this work, the authors argue that basing their ethnography 

on reciprocity resulted in more trust in their collaborations, as well as novel perspectives 

on which they could base innovative and sustainable designs [36]. In later chapters, I 

elaborate on the constraints of doing ethnographic work at each fieldsite, and will return 

Site Methodology Methods

Cycle Atlanta Participatory design Participant observation, 
ethnography, semi-
structured interviews, 
surveys

OOHA Action research Participant observation, 
ethnography, semi-
structured interviews, 
critical making

Playbook Participatory design Co-design workshops

PAD Action research, service 
design 

Participant observation, 
ethnography, interviews, 
service design 
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to this concept of reciprocity and the complexities of trying to place it at the forefront of 

my research.  

3.3. Introducing Prefigurative Design 

Here, I briefly revisit my articulations of prefigurative design from Chapter 1 to 

introduce readers to the framework, which I will then revisit through my empirical 

chapters. The goal of prefigurative design is to leverage design and research practices to 

implement counter-structures to challenge oppression. Similar to action research, 

prefigurative design aims to incorporate community members as meaningful 

collaborators, and additionally commits to this partnership by basing research projects 

and practices on stated community needs and concerns. This builds on the action research 

commitment to contribute back to community partners, but also strives to affect change 

beyond the organization, as well, guided by the equity and justice work to which the 

community is committed. Prefigurative design is strongly motivated by anti-oppression 

work, which is a perspective it contributes to existing design-based methodologies, who 

are also concerned with equity and justice, but don’t necessarily prioritize them through 

research practices. Prefigurative design encourages researchers to be more intentional 

about the impacts of their work, specifically by connecting digital designs and 

interventions to broader structures of oppression and violence, which helps ground our 

work throughout the research process. In the following chapters, I describe my fieldwork 

and research findings across four sites, focusing on community partners’ use of ICTs to 

support their civic work. I also describe my design methods (see Figure 7 above) as 
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deployed at each site and reflect on these methods in light of my observations and 

research interventions. I return to prefigurative design in Chapter 8 to describe the 

framework in more detail and incorporating findings from my empirical work. I also 

return to the research methodologies described above to discuss the methodological 

contributions of prefigurative design for future HCI projects similarly concerned with the 

role of research to address oppression. 

3.3.1. Researcher self-disclosure  

While this dissertation does not explicitly draw from feminist methodologies, I 

wish to include a researcher self-disclosure to situate myself within my work and provide 

context for the knowledge produced through the case studies discussed in the rest of this 

document. I follow the lead of Jill Dimond and Shaowen Bardzell, among others, who 

appreciate the importance of incorporating underrepresented identities and experience in 

the academy, and to acknowledge the social construction of knowledge that has 

historically favored cis, white, and male experiences [17, 65].  

At the time of this writing, I am a biracial queer cis woman in her early 30s. I am 

able-bodied, but suffer from chronic illness and struggle with my mental health on a daily 

basis. I am a refugee from the first Gulf War, but have dual citizenship in the US and 

Canada, and have been raised in a Western country and thus have learned to be fluent in 

white Western norms and cultures while struggling to maintain my own cultural heritage 

and traditions. Over the course of my PhD, I have experienced mental health crises, 

sexual harassment, rape, temporary homelessness, mobility concerns, and PTSD from 
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both childhood traumas and traumas experienced as an adult. I am not in contact with my 

biological family as a result of prolonged physical and emotional abuse and thus do not 

have intergenerational wealth on which I can rely.   

These experiences have taught me to be highly attuned to the multiple and 

overlapping manifestations of oppression, across class, race, citizenship, gender, and 

displacement, among others. Anti-oppression and collective liberation are not merely 

research interests to me, but they are means of survival. My involvement with my 

research communities is a way to do research, but also to support others who may be 

struggling with similar crises of power, agency, autonomy, and domination. Given my 

past as a refugee, my work with housing justice activists has been especially important as 

I am intimately familiar with the trauma and disruption that comes with the loss of a 

house, home, and history.  

At the time of this writing, I identify with Leftist politics and was introduced to 

anarchist literature and praxis through my connection to various organizing and activist 

communities, many of whom discuss various schools of Leftist thought and praxis, 

including socialism, anarchism, and communism. I also owe much gratitude to Black 

radicalism, both as discourse and as community: I am fortunate to have forged 

relationships with chosen family through my time in Atlanta who have patiently educated 

me on the oppressive and violent roots of this country, which has been invaluable for 

shaping my research trajectory and how I approach power dynamics and equality both 

within and outside of academia.   
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4. FIELDSITE: CYCLE ATLANTA 

When I began my doctoral research, I put user-centered design methods to use in a 

community setting to understand how democratic ideals were enacted by existing forms 

of civic engagement (R1). I did this through the Cycle Atlanta research project, which 

relied on a smartphone app to gather geolocation and demographic data to create a 

macro-level impression of where cyclists were riding in the city and what challenges they 

faced. As I facilitated design workshops to gain more insight into digital advocacy 

practices in the Atlanta cycling community, these data revealed the tensions between 

existing advocacy practices and novel modes of participation. That is: many advocates 

were interested in smartphone and social computing technologies to share historical 

information across the community. Many participants described desires to share with 

newer cyclists the embodied and tacit knowledge gained through their regular bike routes 

(e.g. locations of dangerous potholes, better quality bike facilities, or shortcuts). Through 

this work, my research shifted to focus on leveraging existing resources and expertise, 

rather than trying to discover or create new modes of knowledge or digital artifacts, 

which influenced how I thought about resources throughout my doctoral work, and 

ultimately formed the basis of prefigurative design Q4 (i.e. where can resources be 

marshalled?). Similarly, advocates described various strategies for improving the cycling 

community, which relied on an ecosystem of digital and non-digital systems and 

networks scrapped together to suit each advocate’s needs.  
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This project was also my first encounter with concerns around equity in my 

research: common across my fieldwork was the concern that resources were not equitably 

distributed within a city. In some instances, this division was between bikes and cars, but 

many participants also pointed to larger structural inequities, such as redlining and 

systemic racism. For me, this emphasized the grounding of digital systems and projects in 

broader sociopolitical structures, specifically the local histories and narratives that may 

be underrepresented, yet are still highly impactful. This perspective helped me better 

understand the legacies of more normative democratic principles (e.g. representative 

democracy, liberal democracy), which I explored through Cycle Atlanta and R1 and set 

the stage for me to seek out ‘alternative’ or radical forms of civic engagement, which I 

describe in more detail in the next chapter.  

4.1. Site 

For this work, I was involved with a single digital artifact designed specifically for 

the cycling community. Cycle Atlanta is a smartphone application that asks users to 

record their bike rides around the city in order to share that data with city planners. The 

app was launched in Fall 2012 as a collaborative effort between academic researchers and 

Atlanta city planners as a way to gather data to help with the design and implementation 

of cycling infrastructure. It was explicitly promoted and framed as a tool to aid the city. 

Figure 8 below shows screenshots of the iOS app, including the landing screen (where 

users can start to record their ride), the trip purpose screen (where users can categorize 

 76



their trip for context), and the demographics screen (where users can volunteer personal 

information about themselves, also for context). 

 

Figure 8 Three screenshots of the Cycle Atlanta iPhone app. 

The app was heavily supported by the city's prominent cycling advocacy 

organization, the Atlanta Bicycling Coalition (ABC); they promoted it at each of their 

events, encouraged new members to download and use the app, and acted as a liaison for 

researchers to present the app to new audiences. The ABC was at the forefront of most 

cycling advocacy and programming in the city: they collaborated with the city to close 

down public streets to host Atlanta Streets Alive, a cycling festival similar to Bogotá’s 

Ciclovia. Additionally, at the time of the research project, they coordinated a monthly, 

law-abiding, low-speed group ride through the city that ended with patronizing a local 

business. They also held safety and education classes multiple times a month that 

spanned a variety of cyclist experience levels. The ABC also had a closer relationship 
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with the City, collaborating with them to fund and implement much of the in-town 

cycling infrastructure. 

As a result, the app was well publicized to the local cycling community and was 

useful during our workshops as participants were all relatively familiar with how the app 

works, its purpose, and the authors’ involvement with the project. The app was useful as 

it was known in the cycling community as a tool explicitly designed to help with 

planning processes and support cycling advocacy. As a result, the app operated as a 

baseline through which participants renegotiated and rearticulated their commitments to 

city cycling and, by extension, broader civic institutions (e.g. the planning department).  

4.2. Method 

From the spring of 2015 to the spring of 2016, I hosted design sessions with key 

figures in the cycling communities of two major U.S. cities, Atlanta, GA and Pittsburgh, 

PA. The cities were very different—in climate, in geography, in demographics, and in 

socio-economics—though they shared similar advocacy practices and motivations behind 

those efforts. Cycling was an important contemporary urban concern in major U.S. cities 

due to shifts in transportation policy toward more robust multi-modal transportation 

systems aimed at alleviating traffic congestion and the consequent ill effects of sedentary 

lifestyles and air pollution.  

At the time of the project, Atlanta was undergoing a massive urban shift in an 

attempt to accommodate more multi-modal transportation. Cycling was a large focus of 
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this shift with various civic actors implementing infrastructure, policy, and advocacy 

efforts to support an active urban cycling community. Similarly, Pittsburgh had a small 

but vibrant cycling community and was comparable to Atlanta in many ways, including 

median age and income. However, Pittsburgh differed greatly in terms of racial 

demographics, geography, and size, with a population of 2.3 million in the metropolitan 

region comparing to Atlanta’s 5.7 million. Pittsburgh also had a significantly different 

urban development history, providing a different sociocultural context by which I could 

compare findings from both participant groups. I was interested in contrasting the 

differences in advocacy practices across the two cities. However, even as specific street-

level solutions would differ, or where political rhetoric reflected local conditions, the 

tools and techniques for outreach and building support were very similar in both contexts. 

Across both cities, cycling advocacy work engaged insider and outsider strategies, as well 

as diverse technological platforms to execute those strategies: from individual cyclists 

concerned with personal safety, to self-organized community events aimed at raising 

visibility and awareness, to institutional actors lobbying for specific bike-friendly policy 

changes. 

To better understand the similarities in advocacy work, I collected data from 

cycling advocates through two main methods: public design workshops and semi-

structured interviews with individuals. The public design workshops were publicly 

advertised through social media (typically through the bike advocacy organization) and 

encouraged cyclists to share their concerns about cycling in the city. Cyclist feedback was 

documented through audio recordings, fieldnotes, and worksheets, where cyclists were 
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asked to answer questions about their cycling habits (e.g. My most/least favorite thing 

about cycling is…). In addition to documenting participant contributions, I also took 

fieldnotes of common cyclist concerns and any discussions of digital tools or advocacy 

tactics [197]. These notes were combined and coded iteratively to produce common 

themes, which then informed the interview guides for my semi-structured interviews. 

 

Figure 9 – Participants' prototypes were manifestations of how they envisioned the 
role of design in reconstituting their role as a cycling advocate. 

These interviews were part of longer, one-on-one design sessions with individual 

cycling advocates to better understand their individual practices and to probe novel 

design approaches for social computing and mobile technologies that might support those 

advocacy practices. The individual meetings allowed me to develop a design dialogue 
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with each participant and to avoid the effects of dominant voices that can occur in group 

settings. The first half of each session was a semi-structured interview that established the 

participant’s role in the cycling and advocacy community in their city and inquired into 

their relationship with technology in their advocacy work. The interview provided the 

scaffolding for the design activity conducted in the second half of the session. During the 

design activity, I asked participants to sketch concepts for a new or existing mobile 

application that would best support their advocacy work (see Figure 9). To do so, I 

provided participants with wireframes to sketch or draw their designs (see Figure 10 

below) and asked them to describe those designs aloud. We conducted these individual 

design sessions across both cities. At each session, we took notes and audio recordings 

that we subsequently transcribed and coded to identify major themes and concerns across 

both sites. 

 81



 

Figure 10 – I asked each participant to describe their designs out loud as they drew 
them, which offered insight into their concerns and priorities within their advocacy 
work. 

In Atlanta (n=8), I asked participants to design their paper prototype as an add-on to 

Cycle Atlanta as they were already familiar with the smartphone app and my role in the 

research project. In Pittsburgh (n=4), I asked participants to draw from their experiences 

using existing digital platforms and tools. I did not frame the activity around Cycle 

Atlanta as it was not targeted for use in Pittsburgh. I chose not to tell participants in 

Pittsburgh about the app until after their interviews in order to prevent leading or guiding 

their designs.   

4.3. Approaches to Issue-Oriented Advocacy Work 

Broadly, cycling advocacy aims to support projects, infrastructure, and policies 

that encourage people to adopt cycling as an alternative form of transportation. These 
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initiatives attempt to safely integrate bicycle traffic with vehicular traffic through civil 

and traffic engineering projects (e.g. bike lanes, bike traffic lights) or legislative efforts 

(e.g. requiring vehicular traffic to provide at least 3 feet when passing a cyclist on the 

road). They also involve more informal practices, such as organizing group rides to 

popular neighborhoods and landmarks to build cyclist confidence.  

In service of these goals, advocates often make appeals beyond cycling as a means 

of transportation to include its impact on personal health and environmental 

sustainability. This points to two primary appeals advocates make—cycling as identity 

and cycling as infrastructure. 

4.3.1. Advocacy Work through Identity 

Many participants referred to cycling as a part of their identity, articulating ways 

that riding bikes both complements and challenges other parts of their lives. Almost all 

participants acknowledged their identity as a driver, as well as a cyclist. These two 

identities informed how they approached their advocacy work. Participants also 

acknowledged the importance of relating to and empathizing with non-cyclists, 

particularly because most people do not identify as cyclists. This had a pragmatic 

motivation as well since many of the engineers and policymakers who have influence 

over roadway projects or legal efforts to protect and promote cycling do not themselves 

regularly use bikes for transportation. Additionally, participants had a shared recognition 

that the label “cyclist” is applied to range of experience and willingness to ride on urban 

streets.  
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What is key is that identifying as a cyclist tends to occur after acquiring a fair 

amount of riding expertise. In the design sessions, participants in both cities spoke of “the 

67%,” referring to the national average of people who consider taking up cycling but do 

not ride regularly due to concerns with road safety [61]. These are people who are 

thought of as future potential cyclists: they do not identify as cyclists but advocates 

described thinking of them in and through their work for the reason that developing 

policy and road design to address the concerns of the 67% would have the greatest impact 

on cycling as a viable alternative mode of transportation. 

4.3.2. Advocacy Work through Infrastructure 

While advocacy work was done through the shared identity of “cyclist,” the 

means to that identity was viewed through different infrastructures: this includes built 

infrastructure, like bike lanes, but also social infrastructure. Cyclists necessarily have to 

incorporate these other forms of non-cycling-specific infrastructure into their experiences 

as well, from urban roadways and the cars, trucks, and pedestrians who share them, to 

natural features like mud, hills, and weather. Together, these compose the material 

conditions that cyclists must surrender to in order to navigate the city and inform how 

and where cycling is discussed by advocates. 

Over half of my participants also pointed to institutional infrastructures where 

cycling plays a role. For example, the distinction between leisure and ‘invisible’ cyclists

—that is, cyclists who ride by choice and those who ride out of necessity—is bound up in 

discussions around class and socio-economics [179, 191]. This distinction was important 
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for participants trying to address social and economic mobility through transportation 

planning. Their observation was that bike advocacy efforts typically catered towards 

leisure cyclists and needed to better incorporate invisible cyclists. Doing so necessitates a 

conversation about the role that cycling plays in other urban infrastructures, such as 

property values, transit access, and the quality of public schools. Many of our participants 

emphasized the importance of orientating their advocacy to incorporate these other 

affected infrastructures as well. Here, we can see the participants’ assumptions as 

aligning with Rawlsian views of democracy, specifically the role that cycling plays as a 

“common good,” where improvements to cycling infrastructure were not described as 

benefiting only cyclists, but having a broader positive social impact, enabling healthier 

and more accessible modes of transportation and offering boosts to economic 

development.  

Despite the variety in participants’ cycling experience and professional roles as 

advocates, and despite the unique political, socio-economic, and geographic contexts of 

the two cities, a set of common themes emerged that point to shared strategies and 

computational affordances to support advocacy work across individuals, issues, and 

institutions. Even as participants in Pittsburgh did not have the benefit of an existing app 

to build on like those from Atlanta, all participants identified and described similar 

technological features and areas of concern: geolocative sensing to help increase 

visibility of cycling in the city; feedback loops to support sharing information with 

different actors to increase safety; and the mass communication affordances of a 

smartphone to empower the broader cycling community and encourage interactions 
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between different types of cyclists. These shared concerns enable us to more thoroughly 

understand the opportunities that ICTs—specifically, smartphones—offer to advocacy 

work. 

4.4. Prototyping Digitally Supported Advocacy 

While these design sessions were specific to the issue of urban cycling, the results 

speak to the broader relationships between technology design and how it transforms the 

inside/outside advocacy relations needed to influence a given issue. Across these design 

sessions, there were three common technological features that participants connected to 

advancing particular kinds of advocacy work: the first is using geolocation to improve 

cyclist visibility; the second is leveraging feedback loops to address safety concerns; the 

third is using annotations or commenting features to empower the cycling community. 

4.4.1. Geolocation to Improve Visibility 

Each participant described a mapping feature as part of their design concept, with 

nine of the twelve participants articulating the map as an integral part of their design. The 

mapping feature used the geolocative capabilities of smartphones to identify and 

visualize the specific locations of cycling infrastructure. One participant described their 

design as a way to make visible “insider knowledge.” Other participants also spoke of 

“local” knowledge or “insider experiences” that similarly motivated the design of their 

mapping features: visualizing existing cycling resources was a way to share and distribute 

knowledge typically gained through experience and thus reduce barriers to cycling.  

 86



 The design sessions pointed to another kind of visibility made possible through 

the technical capabilities of a smartphone: geolocation technologies do not only reveal 

cycling resources, but also cyclists themselves. This points to opportunities for new 

attachments to the issue across sites of advocacy: it renders individual cyclists visible to 

actors outside the cycling community. For the purpose of cycling advocacy, this has 

immediate impact by making cyclists visible to the municipal government as a 

community of political actors. When rendered through data, this increased visibility 

provides affordances for new dependencies and commitments to arise. That is: evidence 

of cycling becomes a case for latent demand for improving existing infrastructure and 

services and the absence of cycling becomes a focal point for advocates to concentrate 

outreach efforts to underserved or under-represented neighborhoods. In both instances, 

the visibility afforded by geolocation prompts new capacities to contribute to cycling 

advocacy efforts.  

 One participant was frustrated at the perceived imbalance in priorities in local 

transportation planning, specifically that transit-related resources only benefit car 

infrastructure, while officials often do not back commitments to cycling infrastructure via 

decisions on resource allocation. Other participants expressed similar frustrations, which 

challenges liberal framings of democracy as reasoned deliberations were not perceived to 

have impacted any decisions or lead to “fair” access to urban infrastructures. Many 

participants linked their frustrations to existing modes of civic engagement—in this case, 

public meetings and planning events—where they made a reasonable case for improved 

infrastructure but received no feedback about their participation or their concerns. Here, 
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we see how digital artifacts might play an interventionist role in these governance 

structures: the cycling community may be able to rely on sensing to prompt government 

commitment to allocating the appropriate resources to support cyclists’ needs.   

4.4.2. Feedback Loops for Improved Safety 

Another feature common to many of the designs was the need for feedback loops as an 

important measure to address safety concerns. Seven participants each incorporated some 

kind of feedback mechanism into their designs. These mechanisms were most commonly 

posed as features to report safety issues to city departments, be they infrastructure repairs 

or vehicular crashes, which would in turn produce some kind of output enabling the 

cyclist to track the reported incident. When outlining these features, participants 

described each feedback loop as a digital proxy for more traditional forms of advocacy, 

such as writing to a councilperson or speaking at a public meeting. The digital feature, 

however, was conveyed as a more direct channel for citizens to interact with the city, 

advancing what participants described as the one-way communication channel of letters 

and even public fora, to a bi-directional interaction where user-submitted data would be 

incorporated into an appropriate response from the city back to the cyclist.  

One participant described her feedback loop as a measure of accountability. By 

revealing some detail about the process by which input was received and acted upon by 

the city, the participant articulated feedback loops that provided complementary visibility 

for the advocacy community: instead of making cyclists visible to municipal officials, 

they gave cyclists visibility into city processes. This in turn works to increase advocates’ 
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understanding of public services and build trust that the municipal government was 

responding to cyclist's efforts. Other participants envisioned similar kinds of reporting 

features as a way to provide feedback to cyclists, confirming that their data—in the form 

of a report or location—were legitimate contributions to the broader cycling community. 

The motivations for feedback were tightly coupled with the desire for visibility as 

discussed above: both were significant to the kinds of advocacy work our participants 

engaged in and were critical for validating an individual’s contribution to that work. 

Here, we see a shift as participants describe more direct democratic modes of 

participating: we can see how these described motivations for sharing input can be a form 

of mutual aid as cyclists are complicit in similar struggles and voluntarily commit to 

sharing information to benefit others through cooperation and reciprocity [36]. 

Participant prototypes relied on existing and known technological features, but recast 

them to ascribe to alternative—and, by their accounts, more effective—democratic 

principles.   

4.4.3. Community Annotations for Empowerment 

 The feedback loop concepts created by participants were designed to communicate 

information from cyclists to actors outside the cycling community. However, some 

designs intentionally focused on communications within the cycling community itself. 

For the participants that called out communication explicitly—rather than implicitly 

through feedback loops or via new visibilities in geolocation—community empowerment 

was the driving motivation. One participant described a barrier where members of the 
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cycling community did not have an avenue to express their concerns or have their voices 

heard. Designing communication channels between cyclists could encourage them to 

leverage their expertise and experiences riding in the city.  

Similar to issues of visibility and sharing insider knowledge, our participants’ 

motivation behind empowering the community as a whole by building communication 

tools was to help support and encourage new or aspirational cyclists to incorporate 

cycling into their routines to the point where they would not feel thwarted by potential 

encounters with dangerous riding conditions. To facilitate these different articulations of 

empowerment, the participants described features that allowed users to leave notes or 

annotations for other cyclists. Interestingly, many of these participants began their design 

concepts by situating them in relationship to municipal government or a formal advocacy 

organization. These proposed features started as kinds of feedback mechanisms 

encouraging users to leave annotations or comments for an external actor. As the design 

sessions developed, the focus changed to configuring the comments for other cyclists 

rather than external authorities. In the same way that cyclists rely on planners to design 

safer streets, cyclists also depend on other cyclists to be good community members. By 

envisioning and designing for communications between cyclists, the participants were 

also envisioning other forms of social practices to contribute to and improve their own 

community. 

Here, cycling advocates describe practices that closely resemble autonomous self-

organization approaches described in the previous chapter. As argued by Milstein, the 

 90



shift away from formal institutions and authorities suggests a shift to modes of 

governance that are motivated by both self-interest and the needs of the collective. 

Through the lens of anarchist literature, we can see how the participants describe their 

digital prototypes as prefiguring counter-institutions for cycling advocacy and city 

planning. They describe mechanisms that reconfigure decisions to be made by the 

members of the cycling community, rather than representatives or abstracted figures in 

planning departments. The imagined prototypes articulate a future where cyclists have 

access to city resources and are able to directly make decisions that result in 

infrastructure and improved cycling conditions, thus being considered valued members of 

the city and its multi-modal transit ecosystem.   

4.5. Designing for Digitally Supported Advocacy 

Throughout the design sessions, participants reimagined relationships between 

various actors and technologies, which prefigured different modes of governance, 

particularly around urban decision-making. These also highlighted how cycling advocates 

are not just made up of people who care about cycling, but of roadways, bike paths, 

policy agendas, and municipal organizations. Across the design sessions with participants 

from both cities, the idea of ‘connection’ drove many of the individual concepts and 

features—connections made through new visibilities, through new kinds of feedback and 

direct interaction, and through communication across the different sites of advocacy 

work. These connections emphasized strategic relationships between resources, artifacts, 

or actors in order to best leverage resources to support a particular advocacy goal or 
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community need. These connections bridged different sites—internal to the community 

or external with city departments—as well as social, computational, and physical forms 

of infrastructure to move people through civic and urban spaces.  

Here, I connect this advocacy research to the broader space of digital civics, which 

“aims to support citizens becoming agents of democracy with and through technologies 

and in dialogue with the institutions that can actualize public will” [222]. Built into this 

definition is a recognition that civics is an ecosystem of institutions where communities, 

public institutions, and private interests are in constant exchange with each other. By 

looking at urban governance through the lens of digital civics, we can begin to see how 

these transactions and relations are impacting the rituals and assumptions of Western 

democracy by furthering presumptions of market transactions into how we interact with 

elected officials and conceive of the role of citizen within cities.  

4.5.1. Connecting Resources 

Through the interviews that set up the design sessions, I learned that participants 

consulted a variety of resources to go about their advocacy work, ranging from municipal 

websites to consult local traffic laws, to online fora like Reddit for local cycling 

knowledge, to crowdsourced review websites like Yelp. These disparate resources point 

to the variety of existing social, technical, and material attachments present in the cycling 

advocacy public. Bridging across these different resources is reflective of the variety of 

concerns captured by a heterogeneous public: cycling is not a unitary issue, but rather one 

made up of a variety of interests and concerns.  
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In light of this, these findings suggest that designers should not aim to create a 

single, all-encompassing resource, but should instead build strategic connections and 

redundancies among these resources that can support the dynamism of a public as it 

renegotiates and rearticulates its attachments to issues. These redundancies make room 

for a plurality of attachments, reaching people where they are, and creating new 

capacities for action by linking across a distributed collective. Building out connections

—and supporting diverse attachments—allows information to be accessible by multiple 

publics—e.g. cyclists and non-cyclists—and creates new capacities to act as different 

parts of the civic ecosystem interact with each other. Building on the proposed features 

presented above, someone who is new to cycling could access popular local routes, 

thereby gaining more confidence in their urban riding and becoming a more invested 

member of the cycling community. Alternately, a city employee—who might not be 

invested in the cycling community at all—could access these same data in order to 

optimize which public services or infrastructure need to be deployed first. Finally, those 

same data could be used to inform more equitable distribution of resources through fairer 

and more accountable decision-making processes.  

4.5.2. Connecting Identities 

Just as members of publics span a variety of experiences, backgrounds, and 

values, the tools by which they engage with an issue must include capacities that 

accommodate those differences. An individual may use a single piece of data in order to 

marshal support for the multiple, simultaneous identities they inhabit: advocating for a 
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bike lane does not only benefit an individual as a cyclist, but also as a driver—separate 

facilities actually improve the flow of car traffic—and as a citizen—multi-modal 

transportation infrastructure is key to transit resilience.  

In this way, HCI designers and researchers must consider how to share user-

submitted information in order to serve multiple advocacy goals simultaneously. The 

user-submitted notes on a crowdsourced map, for example, can be curated to create 

attachments across different specific concerns: an individual's notes can be submitted 

along with other users to create a common dataset useful to issues adjacent to cycling. 

For example, a user might record curb cuts—the sloped sidewalks that transition from 

sidewalk to road—to share with cyclists. Sharing that same data with accessibility 

advocates concerned with wheelchair access supports the advocacy work of two publics 

around two different—but related—issues.  

Furthermore, understanding and designing for the multiplicities of identities can 

make advocacy more widely effective. For example, incorporating multiplicities makes 

for more politically viable arguments as support for one issue can positively impact 

multiple constituencies: building attachments via data and shared practices can support 

political coalition building to achieve systemic change. There is also an economic 

argument to be made as the same data can be marshaled to meet multiple ends across 

multiple sets of actors. Understanding the differences within a single public can lead to 

more empathetic relationships and a more holistic perspective on the different 

commitments and dependencies that drive engagement around an issue or concern.  
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4.5.3. Connecting Issues 

Building on the output from the design sessions described above, this work also 

points to ways that tools and advocacy practices can bridge disparate issues. Here, the 

issue is transportation planning to better support cycling, though issues evolve over time, 

which require more flexible and responsive modes of governance to accommodate these 

changes. Here, prefiguration becomes a strong mode of interaction through which 

members of an affected community—in this case, cyclists—are able to deliberate within 

themselves to best determine how resources and infrastructures can be dispensed. As 

participants described the intricacies of their cycling expertise, as well as their multiple 

motivations for sharing that information, this work revealed to me the wisdom and 

resources that already exist within communities, which can be leveraged to better suit 

their concerns. Moreover, it pointed to some of the limitations of existing modes of 

governance, particularly for addressing underrepresented concerns per liberal 

understandings of “fairness” and “justice.” From my work with Cycle Atlanta, I was 

motivated to look to ‘alternative’ modes of governance to understand how communities 

were trying to enact change from outside more traditional structures of policy-making 

and liberal governance.  

4.6. Building towards prefigurative design 

Reflecting on this research retroactively, I can identify some themes that affected how 

I thought about and conducted subsequent research, and which ultimately contributed to 

what eventually became prefigurative design.  
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The first theme connecting to prefigurative design was reconsidering the role of 

research participants in my work. My fieldwork showed how resourceful and thoughtful 

my participants were; not only did they have a strong sense of the problems their 

community faced, but they also had ideas for how to address them. This became apparent 

to me through conversations around identity, particularly the nuance with which 

participants described their advocacy work, taking into consideration the perspectives and 

concerns of non-cyclists, inexperienced cyclists, and vehicular drivers. I found myself 

adjusting my research methods to accommodate the detailed, tacit information my 

participants shared with me, which not only led to rich qualitative data, but also identified 

potential opportunities for future research that would not have occurred to me otherwise. 

By the end of the Cycle Atlanta project, I became more interested in the role of digital 

artifacts to leverage existing resources and expertise within a community, rather than 

trying to introduce them to new resources. 

Relatedly, my fieldwork pointed to the importance of personal experiences as data: I 

had approached the Cycle Atlanta project as a way to do more traditional, user-centered 

research, but found that idiosyncrasies in the data were just as meaningful for identifying 

edges and boundaries in research assumptions. During interviews, participants often 

discussed their favorite locations to visit on bike, or shared stories about something 

unusual they saw or experienced while riding. These moments were shared when 

discussing the app or other digital means of engaging with the cycling community, which 

challenged my assumption that cyclists would primarily use ICTs for strictly practical 

reasons, e.g. more efficient or shorter routes to frequent destinations. These anomalous 
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data points were a way for me to start thinking about intentionally misusing digital tools. 

I return to this point in Chapter 5.5, specifically through the context of subversion or 

resistance, but this seed was planted with Cycle Atlanta participants describing digital 

tools as spaces for personal expression.  

Cycle Atlanta was also formative in directing my attention to equity concerns in 

digital systems. Beyond the distribution of resources, participants spoke about other 

forms of inequity they observed through cycling and their advocacy work. For example, 

participants speculated how planners decided where to implement bike infrastructure, and 

often connected the geographic disparity of bike facilities to other kinds of 

disenfranchisement, such as neglected properties and prolonged disinvestment. This 

prompted me to better situate my research in the local histories and contexts expressed by 

my participants, with a particular focus on existing inequities that might be perpetuated 

or exacerbated through digital artifacts. By contextualizing oppression through legacy 

structures, I wanted to be more intentional about what systems to deploy through future 

research projects. I continued to learn about existing systems of inequity and injustice 

through my fieldwork with OOHA.  
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5. FIELDSITE: OCCUPY OUR HOMES ATLANTA 

Occupy Our Homes Atlanta (OOHA) was an important fieldsite for me as this 

community provided valuable insight into alternative forms of civic engagement that 

were based on shared democratic ideals of freedom and equity (R2). OOHA members 

expressed similar frustrations as the cycling advocates from the previous chapter insofar 

as they felt their needs were not being adequately addressed by civic institutions. 

Specifically, their work addressed legacies of racial inequality, which were exacerbated 

by the 2008 mortgage crisis and disproportionately affected Black communities and 

Black wealth. Thus, the state was positioned as an antagonist, reaffirming structural 

injustices and further extracting resources from underresourced and vulnerable 

communities in the American South. This framing was significant as it did not understand 

the housing crisis to be benign, but rather a continuation of preexisting forms of 

racialized violence and exploitation. Given that the state was the source of the inequity, 

OOHA’s practices were more self-reliant and insular, relying on the wisdom and 

resources of their members to forge networks and relationships to resist economic 

inequality and struggle alongside residents fighting to keep their homes.  

This more radical reframing of the breakdown of democratic institutions also 

suggested a reframing of how research was done in this space: as an organization, OOHA 

faced challenges that were often unpredictable and urgent, and additionally relied on 

highly constrained resources in order to address those needs. These conditions pointed to 

an underrepresented mode of democratic governance and civic participation that was 
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more ad hoc, less formalized, and more antagonistic than more traditional kinds of non-

governmental organizations, like non-profits or advocacy groups. Thus, my research 

questions needed to place at their center these unique circumstances and modes of work 

to better understand the motivations for getting involved in such hostile practices and 

how more traditional digital tools and systems (e.g. social media) might play a role. Here, 

I adapted my research practices so I could better observe the unpredictable work of 

OOHA activists, while simultaneously being a stable enough presence in the organization 

to understand its histories, motivations, and challenges.  

5.1. Site 

OOHA was an outgrowth of the Occupy movement that developed in 2011 to 

protest social and economic inequality. OOHA focused specifically on housing justice 

and provided foreclosure and eviction rights education. They were driven by a belief that 

decent housing is a universal human right, that disenfranchised communities have the 

right to self-autonomy, and that politicians should be held accountable to their 

constituents rather than to corporate stakeholders. The tactics that OOHA deployed were 

often antagonistic and attention-seeking, which created a complex relationship with 

supporters, the public, and private officials with whom they interacted. The group 

engaged in non-violent direct action, such as protests and sit-ins in public spaces. These 

activities were sometimes illegal, but were not always intended to break the law. OOHA 

only engaged in illegal activities strategically to forward political causes in service of 

justice. OOHA’s work was largely in resistance to established institutions that they saw as 
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major players and responsible parties with respect to housing issues (e.g. banks, local 

authorities).  

The group was a rich research site because of the unique role they serve: their 

strategies were deliberately enacted in what they refer to as “the public court.” They 

conducted their work publicly, rather than through less visible services that might be 

directly provided to home owners at risk of foreclosure and eviction. This approach was 

based on a commitment to creating an infrastructure of engaged and informed citizens 

inspired to take action in instances where institutional politics had failed. In addition to 

embodied political action on the streets, much of OOHA’s work dealt with information 

gathering and management: their protests were in direct response to exploitative—in 

many cases, illegal—and generally invisible actions taken by banks following the 

housing-market collapse [43]. The banks that OOHA confronted were large, established 

institutions, that had a vested interest in making invisible the knowledge about their 

unjust practices: it was the predatory practices of the banking industry in the late 2000’s 

that motivated the group to engage in direct action. 

5.2. Method 

I spent over a year and a half deeply involved with OOHA, participating at least 

three hours a week in organization meetings and protest events. During this time I 

conducted ethnographic fieldwork and documented my observations and participation 

through extensive field notes and memos [246, 248]. Some of this fieldwork was done 

with a former colleague, Sarah Fox, and I am indebted to her for her guidance and 
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support during these early research efforts. During time spent with OOHA, research was 

done through: design workshops to explore specific questions of technology use [7]; 

action research in the form of in-kind design work (e.g. flyers, infographics), archival 

work (e.g. internal documentation, like by-laws, codes of conduct), administrative work 

(e.g. note taking, data entry), and skillshares (e.g. tutorials on how to use social media, 

volunteer training); participant observation through attending major actions, such as 

marches, court auctions, and press events. The time spent with the group has offered 

insight into their organizational norms, motivations, and the activists’ perceptions of their 

own work [7]. Below I describe some of the observed digitally-supported practices in 

light of the group’s stated political goals and the two categories of work that supported 

their activism, one of which was more banal, and the other occured in moments of crisis.  

We began early research with the group by facilitating design workshops, which 

were meant to probe activists about their own technological goals and expectations while 

researchers gained insights into their various concerns and practices. These workshops 

were speculative in nature, drawing from critical making methods [7, 223] to gain insider 

knowledge and motivations through tactile crafting and physical prototypes. Building on 

Ratto’s work, the design workshop began with some discussion of existing digitally 

mediated activist practices, which scaffolded a brainstorming session on the potential role 

that imagined technologies might play in supporting their work. This workshop was 

repeated twice: the first was done with OOHA (co-facilitated with Sarah Fox) and the 

second was done with a group of activists from different backgrounds through a session 

at the Allied Media Conference (AMC). AMC was a national conference dedicated to 
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media practitioners and grassroots organizers who use media to advance their justice-

oriented work. As such, the workshop at AMC was helpful as participants created 

prototypes that echoed common concerns and practices in their own kinds of justice work 

that affirmed themes that emerged from our OOHA workshop, which was focused on the 

group’s housing justice work.  

These workshops were valuable for understanding the general landscape of 

information and knowledge management practices in activist contexts, specifically during 

moments of crisis during protests or direct actions. I was particularly interested in the 

specific information needs and information sharing practices during a protest and pursued 

that as an under-explored venue of collaborative work. It is important to contextualize 

these more urgent or ‘rapid response’ practices, which are intricately connected to and 

part of OOHA’s work outside of actions; these two kinds of work are both integral to their 

civic work. Below, I document these various information practices observed and that 

were described to me during my time spent with the group. I describe three activist 

information practices—situating, codifying, and scaffolding—and describe them within 

the context of rapid response work and the more banal activist practices (more akin to 

community organizing) to advance what one activist called the ‘long game.’ 

5.3. Activist Information Practices 

5.3.1. Rapid response  
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Rapid response work refers to the more urgent practices needed to respond to a 

crisis. For OOHA, these crises were often due to residents being evicted from their home. 

Below, I describe activist information practices as I observed them during a 6-hour 

window from a resident eviction. This intentionally narrow timeframe shows the density 

and complexities of activist practices, as well as the heavy cognitive load and foresight 

required ahead of time to facilitate less tumultuous rapid response work.  

5.3.1.1. Situating 

ICT use in the service of situating entails the strategic positioning of resources in 

order to broadcast information to audiences outside the housing justice group. 

Specifically, OOHA activists typically used ICTs to situate information strategically to 

reveal counter-narratives and underreported information. Researching and disseminating 

this knowledge created an argument about the resident’s individual eviction within the 

context of the larger housing crisis and situated this immediate work within the broader 

scope of their other activism. Part of the group’s work writ large was making transparent 

banking practices that were viewed as exploitative; this information sharing practice 

typically dealt with financial information from banks, deeds and related ownership 

documents, or internal organizational structures that could identify accountable parties.  

Situating practices played a much more pointed role on the day of the eviction 

protest because it set the context for the action itself: ICTs were used to uncover and 

share what the group argued to be predatory banking practices, which showed what led to 

the eviction of that particular resident that day. The motivation behind this was the hope 
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that it would create a powerful statement and act as a compelling call to action for others 

to join the protest and the organization’s longer-term work affecting housing policy and 

institutions. Searching for information and making it public may resemble research 

practices in similar organizations, like advocacy or policy groups, but a key distinction 

was that OOHA activists believed institutions were deliberately hiding information; 

revealing these bodies of knowledge was what justified and legitimized the group’s 

actions, which were commonly seen as hostile or antagonistic. It was the severity of the 

hidden information—both the efforts in keeping it hidden and the gravity of the 

exploitative practices themselves—that directly informed why the group felt it necessary 

to take any action at all.  

During the eviction protest we observed, the activists used Twitter to 

communicate general updates about the individual resident’s eviction. The updates 

themselves were not a unique use of Twitter, but the group did take advantage of the 

affordances of the medium in order to craft a particular argument about the protest to 

other audiences. The rhetoric heavily relied on the Twitter feeds of affiliate housing 

justice groups, as well as an intimate knowledge of the content of affiliate group feeds, 

such as Right to the City or the Home Defenders League (HDL). HDL is a national 

organization working with smaller scale groups to offer strategies and tactics for 

defending homes. They can be seen as more of an advocacy group that deals in 

bureaucracy and policy changes rather than direct action. Their feed combined different 

kinds of knowledge around the same topic and incorporated different modes of 

information delivery, including Facebook pages, MSNBC video clips, New York Times 
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news articles, economics blogs, and a widely used progressive hashtag. The hashtag use 

can itself be seen as a kind of situating practice, but one that is built into Twitter itself and 

does not deeply engage with the affordances of the medium. The HDL feed already 

participated in a process of revealing and informing; this is key to understanding the role 

of situating during the protest action.  
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Figure 11 – The tweets on the OOHA timeline show how information was 
intentionally situated for impact. 

Consider the tweets in Figure 11. The argument created through the tweets is 

through juxtaposition: the resident’s eviction was framed as part of a national crisis, 

which was a direct result of the practices of large banking institutions. The rhetoric 

afforded by the Twitter feed is possible because the activist tweeting on the ground was 

intimately familiar with the HDL feed and its contents: by her own admission, posting on 

Twitter the day of the eviction was almost entirely driven by the certainty that it would be 

retweeted by HDL and similar groups. This did more than just boost the signal of 

communication going out from the protest: it leveraged online content strategically as a 

way to situate the resident’s individual eviction within the larger context of housing 

justice. The on-the-ground updates showed some of the very material, embodied impacts 

of the crisis (images of personal belongings thrown on the lawn, crowds of supporters, 

etc.), but also the more factual, data-heavy tweets from affiliate organizations 

demonstrated the vast scale and magnitude at which housing injustices occur.   

The situating process is not without its stipulations: when it is not made explicit 

what information can and cannot be shared, situating can fail and effectively work against 

the group. During the action, a non-member was present with a video camera 

livestreaming the day’s events. It was discovered that he had posted sensitive, internal 

material online and energy had to be diverted to redact the information and do damage 

control. In that moment of recovery, it demonstrated how important curation was for this 
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practice: situating can be counter-strategic and potentially dangerous (e.g. revealing 

personal information) if the group’s boundaries are not closely and intentionally 

maintained. 

5.3.1.2. Codification 

Codification refers to the ways group members tailored their communications to 

different audiences; this act of translation ensures that specific bodies of knowledge were 

directed to meet particular ends. While there were a few OOHA members who had 

participated in similar eviction actions previously, that knowledge still needed to be 

distributed in some capacity to the other volunteers and supporters. Codification made it 

such that people who were present learned practices that could then be adapted to best 

reach different recipients. On the day of the action, this took the form of political 

solidarity; volunteers recruited people to be physically present at the residence to offer 

support to the resident and to shame impending authorities into not carrying out the 

eviction.  

Supporters at the eviction were given a standardized text message to send to their 

contacts and a general script for voice conversations to invite people to the residence. 

Beyond the script, however, there was some instruction as to the subtleties of recruiting: 

there were a number of factors that would impact how politically palatable the call would 

be, such as the strength of the relationship with the caller and the respondent’s political 

persuasion. The activist leading the ad hoc training on-site claimed that the most 

influential factors was the selection of communication technology.  
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As seen in the previous section, Twitter was used to broadcast a blanket invitation 

for affiliate groups to signal boost. However, this was described to be helpful as a way to 

share counter-narratives, but less effective as a means to achieve direct, on-the-ground 

participation. The recommended modes of communication at that time were text 

messages and phone calls; the decision to use one over the other was complex. Some 

contacts preferred entirely text-based communication, so a phone call might potentially 

backfire; some volunteers thought that, in this context, a phone call would impart a sense 

urgency, which would better garner political support. Some group members, having 

engaged in recruiting before, were familiar with rebuffs and shared with the group some 

tactics for preempting negative responses. Text messages might be more effective with 

people who were ideologically aligned, whereas phone calls were a medium better suited 

for having conversations, like explaining the unfairness of the eviction or the importance 

of having physical presence at the house.  

In addition to phone calls and texts, volunteers were encouraged to share with 

their Facebook networks a member-created image macro, a short caption (typically white, 

bold, sans-serif text) superimposed on an image. The genre is typically humorous or 

witty, historically drawing from early 2000s meme culture such as lolcats. OOHA had 

often co-opted macros as a form of broadcast information, though they typicaly relied on 

the image to communicate irony or satire rather than humor. Memes were described to be 
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a helpful tool to communicate brief information quickly, and there was care taken around 

when they were deployed as the ironic tone could have been seen as inappropriate given 

the gravity of evictions and broader housing-related injustices.  

 
Figure 12 – This meme was created on-site at the resident's eviction and scaffolds 
instructions for how to participate in a phone campaign. 

Figure 12 offers another mode through which volunteers tried to recruit 

supporters at a different scale than phone calls or text messages: a posted image on 

Facebook reached a larger audience at once. The image tactic casted a wide net, like 

Twitter, but activists suggested that Facebook readers would have stronger relationships 

to the resident and the action. The existing relationships and/or social capital of the on-

site volunteers were thought to improve the likelihood of the meme encouraging people 

to garner support in varying capacities (i.e. making a phone call, sharing the image, 

showing up at the residence). The hope was that the digital affordances of Facebook 

would spread the meme to people who may be politically or ideologically aligned with 

the eviction or the issue and would engage them to respond to the meme and spur some 

form of action.  

The challenges of codification can be attributed to the speed of communication 

afforded by each technology: if a volunteer was prompted for more information than she 

had been given by a more experienced member of the group, the conversation falters and 

the communication structure begins to break down. This has severe implications when 

trying to build community support for the resident. If the distributed knowledge was not 
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enough for the volunteer to be persuasive in a conversation, the entire action was 

impacted. A lack of information might demonstrate ignorance about the subject, lack of 

dedication to the cause, or—worse—might result in misinformation, defeating the driving 

force behind codification efforts entirely. 

5.3.1.3. Scaffolding 

Scaffolding refers to ICT use that creates space for non-group members to 

participate without prior knowledge of or history with an activist group. The motivation 

behind this observed practice was to strategically distribute information via ICTs so that 

people who were politically aligned could participate in the group’s actions without being 

physically present at the residence. On the day of the action, scaffolding was intended to 

harness the momentum of allies, community supporters, and affiliated social justice 

groups so they could take action for and with the resident with minimal delay and 

through various capacities.  

The aforementioned image macro was not pre-planned, but was created at the 

residence after the action had already started. The creator of the macro stated that her 

intention was to broadcast eviction information to as many people as possible in hopes 

they would take up the call to action and help save the resident’s home. She also 

explained that she opted to use a meme in spite of its reputation online (i.e. as a visual 

punchline) because “it worked.” The creator explained the different ways in which 

Facebook, as a platform, offered the most opportunity for reach and visibility. Visually, 

the macro used a striking image, which was an effective hook into the textual content. A 
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mundane ‘like’ on the image was meaningful to the resident and was seen as a form of 

emotional support or political solidarity. The image also communicated more than a text 

description of the event—it was affective as much as it was informative—which the 

creator hoped would lead to it to be shared more widely. She described the ‘share’ 

function as relatively user friendly and requiring minimal Facebook expertise. 

Scaffolding was incorporated into the image through multiple layers of invitations: as 

posted via Facebook, the image was a link to a wall post on OOHA’s Facebook page that 

explained the details of the resident’s eviction. The macro was also an invitation to 

multiple forms of action: in addition to Facebook’s ‘share’ feature, there was a script 

provided in case someone called the Fannie Mae phone number. There were also links to 

the resident’s online petition and various blogposts about his story leading up to the 

action, both of which could have been ‘liked’ or ‘shared.’  

The ultimate goal of using ICTs during the action was to draw out more people to 

support the resident in person during the eviction process. The scaffolded Facebook 

macro, however, provided some flexibility to allow for varying kinds of engagement: 

whereas the codified Facebook macro relied on existing resources (i.e. the strength and 

closeness of interpersonal relationships), the scaffolded image operated autonomously 

and allowed for supporters to participate in the action remotely without prior training or 

needing to be assigned tasks. The posted image on Facebook was a way to 

instrumentalize political support and resulted in a high post reach and an organized 

campaign to flood Fannie Mae with phone calls voicing support for the resident. To date, 
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the macro reached 359 people and has 182 comments, 317 likes, and 2,893 shares, 

compared to the 50 or so people who were physically present the day of the eviction. 

5.3.2. ICTs for “The Long Game” 

OOHA drew from its roots in Occupy insofar as it believed in the strength of public 

demonstrates and on-the-street protests to build support and draw attention to housing 

injustice in the city. However, it also dedicated a lot of its efforts into its more banal 

practices, such as raising awareness, educating folks about housing injustice, and doing 

outreach to build a stronger and larger membership. These practices were more like 

traditional ICT-supported office work, and included activities such as fundraising 

campaigns, public pressure campaigns, and reporting back about past protests and 

broader organizational work to maintain membership. Below, I describe some 

engagement practices I observed that did not take place during protests; I situate them 

within the technological use themes above to draw parallels across both kinds of work, 

both banal and in crisis. These commonalities show how these practices support each 

other to work towards “the long game” of material institutional change. 

5.3.2.1. Situating 

ICT use in the service of situating entails the strategic positioning of resources in 

order to broadcast information to audiences outside the housing justice group. 

Specifically OOHA activists typically used ICTs to situate information strategically to 

reveal counter-narratives and underreported information. Typically, I observed OOHA 
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folks also using text-based media to do this work, including Twitter posts, Facebook 

posts, and email newsletters. The organizational approach generally relayed two kinds of 

content: data-heavy information and personal narratives. The group described the former 

as content that made them look “legitimate,” which increased their appeal to wider 

audiences. By deferring to “data,” they hoped their work would gain some credibility and 

act as an entry point to discourse through reason and objectivity. Activists situated 

information by sharing similarly unjust housing data from other cities or sharing local 

housing data for allies to use as evidence to their legislators. Personal narratives were 

seen as an important way to situate the broader housing crisis within a more local 

context; per [64], it was an entry point for people to make sense of structural dynamics 

and institutional injustices through the details and narrative arc of an individual account. 

5.3.2.2. Codification 

Codification refers to the ways group members tailored their communications to 

different audiences; this act of translation ensures that specific bodies of knowledge were 

directed to meet particular ends. I often observed activists codifying their messaging by 

sharing scripts or talking points on Google Drive. Scripts would be organized by the 

audience meant to read them, such as members, non-members, press, etc. They were also 

organized by location, such as local, regional, or national. This ensured that information 

was appropriately codified for tone and content: information about the same event or 

campaign would be tailored to include more or less context as appropriate. For example, 

to codify information about a resident who was recently evicted, a national press contact 

 113



might not be as familiar with the different county sheriffs in the metropolitan Atlanta 

region. By contrast, it might be strategic to include these details in messaging to metro 

Atlanta homeowners so that they can vote against them in upcoming elections, contact 

them to apply pressure around an upcoming bill or policy decision, etc. By storing these 

documents in an organizationally shared online space, it can encourage some consistency 

across communication strategies for different political goals. 

5.3.2.3. Scaffolding 

Scaffolding refers to ICT use that creates space for non-group members to 

participate without prior knowledge of or history with an activist group. Both social 

media and Google Drive were important to scaffold information for new OOHA members 

as they functioned as an organizational history and archive of past tasks and practices. 

For example, early in my involvement with the organization, I was given access to the 

shared folder containing the talking points mentioned in the previous section. I was 

helping proofread a press release, but was also encouraged to look through other 

materials (e.g. press releases from past actions, newsletters about similar actions) to ‘do 

my homework.’ Similarly, OOHA members frequently referred to past posts or activities 

on social media as examples for newer members to refer to when crafting messaging or 

content. Internal and historical information were scaffolded through Google Drive and 

social media platforms via their shared access and availability to past documentation.  

5.4. Activist Design Orientations 
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As detailed above, there are unique constraints that activists face that makes their 

political work different than more traditional advocacy or public service work [35, 247]. 

These constraints must also be incorporated into the design of tools meant to be used by 

activists. This poses a complex challenge: how can a single design encompass all the ad 

hoc practices an activist might resort to for their kind of unpredictable work, both banal 

and in crisis?  

As mentioned above, designing systems to support more banal activist work 

might pose similar challenges as designing for traditional office work: practices are 

dynamic and emergent, environments are contingent, and plans must be tailored to the 

specificities of each use case. However, because of the unpredictability of housing justice 

work and activism writ large, OOHA faces unique challenges in trying to do their 

particular kind of democratic work. Returning to van Dijk, his participatory democracy 

model assumes that information is freely available for a polity to self-inform [120]. 

However, the situating example above demonstrates that what constitutes ‘knowledge’ is 

contestable and can be interpreted to have different implications for civic work, such as 

the role the banks played in the housing crisis. It is not enough to design a system for 

activists that reveals information, but it must also be assembled and contextualized. These 

counter-narratives are crucial for activist work as they must be legible and credible 

enough to challenge the dominant, hegemonic narrative, while also set the stage to invite 

further participation and action around the issue at hand (i.e. scaffolding).   
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Additionally, activist work relies on ad hoc practices and quick responses: the 

Facebook macro would not have been as impactful had it been posted the day after the 

eviction, for example. This environment of unpredictability refuses system designs that 

rely on stability and persistency. 

Rather than try to force structure onto the inevitable uncertainties of activist work, 

designers of activist ICTs should embrace these inconsistencies. It would be more 

beneficial to design for existing activist practices instead of imposing design onto activist 

communities. This reorients the typical design process: instead of identifying particular 

activist-specific problems (i.e. to solve through design), how can we design 

infrastructures to support an activist context? I argue for a move away from artifact- and 

outcome-centric ways of thinking about designing systems for activists. I instead propose 

flexibility and process as two examples that do not prescribe specific solutions or 

artifacts, but suggest approaches that can better support activist work.  

5.4.1. Flexibility as an Activist Design Orientation  

Flexibility affords a less rigid relationship between how something is designed to 

be used and how it might be used; designing towards flexibility is to cultivate more of a 

possibility space to encourage creativity and interpretation. Thinking beyond outcome-

oriented design, Gmail’s delegation feature is an example of a more flexible approach: 

one Gmail user can allow another access to their account such that the chosen delegate 

can view and send email from the delegator’s email address. The delegation feature is 

specific or detailed enough to center on a particular goal or value—such as efficiency or 
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collaboration— but caters to certain circumstances that might suggest how the feature is 

used, like constant absenteeism or distributed communication responsibilities. 

I draw a parallel to Bill Gaver’s work when designing for ambiguity [102]. Gaver 

argues that the design of artifacts can be intentionally vague to be provocative and 

engaging: a product can draw attention to inconsistencies, which resists a transparent or 

legible reading and in turn encourages users to be reflective and thoughtful. This 

approach would be beneficial to activists if there was a move away from the construction 

of artifacts and ambiguity was instead treated as a kind of design logic. Instead of an 

activist using ambiguity in a system to arrive at a conclusion or form their own 

interpretation, I encourage ambiguity as a means to communicate an argument, much like 

the strategic use of Twitter and its retweet mechanism. I observed many instances of 

information gathering during the protest, but it was not until it was synthesized—that is, 

finding the ambiguities in the knowledge and leveraging them to create arguments—that 

the information became valuable and instrumental. In Gaver’s work, ambiguity was an 

attribute designed to create particular interactions between the user and the artifact [102]. 

To design with flexibility in mind, I argue for ambiguity between different components or 

interactions, which creates space for activists to use a system for their own purposes, 

rather than a prescribed one. 

5.4.2. Process as an Activist Design Orientation  

Process refers to designs that operate more like a platform than a single, 

deterministic service. This approach emphasizes the relationships between and 
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integrations of existing components, rather than individual components themselves. An 

existing example might be IFTTT (If This Then That), which links various services 

together: the platform relies on actions and triggers in order to connect and enable various 

web applications. For example, if a photo is posted to Instagram with a specific hashtag, 

that might trigger an automated post to Facebook and Twitter simultaneously, which 

would reduce labor spent on menial online updates when urgency is required elsewhere 

on the ground.  

The emphasis on generative interactions invokes Björgvinsson, et al’s framework 

for participatory design: they argue that design should be a process of democratization by 

pursuing ways to “organize milieus for innovation” [23]. Activist work could benefit 

from specific services that afford them more agency and control, but the activities would 

still be confined to the parameters and constraints of the platform. This kind of logic 

could be seen through the use of the Facebook meme: the activist acknowledged the 

limitations of the platform in communicating the group’s message, but was also savvy 

enough to leverage its different features (e.g. sharing, liking) to garner multiple kinds of 

support for the resident in a time of need, resulting in a dynamic that supported multiple 

forms of participation (e.g. political, emotional, organizational).    

These two approaches might be at odds with particular values held by an 

organization—such as privacy concerns with flexible design—so they should not be 

applied indiscriminately. Instead, these approaches should be implemented within the 

context of a specific group’s practices and values. We focus on process and flexibility as 
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ways to better support activist work through underdeterministic design. Dourish points 

out that people do not encounter technology as designed rather but situate them into 

practice [77]. Indeed, this appropriation is the basis of activist work and should inform 

the design work that is done with or for activist communities. When designing systems to 

support activism as a kind of collaborative work, didactic principles, guidelines, or 

frameworks are overly prescriptive and would not adapt well to the fluid nature of their 

work. I encourage thinking beyond deterministic outputs to reconsider how ICTs might 

better facilitate existing activist practices to work more towards democratic principles 

rather than explicit and specific results.   

5.5. Building towards prefigurative design 

My work with OOHA was extremely influential for my broader approaches to research 

and design. Firstly, it drew my attention to the stakes of doing political work outside the 

status quo: OOHA’s on-the-ground activism was a stark contrast to the policy work that 

cycling advocates described in many ways. Firstly, the conditions of conducting fieldwork 

were often unpredictable as resources were extremely scarce. Where previous fieldwork took 

place in meetings and offices, OOHA work sometimes took place in family living rooms, and 

almost always took place outside of traditional business hours. These measures were 

necessary as OOHA members were largely unpaid volunteers who took on this work because 

the organization was the only option for folks experiencing certain kinds of housing crises. 

This influenced prefigurative design by affirming the importance of placing participant 

experiences at the center of the research: as an embedded researcher, I was not impacted by 
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the outcomes of my research in the same way that OOHA member and residents were, so I 

adjusted my research practices to prioritize their needs and concerns to minimize the risk of 

inflicting harm through research intervention, especially given the precarious positions of 

many of the residents. 

Observing OOHA’s radical work was also significant for prefigurative design as it 

made material the limitations of existing mechanisms of civic engagement, which 

necessitated alternate practices to collaborate, such as solidarity and mutual aid. On the 

macro level, the failure of multiple civic institutions led to large numbers of individual 

homeowners experiencing housing instability and financial turmoil despite their compliance 

with banking and housing policies. On a more local level, homeowners could not address 

these injustices through these same structures as legal action often moved too slowly to evade 

eviction or accrued even more debt for the homeowner through legal fees and representation. 

As a result, OOHA members heavily relied on each other (as well as allies from coalition 

groups) to do their housing justice work, which could not be supported through more 

traditional means, such as grant money or state funding. I observed acts of mutual aid as 

OOHA members shared resources such as personal vehicles, office space, and social capital 

in order to support each other through various housing campaigns. This also manifested 

through skillsharing, which I used as an opportunity to incorporate mutual aid into design 

interventions. With consent from OOHA members, I deployed digital prototypes and 

facilitated internal organizational processes to teach OOHA members various digital skills 

(by request). In this way, I was practicing different strategies to leverage research practices 

as forms of solidarity by using design methods to address organizational needs; as I inquired 
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into different uses of ICTs within the group, I did so by working with more experienced 

members to share organizational knowledge with newer volunteers [109].  

Moreover, observing OOHA members use ICTs to respond to these crises put into 

perspective the stakes of using digital tools for these non-traditional kinds of political work. 

In the same way that OOHA members could not rely on formal institutions to address the 

foundational housing needs of residents, OOHA members could not rely on a single digital 

system or tool to support the complexities of their more radical work. Like the scaffolding 

example described above, OOHA’s use of ICTs had to do different kinds of work 

simultaneously as they used different systems and tools ad hoc to best suit their needs at a 

given moment. Continuing a theme that started with Cycle Atlanta, it became crucial to 

leverage existing resources within OOHA as organizational resources were so scarce: activist 

practices were rich for learning about their strategies to manage resources, but they also 

pointed to ways that ICTs might exacerbate these concerns. For every digital tool or practice 

introduced by an OOHA member, it also imposed the need for additional training, 

maintenance, and support, which detracted from their abilities to address crises. This 

observation made me aware of the added labor imposed by digital systems, which influenced 

prefigurative design by opening up framings of design interventions to include non-digital 

artifacts, skill development, or internal organizational processes (e.g. for more efficient 

communication or information management). This is important to acknowledge the very real 

labor my community partners were already putting into their work, and to be intentional and 

reflective around research interventions that were meant to help them but could potentially 

impose other forms of harm or oppression.  
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As I observed these more urgent moments in OOHA’s work—and participants shared 

the emotional and physical tolls the work took on them—these also impressed on me the 

importance of sustainability: OOHA was doing activist work long before I started to do 

research with them, and would continue that work after I had left. As such, it was important 

that my research respond to their practices, rather than the other way around. Because of the 

urgency of their work, as well as the significant impacts described above, OOHA members 

did not have as much capacity to contribute to my research in terms of effort, time, or 

resources. This shaped my work with them as I had to ensure that any interventions or digital 

tools met the capabilities of the group members: they did not have the time or energy to learn 

new software when there was so much urgent work to be done. Additionally, it would not be 

appropriate to deploy custom software or tools with the group as I could not reasonably 

maintain any systems after the conclusion of the research project. Many of my interventions 

with OOHA relied on cobbling together digital systems they already used and codesigning 

internal processes. These processes were meant to support existing practices to build 

organizational resilience and capacity so OOHA could better respond to moments of crisis 

and could more effectively work to sustain “the long game.”  

Finally, I return to Chapter 4.6 where I started reimagining digital systems as less rigid, 

looking for space for expression and creativity. I observed OOHA activists subverting digital 

systems and coopting them to better suit their changing needs, which suggested to me that 

prefigurative design should be similar flexible, encouraging underdetermined designs and 

systems that can accommodate community practices as their work changes and, again, 

without relying on designers or researchers as gatekeepers. These designs would operate 
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more like platforms rather than tools, resisting overly prescriptive uses to leave space for 

emergent practices. I wanted to focus on this flexibility through future research, and return to 

this point in Chapter 7.6.  

 123



6. FIELDSITE: ATLANTA COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT 

PLAYBOOK 

This fieldsite was where I began to intentionally engage with prefiguration through 

my research. With OOHA and Cycle Atlanta, I had learned about different practices for 

enacting radical social change: with the playbook project, I sought to try and model 

change through prefiguration. This project was a way to explore the role of prefiguration 

in design research (R3), specifically to try and center participant needs by creating 

counter-structures. Like my work with OOHA, the playbook project was a valuable space 

to understand the importance of lived experience: through our design workshops, 

participants described long-term civic breakdowns through their personal and community 

histories. Here, building on my work with OOHA, the expertise of the community 

became a source of richness, both articulating the more just future they envisioned for 

themselves, as well as providing the material through which we could design 

interventions to move toward that future. The playbook became a physical artifact 

through which a counter-structure was articulated and alternate social relationships and 

civic practices were shared across various municipal stakeholders and residents.  

6.1. Site 

This fieldsite was part of a larger, year-long research project led by my advisor and 

my brief participation in it was an opportunity to put to practice my theoretical 

understanding of prefiguration, and to do it in conversation with design strategies. The 
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broader research project was an explicit collaboration between Georgia Tech researchers, 

the mayor’s office, and specific city neighborhoods to acknowledge and address historic 

and sustained disenfranchisement from civic processes. Specifically, a stadium was built 

via opaque processes that did not appropriately include or consider the needs and 

concerns of the affected communities and residents. This playbook project was an 

important acknowledgement of those failed community engagement processes and a 

means to try and repair those for future urban projects.  

The playbook was meant to serve as a locally rooted guide, describing both the 

obligations outsiders have when approaching a community and the responsibilities 

communities have once approached. While the initial motivation for the playbook was to 

produce a corrective artifact following the breakdown during the community benefits 

process, there was a mandate from the Mayor’s Office to produce something that would 

be useful more generally as several of the city’s neighborhoods were facing similar 

challenges managing changing economic conditions, redevelopment, and gentrification. 

An organization called the Living Cities Initiative (LCI) led the charge on this initiative 

by inventorying local and existing assets, including service groups, faith-based 

organizations, service providers, public agencies, and non-profit organizations. That 

inventory set a foundation for starting to address and correct current civic breakdowns by 

acknowledging that there were cultural, historical, and economic dynamics at play within 

these local communities that were meaningful and impactful, despite not having been 

previously included. It was also an important step in acknowledging the fraught political 

dynamics that underscored the stadium project: the community outcry was not about the 
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implementation of a structure, but the sociopolitical and economic ramifications that 

would be felt across the neighborhoods as a result, impacting housing markets, job 

opportunities, resources allocated for infrastructure improvements, and other civic 

systems, resources, and infrastructures.  

It is important to contextualize these failings within the history of the city: the 

stadium process was not apolitical. While the stadium was not the first instance of a 

public development project gone awry, it was not just the result of miscommunications or 

engineering processes that inadequately accommodate public input. Specifically, the 

failings around the stadium process were fraught with the sustained and historical 

disenfranchisement of majority Black neighborhoods, which have always been entangled 

with the urban development history of the City [149, 210]. This context is especially 

important to consider around the playbook process because it was an experiential lens 

through which many of our participants spoke from and acted around. These locally 

entrenched patterns were a major factor in the power dynamics in our workshops—we 

were essentially asking participants to participate in yet another public deliberation 

process about public deliberation processes. This context was extremely valuable as it 

heavily informed our approach to our design work: knowing the failings of the past was 

key to creating new processes that would explicitly address them.  

The playbook project was a rich site to deploy prefigurative design as it was 

already so strictly structured: there were already expectations to participate in ongoing 

processes and meetings was a good opportunity to—as informed by prefigurative politics
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—try and create alternate and better meetings. That is: re-designing the playbook process 

was a way to experiment with counter-structures and put to the test some of the 

theoretical frameworks around which I was speculating.  

6.2. Method 

In order to develop a playbook that would reflect the broad range of experiences 

and needs of community stakeholders—and that would be relevant to a staggering range 

of professional and administrative practices across city departments, service agencies, 

and active non-profits—we developed a multipart design intervention around the 

playbook. The process involved: interviews with community members, a more public 

‘solution session, a series of working sessions, and a public playbook launch. I was 

involved with all stages of the design process after the community interviews.  

The first part of our process involved collecting interviews from representative 

stakeholders in both the target neighborhoods and across city government and other 

public or quasi-public entities with official responsibilities, projects, or programming 

active in the area. To collect the interviews, we recruited community members from the 

five target neighborhoods and provided training and equipment so they could interview 

fellow residents about their experiences with the city—everything from dealing with the 

day-to-day operations of waste management, watershed, and public safety, to specific 

development projects and longer histories of engagement around economic and social 

mobility. Altogether, eight community members interviewed forty other residents about 
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the current state of community engagement and their experiences with the many forms of 

outreach, communication, and collaboration different city agencies might engage in.  

In parallel, members of the research team along with two additional community 

members interviewed forty-two municipal employees and officials about their community 

engagement practices. These interviews focused on the kinds of projects that involved 

different forms of community engagement and details about how those different kinds of 

engagement practices were brought to the public and, in particular, to the residents of the 

five neighborhoods. 

Collectively, these interviews formed the basis for both a large-scale public event 

we called the “Solution Session” as well as a series of working sessions that followed. 

Together, these events were conducted in order to understand the challenges and 

breakdowns of community engagement and to develop a set of shared expectations and 

obligations. 

6.3. Designing for Digital Civics 

The playbook we developed, and the collaborative process that produced it, 

provides a roadmap for thinking through the kinds of systems that might populate the 

design space of city-scale digital civics. As a fieldsite, it was a good opportunity to revisit 

and reimagine some of the civic processes and interactions I had experienced through 

earlier fieldwork, specifically through Cycle Atlanta. Whereas Cycle Atlanta work was 

formative and important, it was more squarely situated within more traditional digital 
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democracy, which was more rational and deliberative, and contained precisely the 

processes and practices that led to failing the communities we were working with for the 

playbook. A turn to digital civics gave us some tools by which we could start to 

reimagine these civic processes.   

Digital civics, as it has recently emerged, is an evolution and synthesis of research 

in community informatics, digital democracy, and smart cities that looks explicitly at the 

ways technology mediate the range of civic interactions. By taking a longer view of civic 

interaction, it moves beyond models of rational deliberation and discourse present in 

community informatics, past the support of democratic rituals present in digital 

democracy, and through the transactional assumptions underpinning smart cities. Instead, 

digital civics focuses on the relational elements comprising the fundamentals of civic 

interaction [222]. As such, it opens a more comprehensive approach to designing for 

civics, one that seeks integrative design efforts that treat civic interactions not as siloed 

encounters with particular entities, but, like user experience, one that pervades across all 

touch points of civic life. 

In a move beyond the privileged and professionalized versions of democratic 

participation, digital civics seeks to understand and design technologies for a wider range 

of civic interactions and experiences. There are two key elements to digital civics. The 

first is a turn to participatory systems. These kinds of systems and experiences provide an 

encounter with speculative future worlds that, according to McCarthy and Wright [222], 

enable "an open, empathic, and critical questioning relationship... [that] construct[s] new 
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imaginaries through mutual learning." Digital civics seeks to enable this mutual learning 

and transformation by engaging in conflicts and counter narratives [222, 266]; it also 

points out that the transformative nature of participatory systems deployed for civic 

purposes is felt incrementally rather than immediately. 

The incremental impact of participatory systems leads to the second element of 

digital civics: a shift from transactional to relational interaction [222]. By attending to the 

relations that underpin our civic lives, this work continues to try and open the design 

space to include novel modes of public participation, especially those produced by 

activism [9, 35]. This shift from transactional to relational interactions confronts the 

assumptions that government, or city (as a unitary entity), is simply engaged in 

transactions to service constituents. Instead, it enables us to begin to view governments 

(local or national) as composed through relations with constituents. Further, it is precisely 

these relations—not the deliberative transactions—that matter most in day-to-day civic 

life [222].  

It is precisely these relational and reflective interactions of everyday civic life that 

Korn and Voida have begun to animate in their outline for friction as an important design 

frame for civic systems [154]. Instead of focusing on the privileged moments—voting, 

council meetings, public hearings—they bring to our attention the ways in which civics, 

and the community engagement practices it comprises, span multiple sites and are 

enacted at multiple scales. What follows is an account of our design-led intervention to 

bridge these sites and scales. Just as service designers recognize that the way to 
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understand large systems is through the touch points we have with them [266], we have 

set out to map and inform the many civic contact points in our urban setting by designing 

a comprehensive guide to community engagement meant to be relevant both for city 

residents and for the different kinds of organizations and institutions that make up a 

diverse civic landscape. 

6.4. Processes for Friction-ful Community Engagement  

The goal was to design for a generous definition of community engagement—one 

that derived from the experiences and desires of community members and also included 

interactions with elected officials, municipal departments, public agencies, non-profit 

service providers, community associations, and resident-led civic organizations. 

Throughout our process, we attended to the challenges of designing for community 

engagement across the scales and sites of interaction between government and 

communities, including: time, geography (space), neighborhoods (place), 

socioeconomics, and the breadth of civic actors involved. Below I provide some 

operational details about our multi-step design intervention, including motivations behind 

our design decisions, how we responded to participant engagement, and how we 

incorporated the neighborhoods’ histories and contexts to try and create a more 

meaningful counter-structure for community engagement.  

6.4.1. Solution Session 
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The solution session was a large public event attended by approximately 100 

people composed of residents from the impacted neighborhoods as well as municipal 

employees. The goal of the event was to juxtapose the main challenges that the city was 

facing against the issues with which the community was dealing. To do so, we provided a 

set of scenarios taken from the interviews that described either community resident 

experiences when approached with engagement or the experiences of municipal 

employees when trying to engage. We then had attendees identify the community 

responsibility in the scenario and the municipal (or service provider) responsibility in the 

scenario. 

The responses we solicited asked attendees to define priorities and formulate 

clear, specific actions that either city officials or community members should take to 

resolve breakdowns more adequately. The actions that attendees documented established 

a system of ground rules to achieve a desired end—good community engagement—and 

to help bridge the gaps between the experiences municipal employees or community 

members had in the past with the engagement experiences they wanted to have in the 

future.  

By focusing on specific scenarios and asking session attendees to think through 

shared responsibilities, we were working to create an environment that both 

acknowledged the distrust and skepticism from decades of strained relations while 

illustrating how the underlying breakdowns were not the result of individual malice or 

neglect, but from both the city and the communities working from systemic constraints 
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deeply rooted in complex racial and economic histories. Ultimately, we wanted to make 

the social and organizational infrastructure of community engagement visible so that we 

could then set about reimagining how that infrastructure might be created to support the 

desired experiences, processes, and outcomes expressed throughout the evening. 

6.4.2. Working Sessions 

Over the next nine weeks, our research team hosted eight two-hour working 

sessions with a group of residents, city employees, and project personnel. Each working 

session was composed of five to eight community members who responded to our open 

invitation to participate at the solution session. In total, twelve different community 

members attended at least two working sessions and a group of four individuals attended 

four or more meetings. At least two community members were present at each gathering. 

The working sessions—hosted in two accessible locations within the community—

were developed to establish a shared definition of community engagement grounded in 

the experiences of residents and municipal employees. Each session was structured to 

identify and co-develop the core principles of the playbook and to create and refine the 

content of each play. 

6.5. Early prefigurative design 

The modes of collective engagement described above pointed to the boundaries and 

limitations of current digital democracy practices that rely on rational and deliberative 

frameworks. The messiness and contention—the righteous anger at injustice—that 
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motivates widespread engagement is not a measured enactment. It requires social capital 

and tools for managing a diverse set of relations [62]. Instead of transactional services 

and practices—the exchange of information or resources for others—I argue that the 

relational nature of digital civics—that is, the accumulation and strategic alignment of 

information and resources—points to a wider spectrum of civic practices benefiting 

existing work, organizations, and initiatives.  

The work of alignment—finding opportunities for mutually beneficial work—

echo models of civic interaction found in radical activist and organizing literature as 

discussed in Chapter 2. Specifically, these point to autonomy and coalition building, two 

core anarchist principles. Here, autonomy refers to the agency to pursue work within an 

organization or movement that speaks to an individual’s interests. Coalition building 

refers to the practice of multiple organizations collaborating to advance similar goals. In 

the same way that concepts discussed above seek to expand the boundaries of civic 

action, prefigurative politics “express[es] the political ‘ends’ of their actions through their 

‘means’” [53]. If organizers envision a more inclusive future society, they incorporate 

more equitable practices in the present in anticipation of that future.  

We can begin to imagine a corollary to prefigurative politics through a notional 

prefigurative design, where design work that is explicitly oriented in service of political 

or civic goals does not only articulate or represent these goals as design objects, and 

instead structures design processes to do the work of trying to actualize them. This stands 

in contrast to human-centered design practices which position themselves outside the 
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frame of use—experience, use, and values are extracted through an attenuated design 

process as raw material to inform the design. Prefigurative design, on the other hand, 

exists within the design frame and enacts the experiences, uses, and values in the design 

process rather than only in the articulation of the system or artifact.  

The design work we have presented here follows the traditions of participatory 

design with some affinity toward speculative design. From the former, it borrows the 

mechanisms of stakeholder participation and collaboration to build outcomes that both 

reflect and benefit those involved in the process. From the latter, it borrows the vision, 

creativity, and radicalism of imagining and creating an alternative future. Returning to the 

anarchist roots of prefigurative politics, prefigurative design both anticipates an 

alternative future and changes current circumstances to better resemble this anticipated 

future [199, 278].  

Elements of prefigurative design emerge from the design process we described here 

in three material ways: first, we built in mechanisms of accountability and ownership to 

ensure the same participants showed up week after week in order to build on past 

conversations and activities and establish a trajectory toward common goals (i.e. building 

a playbook of best practices); second, we built in flexibility and space to support 

sustained and meaningful participation, such that the resulting artifact served the needs of 

the participants that differed from the needs we outlined as designers and researchers; 

third, we provided channels for participants to do work that matched and built on their 
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own interests and skills to encourage sustained participation and ownership over the final 

content of the playbook.  

While each of these elements may seem modest, they reveal the relational 

dynamics that offered opportunities for more fruitful civic interactions. The cumulative 

efforts across multiple actors and sites generated the momentum for civic engagement to 

intervene in more entangled, networked, and complex urban processes. Similarly, 

friction, alignment, and the underdetermined system of plays operated as mechanisms for 

communities to make space for their needs and concerns to be adequately addressed. In 

this context, prefigurative design becomes a way to explore and experiment with civic 

interactions, examining the intersections and affordances of activism, advocacy, 

deliberation, and engagement. 
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7. FIELDSITE: PREARREST DIVERSION INITIATIVE 

My final fieldsite was an opportunity to try and deploy a prefigurative intervention 

in a more intentional way. PAD was an ideal site as it emerged from grassroots activism 

to become a non-profit intermediary organization that directly intervened in more 

traditional institutions, such as the criminal justice system and local police precincts. 

Knowing this about the site, I thought PAD would be a good fit as it bridged both the 

more radical and more institutional modes of democratic participation I had been 

considering throughout my research. Additionally, the PAD staff had a clear, shared 

vision to work towards: non-punitive services for vulnerable populations 

disproportionately affected by recidivism. Given this explicit orientation towards 

liberation and justice, PAD was valuable to better understand the limitations and 

opportunities of prefigurative design (R4). At this site, I hoped to leverage existing 

resources and networks to co-create counter-institutions to build up the capacity of the 

organization to better go about their justice work.  

Described in more detail below, there were interpersonal relationships and power 

dynamics that posed challenges for testing prefigurative design at that point in time. 

However, my time with PAD revealed spaces for radical intervention even in the most 

rigid of civic institutions as I observed PAD staff engage in radical trauma-informed care 

through their social work. The principles that underlie their approach to social work were 
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vital for me to synthesize prefigurative design into a more cohesive framework, 

ultimately placing at the core of its design practice an emphasis on healing and repairing 

harm.  

7.1. Site 

PAD was a criminal justice organization that worked with local law enforcement to 

divert vulnerable populations to social services instead of arresting them. The 

organization itself is an official partnership with the city, the county, and two zones of the 

local police department; they also work with other actors who are part of the criminal 

justice systems that touch the geographical pilot areas, as well as stakeholders that might 

champion or advocate for the program, such as business owners or neighborhood 

associations. 

The organization does three kinds of work: the first is coordinating personalized 

social services with individuals who enter the program, specifically addressing the unmet 

needs faced by the city’s most vulnerable populations, such as lack of housing, job 

development, or mental health concerns. Another kind of work, relatedly, is maintaining a 

vast database of service providers, resources, agencies, and programs that functionally 

deliver social services to program participants. I was tasked with creating this database, 

which is described in more detail in Section 7.5 below. This database also includes legal 

partners and other criminal justice actors (e.g. city and county prosecutors, attorneys), 

community partners (e.g. grassroots/advocacy groups, neighborhood associations, 

business owners in the pilot area), and police commanders and liaisons.   
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The third kind of work is the main mechanism of the program, which are referred 

to “diversions.” Diversions are when beat officers choose to offer social services to a 

participant instead of arresting them; a participant avoids another charge on their record 

and is turned over to PAD staff to begin receiving care and services. Diversions are meant 

to intervene before an arrest happens, thus interrupting cycles of recidivism within the 

criminal justice system. It is also a way to reach out to the most vulnerable and 

underserved populations in the city, often unable to qualify for existing social services 

due to quality of life circumstances. Beat officers receive training from PAD staff on how 

to recognize a potential participant, such as looking for potential signs of substance abuse 

or extreme poverty. Trainings also include cultural competence education, such as 

respectful behavior around various gender identities, and non-coercive ways of starting 

conversation. At the core of the training curriculum is consent: participants are not 

successfully diverted until they provide lucid, sober, and explicit consent to join the PAD 

program. In trainings, PAD staff and officers engage in roleplay to identify and practice 

successful diversion situations, as well as circumstances that would ‘void’ a diversion, 

e.g. if a participant were having a mental health crisis and thus unable to provide clear 

consent.  

Once participants have consented to enter the program, they directly interface with 

a small team of social workers (referred to as “care navigators”) who engage in non-

invasive, dignity-driven methods to support participants. These include, but are not 

limited to: non-punitive program requirements (i.e. re-arrests and relapses will not put 

participants at risk of 'getting kicked out' the program); harm reduction techniques; 
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housing-first policies; and working with trans-inclusive and non-religious partners. 

Successfully diverted participants continue to work only with PAD’s care navigators and 

service providers, who are intentionally curated to be culturally competent and aligned 

with the organization’s progressive approach to care and wellbeing. The program 

formally launched (i.e. started diversions) in October 2017 and as of the time of this 

writing is open for diversions 4 days a week (typically spanning late-to-overnight shifts 

when many quality of life crimes occur). As of February 2019, there are 85 participants in 

the program. 

7.2. History 

The scope of the pilot covered two neighborhoods—Midtown and Old Fourth Ward

—and only accepts participants in a set geographical area as determined by Atlanta Police 

Department beat patrol zones. These neighborhoods were chosen based on local criminal 

justice datasets showing that many non-violent misdemeanors are found in these areas 

[181]. While PAD initially launched only recently, it is the result of many years of 

grassroots advocacy campaigns and policy work. Specifically, it grew out of the efforts of 

a local sex workers justice activist group called SNAPCO [142], short for Solutions Not 

Punishment Coalition. SNaPCO was a community-based response to the targeted and 

repeated arrests of sex workers who operated out of a specific intersection in Midtown. 

The group advocated for sex workers’ rights and non-punitive ordinances to address the 

high sex worker activity in the area. They worked with local police and municipal 

partners to better respond to circumstances under which some sex workers engaged in sex 
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work and argued for better treatment for those who charged and incarcerated for engaging 

in sex work [142]. This campaign eventually grew to include other survival/quality of life 

crimes—such as loitering, panhandling, or possession of illegal substances—and lead to 

the formal creation of PAD [27].   

In its current iteration, PAD is meant to explicitly address more systemic issues, 

such as extreme poverty, mental health concerns, or substance abuse [27]. Included in its 

organizational mission is the acknowledgement that these issues impact some 

communities more than others, and how these issues have resulted in the breakdown in 

relationships with criminal justice and municipal actors, specifically the Atlanta Police 

Department. One of PAD’s organizational goals is to push culture change, not only 

around vulnerable populations and the hardships they endure due to shortcomings in 

social and welfare structures, but also changing norms in police culture around how non-

violent offenders are approached and treated. These goals drive much of PAD’s work, 

from their culturally sensitive trainings to compassion-driven care in-house to the careful 

curation and selection of service partners who are sensitive to different kinds of traumas, 

gender identities, religious identities, mental health needs, etc. 

7.3. Methods 

I conducted fieldwork with PAD from August 2017 to May 2018, spending an 

average of 6-20 hours a week in the office. Earlier fieldwork was more regular, being 

present during business hours 3-5 days a week with later fieldwork thinning to check-in 

meetings every 1-2 weeks. I was referred to the executive director by a mutual colleague; 
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they identified the group as having radical political goals and data management needs 

that would be relevant to my research and coordinated an introduction. After an initial 

meeting with PAD’s executive director, I was invited on site to design and implement 

various digital tools, as needed, and to generally help support organizational stability and 

growth, working closely with both the director and the team. I disclosed my position as a 

doctoral researcher at Georgia Tech, described past research projects with justice-oriented 

organizations, and gained verbal consent from the staff to show up to the office regularly 

and conduct research while supporting their organizational needs and practices.  

I documented my observations through extensive field notes. I analyzed my notes 

based on the fundamentals of qualitative data analysis [197] and used inductive codes to 

analyze notes and iterated on codes to organize my findings. I took photos and 

screenshots to capture the project status over various points in time and backed up the 

shared drive near the start of the fieldwork to compare it to later versions of the 

organization’s information architectures as time progressed. I was granted remote access 

to PAD’s shared drive and have only accessed them via secure network connections at 

home or on campus.  

My observations were based on my time spent at the PAD office. I was given 

access to most of the organization’s meetings, events, and daily work practices and, while 

I was consulted on largely technological questions and concerns, they were also involved 

in broader organizational decision-making processes and took on non-technological 

responsibilities. I attended staff and partner meetings, created internal documentation 
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(e.g. inventory, communications plans), and developed digital and non-digital prototypes 

to deploy on-site. Some of the prototypes were longer term projects, such as the 

participant/partner database described below, which would be regularly used by social 

work staff. Other prototypes were more focused on management or organizational 

practices, such as designing forms and templates. I describe these prototypes in more 

detail in Section 7.4 below.  

It is important to make clear that I did not conduct any fieldwork nor have any 

interactions with the field site’s participants. I did not study the diversions themselves, 

but instead the organizational norms, expectations and practices of PAD staff, as well as 

their information and data practices. Their data were varied, ranging from handwritten 

forms and legal documents to images, videos, street addresses, and contact information. 

They captured organizational history, contained procedural and institutional protocols, 

and archived the current work of the organization, including meeting minutes and events. 

I was given access to these data via the organizational shared drive, though permissions 

were set such that we could not access private or personal information (e.g. hiring 

documents, participant medical files). 

7.4. Prototypes 

My tenure at PAD was initially based on my implementing two digital prototypes: a 

communications interface and an internal case management database. Given that my time 

with PAD aligned with a period right before, during, and right after their official launch, I 

also ended up taking on some artifacts to support internal organizational practices, 
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categorized below as ‘minor’ prototypes. Per Hillgren, et al [129], I consider these minor 

projects to still be prototypes as they did the work of infrastructuring existing resources to 

address pressing organizational needs and supported social innovation within PAD to 

better formalize different roles, responsibilities, and power dynamics.  

Below are brief descriptions prototypes deployed on-site. 
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7.5. Findings 

Below I share my observations on how the organization’s staff both talked about 

and actually used different digital artifacts and platforms in the office, both in the course 

of their daily work and also as situated within the broader goals of the pilot project. We 

outline three kinds of incompatibilities within the organization that were the result of the 

competing needs and agendas of an intermediary group. Firstly, there were inconsistent 

requirements for the technology the team wanted to incorporate into their work. 

Major Prototypes Minor Prototypes

Case Management 
Database 

Salesforce: custom 
classes, report creation, 
fields, classes.

Internal 
organizational 
practices

e.g. submitting 
reimbursements, 
timesheets, orders, 
shared calendar, 
boundaries, conflict 
resolution, in-house IT 
(Powerpoint, projector, 
scanner, printer, 
phones, AT&T for 
internet and phone 
lines, Wordpress, job 
postings on Idealist), 
strategic planning, 
hiring processes/forms, 
weekly time/goal 
management processes.

Case Management 
Databases

Prototyped case 
management using 
other software: Clio, 
Apricot, Airtable.

Organizational 
visuals and branding 

APD/PAD workflow 
for external 
stakeholders; shared 
drive maps; workflows 
for internal processes 
(e.g. inventory 
ordering)

Organizational 
resource guide/new 
employee manual 

Paper manual similar to 
the Atlanta Community 
Engagment Playbook

Instructional guides Keybase, Salesforce, 
meeting facilitation 

Communications 
platform 

Keybase, Asana Miscellaneous 
documentation

Participant experience 
survey for internal 
evaluation teams, 
meeting minutes, 
templates for internal 
documents. 

 145



Expressed criteria were variable and often manifested as contradictory asks of the 

researchers working as in-house tech support. Secondly, these technological differences 

made clear the larger conflicting priorities around who the organization was for given 

that their work was in service to multiple stakeholder groups. Finally, we describe how 

the digitally supported work ended up performing collectivity as the varied technology 

use and group dynamics created tensions within the context of combined social service 

and policy work.  

7.5.1. Technology: Inconsistent Requirements 

Staff expressed similar concerns about technology in their work, though there were 

differences in how they both discussed and implemented digital tools to best address 

these concerns. First I describe three shared concerns across the organization—security, 

sharing information, and usability—and outline the tools and practices that staff were 

already using in their work. Next, I describe the technological features and/or criteria 

staff wanted and how they wanted to use them as ways to address their concerns. Finally, 

I trace the inconsistent requirements behind the discussed tools and practices and how 

they were incompatible with or contradicted their expressed concerns.  

7.5.1.1. Security  

One of the top expressed concerns was security: the team needed to both securely 

store data internally and safely share them with multiple external partners. The entire 

team was consistent and vocal about the need to keep participant data secure as their 
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participants were among the most vulnerable (e.g. experiencing extreme poverty) and the 

data to be shared were extremely sensitive (e.g. sending arrest records to legal partners to 

advocate for participants in court). Staff had contracted a third-party IT contractor to set 

up a server in the office to store participant data locally, which was only accessible via 

the password-protected wireless network. They were also using email as a way to share 

participant information to various partners, which by the staff’s own admission was 

highly risky.  

The executive director suggested two digital platforms to address security 

concerns: the first was Salesforce, which I return to in the next subsection. Asana, which 

was a project management web client that offered different ‘boards,’ which each had 

sections to store files, display task lists, and chat with other users via posts on a timeline. 

Staff were already using Asana to track their daily tasks; the team had separate boards for 

social workers, operations, human resources, etc. The director wanted to create a board 

for each participant, such that each contained their own file storage, conversations, etc. 

Partners would then create password-protected user accounts to securely access the same 

boards alongside staff. Tasked with finding software options for this issue, I suggested 

alternative platforms to use and recommended two in particular: Option A was another 

project management client similar to Asana, but offered 2-factor authorization that was a 

step up from the security of a username/password alone. Option B was software that was 

included with the IT package the organization was already paying for and integrated into 

other digital tools the team was already using. It also did not store files but accessed them 
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from the secure internal server already set up in the office; users would have to create 

aliases with the IT contractor and use a VPN to securely access the files.  

I suggested trying Option B for a while as it had the highest level of security and 

was visually similar to Asana. The director, however, refused to try either option: her 

concern was that users could access any file they wanted on Option B and Option A 

wasn’t secure because all the participant data and files would be stored “somewhere on 

the cloud.” Despite our explaining that Salesforce and Asana both contained similar 

unwanted features—storing data on the cloud and granting all users access to the same 

files—she still dismissed the options on the grounds of “security concerns.” When the 

director ultimately decided that the team use Salesforce to store participant data, there 

were again concerns expressed about security: 

MANAGER: I’m a little worried about storing data on the cloud—
remember the Equifax [data] leaks? 

ED: Yeah, but this [cloud storage] is what they [Salesforce] do. 

The social work manager’s concerns—specifically around data and the cloud—

echoed the director’s earlier comments about the platforms I had previously suggested for 

internal use. By contrast, the director framed the cloud as a security benefit to justify the 

implementation of Salesforce.  

7.5.1.2. Sharing information 
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Staff also expressed concerns about sharing information, specifically ensuring 

that any digital tools used to share participant data was HIPAA-compliant , thus abiding 2

by the federally mandated standards for protecting personal medical information. These 

conversations were entangled with discussions of security—and indeed revolved around 

the same tools—though the staff expressed different technological needs. In addition to 

securely sharing data, those data needed to be tracked such that the correct and most 

accurate details were being used to discuss participants across both internal staff and 

external partners. The director described their current modes of sharing information as a 

“vortex of emails” that was difficult to track across multiple partners, social workers, and 

threads. Furthermore, files were getting lost as multiple versions were circulating at any 

given time, resulting in miscommunications with participants and inaccurate details.  

The director made the two same suggestions—Asana and Salesforce—saying that 

she liked how they both structured multiple kinds of information (e.g. participant 

demographics, PDFs) such that both internal staff and external partners could update and 

refer to data in a central location. She also liked that both platforms made clear who was 

accessing what file so that any changes could be traced back to specific people for 

accountability. We were again tasked with finding alternative options, with the director 

referring to the tool interchangeably as a “contact management system,” “case 

management system,” and simply a “CMS.” We spoke with the social work manager to 

 HIPAA refers to the Health Insurance Portability and Accountability Act of 1996. It is US legislation 2

that safeguards patients’ personal health information and requires strictly defined parameters for the 
collection, access, and usage of medical data. Personal health information must be protected by 
various security measures to be HIPAA-compliant. 
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see if she had HIPAA-compliant file sharing strategies or concerns that would assist us in 

our search. She was surprised to hear that Asana and Salesforce were potential options. In 

fact, she was under the impression that the team was going to use an entirely different 

digital system altogether because it was a state-mandated system to track and coordinate 

all social service information in the state. She also shared additional requirements that she 

wanted in the software that the director did not communicate to us, specifically text fields 

to capture the experiential data of participants describing their interactions with servicers.  

The director’s emphasis on a hosting files on a centralized platform was itself 

inconsistent with previously expressed security concerns about users having access to all 

the files on a platform. Despite contradictory requests, we delivered two alternative 

platforms, the aforementioned Option B and Option C. Again, the director rejected 

Option B, concerned about Option B’s instant messaging feature: “anyone can just send a 

message to anyone else on here.” She asked for something where “roles are clear” 

because she “didn’t want it to turn into Lord of the Flies.” Her contradictory requests 

pointed to a need for detailed control over permissions, not unlike prior desires for 

careful control researchers have found in similar kinds of service environments [39, 40]. 

In the end, because the director could not keep some users from seeing some files, she 

eschewed Option B because it shared too much information.  

We additionally suggested Option C, a contact management system specifically 

made for legal organizations with an information architecture based on capturing and 

tracking common kinds of legal data, such as case numbers, court dates, and arrest 
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records. While it was the only software that was explicitly HIPPA-compliant—and 

secured its data with end-to-end encryption—the director refused Option C because the 

team needed “a case management system, not a contact management system.” As 

mentioned, the director committed to using Salesforce for her participant information 

tracking needs, although its HIPPA compliance has yet to be confirmed at the time of this 

writing. The director asked me to focus my Salesforce design less on sharing information 

externally to partners and more as a way for the team internally track and maintain up-to-

date information about participants, as well as the service providers they interacted with. 

After building a Salesforce prototype per these specifications, the director responded with 

previously unmentioned technical requirements: 

ED: I just took a look at Salesforce and I think we need to reschedule. The 

database is too complex and it won’t make sense to the team. I thought 

you were going to show us a database with a case management template.  

  RESEARCHER: Okay, whatever you say. 

  ED: Are you frustrated? 

  RESEARCHER: A little, yeah. 

  ED: What happened here? 

  RESEARCHER: I didn’t realize I was supposed to use a template.  

ED: Well, I don’t know if there is a [CMS] template, but it looks like there 
are. 

The director dismissed the database based on unmet needs that were not 

communicated to the researchers—the use of a Salesforce template—the existence of 
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which she was not entirely sure, much less if it would be relevant or useful for tracking 

the right kinds of information. In addition to asking for a template, the director asked for 

a case management template to apply to Salesforce, which is itself software for customer 

relationship management (CRM). At its core, Salesforce is not designed for case 

management, but rather customer retention, which are fundamentally different use cases. 

The director’s choice of sales-driven software contradicted her described technical 

specifications: CRM are designed to extract profit and increase sales, which call for 

fundamentally different software design decisions than the organization’s actual work of 

delivering free social services and personalized care to disenfranchised participants.  

7.5.1.3. Usability 

The third concern is usability, though it was the concern that was described by staff 

with the least amount of detail. In the conversation quoted above, the director described 

Salesforce as “too complex,” both in its interface and its terminology, which wouldn’t 

“make sense to the team.” The director used similarly vague language when she did speak 

to usability needs, often making reference to the interface and aesthetics, asking for 

“simple” and “fairly straightforward” tools. While this can be seen as a typical ask by 

someone unfamiliar with user experience, usability concerns were mostly invoked to 

reject my suggestions.  

The decision to use Salesforce demonstrated the director’s weak commitment to 

usability concerns as I explained to the director the inaccessibility of the UI. Staff 

members later affirmed my criticisms by commenting on the difficulty of reading and 

 152



accessing the UI. Additionally, it did not use many features or visual elements present in 

the other platform options that the director had expressed interest in, such as Asana’s 

visually separate boards, Option B’s persistent sidebar with customizable links, or the 

layout of yet another rejected suggestion, Option D, which other staff members had 

praised for its “clear menus” and “good colors.” While the director largely dictated the 

technical requirements, I was intentional about soliciting and incorporating as much input 

from other staff members, who shared technological preferences and needs, but generally 

deferred to the director’s asks. Interestingly, as I worked with the director to find options 

to replace Asana, conversations with other staff revealed that the director’s technical 

needs were not always specific, or even clearly expressed. The operations manager 

revealed to me that she chose to implement Asana—not for its security or file sharing 

capabilities—but because it was the first result from an online search for the “best free 

project management software” and she thought it “looked cute.” The director did not 

reference the arbitrariness of Asana when insisting its use over options that were better 

suited to expressed, if inconsistent, technical needs. 

7.5.2. Organization: Conflicting Priorities 

In observing discrepancies in technical requirements, I noticed how conversations 

around digital tools pointed to different non-digital priorities among staff, more 

specifically what the organization’s purpose was and who it was meant to serve. From the 

onset of our fieldwork, staff and leadership consistently described the goals of the 

organization as politically progressive: the director described their work in terms of 
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policy. Working with local police was an opportunity to “push for culture change” around 

rearrests, recidivism, and the stigma of survival crimes (e.g. sex work or panhandling). 

The director also described the in-house social work approach as using “radical love” to 

support participants through personalized care, striving to build political support for 

social service providers to influence policies to better allocate resources. The social work 

manager made unambiguously clear the purpose of the group during my first staff 

meeting when they reminded the team to “always keep in mind that we’re a justice 

program.” I noticed how the staff was consistent in using progressive terms to describe 

their work and participants: after one partner meeting, a staff member was upset at an 

attendee’s condescending description of a homeless person’s behavior and defended the 

participant to the team, saying he was “doing what he had to do because he was 

surviving.”  

Given the intermediary nature of the organization—coordinating information across 

various legal partners, police departments, municipal departments, service providers, and 

political representatives—I also observed how the team acknowledged the nuanced and 

contesting motivations driving their work. The director had repeatedly described the 

group’s goals as having to “course correct” and “broker relationships” between police 

departments and “directly affected residents,” acknowledging the historically fraught 

relationship between police departments and Black communities, especially in the 

American South. The director once described the importance of documentation as 

“want[ing] the political cover to say ‘it’s [stored] on the whatever [platform].’” This 

suggested that at least some of the work of the group was work that might seem 
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contentious to their partners. Similarly, the social work manager spoke to the 

complexities of their social work approach: 

MANAGER: People look at [the organization] negatively and positively, [they say] 
‘oh, they’re only funding it to get rid of homeless people’—and that’s true, but at 
least they’re funding it. 

Here, the social work manager was responding to a colleague, who didn’t 

understand skepticism around the program. She went on to talk about the “compromises” 

that social workers might have to face in their work and that they would have to make 

judgement calls over “what’s right.” This conversation pointed to the competing 

motivations and agendas characteristic of a multi-partner collaboration, but that 

nevertheless result in the material resources to do the “justice” work.  

Staff conversations also brought into question who their work was for, given that 

they provided social services to participants, training to police officers, support to legal 

partners, and advice to municipal employees, among other stakeholders. In one staff 

meeting, the director described the organization as “putting power in officers’ hands” so 

they could better deal with folks they encounter on their beats. In another meeting, the 

director rearranged the staff meeting agenda to plan an upcoming police appreciation 

event to solicit feedback and “celebrate and incentivize officers to do more diversions.” 

While police officers were key to the success of the pilot project, the director often 

oriented both her own work and the staff’s work to cater to and support officer’s needs.  
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My observations of the director’s priorities are in stark relief to the social work 

manager, who often spoke of the importance of prioritizing the participants. When asked 

about her availability for a future meeting, the social work manager responded: “calls 

[from participants] change everything,” referencing the social workers’ closely 

maintained contact with their participants and reinforcing that the participants’ needs 

come first. The social work manager’s emphasis on participants was consistent across 

both internal and external interactions, describing their in-house social work with radical 

terms and concepts. She repeatedly described their approach to participants as trying to 

afford them “dignity,” to be “non-judgmental,” and to guide all their clinical work with 

“harm reduction” techniques, which “meet them where they [participants] are at, but 

doesn’t leave them there.” Harm reduction approaches were described as ways to avoid 

punitive measures and to be forgiving of relapses or rearrests. In one meeting, the social 

work manager referred to organizational success as being guided by the platinum rule—

rather than the golden rule—where staff “do unto them [participants] as they would do to 

themselves” (i.e. instead of doing to others what you would do unto them). The manager 

described their social work model as orienting services around participant’s choices for 

their own wellbeing and recovery, provided those choices did not cause further harm. In 

the same meeting, the director described organizational success in very different terms, 

stating that “if they [the police department] feel like this is their program, we’ve done our 

job.”  

These tensions were both reinforced and magnified through conversations around 

digital tools, specifically the design and deployment of the participant/partner database. 
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As mentioned above, the social work manager asked me to include text fields so social 

workers could qualitatively describe the participants’ goals, rather than using a 

predetermined set of checkboxes or dropdown menus. She explained that she had seen 

participants in other organizations receive “overly prescriptive care” and she wanted to 

keep the focus on the participants’ self-determined progress and self-reported 

experiences. She emphasized the importance of recording the quality of each participant’s 

interaction with a social service provider, saying that how participants felt about delivered 

services were crucial to their wellbeing, as well. She told us about transphobic agencies 

she had previously worked with who delivered services to cis-gender participants, but 

trans participants reported completely different, traumatic and harmful experiences.  

I noticed the manager’s sustained commitment to participants during a partner 

meeting, describing one challenge of data collection as having “to be creative with how 

we track certain progress goals, like showering everyday.” Other staff members 

demonstrated commitment to care, as well. The ops manager expressed concern at 

partners having blanket access to participant data: “we say ‘confidentiality,’ but health is 

something so specific.” Here, she questions the necessity of sharing participants’ HIV 

status by default, arguing that it was information to be shared on a need-to-know basis. 

She warned that, at best, prejudiced partners might discriminate against participants 

based on their status and, at worst, in case of a data breach, it would be devastating and 

traumatic to the participant. Here, the staff member privileges the participants’ dignity 

and privacy over the perceived conveniences of sharing data. Whereas the team expressed 

concern over participant wellbeing and quality of care, the director, by contrast, described 
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data collection in more utilitarian terms. She wanted to track information that would be 

beneficial to partners accessing the database, such as rearrests or case numbers; she was 

not concerned with tracking participants’ experiences, but rather their location and 

logistics, i.e. tracking which service provider they’re with and whether or not the 

organization was still responsible for that participant. The director’s priorities were 

consistent with her description of the Salesforce database to staff as a “way to manage 

your own work and manage participants’ tasks too.” While our observations showed that 

each team member was undoubtedly committed to the success of the organization, the 

difference was in what they prioritized: the success of the pilot program or the success of 

the individual participants. 

7.5.3. Work: Performing Collectivity 

When comparing the organization’s conflicting technological needs with its 

competing priorities, these tensions build such that the group’s work ended up performing 

collectivity instead of aligning efforts to support their combined social service and policy 

goals. While the team discussed decisions, they were ultimately made by the director. It 

was difficult to initially notice this gatekeeping; it was obscured by the way that digital 

tools were discussed as means to support collective efforts. Many of my tasks and 

responsibilities were framed as documenting and sharing organizational knowledge to 

build organizational capacity. The director initially described one goal of our intervention 

as helping the team “vote on decisions,” for example. Other staff members responded to 

my prototypes with enthusiasm and thanked me for supporting the whole team, who often 

 158



referred to each other as “family.” While the director shared the enthusiasm—and was 

often a source of it herself—she typically made decisions on her own, effectively 

undermining collective efforts and maintaining her power as gatekeeper and sole 

decision-maker.   

As described above, the director decided most of the office’s technical 

requirements, such as choosing to house the participant/partner database in Salesforce. 

She made this major decision despite my protests, acknowledging that she brought me 

into the organization specifically to consult on technology design and implementation. 

Additionally, she made this decision without consulting the social work manager, much 

less the staff who were going to be using the database as part of their daily work. I 

noticed similar power dynamics with the deployment of smaller technological 

interventions, such as the team’s shared calendar and shared drive, which I was tasked 

with setting up and reorganizing, respectively. I immediately ran into challenges as I 

needed an alias under the organization’s domain to access both the calendar and drive. 

When I requested access, the director “didn’t even realize” it was needed and put in an IT 

request for a researcher-specific alias. Researchers spoke to staff members individually to 

request their permission to be part of the network, explaining it was necessary to 

complete certain tasks and set up certain systems, though researchers would not have 

access to HR files; though they enthusiastically consented, the decision had already been 

made unilaterally by the ED.  

 159



The director maintained her role as gatekeeper both through organizational 

decision-making and by prescribing the ways that the team used digital tools. For 

example, the director delegated the calendar task to a different staff member while I 

waited on my alias (delayed due to contract limitations with the IT contractors). The staff 

member tried to complete the task, but permissions were set such that only the director 

could create calendar items. When the staff member requested editing rights, the director 

in turn instructed the staff member to email all the calendar item details to the director, 

who would then create the calendar item. Later conversations with the same staff member 

revealed she had to follow similar protocol for meeting invitations where the director 

approved her copy and list of attendees before she sent the email.  

The greatest disconnect between collective work and gatekeeping practices was 

around Asana: the operations manager described how its purpose within the organization 

changed over time, saying the tool had “gone from a way for me to track me to for her 

[the director] to track me.” This surprised me as the operations manager was the most 

active user of the platform. She revealed that it was originally framed as project 

management software, but that most of her Asana tasks were in fact verbally assigned to 

her by the director during a private meeting at the start of each work day. The operation 

manager explained her lone activity on Asana as an artifact of the director’s “corporate” 

management style, saying that “no one [else] feels empowered to use it.”  

Staff also pointed out how email was used in similarly performative ways: 

whatever decision the director sent via email overruled any prior offline decisions. I 
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noticed this pattern around meeting scheduling, specifically: the team would verbally 

agree to a date and time in a staff meeting, but scheduling changes or cancellations were 

decided by the director and communicated via email. Staff described the often surprising 

emails as “frustrating.” The operations manager described the director’s emails as a way 

“to document she said something but not actually say something.” The director’s practice 

of emails as a proxy for group decision-making extended to larger organizational 

decisions, as well. The operations manager described an instance where she was chastised 

for not completing a task because it was referenced in an email the director had sent her, 

but was not one of her verbally assigned Asana tasks. That same email was referenced as 

evidence of the operation manager’s incompetence when the director eventually fired her.  

Staff meetings increasingly became sites of contestation. They were the only other 

remaining mechanism for collective decision-making in the organization after the director 

had coopted digital tools as means to deliver and enforce her decisions. Staff meetings 

became spaces where the team negotiated power dynamics and both enacted and 

challenged collective efforts. I usually noticed this tension in discussions of the social 

worker team’s practices:  

ED: What’s the status on the [important social work document]? 

MANAGER: I’m going to send it out to the [social work] team for 
comments. 

ED: Can you include my comments when you do [send it out]? 

MANAGER: I planned to send it out [without ED’s comments] so folks can 
weigh in.  
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ED: Okay, but I think my comments should be in there. 

MANAGER: [starts explaining her decision] 

ED: [squints at social work manager] 

MANAGER: [stops midsentence] Never mind, okay.  

Here, the director prescribed how the social work manager should complete a social 

work task, which is technically not the director’s purview. The director enacted her power 

in two ways: her comments are a way to exert control over social work practices, but she 

also prescribes how the social work manager should use ICTs to complete her own task 

(i.e. by including the director’s comments on the first round draft).  

Contrast this to my observations of another staff meeting, which was instead the 

site of pushback against the director-as-arbiter. The social work manager had called her 

team in to meet with them when the director entered partway through to suggest that the 

manager focus on a different task instead of the current meeting. The manager responded: 

“Everyone debriefed with you, but we didn’t debrief.” Here, she insists on managing her 

team collectively despite the ED’s hierarchical management style. The manager leveraged 

the meeting as a shared, public space to assert her priorities—that is, providing care to 

participants through their progressive social work approach, made possible through the 

collective efforts of her team.   

I conclude this section with a nuanced moment of contestation, where the team 

collectively upheld the director’s position of power as a way to actually assert their 
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collectivity. Here, a social worker asked the team for advice on how to communicate a 

nuanced situation in an upcoming partners meeting: 

SW: I don’t want to go up there and say the wrong thing. Should I say [it this 
way]? 

 ED: Well… 

 SW: What about [a different way]?  

 [rest of the team is silent and looks at ED] 

 ED: This is shared work, we’re not going to let you fail. 

 SW: Okay, but what should I say? 

The staff member invokes the director’s position of power by asking her for a 

decision directly. Unable to address this specific question, the director invoked the 

“shared work” of the team to solicit suggestions, but the team remained silent until the 

director responded with an answer. After the staff member deems the advice “not 

helpful,” the rest of the team responded with suggestions that satisfied the staff member’s 

concerns. In an interesting reversal, the rest of the team sustained the organizational 

hierarchy by withholding their comments and deferring to the director. This, in turn, 

demonstrated the strength of collective work—each staff member offered her perspective 

and advice—when the director was unable to advise her colleague on her own. Here we 

see how the tension between “empowered” collective work and “corporate” decision-

making—from “for me to track me” to “for her to track me”—can be malleable and 

contested in light of inconsistent and competing organizational priorities and practices. 
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By the end of my fieldwork with the organization, I did design and build the 

custom Salesforce case management system originally solicited from me as a researcher, 

but ended up doing so after adjusting my research practices to better reflect and respond 

to the tensions described in the above sections. Ultimately, after speaking with 

participants, we decided to conclude our fieldwork as a service design collaboration 

rather than an action research project [244]. This decision was largely made because of 

concerns around temporal scale—fieldwork was taking longer than agreed upon but 

researchers had academic commitments that had to take priority (e.g. teaching) and the 

organization had pressing concerns in order to fulfil the requirements for their pilot 

phase. This fieldwork pointed to the operational and proximal tensions common to 

community-based research—that is, what kind of work can we commit to and to whom 

are we responsible?—and was an important exercise in balancing different organizational 

needs we observed and that were described to us in light of our research commitments 

and priorities.  

7.6. Reflecting on prefigurative design 

PAD was a valuable site to deploy prefigurative design as it pointed to some 

emerging limitations, including navigating the tensions of collective work, prefiguration 

across scale, and the challenges of relying on more interventionist research methods in 

certain community settings.  

As discussed above, there were myriad tensions present through the relationships 

and collaborations within PAD. As I observed different staff members struggle with the 
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expectations of their organizational model—working collectively versus working in a 

hierarchy—it pointed to a limitation in prefigurative design as friction did not serve as a 

productive catalyzing practice in the same way that it did for the playbook project. With 

OOHA, I adjusted my research practices to incorporate different technical capabilities 

and skills; for PAD, I had to adjust my research practices to incorporate the 

organizational power dynamics within the organization. The challenge was to ‘read the 

room,’ so to speak, to identify what kinds of change were appropriate to support and 

when. For example, there were many instances where staff members conceded to the 

authority of the executive director because they did not have time or energy for conflict 

or because operational needs took priority over organizational or interpersonal concerns. 

There were other moments where staff privately expressed to me frustrations with 

different leadership decisions, which I additionally noticed through changes in behavior 

(like the “what should I say” exchange described above). In this context, I tried to 

leverage my privileged position as an outsider to advocate for staff needs knowing that I 

would not be affected by organizational friction in the same way they would be.  

Given the fraught interpersonal relationships within PAD, I adjusted my research 

practices to address different sites of prefiguration in response to different organizational 

needs. As described above, one site for prefiguration was the organizational structure 

itself: with the consent of staff, I relied on my (perceived, and also contested) position as 

an expert to try and affect less hierarchical relationships across the team. However, this 

was only work I did with staff consent; on days when they were ‘over it’ or did not 

otherwise have the energy to engage in conflict, I turned my attention to affecting other 
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kinds of change with the consent of and direction by staff. These included: the 

introduction of prototypes to scaffold and standardize work (e.g. meeting notes, task 

management); filling in as needed to support internal operations (e.g. administrative 

assistant, tech support); and gathering resources to support internal decisions (e.g. 

product comparisons, research summaries for similar criminal justice reform projects). 

Here, the prefiguration took place on a very local scale as my research interventions 

sought to build more equitable and sustainable organizational practices.   

Since I had started my fieldwork under the impression that the organization was 

more horizontal than its actual structure, I had not anticipated the challenges of trying to 

support change in an organization that had fundamentally different visions of what that 

change looked like. These differences were present through daily operations as team 

members were constantly deciding what work to prioritize in response to more urgent and 

pressing needs. Without a cohesive vision driving their work—and with staff members 

constantly negotiating the success of the pilot program with the wellbeing of their 

vulnerable participants—the prefiguration work broke down without some semblance of a 

consistent goal to build towards. Contrary to the playbook project, the PAD team did not 

have the social infrastructure, stability, or capacity to support collective decision making, 

which was not a critique of the organizational staff or their skills, but rather an artifact of 

the temporal pressures to focus on the short term demands of the pilot program. Whereas 

playbook participants had committed to a set period for working sessions, as well as a 

shared vision for the final deliverable (i.e. the playbook), PAD staff had to focus energies 

on immediate organizational tasks.  
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For example, when deploying early prototypes of a digital system, I tried to 

position it as a means to support more radical and compassionate care social workers 

were trying to create for their vulnerable program participants. Staff disagreed on 

different design decisions as social workers requested text boxes (i.e. to describe 

individual participant progress with more care and nuance) but the ED insisted on 

checkboxes to collect the same data in order to more easily generate reports to show 

potential funders as evidence of the success of the pilot. Because organizational staff 

were polarized on the goals of their work, it was difficult to leverage design artifacts to 

prefigure change in support of many different envisioned futures simultaneously. This was 

exacerbated by staff having limited capacity to deliberate these decisions with each other. 

Similar to OOHA members, PAD staff had myriad concerns to address simultaneously; 

however, unlike OOHA members, PAD staff did not yet have enough experience with 

their work to be able to adequately plan for or anticipate what these different tasks would 

be, such that the organization was (by their own admission) not yet at the point to engage 

in prefiguration work.  

Because of PAD’s position as an intermediary, they were trying to affect 

sociopolitical change across different levels of scale, which complicated my 

commitments as a single researcher to respond to and support these different kinds of 

civic work. For the majority of my fieldwork with PAD, the organization sought to affect 

macro-level change around criminal justice reform through building relationships with 

legal actors (e.g. attorneys, judges, senior police officials), while additionally influencing 

smaller scale policing practices through officer training and enabling meso-level change 
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through curating and building networks of more radical and progressive service providers 

in the region. In addition to the temporal pressures of the pilot program, as previously 

mentioned, PAD was also still trying to negotiate how to approach these different 

categories of political work simultaneously. Ultimately, PAD staff determined it was 

inappropriate timing for collaborative research as staff were not yet at the point where 

they had a shared vision for the kind of prefiguration they wanted to build towards.  
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8. DISCUSSION 

In this chapter, I return to my research questions in light of findings and outcomes 

from my fieldwork, literature review, and deployment of digital systems. I then return to 

prefigurative design to describe it in greater detail, building on the empirical work 

described in previous chapters and offering a series of prompts for researchers to put 

prefigurative design into practice. Prefigurative design is the major contribution of this 

dissertation, and offers an approach to design research that explicitly seeks to challenge 

systemic and structural injustice through more collaborative research with radical 

communities. Prefigurative design is not meant to be a totalizing framework, nor is it 

meant to be applicable for all research projects and contexts. Instead, it is a model to 

guide scholarly work to more explicitly support collective efforts around anti-oppression 

and liberation. It aims to build more just counter-structures to replace harmful institutions 

complicit in violence, oppression, and exploitation.  

Prefigurative design is meant to add to and enrich other modes of design research 

by recommitting to the wellbeing of our community partners and explicitly aligning itself 

with values of anti-oppression, liberation, and justice (drawing specifically from 

transformative justice, discussed below in 8.2.2). As such, it anchors research practices in 

community autonomy, solidarity, and minimizing harm, encouraging researchers to be 

more critical of their roles as complicit in larger harmful structures and to orient their 

work towards anti-oppression. Prefigurative design is grounded in anarchist principles 

and politics, which offers more generative modes of inquiry to challenge assumptions 
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that may hinder our research practices and design work. Specifically, I offer prefigurative 

design to HCI researchers interested in supporting the justice work of their community 

partners and who are interested in broader understandings of digitally-mediated civic and 

political work to more explicitly address structures of oppression and violence. Next, I 

return to my research questions as outlined in 1.2 and revisit them in light of the 

empirical research presented in previous chapters to introduce a more in-depth discussion 

of prefigurative design as a framework and its anticipated contributions.  

8.1. Research Questions 

8.1.1. R1. How are democratic ideals embodied by existing forms of civic engagement? 

I return to the democratic theory introduced in Chapter 2 in light of my work with 

the cycling advocacy community to identify how democratic ideals are meant to be 

enacted through existing, more status quo forms of civic engagement. Many civic 

processes rely on deliberation that follows Rawlsian understandings of democratic 

governance, specifically relying on informed and engaged citizens to participate in 

decision-making processes. These deliberations are assumed to rely on reason and 

evidence to lead to the best outcome for the common good. My fieldwork looked into 

these deliberative processes in the context of transit planning, where advocates put forth 

reasoned arguments to argue for increased bike infrastructure. Participatory design 

research pointed to the tensions of relying on status quo forms of civic engagement, 

where participants described opportunities for digital tools to both exacerbate and 
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ameliorate existing, legacy issues, such as access, inequity, and improved service 

delivery.   

8.1.2. R2. What are alternate forms of civic engagement that emerge from similar 

democratic ideals? 

Next, my work with OOHA pointed to more radical forms of civic engagement as 

alternate modes of democratic governance, like solidarity, mutual aid, and counter-

structures (e.g. underrepresented resident narratives as counter-structures to highlight 

institutional failure). These practices revealed the boundaries of traditional civic 

engagement practices: where banks and courts could not keep residents in their homes, 

OOHA members and their communities offered resources and solidarity to emotionally 

support residents, offer stability through traumatic displacement and disruption, and 

organize to try and resist evictions. The use of ICTs through these practices also revealed 

the limitations of digital systems, which OOHA members subverted and coopted to 

support their more antagonistic activist work. As discussed in chapter 2, radical 

democratic mechanisms like solidarity and mutual aid rely on the accumulation of 

resources to support mutual needs; similarly, OOHA activists accumulated digital and 

non-digital resources to support their housing justice work independent of support from 

formal or legislative institutions. The organization itself served as a counter-structure to 

more status quo forms of governance (e.g. advocates relying on elected officials) and this 

work was an opportunity to begin experimenting with solidarity practices through 

research and design interventions.  

 171



8.1.3. R3. What is the role of prefiguration in design research? 

After my work with OOHA, I shifted my research to be less exploratory and be 

more of an intentional deployment to explore the role of prefiguration in design research. 

My work on the playbook project was a way to synthesize key principles of prefiguration 

and enact them through design and research practices. Key to prefiguration—and thus 

prefigurative design—is the anarchist commitment to anti-oppression and collective 

liberation via material contributions. That is, prefigurative design does not engage with 

these values merely as a research interest or a theoretical framework, so the playbook 

design process was a way to identify spaces for anti-oppressive research. One way our 

research team enacted this through the playbook process was to revisit the traditional 

relationship between researcher and participant by holding ourselves more accountable to 

participant needs and concerns as expressed through our collective work. This fostered a 

culture of co-ownership and cooperation where community partners were more active 

agents through design, rather than being subjected to design by researchers. The playbook 

process was valuable to experiment how to prefigure more equitable relationships with 

research collaborators.  

Prefigurative design leverages design processes and practices, first to generate and 

imagine what more liberatory practices and relationships could look like within the 

constraints and context of the organization. Through the playbook, we used design 

activities to explore more equitable and accountable modes of city/resident interactions, 

particularly in the context of planning and development. The design activities generated 
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best principles, which were the basis of the designed artifact; in this way, the playbook 

itself was a mode of prefiguration as it set alternate terms of civic interactions and made 

transparent the expectations and commitments of all involved civic actors (e.g. residents, 

elected officials).  

Throughout the playbook process, researchers and participants experimented with 

more just modes of mutual aid and cooperation, such as more compassionate conflict 

(and conflict resolution), more transparent and accountable communication, more 

equitable organizational processes, etc. Beyond our affiliations with neighborhoods and 

institutions, researchers and residents also had individual agendas, resources, and 

expertise. The interactions from our design workshops was also a way to prefigure the 

strategic alignment of existing resources to build counter-structures. The playbook 

process was valuable for considering prefigurative counter-structures across scale: from 

the micro- level, residents brought histories and experiences to build a shared vision of 

better citymaking and engagement. The artifact itself was a way to scale this vision up, 

making transparent and accessible resources and capacities within each organization or 

community to build cumulatively towards larger, more impactful, and more radically 

progressive change on the scale of a large American city.    

Through my cumulative fieldsites and observations, this body of work suggests that 

there are many different kinds of prefiguration that can be facilitated through design 

interventions: in the Cycle Atlanta project, participants described technical features that 

could be incorporated into digital systems, rendering the artifact the vehicle for 
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prefiguration. In this way, artifacts can store forms of knowledge and underrepresented 

narratives through which a community can be more autonomous and begin to create 

counter-structures that diverge from institutions that don’t serve their needs or address 

their concerns. Through OOHA, the group’s work was aimed at prefiguring different 

organizational structures to be more robust and sustainable in the face of unpredictable 

change and turbulence. Supported by digital tools, the group tried to imbue redundancy 

and flexibility in their digital tools and technology practices to better weather the hostile 

circumstances of their political work. The playbook was valuable as a kind of testing 

ground for prefiguration where the artifact contained documentation to prefigure 

alternative modes of governance. Here, the playbook was not the vehicle for 

prefiguration itself, but instead disseminated the expectations and modes of participation 

in order to prefigure public processes, decision-making, and interactions with elected 

officials. Finally, PAD was an attempt to incorporate multiple kinds of prefiguration 

simultaneously: through organizational structures and social relations, digital artifacts, 

and organizational processes and capacities.   

8.1.4. R4. What are the limits and opportunities of prefiguration in design research? 

Prefigurative design relies on certain conditions and circumstances to exist that 

may facilitate more just modes of research production and collaboration. As such, there 

are limitations if those conditions are not ideal: for example, with PAD, there was a 

strong hierarchical organizational structure that was a formidable barrier to enacting 

certain kinds of change within the organization. Additionally, this structure enforced 
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ensured the group was committed to institutional obligations, which further challenged 

the possibility for internal progressive change. Here, a significant limitation of 

prefiguration in design research is if there are not preexisting structures or networks to 

support that work: the playbook project was successful because there was a team of 

researchers working with participants who had bought into our collaborative work. 

However, prefigurative design is not likely to have meaningful impact for research 

projects undertaken by a single researcher, or with more skeptical or resistant 

participants. Additionally, as Western institutions swing more to the ‘right’ of the political 

spectrum, these more harmful institutions will likely require more coordinated and robust 

collectives to resist them. This is not to say that counter-institutions are not possible in 

these conditions, but to highlight the additional support and resilience needed to survive.  

My work with PAD, despite its many challenges, also pointed to a rich opportunity 

that prefiguration brings to research, which is a focus on minimizing and repairing harm. 

Through their emphasis on dignity and autonomy, the PAD approach to social work was 

an important model for how to approach my own work in HCI and design. Contrary to 

more traditional user-centered approaches, which focus solely on local concerns and 

needs, the staff’s radical care work connected local concerns (e.g. the individual 

challenges of program participants) to more structural institutions and patterns. This 

showed me the role that smaller-scale prefiguration can have on larger scale issues: many 

community-based research projects encounter challenges that are shared across different 

issues and contexts (i.e. different forms of oppression) and addressing these common 

concerns through local sites is a way to explore more restorative approaches to these 

 175



concerns as they exist beyond these settings. Prefigurative design thus became an 

approach to challenging oppression both on local and larger scales.   

8.2. Contribution: Prefigurative Design 

8.2.1. Prefigurative design  

As mentioned in Chapter 3, prefigurative design borrows heavily from 

prefigurative politics, which is strongly motivated by collective anti-oppression work and 

is operationalized through counter-institutions. Prefigurative design is a way to imagine a 

more just, liberatory alternative future, to adjust current practices to better align with that 

vision, and then– incrementally, with much iteration, and adjustments– to build towards 

that alternative future by bringing it into the present. Prefigurative design manifests as 

three kinds of work: envisioning, acting presently, and building counter-institutions. 

These three practices are oriented around the vision and practices of a community 

partner, and thus requires negotiation and realignment throughout the research process, 

both within the researcher themselves, but also with the community, as much as resources 

and constraints will allow. Next, I will describe each kind of prefigurative design work in 

more detail, describing how they emerged from the empirical work presented in previous 

chapters.  

8.2.1.1. Envisioning 

The envisioning work asks the researcher to learn about the community’s vision of 

a more just future as configured through their sociopolitical concerns and modes of anti-
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oppressive practice. For example, the housing justice group I worked with envisioned a 

future where everyone had a safe and healthy home regardless of race, socioeconomic 

status, income, etc. They described housing as a human right, which informed the shared 

future they were building towards. Additionally, OOHA operated through an 

organizational model that was also a shared articulation across members of the group: the 

goal was for all organizational information to be distributed equally across members, thus 

more experienced OOHA members worked on sharing information with newer members 

and newer members tried to learn more from older members. Likewise, digital 

interventions were deployed within the group to try and support this more horizontalist 

approach to organizational information, like scaffolding information to better distribute 

internal knowledge or storing information across multiple spaces to ensure redundancy 

and allow for more flexible points of access.  

In some cases, an organization or community may have a vague vision of the 

future, or may not have articulated a common vision across all the group members, as 

was the case with PAD. In this case, the researcher might choose to base their work on 

enabling the group to articulate this shared vision, or to use their research practices to 

help the group identify a few principles they might continue to work towards after the 

researcher leaves the site. Through my fieldwork, I facilitated some prototypes and 

processes to encourage group consensus around organizational tasks. Knowing there were 

larger challenges for PAD to work out beyond the scope of our collaboration, these 

smaller scale interventions were a way to try and articulate shared visions for how the 

organization should be run and how to model interpersonal relationships (and conflict).  
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8.2.1.2. Acting presently 

Many prefigurative design projects will likely focus on acting presently, in which 

the researcher supports the group as they adapt current practices to better align with their 

vision of the future. Here, interventions or artifacts may be deployed to help scaffold new 

knowledge or practices for community members, or to prototype alternate social 

relationships, organizational models, or practices. PAD prototypes focused on acting 

presently in response to the temporal pressures of the pilot project. By contrast, the 

playbook project was explicitly future-oriented as the artifact was designed for use 

predominantly after the research project had finished. In this case, we based the ‘plays’ in 

the current practices of our participants, which helped connect their present work to 

future goals. Additionally, it was a generative prompt to demonstrate how present work 

could shift or transform to better meet the civic needs and challenges expressed by 

participants. Acting presently is a valuable opportunity for the researcher to facilitate 

different processes or activities, reflecting back to the group their observations on 

deviating from or conforming to their articulated future.  

8.2.1.3. Counter-structures 

As these present practices solidify and are incorporated into more regular practice 

for the community, they will scale up to build counter-institutions, which are alternative 

structures that fulfill community needs using methods that are most just and less harmful. 

These counter-institutions incorporate local contexts, histories, and resources to address 

the specific ways in which violence is enacted on a community. With OOHA, there was a 

 178



strong drive to share information across members and mutually educate each other on 

activist ICT strategies, which acted as a kind of counter-structure to the existing forms of 

inequality across organizers. For example, younger members are more likely to rely on 

digital systems and men are likely to occupy leadership positions in radical organizing 

spaces [53], which OOHA tried to address through skillsharing. The playbook served as a 

more local counter-institution to structure more transparent and accountable civic 

interactions across residents and service providers where, previously, those interactions 

were perpetuating disenfranchisement and exclusion.  

In Figure 13 below, I summarize some of my reflections from previous empirical 

chapters to demonstrate how my empirical work built up different principles of 

prefiguration design. In contrast to the examples above, the findings in the table do not 

refer to individual actions, but instead to broader patterns of interactions; the table is not 

meant to be overly formulaic or prescriptive (e.g. this specific interaction led to this 

prefigurative design rule). Both research findings and prefigurative principles correspond 

to findings from multiple sites simultaneously. Additionally, these prefigurative design 

principles are not an exhaustive list, but rather a set of circumstances and conditions 

which have emerged from my work thus far and are meant to be iterated on and expanded 

through future work. I then connect the findings and principles to the three kinds of work 

described above to identify opportunities to deploy prefigurative design with a 

community partner. 
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Research findings P r e f i g u r a t i v e d e s i g n 
principles

Pref igurat ive design 
work

Personal experiences as 
rich sources for data  

Radical work is done with 
constrained resources to 
meet multiple goals 
simultaneously

Underdetermined designs and 
systems to accommodate 
more local concerns and 
needs 

Consider different sites of 
prefiguration with 
community partners for 
meaningful and sustainable 
impact

Underdetermined systems 
to support acting presently 

Underdetermined systems 
as counter-structures 

Acting presently to 
prefigure alternate 
organizational models 

Envisioning different kinds 
of prefiguration for a group 
to explore

Digital artifacts may 
perpetuate existing 
inequities  

Design interventions risk 
imposing additional training, 
maintenance 

Minimize the risk of inflicting 
harm through research 
intervention 

Leverage research practices 
as forms of solidarity 

Design processes should 
lend support to community 
partners rather than extract 
from them

Research practices to 
experiment with different 
ways of acting presently 

Design processes to 
articulate and/or negotiate 
shared visions across a 
community  

Design practices to scaffold 
present practices into 
counter-structures 
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Figure 13 I summarize findings from my fieldwork and synthesize them with 
anarchist principles and practice to produce different core principles of 
prefigurative design. 

8.2.1.4. Ideal circumstances for prefigurative design 

Because of its explicit political commitments, prefigurative design is not meant for 

more traditional design research environments—that is, corporate, for-profit research—as 

these sites are deeply rooted in capitalism and collaborations with these partners would 

necessarily bring with it the baggage and violence of capitalist structures. Prefigurative 

design is for researchers who are interested in directly engaging with concerns of 

oppression and injustice through their work, and who are willing to put stakes into this 

work [151]. Because of the nature of these research interests and personal investment, 

prefigurative design is also likely to be a slower approach to research, prioritizing 

equitable social relationships over more traditional modes of academic production and/or 

progress and being more accepting of non-digital intervention [102], and researchers 

High stakes of doing 
political work outside the 
status quo 

Acknowledging the labor 
that community partners 
already put into their work 

Researchers occupy 
privileged positions as 
outsiders, have different 
stakes than participants

Research should respond to 
and build on existing 
community practices  

Strive to align resources and 
efforts for mutually 
beneficial work  
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deploying prefigurative design should be willing to end a project with a community 

partner if asked.  

Like action research, prefigurative design asks the researcher to share the concerns 

of their community partners; however, prefigurative design differs in that it prioritizes 

community needs and bases the research process around them, which adds more labor to 

the researcher’s responsibilities with little to no additional professional benefit. This is a 

non-trivial concern as I am not responsibly suggesting that researchers sabotage their 

professional development in pursuit of moral purism. Instead, I suggest that researchers 

find opportunities to invest in their research collaborations where they can. The impetus 

here is to change the stakes of research projects: like anarchist framings of solidarity, 

prefigurative design asks researchers to become “bound with” participants, putting stakes 

into collaborative work to be more committed to and responsible for the impacts of our 

design and research interventions. By becoming complicit with our community partners 

and their anti-oppression work, we can minimize harmful effects of our own work and 

better orient our own research and design practices towards equity and liberation.   

Despite the additional and uncompensated efforts, prefigurative design aims to 

build sustainable and more generous research partnerships, ceding more agency and 

control to community partners to more effectively leverage research practices and 

resources to advance their work. As such, it may be more strategic to consider 

prefigurative design at the onset of longer term research collaborations or partnerships. 

Ultimately, these 'bounded' relationships can lead to richer research, learning from 
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practices and perspectives that are not traditionally represented in HCI communities due 

to added investment of time, material resources, and researcher effort. Additionally, 

prefigurative design can lead to more expansive modes of knowledge production as it 

actively seeks to support communities who are typically underrepresented in computing 

work.  

Simultaneously, however, these raised stakes introduce the potential to incur 

violence to potentially vulnerable communities. Although prefigurative design centers 

anti-oppression conceptually, it does not inherently practice it; researchers are constantly 

at risk of being complicit in different structures of oppression. This risk became more 

apparent through my work with PAD as the stakes of research interventions were higher 

(e.g. hindering staff working with vulnerable participants). As I observed the PAD staff 

and their approach to social work, I learned from their radical care principles and looked 

to organizing practices that more explicitly and intentionally resist reenacting violence 

and oppression. Below, I describe transformative justice as one example of a counter-

institution currently practiced by radical communities that is based on healing harm. I 

then incorporate principles of transformative justice into prefigurative design and 

describe how the framework can be deployed to particularly focus on practicing anti-

oppression throughout a research partnership.  

8.2.1.5. Transformative justice as example of prefigurative counter-structure 

 As mentioned elsewhere in this document, one of the challenges of prefiguration 

is a question of scale: Milstein describes the tendency of direct action to dwindle beyond 
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the momentary physical space or period of time in which it is practiced. She describes 

these “flashes” of direct action as “street democracy,” where deliberative processes are 

practiced as mobilizations but not maintained: “that power not only needs to be 

contested; it must also be constituted anew in liberatory and egalitarian forms” [198]. 

Here, the challenge to prefiguration is how to maintain it as a perpetual process while still 

remaining dynamic and flexible enough to respond to new forms of domination and 

oppression. As mentioned in previous chapters, this particular tension of stability/

dynamism can manifest in different ways depending on the goals of the community, if 

there are shared visions of anticipated change, current work practices and organizational 

models, competing professional obligations and political agendas, etc.  

Transformative justice specifically addresses the oppressions and violence caused 

by the criminal justice system by acknowledging and repairing harm caused by current 

structures of policing, incarceration, and the legal system. These practices focus on 

healing to prefigure more equitable relationships across members of a community. 

Prefigurative design draws heavily from transformative justice, which echo the more 

compassionate and radical approaches to social work I observed at PAD. Prefigurative 

design does not necessarily aim to build counter-structures at the same level of scale as 

transformative justice (i.e. I do not think it is reasonable to replace the criminal justice 

system through a single research project), but instead to experiment with smaller scale 

structures that might build up the capacity of a group to continue their work towards 

more radical, systemic change after a research collaboration has ended.  
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Transformative justice prefigures more equitable social relationships by imagining 

and practicing care and healing as alternatives to incarceration and prosecution. 

Participants first identify what harm has been done; who is involved and impacted; what 

their resulting needs are; and what future actions are needed to heal the traumas resulting 

from an act of harm and address the needs of those affected [200, 211]. Transformative 

justice focuses on harm to recontextualize crime not as an individual transgression or 

inherent deficiency, but rather as the product of other forms of oppression and existing 

systems of violence [211]. As such, an offender is understood to also be a victim, who 

may be perpetuating harm as a result of past trauma from harm done to them [219]. 

Transformative justice is strongly advocated by many radical communities—some of 

whom are explicitly anarchist—particularly around the issue of prison abolition. The 

Transformative Justice Law Project of Illinois (TJLP) advocates for transformative 

justice models to “ultimately replace State systems of control with community 

empowerment in matters of conflict resolution” [254]. Through this lens, transformative 

justice identifies the State as source of harm; there is overwhelming evidence of existing 

criminal justice practices that cause harm, including but not limited to racial profiling, 

broken windows policing, and the prison industrial complex [56, 135, 164]. 

Transformative justice thus functions as a counter-structure for communities to have 

autonomy from these existing justice-oriented institutions that cause them harm.  

Transformative justice-as-prefiguration reconceptualizes justice through anarchist 

principles: (e.g. autonomy, anti-oppression, anti-hierarchy) and implemented as practices 

across different issues and levels of scale (e.g. prison abolition, colonialism, labor). I 
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build on prefigurative literature and the model of transformative justice to describe 

prefigurative design, a framework specifically for community-based design research that 

centers anti-oppressive practice through research to support communities working 

towards liberation. 

8.2.2. Prefigurative design as design methodology 

Prefigurative design is an approach for researchers to materially support 

community partners in their work advancing justice and collective liberation. Because of 

its roots in anarchism and anti-oppression, prefigurative design is applicable to equity 

work beyond a single issue (e.g. food justice, housing justice). It is meant to provide an 

entry point for researchers to challenge and resist more structural and systemic forms of 

injustice. As such, I offer prefigurative design as one way to approach interventionist 

research with issue-oriented communities, especially those who are concerned with anti-

capitalism and anti-oppression and who work towards systemic change through more 

radical tactics, e.g. protests, grassroots organizing, direct action. Prefigurative design is 

not as a totalizing framework, but rather as a set of concerns and practices to help guide 

scholarly work to better support community-based efforts around anti-oppression, with 

the ultimately goal to build more just counter-structures to replace the harmful 

institutions that are complicit in various forms of violence and oppression. Prefigurative 

design assumes that circumstances underlying a research site and collaboration are 

constantly changing and require iteration and realignment.  
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Below, I describe five questions as prompts for researchers to begin doing 

prefiguration work with community partners. To adhere to the dual commitment to both 

process and outcome, both researchers and community members are meant to return the 

prompts and their responses to ensure their work is still aligned with expressed concerns 

(and that those concerns have not shifted, or to adjust accordingly if they have). The 

questions articulate a shared vision to better identify opportunities for researchers to then 

leverage existing justice work through design and research interventions.  

Prefigurative design asks: 

Q1. Who is being harmed and by whom?  

Q2. What does healing look like?  

Q3. Which needs should be addressed first?  

Q4. Where can resources be marshalled to support the healing?  

Q5. How can interventions support healing while minimizing harm?   

When asking who is being harmed and by whom, this first and foremost provokes 

a discussion of what the harm is—and including multiple kinds of harm—which is vital 

for communities to articulate what their needs are and for researchers to begin negotiating 

what their contributions might be. This also begins a conversation to identify the 

communities, individuals, and/or entities affected by the harm. Together, these set the 

foundation to envision more just, alternative futures that the community wants to work 

towards and that the researcher(s) can help support.  
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The community partners then take the lead with the envisioning step by imagining 

what healing looks like for them. This step focuses the work on healing, rather than the 

harm, which emphasizes generative alternatives, which is especially important if the 

harm is not something accessible. Here, I draw from the work of transformative justice as 

focusing on undoing harm might lead to even more difficult challenges: what happens to 

a community if you are unable to change—or heal—the police? Thus the focus on 

healing for the envisioning step is to focus on possibilities and emphasize the autonomy 

of the community by identifying what they can or might be able to do. Relatedly, this step 

is important to consider the sustainability of the project. While communities may 

envision a wide variety of healing practices, naming them all is a way to identify with the 

researcher what scope or scale of intervention might be appropriate for the partnership. It 

may be that the researcher supports the community to achieve a very small piece of their 

envisioned healing work, but it ensures the community has ownership over the process—

especially after the researcher leaves—as it will have been guided by their visions.   

The next question is meant to address the scope of the shared work as well by 

asking which needs should be addressed first. This is important to prioritize the tasks and 

actions necessary to move towards the community’s vision, which can guide the 

researcher in making responsible and reasonable commitments for the partnership. This 

step is also crucial for researchers to articulate to their community partners the role of 

research, more broadly, especially if the community is unfamiliar with academic practices 

or scholarship. This step can be a source of friction, as well: it may be that the most 

immediate needs of the community cannot be addressed through a research collaboration, 
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or that there is any place for a research intervention of any kind. In this case, it would be 

pragmatic to have a discussion about this to avoid wasting resources and efforts. If it is 

the case that the community and/or the researcher decides that it would not be appropriate 

to continue the partnership, ideally the community would be left with the outcomes of the 

first two steps, which can guide their work independent of researcher intervention. The 

researcher will also have benefitted by identifying the limitations or boundaries of their 

current approach to their research, which they might adapt for later collaborations, grants, 

etc.  

If the partnership continues, the next step will be to identify where resources can 

be marshalled to support the collaboration. The first two steps outline the various roles 

and commitments of researchers and community, while the third prioritizes and structures 

the shared work. This step is meant to build accountability into the partnership as the 

actors involved and invested in this work identify what resources are needed to do the 

work. I use “resources” in a broader sense, identifying the myriad ways in which different 

kinds of capital and materials can leverage different outcomes [89]. This is a particularly 

important step for the researcher to reflect on their position and how they can leverage 

that in serve of justice and local impact. For example, many researchers—particularly in 

computational disciplines, like HCI—might carry with them a degree of legitimacy, 

which might be valuable to build or amplify public support for the community’s cause, 

e.g. with local press, policymakers, elected officials.  
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The final step of prefigurative design asks how interventions might support 

healing while minimizing harm. I refer to “interventions” to refer to a variety of things, 

including digital artifacts and systems, but also to processes, organizational models, and 

non-digital artifacts. This step reiterates the importance of centering community needs 

and autonomy, which may ultimately call for non-digital interventions as a way to 

support their work [102]. These interventions are also an avenue to build counter-

structures: if the intervention is not itself a counter-structure, the intervention could build 

towards a counter-structure. This ensures that the partnership with the community results 

in something that contributes to their work, be it a deliverable like a digital tool or 

documentation, or something that otherwise builds their capacity to continue doing the 

work after the researcher has left. This negotiation process is also a way to better 

incorporate community concerns into the research project as the shared work becomes a 

way to uplift and work alongside the community as an accomplice [138], rather than the 

intervention as a mode of extraction that only benefits the researcher.  

It will be key to document the discussion produced by the above questions, which 

will serve an artifact for all parties to commit to being accountable through their 

respective work, not unlike practices already used in community-based research, such as 

a memorandum of understanding. This artifact will guide researchers as they acclimate to 

the practices and norms of their community collaborators and reflect on their progress, 

adjusting and iterating on their research practices as necessary to better align with the 

work articulated through the prefigurative design framework. Co-creating this artifact 

with the community is crucial to minimize further harm on the part of the researcher, 
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especially as they necessarily bring with them the politics, agendas, and power of their 

academic institution [170]. 

8.2.3. Methodological contributions 

I anticipate prefigurative design to be meaningful for researchers interested in 

interventionist modes of research and who are interested in supporting work around 

justice and equity. Below, I describe some of the contributions prefigurative design can 

offer to the current state of HCI research, specifically focusing on design research 

approaches to concerns of injustice and democracy.  

8.2.3.1. Participatory design and action research  

Here, prefigurative design makes contributions to participatory design and action 

research through its explicit set of political values that aims for autonomy and equality 

both within and beyond the partner organization. In this way, prefigurative design hopes 

to continue ongoing efforts to focus HCI research on problems outside traditional 

workplaces and to address research interests that extend beyond corporate and capitalist 

goals. Participatory design in particular has become increasingly popular as a mode of 

profit-driven research, soliciting input from current or new users that might expand the 

market reach of a product or system [76]. By contrast, prefigurative design aims to 

contribute to sociopolitical impacts on a greater scale, not only benefiting the ‘users’ or 

direct stakeholders but to influence larger structures and systems that affect wider 

populations. I am not positioning prefigurative design as a panacea to extremely complex 
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and fraught social concerns, but rather my hope is that it can function as a way to orient 

research to more directly address these issues and support ongoing work around them. In 

this way, I hope that this approach can help broaden the scale of how we do research, 

considering not only the historical contexts of a research site, but to also be more 

conscious of the impact of research and interventions into the future, envisioning and 

incorporating potential harms and benefits to guide scholarly collaborations.   

The prompts described above are a way to help build more just collaborative 

relationships with community partners, acknowledging the ways that research has 

historically benefited from the efforts and experiences of vulnerable communities [63, 

256]. On a smaller scale, this dissertation would not have been possible without the 

generosity and patience of various communities in Atlanta. As such, prefigurative design 

tries to be more conscious of the asks we make of our participants—from uncompensated 

time to emotional labor—and encourages researchers to be more pointed and intentional 

about how community efforts are used to support research work. By articulating 

community needs and concerns, and by basing research projects around them, the hope is 

to model more reciprocal and mutually beneficial collaborations where research directly 

benefits those who are impacted by it, rather than further privileging those who are 

conducting it.   

8.2.3.2. Value sensitive design 

There are many similarities and distinctions between prefigurative design and 

value sensitive design (VSD): like VSD, prefigurative design is concerned with similar 
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principles of autonomy, human rights, and the role of researchers and participants in 

collaborative projects. Additionally, prefigurative design is similar to VSD through its 

concerns around process and iteration, adjusting both social behaviors and designed 

artifacts to improve the material and abstract conditions of an impacted community. 

There are, however, some key distinctions between the two and, in this way, prefigurative 

design builds on ongoing scholarship in response to VSD as a way to build on and 

expand the methodology in light of changing sociopolitical circumstances and modes of 

democratic governance. These distinctions are: the values driving the research agenda, 

the sites of inquiry, and priorities for evaluation.  

Prefigurative design is in line with more recent scholarship around VSD in that it 

strives to center local concerns as the values motivating the research: Le Dantec, Poole, 

and Wyche argue that VSD’s classification of values can be enriched by letting these 

values emerge from within the research site, rather than imposing the values onto the site 

[166]. Similarly, Borning and Muller challenge the universalization of values espoused 

by VSD, calling for a more flexible and pluralistic approach to values [32]. Prefigurative 

design draws from anarchist theory and practice to affirm these critiques: prefigurative 

design structures how values inform the research project both from within and through 

pluralism. It does so by framing values through the lens of anti-oppression, which is itself 

pluralistic (i.e. oppression can manifest in myriad forms) yet simultaneously open to the 

specificity of individual communities and their issues of concern. Here, prefigurative 

design complements VSD by providing a consistent framing through which research is 
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conducted (i.e. anti-oppression), while still providing space for more specific concerns to 

emerge.  

Prefigurative design can be valuable for expanding the sites of inquiry considered 

by VSD: specifically, VSD argues for a tripartite methodological structure that includes 

conceptual, empirical, and technical investigations. Prefigurative design does not strictly 

adhere to these commitments and instead relies on the needs of the community partners at 

the time of the collaboration to determine the most appropriate site for analysis and 

intervention. Given the limited temporal engagement of a research partnership, 

researchers and collaborators may work towards increasing the capacity of individual 

group members or of the broader community, which may not fit neatly within traditional 

heuristics, and may require many conceptual or technical frameworks simultaneously. 

VSD acknowledges  how artifacts impact various stakeholders, both as they are directly 

related to the research project and others who may be indirectly affected [34]. 

Prefigurative design builds on this by situating research within broader sociopolitical 

contexts (focusing specifically on oppression), which researchers can address by learning 

from and incorporating the issue-oriented work of their community partners. Thus, it is 

not enough to consider the limitations of technical systems; prefigurative design argues 

that we should consider the broader collective capacity of the group to help advance their 

civic work. Prefigurative design aims to do this by addressing both the local challenges 

posed by organizational resources, skills, and shared constraints, as well as the larger 

sociopolitical issues our community partners try to address.  
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Prefigurative design also provides a wider perspective to reconsider questions of 

evaluation as outlined by VSD: Friedman, Kahn, and Borning outline usability and 

human values as the two parameters through which empirical investigations can evaluate 

the success of a design or artifact [34]. This dual approach has been problematized in 

HCI and design literature, pointing to the limitations of these evaluative criteria. For 

example, JafariNaimi, Nathan, and Hargraves discuss the role of values in design work, 

reframing them not as principles to be applied but rather hypotheses through which 

values are interpreted, expounded, and produced [143]. Through this framing, values are 

generative, producing additional lenses and perspectives through which design and 

research practices can be evaluated. Prefigurative design builds on this work on values-

as-hypotheses by providing a lens through which these myriad perspectives can be 

narrowed down to be enacted in a community. This affirms the argument of JafariNaimi, 

Nathan, and Hargraves, which understands values to be laden and variable, or 

“sometimes appropriate and sometimes problematic” [143]. The lens of anti-oppression, 

then, becomes a means through which this assessment is made: what a value 

“serves” [143] is evaluated based on who benefits and who is harmed by a design 

intervention, process, or system. Because prefigurative design focuses on local 

circumstances and practices, there is a constrained context in which harm can be 

evaluated, thus leading to a locally situated understanding of a particular value, as well as 

local situations and judgments that can evaluate the efficacy of that value and/or 

intervention (i.e. the community collaborators).  

8.2.3.3. Critical/speculative design 
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Prefigurative design borrows heavily from speculative/critical design in that 

collective action draws from a shared articulated vision of the future. In this way, 

prefigurative design would be a strong complement to speculative design projects as it 

can translate the visioning process to actionable practices for the researcher. To be clear, 

this framing is not meant to dismiss visual representations as not taking ‘action,’ but 

instead I seek to more explicitly connect the visual design work at the core of speculative 

design with the organizing work of issue-oriented communities. Thus, prefigurative 

design can also incorporate visual representations in the community prompts/research 

questions described above, using images as additional means through which roles, 

expectations, and contributions are articulated and negotiated. Prefigurative design thus 

acts to bridge more traditional design work with community efforts, offering the designer 

richer experiences and perspectives that they can imbue into their visual works and 

additionally providing community partners with artifacts or images to potentially 

incorporate into their media practices.   

8.2.4. Methodological limitations  

I wish to reiterate here that prefigurative design is not an all-encompassing 

framework, but rather an approach to research that takes into account certain political 

sensitivities and sociopolitical concerns (i.e. the sustained oppression of identities and 

communities across race, class, etc.). I describe here the limitations I’ve encountered 

through prefigurative design, which I will return to in the discussion section to elaborate 

on how to expand this framework.  
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One of the biggest challenges of prefigurative design is the added labor to both 

researchers and participants: while prefigurative design encourages more sustainable and 

mutually beneficial research partnerships, it also asks stakeholders to commit to working 

through conflict, negotiating boundaries, revisiting agreements and processes, and to do 

so with no compensation. In this way, this framework draws from the anarchist principle 

of autonomy, where people agree to share work without being coerced, which keeps them 

intrinsically motivated but also susceptible to overwork and burnout. Like some of my 

observations in activist spaces, the intention to ‘do good’ does not prevent additional 

harm from taking place; prefigurative design asks researchers and participants to 

undertake similar emotional labor with minimal victories (Hayes describes this as 

common to AR, as well [127]) and no compensation.  

Additionally, because prefigurative design aims to cede control to research 

partners, another labor concern is that prefigurative design relies on an engaged 

community that already knows, to a certain degree, the kind of justice work that needs to 

be done for their particular issue of concern. Prefigurative design aims to support 

collective work, and so there are limitations when deployed in settings that are not 

collectively organized, e.g. that rely on hierarchical organizational models. As such, 

prefigurative design is not as effective in communities that are not already radical, such 

as non-profits or advocacy groups. These organizations tend to embody more neoliberal 

or capitalist principles (e.g. a CEO, strong reliance on marketing or consumerism, 

individualist ideologies, etc.), which are antithetical to the goals of prefigurative design 

and not an ideal fit for this design approach. Similarly, where other methodologies can 
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adapt well to corporate research environments (e.g. codesign, participatory design), 

prefigurative design cannot ‘convert’ more traditional or neoliberal organizations to more 

radical ones. This is not to say that prefigurative design does not have a place in research 

settings that are experimenting with more radical practices; rather, I wish to be clear that 

prefigurative design is not a deterministic approach and researchers should not expect 

radical principles or anti-oppressive practices to be an inherent outcome of using this 

framework.  

8.3. Reflections and Future Work 

I briefly return to some methodological concerns and questions raised in previous 

chapters to reflect on my own work and how prefigurative design might extend to other 

research projects or interests.  

8.3.1. Researcher/Participant Power Dynamics 

There were many tensions that arose as a biracial researcher from an engineering 

college in the American South working with largely Black communities around issues 

that did not directly impact me. I am grateful that many of my community partners 

imbued a degree of trust in me, and granted me access to privileged conversations around 

sensitive topics, particularly given the stakes of some of the political work (e.g. with 

OOHA, PAD). This pointed to a dual position I occupied, one of an observer but also as 

an expert: there were many instances where participants turned to me for solutions 

despite my unfamiliarity with organizational norms, practices, or goals. In these 
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instances, I reflect on the challenges of embedding myself in urgent situations with high 

stakes and material impacts, as well as the delicate negotiations of offering many 

potential approaches to solutions rather than one singular authoritative ‘answer.’ Here, 

part of the work of the researcher is to also inform their partners of the possibilities of 

research interventions, which the researcher herself might not even fully understand. This 

underscores the immense difficulties of undertaking interventionist research as a pre-

tenure academic as the burden of responsibility can be too great to manage without 

adequate support [176]. Moreover, there is the risk that certain kinds of research projects 

may conflict with academic responsibilities and obligations, spanning from banal 

concerns like time management to potentially being complicit in illegal activities in 

violation of approved IRBs. This fraught positionality must be interrogated through the 

unique circumstances of each research partnership, and negotiated within the personal 

morals, capacities, and commitments of the researcher herself. Finally, I wish to highlight 

the role of research itself as a potential vehicle for exploitation and harm. My more recent 

work interrogates with this challenge more deeply [8, 10] and I hope to continue these 

discussions with colleagues to gain the benefit of their experiences and expertise.  

8.3.2. Challenging Technocratic Hegemony 

I wish to also address the possibility that digital artifacts and systems become 

vehicles for harm: without intentional attention to justice, history has shown how 

technologies can become mechanisms for entrenching hegemonic forces, oppression, and 

violence. Here, I emphasize a commitment to the material when assessing the use of 
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digital systems or artifacts in a research project: if assessed based on rhetoric alone, 

digital systems are likely to usher in increased privatization, corporate control, 

surveillance states, and massive privacy violations [91, 151, 273].   

8.3.3. Prefiguring the Academy  

One opportunity for prefiguration is its role within the academy itself as an 

institution complicit in harm and oppression. There are research projects that use radical 

rhetoric (e.g. solidarity, intersectionality), but end up recreating the very power dynamics 

they are supposedly critiquing. As researchers imbued in various institutions and 

structures—like funding, citation practices, publishing, conference organizing, etc.—it 

behooves us to consider the role of prefiguration to change our own institutions such that 

we can better align our research practices with our research concerns of justice, equity, 

and liberation. These larger structures implicitly encourage harm and oppression within 

our scholarly communities, be it the competitive drive to publish or pressures to secure 

funding sources and grants or creating partnerships with industry for student career 

development. We must reflect on these professional practices and similarly ensure they 

are done through the lens of reducing harm so that we are not complicit in broader 

trajectories of violence and do not perpetuate them to generations of academics to come.  
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APPENDIX A. GLOSSARY OF KEY TERMS  

Term Definition

Anti-oppression A commitment to reducing the unique, negative 

effects of different overlapping hierarchical structure.

Civic engagement A proxy for “citizen power,” where citizens seek 

inclusion in political and economic processes as 

means to better share in the benefits of a democratic 

government.

Deliberative democracy Governance that relies on decision-making practices 

informed by reason and debate as determined by an 

educated and engaged citizenry.

Status quo Normative frameworks, used in this document to refer 

to liberal democracy and representative democracy as 

dominant understandings of deliberative democracy 

and democracy more broadly.

Radical Aligning with Leftist schools of thought, specifically 

more socialist notions of critiquing capitalist 

economic structures and practices as barriers to 

freedom.

Solidarity A willingness to be complicit in another’s struggle, 

putting in stakes to support others’ projects to benefit 

others and advance collective liberation.

 201



REFERENCES 

1. ACM Code of Ethics: Guiding Members with a Framework of Ethical Conduct. 
https://www.acm.org/about-acm/code-of-ethics  

2. Romina Akemi and Bree Busk. 2016. Breaking the Waves: Challenging the 
Liberal Tendency within Anarchist Feminism. Black Rose Anarchist Federation. 
Retrieved March 7, 2019, from http://blackrosefed.org/for-reforms-not-
reformism/  

3. Tamara Alsheikh, Jennifer A. Rode, and Siân E. Lindley. 2011. (Whose) value-
sensitive design: a study of long- distance relationships in an Arabic cultural 
context. In Proceedings of the ACM 2011 conference on Computer supported 
cooperative work (CSCW '11). ACM, New York, NY, USA, 75-84. DOI: https://
doi.org/10.1145/1958824.1958836  

4. Nazanin Andalibi, Oliver L. Haimson, Munmun De Choudhury, and Andrea 
Forte. 2016. Understanding Social Media Disclosures of Sexual Abuse Through 
the Lenses of Support Seeking and Anonymity. In Proceedings of the 2016 CHI 
Conference on Human Factors in Computing Systems (CHI '16). ACM, New 
York, NY, USA, 3906-3918. DOI: https://doi-org.prx.library.gatech.edu/
10.1145/2858036.2858096 

5. Anderson, W.C.. and Samudzi, Z. “The Anarchism of Blackness.” In ROAR, Issue 
#5, Spring 2017. https://roarmag.org/magazine/black-liberation-anti-fascism/  

6. Sherry R. Arnstein. 1969. A Ladder of Citizen Participation. Journal of the 
American Planning Association 35: 216–224. 

7. Asad, M., Fox, S. & Le Dantec, C.A., 2014. Speculative Activist Technologies. In 
Maxi Kindling & Elke Greifeneder, eds. iConference 2014 Proceedings: Breaking 
Down Walls. Culture - Context - Computing. iSchools. 

 202

https://roarmag.org/magazine/black-liberation-anti-fascism/


8. Mariam Asad, Lynn Dombrowski, Sasha Costanza-Chock, Sheena Erete, and 
Christina Harrington. 2019. Academic Accomplices: Practical Strategies for 
Research Justice. In Companion Publication of the 2019 on Designing Interactive 
Systems Conference 2019 Companion (DIS '19 Companion). ACM, New York, 
NY, USA, 353-356. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1145/3301019.3320001 

9. Mariam Asad and Christopher A. Le Dantec. 2015. Illegitimate Civic 
Participation: Supporting Community Activists on the Ground. In Proceedings of 
the 18th ACM Conference on Computer Supported Cooperative Work & Social 
Computing (CSCW '15). ACM, New York, NY, USA, 1694-1703. DOI: https://
doi.org/10.1145/2675133.2675156 

10. Mariam Asad. 2018. Prefigurative Design as an Alternative Approach to Civic 
Engagement. In Companion of the 2018 ACM Conference on Computer 
Supported Cooperative Work and Social Computing (CSCW '18). ACM, New 
York, NY, USA, 97-100. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1145/3272973.3272983 

11. Mariam Asad, Christopher A. Le Dantec, Becky Nielsen, and Kate Diedrick. 
2017. Creating a Sociotechnical API: Designing City-Scale Community 
Engagement. In Proceedings of the 2017 CHI Conference on Human Factors in 
Computing Systems (CHI '17). ACM, New York, NY, USA, 2295-2306. DOI: 
https://doi.org/10.1145/3025453.3025963  

12. Mariam Asad, Lynn Dombrowski, Sasha Constanza-Chock, Sheena Erete, and 
Christina Harrington. Academic Accomplices: Practical Strategies for Research 
Jutice. In Companion of the Proceedings of the 2019 ACM Conference on 
Designing Interactive Systems (DIS '19). ACM, New York, NY, USA, page 
numbers forthcoming. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1145/3301019.3320001 

13. Mariam Asad and Sarah Schoemann. 2015. Designing for Civic Events. 
interactions 22, 6: 58–61. https://doi.org/10.1145/2829859 

14. Reem Assil, Miho Kim, Saba Waheed. 2015. An Introduction to Research Justice. 
DataCenter: Research for Justice. Retrieved from http://www.datacenter.org/wp-
content/uploads/Intro_Research_Justice_Toolkit_FINAL1.pdf 

 203

https://doi.org/10.1145/2675133.2675156
https://doi.org/10.1145/2675133.2675156
https://doi.org/10.1145/3025453.3025963
https://doi.org/10.1145/2829859


15. Kagonya Awori, Nicola J. Bidwell, Tigist Sherwaga Hussan, Satinder Gill, and 
Silvia Lindtner. 2016. Decolonising Technology Design. In Proceedings of the 
First African Conference on Human Computer Interaction (AfriCHI'16), Kagonya 
Awori and Nicola J. Bidwell (Eds.). ACM, New York, NY, USA, 226-228.  

16. Ellen Balka. 2006. Inside the belly of the beast: the challenges and successes of a 
reformist participatory agenda. In Proceedings of the ninth conference on 
Participatory design: Expanding boundaries in design - Volume 1 (PDC '06), Vol. 
1. ACM, New York, NY, USA, 134-143. DOI=http://dx.doi.org/
10.1145/1147261.1147281  

17. Shaowen Bardzell. 2014. Utopias of participation: design, criticality, and 
emancipation. In Proceedings of the 13th Participatory Design Conference: Short 
Papers, Industry Cases, Workshop Descriptions, Doctoral Consortium papers, 
and Keynote abstracts - Volume 2 (PDC '14), Vol. 2. ACM, New York, NY, USA, 
189-190. DOI=http://dx.doi.org/10.1145/2662155.2662213  

18. Aaron Bastani. 2011. A New World in the Shell of the Old: prefigurative politics, 
direct action, education. openDemocracy. Retrieved from https://
www.opendemocracy.net/en/opendemocracyuk/new-world-in-shell-of-old-
prefigurative-politics-direct-action-education/ 

19. Bella, T. Cory Booker’s Twitter Talk at SXSW Shows He”s Really an Old-School 
Pol. The Atlantic, 2013. http://www.theatlantic.com/politics/archive/2013/03/cory-
bookers-twitter-talk-at-sxsw-shows-hes-really-an-old-school-pol/273914/. 

20. W. Lance Bennett & Alexandra Segerberg (2012) THE LOGIC OF 
CONNECTIVE ACTION, Information, Communication & Society, 15:5, 
739-768, DOI: 10.1080/1369118X.2012.670661  

21. Bernard, H.R. Research Methods in Anthropology: Qualitative and Quantitative 
Approaches. AltaMira Press, 2005. 

 204

https://www.opendemocracy.net/en/opendemocracyuk/new-world-in-shell-of-old-prefigurative-politics-direct-action-education/
https://www.opendemocracy.net/en/opendemocracyuk/new-world-in-shell-of-old-prefigurative-politics-direct-action-education/
https://www.opendemocracy.net/en/opendemocracyuk/new-world-in-shell-of-old-prefigurative-politics-direct-action-education/
http://www.theatlantic.com/politics/archive/2013/03/cory-bookers-twitter-talk-at-sxsw-shows-hes-really-an-old-school-pol/273914/
http://www.theatlantic.com/politics/archive/2013/03/cory-bookers-twitter-talk-at-sxsw-shows-hes-really-an-old-school-pol/273914/
https://doi.org/10.1080/1369118X.2012.670661


22. Bhattacharjee, Anannya.  Whose Safety? Women of Color and the Violence of 
Law Enforcement. American Friends Service Committee, 2001.  http://
www.afsc.org/justice-visions/default.htm 

23. Erling Björgvinsson, Pelle Ehn, and Per-Anders Hillgren. 2010. Participatory 
design and "democratizing innovation". In Proceedings of the 11th Biennial 
Participatory Design Conference (PDC '10). ACM, New York, NY, USA, 41-50. 
DOI=http://dx.doi.org/10.1145/1900441.1900448 

24. Joanna Boehnert, Bianca Elzenbaumer, and Dimeji Onafuwa. 2016. Design as 
Symbolic Violence. Design for Social Justice. Retrieved November 4, 2016 from 
http://www.drs2016.org/535 

25. Boggs, Grace Lee. The Next American Revolution: Sustainable Activism for the 
21st Century. 2012. University of California.  

26. Lindsay Blackwell, Jill Dimond, Sarita Schoenebeck, and Cliff Lampe. 2017. 
Classification and Its Consequences for Online Harassment: Design Insights from 
HeartMob. Proc. ACM Hum.-Comput. Interact. 1, CSCW, Article 24 (December 
2017), 19 pages. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1145/3134659 

27. Max Blau. 2018. “Street Saviors: How Atlanta is helping—not jailing—the 
homeless, mentally ill, and addicted.” Atlanta Magazine. Retrieved from https://
www.atlantamagazine.com/news-culture-articles/street-saviors-atlanta-helping-
not-jailing-homeless-mentally-ill-addicted/ 

28. Jeanette Blomberg and Helena Karasti. Ethnography: positioning ethnography 
within Participatory Design. In J. Simonsen and T. Robertson, eds., Routledge 
International Handbook of Participatory Design. Routledge, New York, 2013, 
86-116. 

 205

https://doi.org/10.1145/3134659


29. J. Boehnert, B. Elzenbaumer, and D. Onafuwa. 2016. Design as Symbolic 
Violence. Design for Social Justice. Retrieved November 4, 2016 from http://
www.drs2016.org/535 

30. Carl Boggs. 1977. Marxism, Prefigurative Communism, and the Problem of 
Workers’ Control. Radical America 11: 100. 

31. Morten Bohøj, Nikolaj G. Borchorst, Susanne Bødker, Matthias Korn, and Pär-
Ola Zander. 2011. Public deliberation in municipal planning: supporting action 
and reflection with mobile technology. In Proceedings of the 5th International 
Conference on Communities and Technologies (C&T '11). ACM, New York, NY, 
USA, 88-97. DOI=http://dx.doi.org/10.1145/2103354.2103367 https://dl.acm.org/
citation.cfm?id=2103367  

32. Alan Borning and Michael Muller. 2012. Next steps for value sensitive design. In 
Proceedings of the SIGCHI Conference on Human Factors in Computing Systems 
(CHI '12). ACM, New York, NY, USA, 1125-1134. DOI: https://doi.org/
10.1145/2207676.2208560 

33. Alan Borning, Batya Friedman, Janet L Davis, and Peyina Lin. 2005. Informing 
Public Deliberation: Value Sensitive Design of Indicators for a Large-Scale Urban 
Simulation. Proceedings of the 9th European Conference on Computer-Supported 
Cooperative Work: 449–468. 

34. Claus Bossen, Pelle Ehn, Helena Karasti, Carl Di Salvo, Andrew Clement, 
Volkmar Pipek, and Yvonne Dittrich. 2014. Infrastructuring, collaboration and 
evolving socio-material practices of changing our world. In Proceedings of the 
13th Participatory Design Conference: Short Papers, Industry Cases, Workshop 
Descriptions, Doctoral Consortium papers, and Keynote abstracts - Volume 2 
(PDC '14), Vol. 2. ACM, New York, NY, USA, 221-222. DOI=http://dx.doi.org/
10.1145/2662155.2662211 

 206

http://www.drs2016.org/535
http://www.drs2016.org/535
http://dx.doi.org/10.1145/2103354.2103367
https://dl.acm.org/citation.cfm?id=2103367
https://dl.acm.org/citation.cfm?id=2103367
https://doi.org/10.1145/2207676.2208560
https://doi.org/10.1145/2207676.2208560


35. Shane R. Brady, Jimmy A. Young, and David A. McLeod. Utilizing Digital 
Advocacy in Community Organizing: Lessons Learned from Organizing in 
Virtual Spaces to Promote Worker Rights and Economic Justice. In Journal of 
Community Pract ice . 23, 2 , (May 2015) , 255-273. dx.doi .org/
10.1080/10705422.2015.1027803 

36. Margot Brereton, Paul Roe, Ronald Schroeter, and Anita Lee Hong. 2014. Beyond 
ethnography: engagement and reciprocity as foundations for design research out 
here. In Proceedings of the SIGCHI Conference on Human Factors in Computing 
Systems (CHI '14). ACM, New York, NY, USA, 1183-1186.  

37. adrienne maree brown. 2015. What is/isn’t transformative justice? http://
adriennemareebrown.net/2015/07/09/what-isisnt-transformative-justice/  

38. brown, a.d., Imarisha, Walidah. Octavia’s Brood: Science Fiction Stories from 
Social Justice Movements. AK Press: 2015.  

39. Brown, M. “Street Bump” Android app detects and reports potholes. Wired.co.uk, 
2011. http://www.wired.co.uk/news/archive/2011-02/14/street-bump-app. 

40. Burke, B, and Harrison, P. Anti-oppressive practice. In Barrett, Sheila, et al., 
eds. Communication, Relationships and Care: A Reader. Routledge, 2004, 
227-236. 

41. Caldeira, F., Monteiro, E., and Simões, P. Trust and reputation for information 
exchange in critical infrastructures. Proc. CRITIS ’10, ACM, (2010), 140-152.  

42. Carlisle, P. Transferring, Translating and Transforming: An Integrative Relational 
Approach to Sharing and Assessing Knowledge across Boundaries. Proc. CRITO. 
(2004). 

 207

http://www.wired.co.uk/news/archive/2011-02/14/street-bump-app
http://dl.acm.org/author_page.cfm?id=81100588465&coll=DL&dl=ACM&trk=0&cfid=330322728&cftoken=71486319


43. Castle, T. and McDonald, D. 2017. “Intellectual Activism & Public Engagement: 
Strategies for Academic Resistance.” From Justice, Power, and Resistance, vol. 1, 
no. 1, 127-133. Retrieved from http://www.egpress.org/papers/castle-and-
mcdonald-intellectual-activism-public-engagement- strategies-academic-
resistance  

44. Andrea Castro. 2015. “Don’t Let Me Burn Out: On Collective Compassion as 
Survival.” Medium. Retrieved from https://medium.com/@andreacastr0/don-t-let-
me-burn-out-414c3a0bbf26 

45. Communities Against Rape and Abuse (CARA). “Taking Risks: Implementing 
Grassroots Community Accountability Strategies.” The Revolution Starts at 
Home: Confronting Partner Abuse in Activist Communities. Ed. C. Chen, J. 
Dulani, and L. L. Piepzna-Samarasinha. Self-published, 2008. 64–79.  

46. Adele Clarke. 2005. Situational Analysis. SAGE. 

47. Clement, A. (1993). Looking for the designers: Transforming the ‘invisible’ 
infrastructure of computerised office work. AI & SOCIETY, 7(4), 323-344. 
doi:10.1007/bf01891415 

48. Chomsky, Noam. 2005. On Anarchism. AK Press: Oakland.  

49. Cohen, Joshua. "Deliberation and democratic legitimacy." Debates in 
Contemporary Political Philosophy (1989): 342-360. 

50. Crooks, R. N. 2019. Times Thirty: Access, Maintenance, and Justice. Science, 
Technology, & Human Values , 44 (1) , 118–142. ht tps : / /doi .org/
10.1177/0162243918783053 

 208

https://medium.com/@andreacastr0/don-t-let-me-burn-out-414c3a0bbf26
https://medium.com/@andreacastr0/don-t-let-me-burn-out-414c3a0bbf26
https://doi.org/10.1177/0162243918783053
https://doi.org/10.1177/0162243918783053


51. Sasha Costanza-Chock, Maya Wagoner, Berhan Taye, Caroline Rivas, Chris 
Schweidler, Georgia Bullen, & the T4SJ Project, 2018. #MoreThanCode: 
Practitioners reimagine the landscape of technology for justice and equity. 
Research Action Design & Open Technology Institute. Available online at http://
t4sj.co. 

52. Sasha Costanza-Chock. 2018. Design Justice: Towards an Intersectional Feminist 
Framework for Design Theory and Practice. Proceedings of the Design Research 
Society 2018. https://ssrn.com/abstract=3189696. 

53. Chris Crass. 2013. Towards Collective Liberation: Anti-Racist Organizing, 
Feminist Praxis, and Movement Building Strategy. PM Press.  

54. Darder, A. (2015) “Imagining Justice: Politics, Pedagogy, and Dissent.” In 
Research Justice: Methodologies for Social Change, ed. Andrew J. Jolivétte. 
13-26. 

55. Dave. The Intersections of Anarchism and Community Organising. 2011. 
Zabalaza Books.  

56. Davis, Angela Y. “Introduction –Prison Reform or Prison Abolition?” Are Prisons 
Obsolete? New York: Seven Stories Press, 2003. 9-21. 

57. Davis, Angela.  Abolition Democracy: Beyond Empire, Prisons, and Torture.  NY: 
Seven Stories Press, 2005. 

58. Dellinger, AJ. 2016. “Nextdoor has a racism problem, and here’s how it’s trying to 
fix it.” The Daily Dot. Retrieved from https://www.dailydot.com/debug/nextdoor-
racial-profiling-product/ 

 209



59. John Dewey. The Public and its Problems. 1929.  

60. Dill, J. & Carr, T., 2003. Bicycle commuting and facilities in major US cities: if 
you build them, commuters will use them. Transportation Research Record: 
Journal of the Transportation Research Board, (1828), pp. 116–123. 

61. Dill, J. & McNeil, N., 2012. Four Types of Cyclists? Testing a Typology to Better 
Understand Behavior and Potential, Portland State University. 

62. Tawanna R. Dillahunt. 2014. Fostering social capital in economically distressed 
communities. In Proceedings of the SIGCHI Conference on Human Factors in 
Computing Systems (CHI '14). ACM, New York, NY, USA, 531-540. DOI: 
https://doi-org.prx.library.gatech.edu/10.1145/2556288.2557123 

63. Tawanna R. Dillahunt, Sheena Erete, Roxana Galusca, Aarti Israni, Denise Nacu, 
and Phoebe Sengers. 2017. Reflections on Design Methods for Underserved 
Communities. In Companion of the 2017 ACM Conference on Computer 
Supported Cooperative Work and Social Computing (CSCW '17 Companion). 
A C M , N e w Yo r k , N Y, U S A , 4 0 9 - 4 1 3 . D O I : h t t p s : / / d o i . o rg /
10.1145/3022198.3022664  

64. Jill P. Dimond, Michaelanne Dye, Daphne Larose, and Amy S. Bruckman. 2013. 
Hollaback!: the role of storytelling online in a social movement organization. In 
Proceedings of the 2013 conference on Computer supported cooperative work 
(CSCW '13). ACM, New York, NY, USA, 477-490. DOI: https://doi.org/
10.1145/2441776.2441831 

65. Jill P. Dimond. 2012. Feminist HCI for Real. Ph.D. Dissertation. Georgia Institute 
of Technology.  

 210

https://doi.org/10.1145/2441776.2441831
https://doi.org/10.1145/2441776.2441831


66. Thomas Smyth and Jill Dimond. 2014. Anti-oppressive Design. interactions 21, 6 
(Oct. 2014), 68–71. Retrieved from https://doi-org.prx.library.gatech.edu/
10.1145/2668969 

67. Dilar Dirik. 2017. “Radical Democracy: The First Line Against Fascism.” In Roar 
Magazine, issue 5. Retrieved from https://roarmag.org/magazine/dilar-dirik-
kurdish-anti-fascism/ 

68. DiSalvo, C.F. Adversarial Design.  The MIT Press, 2012 

69. Carl DiSalvo. Design and Prefigurative Politics. The Journal of Design Strategies, 
Vol8, 2016. 

70. Carl DiSalvo, Phoebe Sengers, and Hrönn Brynjarsdóttir. 2010. Mapping the 
landscape of sustainable HCI. In Proceedings of the SIGCHI Conference on 
Human Factors in Computing Systems (CHI '10). ACM, New York, NY, USA, 
1975-1984. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1145/1753326.1753625 

71. Carl DiSalvo, Andrew Clement, and Volkmar Pipek. Communities: Participatory 
design for, with and by communities. In J. Simonsen and T. Robertson, eds., 
Routledge International Handbook of Participatory Design. Routledge, New 
York, 2013, 182-209. 

72. DiSalvo, C., Light, A., Hirsch, T., Le Dantec, C., Goodman, E. and Hill, K. HCI, 
communities, and politics. In CHI EA ’10. ACM, (2010), 3151-3154. 

73. Lynn Dombrowski, Adriana Alvarado Garcia, and Jessica Despard. 2017. Low-
Wage Precarious Workers' Sociotechnical Practices Working Towards Addressing 
Wage Theft. In Proceedings of the 2017 CHI Conference on Human Factors in 
Computing Systems (CHI '17). ACM, New York, NY, USA, 4585-4598. DOI: 
https://doi.org/10.1145/3025453.3025633  

 211

https://doi-org.prx.library.gatech.edu/10.1145/2668969
https://doi-org.prx.library.gatech.edu/10.1145/2668969
https://roarmag.org/magazine/dilar-dirik-kurdish-anti-fascism/
https://roarmag.org/magazine/dilar-dirik-kurdish-anti-fascism/


74. Lynn Dombrowski, Ellie Harmon, and Sarah Fox. 2016. Social Justice-Oriented 
Interaction Design: Outlining Key Design Strategies and Commitments. In 
Proceedings of the 2016 ACM Conference on Designing Interactive Systems (DIS 
'16). ACM, New York, NY, USA, 656--671. DOI: https://doi.org/
10.1145/2901790.2901861  

75. Dombrowski, L., Voida, A., Hayes, G.R. and Mazmanian, M. The labor practices 
of service mediation: a study of the work practices of food assistance outreach. 
Proc CHI. ACM, (2012), 1977–1986. 

76. Paul Dourish. 2010. HCI and Environmental Sustainability: The Politics of 
Design and the Design of Politics. In Proceedings of the 8th ACM Conference on 
Designing Interactive Systems(DIS ’10). ACM, New York, NY, USA, 1–
1 0 . R e t r i e v e d f r o m h t t p s : / / d o i - o r g . p r x . l i b r a r y. g a t e c h . e d u /
10.1145/1858171.1858173 

77. Paul Dourish. 2006. Implications for design. In Proceedings of the SIGCHI 
Conference on Human Factors in Computing Systems (CHI '06), Rebecca Grinter, 
Thomas Rodden, Paul Aoki, Ed Cutrell, Robin Jeffries, and Gary Olson (Eds.). 
ACM, New York , NY, USA, 541-550 . DOI=h t tp : / / dx .do i .o rg /
10.1145/1124772.1124855 

78. Andy Dow, Rob Comber, and John Vines. 2018. Between Grassroots and the 
Hierarchy: Lessons Learned from the Design of a Public Services Directory. 
In Proceedings of the 2018 CHI Conference on Human Factors in Computing 
Systems (CHI '18). ACM, New York, NY, USA, Paper 442, 13 pages. DOI: 
https://doi.org/10.1145/3173574.3174016 

79. Dowling, J. and Pfeffer, J. Organizational Legitimacy: Social Values and 
Organizational Behavior. In The Pacific Sociological Review. 18, 1 (Jan 1975), 
122-136.  

80. Ana Maria Bustamante Duarte, Nina Brendel, Auriol Degbelo, and Christian 
Kray. 2018. Participatory Design and Participatory Research: An HCI Case Study 

 212

https://doi-org.prx.library.gatech.edu/10.1145/1858171.1858173
https://doi-org.prx.library.gatech.edu/10.1145/1858171.1858173


with Young Forced Migrants. ACM Trans. Comput.-Hum. Interact. 25, 1, Article 
3 (February 2018), 39 pages. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1145/3145472  

81. Heather R. Edwards and Richard Hoefer. Are Social Work Advocacy Groups 
Using Web 2.0 Effectively? In Journal of Policy Practice. 9, 3-4 (2010), 
1558-8750. dx.doi.org/10.1080/15588742.2010.489037 

82. Pelle Ehn. 2014. Utopias lost and futures-in-the-making: marginal notes on 
innovation, design and democracy. In Proceedings of the 13th Participatory 
Design Conference: Short Papers, Industry Cases, Workshop Descriptions, 
Doctoral Consortium papers, and Keynote abstracts - Volume 2 (PDC '14), Vol. 2. 
ACM, New York , NY, USA, 191-193 . DOI=h t tp : / / dx .do i .o rg /
10.1145/2662155.2662214  

83. Carol Ehrlich. 2012. “Socialism, anarchism, and feminism.” Quiet Rumours: An 
Anarcha-feminist Reader. Third edition, AK Press/Dark Star.  

84. Hamid R. Ekbia. 2016. Digital inclusion and social exclusion: The political 
economy of value in a networked world. The Information Society 32, 3 (May 
2016), 165-175. DOI=http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/01972243.2016.1153009 

85. Hamid Ekbia and Bonnie Nardi. 2016. Social Inequality and HCI: The View from 
Political Economy. In Proceedings of the 2016 CHI Conference on Human 
Factors in Computing Systems (CHI '16). ACM, New York, NY, USA, 
4997-5002.  

86. Erete, Sheena. 2013. Community, Group and Individual: A Framework for 
Designing Community Technologies. The Journal of Community Informatics. 10, 
1 (Nov. 2013). 

87. Sheena L. Erete. 2015. Engaging Around Neighborhood Issues: How Online 
Communication Affects Offline Behavior. In Proceedings of the 18th ACM 

 213

https://doi.org/10.1145/3145472


Conference on Computer Supported Cooperative Work & Social Computing 
(CSCW '15). ACM, New York, NY, USA, 1590-1601. DOI: https://doi.org/
10.1145/2675133.2675182 

88. Sheena L. Erete. 2015. Engaging Around Neighborhood Issues: How Online 
Communication Affects Offline Behavior. In Proceedings of the 18th ACM 
Conference on Computer Supported Cooperative Work & Social Computing 
(CSCW '15). ACM, New York, NY, USA, 1590-1601. DOI: https://doi.org/
10.1145/2675133.2675182 

89. Sheena Erete and Jennifer O. Burrell. 2017. Empowered Participation: How 
Citizens Use Technology in Local Governance. In Proceedings of the 2017 CHI 
Conference on Human Factors in Computing Systems (CHI '17). ACM, New 
York, NY, USA, 2307-2319. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1145/3025453.3025996  

90. Escobar, A. 2018. Designs for the Pluriverse: Radical Interdependence, 
Autonomy, and the Making of Worlds. Durham, NC: Duke University Press.  

91. Eubanks, Virginia. Automating Inequality: How High-Tech Tools Profile, Police, 
and Punish the Poor. 2018. St. Martin’s Press.  

92. Evans-Cowley, J., 2010a. Planning in the age of Facebook: the role of social 
networking in planning processes. GeoJournal, 75(5), pp. 407–420. 

93. Evans-Cowley, J., 2010b. Planning in the Real-Time City: The Future of Mobile 
Technology. Journal of Planning Literature, 25(2), pp. 136–149. 

94. Lynne Farrow. 2012. “Feminism as anarchism.” Quiet Rumours: An Anarcha-
feminist Reader. Third edition, AK Press/Dark Star.  

 214



95. Silvia Federici. Revolution at Point Zero: Housework, Reproduction, and 
Feminist Struggle. PM Press: 2012.  

96. Silvia Federici. Re-Enchanting the World: Feminism and the Politics of the 
Commons. PM Press: 2018. 

97. Fine, M. (2015) “Decolonizing Knowledge: Toward a Critical Research Justice 
Praxis in the Urban Sphere.” In Research Justice: Methodologies for Social 
Change, ed. Andrew J. Jolivétte. 199-204.  

98. Laura Forlano. 2016. Decentering the Human in the Design of Collaborative 
Cities. Design Issues 32, 3: 42–54. 

99. Sarah Fox, Mariam Asad, Katherine Lo, Jill P. Dimond, Lynn S. Dombrowski, 
and Shaowen Bardzell. 2016. Exploring Social Justice, Design, and HCI. In 
Proceedings of the 2016 CHI Conference Extended Abstracts on Human Factors 
in Computing Systems (CHI EA '16). ACM, New York, NY, USA, 3293-3300. 
DOI: https://doi.org/10.1145/2851581.2856465  

100. Fox, S. & Le Dantec, C.A., 2014. Community historians: scaffolding community 
engagement through culture and heritage. In DIS '14: Proceedings of the 2014 
conference on Designing interactive systems. New York, New York, USA: ACM, 
pp. 785–794. 

101. Adriana Alvarado Garcia, Alyson L. Young, and Lynn Dombrowski. 2017. On 
Making Data Actionable: How Activists Use Imperfect Data to Foster Social 
Change for Human Rights Violations in Mexico. Proc. ACM Hum.-Comput. 
Interact. 1, CSCW, Article 19 (December 2017), 19 pages. DOI: https://doi.org/
10.1145/3134654  

102. Gaver, W., Beaver, J., and Benford, S. Ambiguity as a resource for design. Proc. 
CHI. ACM, (2003), 233-240. 

 215

https://doi.org/10.1145/2851581.2856465


103. Theo Gavrielides. “Bringing Race Relations Into the Restorative Justice Debate: 
An Alternative and Personalized Vision of ‘the Other.’” Journal of Black Studies 
45, no. 3 (April 2014): 216–46. doi:10.1177/0021934714526042. 

104. Generation FIVE. 2007. Towards Transformative Justice: A Liberatory Approach 
to Child Sexual Abuse and Other Forms of Intimate and Community Violence. 
San Francisco, CA. http://www.generationfive.org/. 

105. Ghassan, A. and Blythe, M. On legitimacy: designer as minor scientist. In CHI EA 
’13. ACM, (2013), 2149-2158.  

106. Gil-Garcia, J.R., Pardo, T.A., and Aldama-Nalda, A. Smart Cities and Smart 
Governments: Using Information Technologies to Address Urban Challenges. 
Proc. Digital Gov. Research, ACM (2013), 296–297. 

107. Giovanni, T. (2017). Building power and advancing for reforms, not reformism. 
Black Rose Anarchist Federation. Retrieved March 7, 2019, from http://
blackrosefed.org/for-reforms-not-reformism/  

108. Gilbert, J., 2013. Common Ground, Pluto Press. 

109. Giroux, H.A. (2004) “Public pedagogy and the politics of neoliberalism: Making 
the political more pedagogical.” In Policy Futures in Education, 2, 3-4, 494.   

110. Glick, J., 2008. Gentrification and the Racialized Geography of Home Equity. 
Urban Affairs Review, 44(2), pp. 280–295. 

111. Goecks, J., Voida, A., Voida, S. and Mynatt, E.D. Charitable Technologies: 
Opportunities for Collaborative Computing in Nonprofit Fundraising. Proc. 
CSCW. ACM, (2008), 689-698. 

 216



112. Emma Goldman. Anarchism and other essays. 1969. Dover Publications.  

113. Gordon, E. and Schirra, S. Playing With Empathy: Digital Role-Playing Games in 
Public Meetings. Proc. C&T. ACM, (2011), 179-185. 

114. Gordon, E., Schirra, S. and Hollander, J. Immersive planning: a conceptual model 
for designing public participation with new technologies. Environment and 
Planning B: Planning and Design. 38, (2011), 509–519 

115. David Graeber. 2014. Fragments of an Anarchist Anthropology. Prickly Paradigm 
Press. 

116. David Graeber. 2009. Direct Action: An Ethnography. AK Press: Oakland.  

117. Granovetter, M.S. The Strength of Weak Ties. 78, 6 (1973), 1360–1380. 

118. Adam Greenfield. 2013. Against the Smart City.  

119. Chao Guo and Gregory D. Saxton. Tweeting Social Change: How Social Media 
Are Changing Nonprofit Advocacy. In Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector Quarterly. 
(January 2013). dx.doi.org/10.1177/0899764012471585 

120. Kenneth L Hacker and Jan van Dijk (eds.). 2000. Digital Democracy: Issues of 
Theory and Practice. Sage Publications, Inc. 

121. Darrene Hackler and Gregory D. Saxton. The Strategic Use of Information 
Technology by Nonprofit Organizations: Increasing Capacity and Untapped 

 217



Potential. In Public Administration Review. 67, 3, (2007), 474-487. dx.doi.org/
10.1111/j.1540-6210.2007.00730.x 

122. Håkansson, M. and Sengers, P. Beyond being green: simple living families and 
ICT. Proc. CHI. ACM, (2013), 2725-2734.  

123. Oliver L. Haimson, Jed R. Brubaker, Lynn Dombrowski, and Gillian R. Hayes. 
2015. Disclosure, Stress, and Support During Gender Transition on Facebook. In 
Proceedings of the 18th ACM Conference on Computer Supported Cooperative 
Work & Social Computing (CSCW '15). ACM, New York, NY, USA, 1176-1190. 
DOI: https://doi.org/10.1145/2675133.2675152 

124. Foad Hamidi, Morgan Klaus Scheuerman, and Stacy M. Branham. 2018. Gender 
Recognition or Gender Reductionism?: The Social Implications of Embedded 
Gender Recognition Systems. In Proceedings of the 2018 CHI Conference on 
Human Factors in Computing Systems (CHI '18). ACM, New York, NY, USA, 
Paper 8, 13 pages. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1145/3173574.3173582  

125. Jane Hareth and Chez Rumpf. 2014. Community Accountability for Survivors of 
Sexual Violence Toolkit. In Shifting From Carceral to Transformative Justice 
Feminisms Conference, DePaul University, March 2014. Via Carceral Feminism. 
From https://carceralfeminism.files.wordpress.com/2014/04/cassv-reading-group-
toolkit_shifting-from-carceral-to-tj-feminisms_final.pdf 

126. David Harvey. Rebel Cities: From the Right to the City to the Urban Revolution. 
2013. Verso.  

127. Gillian R. Hayes. 2011. The relationship of action research to human-computer 
interaction. ACM Trans. Comput.-Hum. Interact. 18, 3, Article 15 (August 2011), 
20 pages. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1145/1993060.1993065 

128. Herr, K., & Anderson, G. (2005). The action research dissertation: A guide for 
students and faculty. Sage Publications, Inc. 

 218

http://dl.acm.org/author_page.cfm?id=81100232108&coll=DL&dl=ACM&trk=0&cfid=330322728&cftoken=71486319
http://chi2013.acm.org/
https://doi.org/10.1145/1993060.1993065


129. Per-Anders Hillgren, Anna Seravalli & Anders Emilson (2011) Prototyping and 
infrastructuring in design for social innovation, CoDesign, 7:3-4, 169-183, DOI: 
10.1080/15710882.2011.630474  

130. Hirsch, T. 2009. Learning from activists: lessons for designers. interactions 16, 3 
(2009). 

131. Hirsch, T., 2010. Water Wars: Designing a Civic Game about Water Scarcity. In 
DIS '10: Proceedings of the conference on Designing interactive systems. New 
York, New York, USA: ACM, pp. 340–349. 

132. Hurford, M. 2016. “Zahra Ala: Getting Atlanta’s Black Community on Bikes.” In 
Bicycling Magazine. Retrieved from https://www.bicycling.com/news/a20043813/
zarha-ala-getting-atlantas-black-community-on-bikes/ 

133. Liesbeth Huybrechts, Henric Benesch & Jon Geib (2017) Institutioning: 
Participatory Design, Co-Design and the public realm, CoDesign, 13:3, 148-159, 
DOI: 10.1080/15710882.2017.1355006  

134. INCITE! Women of Color Against Violence. 2007. The Revolution Will Not Be 
Funded: Beyond the Non-Profit Industrial Complex.  Cambridge, MA:  South End 
Press. 

135. INCITE! Women of Color Against Violence. 2005. Gender Violence and the 
Prison Industrial Complex: Interpersonal and State Violence against Women of 
Color. In Domestic Violence at the Margins: Readings in Race, Class, and Gender, 
Piscataway, NJ: Rutgers University, 102-114. 

136. Walidah Imarisha, Alexis Gumbs, Leah Lakshmi Piepzna-Samarasinha, adrienne 
maree brown, Mia Mingus. 2017. The Fictions and Futures of Transformative 

 219

https://doi.org/10.1080/15710882.2011.630474
https://www.bicycling.com/news/a20043813/zarha-ala-getting-atlantas-black-community-on-bikes/
https://www.bicycling.com/news/a20043813/zarha-ala-getting-atlantas-black-community-on-bikes/


Justice. In The New Inquiry. https://thenewinquiry.com/the-fictions-and-futures-
of-transformative-justice/  

137. Indigenous Action Center. 2014. Accomplices Not Allies: Abolishing the Ally 
Industrial Complex. 

138. Institute for Anarchist Studies. Anarcha-Feminisms. Perspectives on Anarchist 
Theory, no 29, 2016.   

139. Lilly Irani. 2018. Design Thinking: Defending Silicon Valley at the Apex of 
Global Labor Hierarchies Catalyst: Feminism, Theory, Technoscience, 4(1), 1-19. 
https://catalystjournal.org/index.php/catalyst/article/view/29638 

140. Lilly Irani, Janet Vertesi, Paul Dourish, Kavita Philip, and Rebecca E. Grinter. 
2010. Postcolonial computing: a lens on design and development. In Proceedings 
of the SIGCHI Conference on Human Factors in Computing Systems (CHI '10). 
ACM, New York, NY, USA, 1311-1320.  

141. Nikki Jackson. 2016. “SNaPCo: The Most Dangerous Thing Out Here is the 
Police.” Wussy Mag. Retrieved from https://www.wussymag.com/all/2016/4/27/
snapco-the-most-dangerous-thing-out-here-is-the-police 

142. Joy James and Edmund T. Gordon. 2013. Activist Scholars or Radical Subjects? 
In Seeking the Beloved Community: A Feminist Race Reader, ed. Joy James, 
SUNY Press, 215-221.  

143. Ian G. Johnson, Alistair MacDonald, Jo Briggs, Jennifer Manuel, Karen Salt, 
Emma Flynn, and John Vines. 2017. Community Conversational: Supporting and 
Capturing Deliberative Talk in Local Consultation Processes. In Proceedings of 
the 2017 CHI Conference on Human Factors in Computing Systems (CHI '17). 
A C M , N e w Yo r k , N Y, U S A , 2 3 2 0 - 2 3 3 3 . D O I : h t t p s : / / d o i -
org.prx.library.gatech.edu/10.1145/3025453.3025559 

 220

https://www.wussymag.com/all/2016/4/27/snapco-the-most-dangerous-thing-out-here-is-the-police
https://www.wussymag.com/all/2016/4/27/snapco-the-most-dangerous-thing-out-here-is-the-police


144. Andrew J. Jolivétte. 2015. Research Justice: Radical love as a strategy for social 
transformation. In Research Justice: Methodologies for Social Change, 5-12. 
University of Chicago Press.  

145. Gopinaath Kannabiran. 2014. Ecofeminism and sustainable HCI. In Proceedings 
of the 2014 companion publication on Designing interactive systems (DIS 
Companion '14). ACM, New York, NY, USA, 185-190. DOI: https://doi.org/
10.1145/2598784.2598795 

146. Gopinaath Kannabiran, Jeffrey Bardzell, and Shaowen Bardzell. 2011. How HCI 
talks about sexuality: discursive strategies, blind spots, and opportunities for 
future research. In Proceedings of the SIGCHI Conference on Human Factors in 
Computing Systems (CHI '11). ACM, New York, NY, USA, 695-704. DOI: 
https://doi.org/10.1145/1978942.1979043  

147. Kauffman, L.A. Direct Action: Protest and the Reinvention of American 
Radicalism. 2017. Verso Press.  

148. Larry Keating. 2010. Atlanta: Race, class and urban expansion. Temple 
University Press. 

149. Keeanaga-Yamahtta, Taylor. How We Get Free: Black Feminism and the 
Combahee River Collective. Haymarket Books: 2017.  

150. Os Keyes, Josephine Hoy, and Margaret Drouhard. 2019. Human-Computer 
Insurrection: Notes on an Anarchist HCI. In CHI Conference on Human Factors 
in Computing Systems Proceedings (CHI 2019), May 4–9, 2019, Glasgow, 
Scotland, UK.ACM, New York, NY,USA, 13 pages. https://doi.org/
10.1145/3290605.3300569 

151. Mimi E. Kim. 2011-2012. Moving Beyond Critique: Creative Interventions and 
Reconstructions of Community Accountability. In Social Justice, 37, 4; 14-35. 

152. Rob Kling. 1978. Automated Information Systems as Social Resources in Policy 
Making. In ACM ’78: Proceedings of the 1978 annual conference, 666–674. 

 221



h t t p s : / / d o i . o r g / h t t p : / /
doi.acm.org.www.library.gatech.edu:2048/10.1145/800178.810109 

153. Matthias Korn and Amy Voida. 2015. Creating friction: infrastructuring civic 
engagement in everyday life. In Proceedings of The Fifth Decennial Aarhus 
Conference on Critical Alternatives, 145–156. 

154. Peggy Kornegger. 2012. “Anarchism: The Feminist Connection.” Quiet Rumours: 
An Anarcha-feminist Reader. Third edition, AK Press/Dark Star.  

155. Travis Kriplean, Jonathan Morgan, Deen Freelon, Alan Borning, and Lance 
Bennett. 2012. Supporting reflective public thought with considerit. 
In Proceedings of the ACM 2012 conference on Computer Supported Cooperative 
Work (CSCW '12). ACM, New York, NY, USA, 265-274. DOI: https://doi-
org.prx.library.gatech.edu/10.1145/2145204.2145249 

156. Kropotkin, Peter. 2014. Direct Struggle Against Capital: A Peter Kropotkin 
Anthology. Ed. Iain McKey. AK Press.  

157. Kushner, R. 2019. “Is Prison Necessary? Ruth Wilson Gilmore Might Change 
Your Mind.” In The New York Times Magazine. Retrieved from https://
www.nytimes.com/2019/04/17/magazine/prison-abolition-ruth-wilson-
gilmore.html?smid=nytcore-ios-share 

158. Kuznetsov, S. and Paulos, E. Participatory sensing in public spaces: activating 
urban surfaces with sensor probes. Proc. DIS,  ACM  Request Permissions (2010). 

159. Kuznetsov, S., Odom, W., Moulder, V., DiSalvo, C., Hirsch, T., Wakkary, R. and 
Paulos, E. HCI, politics and the city: engaging with urban grassroots movements 
for reflection and action. In CHI ’11: Extended Abstracts on Human Factors in 
Computing Systems. ACM, (2011), 2409-2412. 

 222

https://doi.org/http://doi.acm.org.www.library.gatech.edu:2048/10.1145/800178.810109
https://doi.org/http://doi.acm.org.www.library.gatech.edu:2048/10.1145/800178.810109
https://doi-org.prx.library.gatech.edu/10.1145/2145204.2145249
https://doi-org.prx.library.gatech.edu/10.1145/2145204.2145249
https://www.nytimes.com/2019/04/17/magazine/prison-abolition-ruth-wilson-gilmore.html?smid=nytcore-ios-share
https://www.nytimes.com/2019/04/17/magazine/prison-abolition-ruth-wilson-gilmore.html?smid=nytcore-ios-share
https://www.nytimes.com/2019/04/17/magazine/prison-abolition-ruth-wilson-gilmore.html?smid=nytcore-ios-share


160. Lynette Kvasny. 2006. Let the sisters speak: understanding information 
technology from the standpoint of the 'other'. SIGMIS Database 37, 4 (November 
2006), 13-25.  

161. Kvasny, L. and Keil, M. The Challenges of Redressing the Digital Divide: A Tale 
of Two Us Cities. Information Systems Journal 16, 1 (2006), 23–53. 

162. Frank N. Laird. 1993. Participatory Analysis, Democracy, and Technological 
Decision Making. Science, Technology & Human Values 18, 3: 341–361. 

163. Hilary Lazar. 2016. Until All Are Free: Black Feminism, Anarchism, and 
Interlocking Oppression. In Perspectives on Anarchist Theory, no. 30. Retrieved 
from https://anarchiststudies.org/until-all-are-free-black-feminism-anarchism-and-
interlocking-oppression-by-hillary-lazar/ 

164. Christopher A. Le Dantec. 2016. Designing Publics. MIT Press.  

165. Christopher A. Le Dantec, Erika Shehan Poole, and Susan P. Wyche. 2009. Values 
as lived experience: evolving value sensitive design in support of value discovery. 
In Proceedings of the SIGCHI Conference on Human Factors in Computing 
Systems (CHI '09). ACM, New York, NY, USA, 1141-1150. DOI: https://doi-
org.prx.library.gatech.edu/10.1145/1518701.1518875 

166. Christopher A. Le Dantec and W. Keith Edwards. 2008. The view from the 
trenches: organization, power, and technology at two nonprofit homeless outreach 
centers. In Proceedings of the 2008 ACM conference on Computer supported 
cooperative work (CSCW '08). ACM, New York, NY, USA, 589-598. DOI=http://
dx.doi.org/10.1145/1460563.1460656 

 223

https://anarchiststudies.org/until-all-are-free-black-feminism-anarchism-and-interlocking-oppression-by-hillary-lazar/
https://anarchiststudies.org/until-all-are-free-black-feminism-anarchism-and-interlocking-oppression-by-hillary-lazar/


167. Le Dantec, C.A. and Edwards, W.K. Across Boundaries of Influence and 
Accountability: The Multiple Scales of Public Sector Information Systems. Proc. 
CHI. ACM, (2010), 113–122. 

168. Christopher A. Le Dantec and W. Keith Edwards. 2008. Designs on dignity: 
perceptions of technology among the homeless. In Proceedings of the SIGCHI 
Conference on Human Factors in Computing Systems (CHI '08). ACM, New 
York, NY, USA, 627-636. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1145/1357054.1357155 

169. Christopher A. Le Dantec and Sarah Fox. 2015. Strangers at the Gate: Gaining 
Access, Building Rapport, and Co-Constructing Community-Based Research. In 
Proceedings of the 18th ACM Conference on Computer Supported Cooperative 
Work & Social Computing (CSCW '15). ACM, New York, NY, USA, 1348-1358. 
DOI: https://doi.org/10.1145/2675133.2675147  

170. Le Dantec, C.A., 2012. Participation and Publics: Supporting Community 
Engagement. In CHI '12: Proceedings of the SIGCHI Conference on Human 
Factors in Computing Systems. New York, New York, USA: ACM, pp. 1351–
1360. 

171. Le Dantec, C.A. & DiSalvo, C.F., 2013. Infrastructuring and the Formation of 
Publics in Participatory Design. Social Studies of Science, 43(2), pp. 241–264. 

172. Le Dantec, C.A. et al., 2015. Planning with Crowdsourced Data: Rhetoric and 
Representation in Transportation Planning. In CSCW '15: Proceedings of the 18th 
ACM Conference on Computer Supported Cooperative Work & Social 
Computing. New York, New York, USA: ACM, pp. 1717–1727. 

173. Le Dantec, C.A., Appleton, C., Asad, M., Rosenberger, R., and Watkins, K. 
Advocating through Data: Community Visibilities in Crowdsourced Cycling Data. 
In Bicycle Justice and Urban Transformation: Biking for All? eds. Golub, A., 
Hoffmann, M.L., Lugo, A.E., and Sandoval, G.F. 2016: Taylor and Francis.   

 224



174. Le Guin, U.K. The Dispossessed. 1974. Harper & Row.  

175. Liboiron, M. (2016). “Care and Solidarity Are Conditions for Interventionist 
Research.” In Engaging Science, Technology, Society, (2): 67-72. Retrieved from 
https://doi.org/10.17351/ests2016.85  

176. Lievrouw, L. Oppositional and Activist New Media: Remediation, 
Reconfiguration, Participation. In PDC ’06: Proceedings of the ninth Participatory 
Design Conference 2006. ACM, (2006), 115-124.  

177. Lincoln, Yvonna S., and Elsa M. González y González. “The Search for Emerging 
Decolonizing Methodologies in Qualitative Research: Further Strategies for 
Liberatory and Democratic Inquiry.” Qualitative Inquiry 14, no. 5 (2008): 784–
805. 

178. Adonia E. Lugo. 2018. Bicycle/Race: Transportation, Culture, & Resistance. 
Portland: Microcosm Publishing.  

179. Lundström, M. 2018. Anarchist Critique of Radical Democracy: The Impossible 
Argument. Cham: Palgrave Macmillan.  

180. Macías, M. “Diversion Eligibility Data Walk.” Eligibility report for Prearrest 
Diversion Initiative. Retrieved from https://web.archive.org/web/
20180413011903/http://rjactioncenter.org/sites/default/files/files/PAD-
DataWalk.pdf  

181. Manissa M. Maharawal & Erin McElroy (2017): The Anti-Eviction Mapping 
Project: Counter Mapping and Oral History toward Bay Area Housing Justice, 
A n n a l s o f t h e A m e r i c a n A s s o c i a t i o n o f G e o g r a p h e r s , D O I : 
10.1080/24694452.2017.1365583 

 225

https://doi.org/10.17351/ests2016.85
http://citeseerx.ist.psu.edu/viewdoc/download?doi=10.1.1.523.8576&rep=rep1&type=pdf
http://citeseerx.ist.psu.edu/viewdoc/download?doi=10.1.1.523.8576&rep=rep1&type=pdf
http://citeseerx.ist.psu.edu/viewdoc/download?doi=10.1.1.523.8576&rep=rep1&type=pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20180413011903/http://rjactioncenter.org/sites/default/files/files/PAD-DataWalk.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20180413011903/http://rjactioncenter.org/sites/default/files/files/PAD-DataWalk.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20180413011903/http://rjactioncenter.org/sites/default/files/files/PAD-DataWalk.pdf


182. Martin, L. (2015) “Ethnography as a Research Justice Strategy.” In Research 
Justice: Methodologies for Social Change, ed. Andrew J. Jolivétte. 33-41. 

183. Michael Massimi, Jill P. Dimond, and Christopher A. Le Dantec. 2012. Finding a 
new normal: the role of technology in life disruptions. In Proceedings of the ACM 
2012 conference on Computer Supported Cooperative Work (CSCW '12). ACM, 
New York, NY, USA, 719-728. DOI: https://doi-org.prx.library.gatech.edu/
10.1145/2145204.2145314 

184. “MAXIMUM SOCIAL IMPACT, MINIMUM LINES OF CODE: Software 
Development as Direct Act ion.” 2015. Retr ieved from ht tps: / /
unquietpirate.wordpress.com/2015/07/25/maximum-social-impact-minimum-
lines-of-code-software-development-as-direct-action%e2%80%a8/ 

185. McPhail, B., Costantino, T., Bruckmann, D., Barclay, R. and Clement, A. Caveat 
Exemplar: Participatory Design in a Non-Profit Volunteer Organisation. Proc. 
CSCW. ACM, (1998), 223–241. 

186. Erin McElroy (2019): Data, dispossession, and Facebook: techno-imperialism and 
t o p o n y m y i n g e n t r i f y i n g S a n F r a n c i s c o , U r b a n G e o g r a p h y, 
DOI:10.1080/02723638.2019.1591143 

187. Merkel, C., Farooq, U., Xiao, L., Ganoe, C., Rosson, M.B. and Carroll, J.M. 
Managing Technology Use and Learning in Nonprofit Community Organizations: 
Methodological Challenges and Opportunities. Proc. CHIMIT. ACM, (2007), 
Article No. 8. 

188. Mouffe, C. The Democratic Paradox. Verso, London, UK, 2005. 

189. Mouffe, C. 2000. Deliberative Democracy or Agonistic Pluralism. Institute for 
Advanced Studies. Retrieved from https://www.ihs.ac.at/publications/pol/
pw_72.pdf 

 226

https://doi-org.prx.library.gatech.edu/10.1145/2145204.2145314
https://doi-org.prx.library.gatech.edu/10.1145/2145204.2145314
https://unquietpirate.wordpress.com/2015/07/25/maximum-social-impact-minimum-lines-of-code-software-development-as-direct-action%25e2%2580%25a8/
https://unquietpirate.wordpress.com/2015/07/25/maximum-social-impact-minimum-lines-of-code-software-development-as-direct-action%25e2%2580%25a8/
https://unquietpirate.wordpress.com/2015/07/25/maximum-social-impact-minimum-lines-of-code-software-development-as-direct-action%25e2%2580%25a8/
https://www.ihs.ac.at/publications/pol/pw_72.pdf
https://www.ihs.ac.at/publications/pol/pw_72.pdf


190. McCullough, S.R., Lugo, A., and Stokkum, R. Making Bicycling Equitable: 
Lessons from Sociocultural Research. 2019. In Institute of Transportation Studies, 
UC Davis.  

191. McKenzie, H. Cory Booker calls for tech-empowered open democracy. 2013. 
http://pando.com/2013/03/10/cory-booker-calls-for-tech-empowered-open-
democracy/ 

192. McClelland, A. and Dodd, Z. 2016. “Thoughts on an anarchist response to 
Hepatitis C & HIV.” From Institute for Anarchist Studies. Retrieved from https://
drive.google.com/file/d/1IMwhXBKOBv_h58_-PG2jH0pdrNT0bWPz/view.  

193. Meng, A., & DiSalvo, C. (2018). Grassroots resource mobilization through 
c o u n t e r - d a t a a c t i o n . B i g D a t a & S o c i e t y . h t t p s : / / d o i . o r g /
10.1177/2053951718796862 

194. Cecelia B. Merkel, Lu Xiao, Umer Farooq, Craig H. Ganoe, Roderick Lee, John 
M. Carroll, and Mary Beth Rosson. 2004. Participatory design in community 
computing contexts: tales from the field. In Proceedings of the eighth conference 
on Participatory design: Artful integration: interweaving media, materials and 
practices - Volume 1 (PDC 04), Vol. 1. ACM, New York, NY, USA, 1-10. 
DOI=http://dx.doi.org/10.1145/1011870.1011872  

195. Meyer, Robinson. 2016. Twitter’s Famous Racist Problem. From The Atlantic. 
Retrieved from https://www.theatlantic.com/technology/archive/2016/07/twitter-
swings-the-mighty-ban-hammer/492209/ 

196. Miles, M.B. and Huberman, A.M. Qualitative Data Analysis: An Expanded 
Sourcebook. Sage, 1994. 

 227

http://pando.com/2013/03/10/cory-booker-calls-for-tech-empowered-open-democracy/
http://pando.com/2013/03/10/cory-booker-calls-for-tech-empowered-open-democracy/
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1IMwhXBKOBv_h58_-PG2jH0pdrNT0bWPz/view
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1IMwhXBKOBv_h58_-PG2jH0pdrNT0bWPz/view
https://www.theatlantic.com/technology/archive/2016/07/twitter-swings-the-mighty-ban-hammer/492209/
https://www.theatlantic.com/technology/archive/2016/07/twitter-swings-the-mighty-ban-hammer/492209/


197. Cindy Milstein. 2010. Anarchism and Its Aspirations. AK Press: Oakland.  

198. Cindy Milstein. 2015. Taking Sides: Revolutionary Solidarity and the Poverty of 
Liberalism. AK Press: 2015.  

199. Mia Mingus. Transformative justice: a brief description. From https://
transformharm.org/transformative-justice-a-brief-description/  

200. Laura Nader. 1972. Up the anthropologist: perspectives gained by studying up. In 
Reinventing Anthropology. New York: Pantheon Books.   

201. Biren (Ratnesh) A. Nagda, Patricia Gurin, and Gretchen E. Lopez. 2003. 
Transformative Pedagogy for Democracy and Social Justice. From Race Ethnicity 
a n d E d u c a t i o n , Vo l . 6 : 2 . Ta y l o r a n d F r a n c i s Ly d . D O I : 
10.1080/1361332032000076463 

202. Nam, T. and Pardo, T.A. Smart City As Urban Innovation: Focusing on 
Management, Policy, and Context. Proc. Theory and Practice of E-Governance, 
ACM (2011), 185–194. 

203. Nam, T. and Pardo, T.A. Conceptualizing Smart City with Dimensions of 
Technology, People, and Institutions. Proc. Dig. Gov., ACM (2011), 282–291. 

204. Nam, T. and Pardo, T.A. Transforming City Government: A Case Study of 
Philly311. Proceedings of the 6th International Conference on Theory and 
Practice of Electronic Governance, ACM (2012), 310–319. 

205. National Association of City Transportation Officials. Urban Bikeway Design 
Guide, Second Edition. National Assoc of City Trans Officials, 2012. 

 228

https://transformharm.org/transformative-justice-a-brief-description/
https://transformharm.org/transformative-justice-a-brief-description/


206. Neiwert, David. 2018. Freedom to Bash Heads. From The Baffler. Retrieved from 
https://thebaffler.com/latest/freedom-to-bash-heads-niewert 

207. Noble, Safiya Umoja. Algorithms of Oppression: How Search Engines Reinforce 
Racism. 2018. NYU Press.  

208. Julia Chinyere Oparah, Fatimah Salahuddin, Ronnesha Cato, Linda Jones, Talita 
Oseguera, and Shanelle Matthews. 2015. By us, not for us: Black women 
researching pregnancy and childbirth. In Research Justice: Methodologies for 
Social Change, 117-138. University of Chicago Press. 

209. Paget-Seekins, L., 2013. Atlanta: Scarity and Abundance. In Institute for Mobility 
Research, ed. Megacity Mobility Culture: How Cities Move on in a Diverse 
World. Springer-Verlag, pp. 149–160. 

210. Philly Stands Up! A stand up start-up: confronting sexual assault with 
transformative justice. Via Prison Culture: http://www.usprisonculture.com/blog/
wp-content/uploads/2012/03/a-stand-up-start-up.pdf 

211. Polletta, Francesca. Freedom is an Endless Meeting: Democracy in American 
Social Movements. University of Chicago: 2004.  

212. Porcu, Pierleone. 1993. “Revolutionary Solidarity.” In Anarchismo, n. 72. 
Retrieved from https://www.sproutdistro.com/catalog/zines/theory/revolutionary-
solidarity/ 

213. Powell, Neesha. 3 Ways to Decolonize your Nonprofit as told by a Black Queer 
Feminist Organizer. In Everyday Feminism, 2018: https://everydayfeminism.com/
2018/05/decolonizing-nonprofits/ 

 229

https://thebaffler.com/latest/freedom-to-bash-heads-niewert
http://www.usprisonculture.com/blog/wp-content/uploads/2012/03/a-stand-up-start-up.pdf
http://www.usprisonculture.com/blog/wp-content/uploads/2012/03/a-stand-up-start-up.pdf
https://www.sproutdistro.com/catalog/zines/theory/revolutionary-solidarity/
https://www.sproutdistro.com/catalog/zines/theory/revolutionary-solidarity/
https://everydayfeminism.com/2018/05/decolonizing-nonprofits/
https://everydayfeminism.com/2018/05/decolonizing-nonprofits/


214. Powell-Twagirumuzika, Neesha. 2019. “Can transformative justice hold abusers 
like R. Kelly accountable?” From Racebaitr. Retrieved from https://racebaitr.com/
2019/04/04/can-transformative-justice-hold-abusers-like-r-kelly-accountable/ 

215. Powell, Denechia. 2018. “Community Organizations Can Break Your Heart. 
How’s How We Can Change This.” From Rainier Valley Corps. Retrieved from 
https://rainiervalleycorps.org/2018/06/community-organizations-can-break-your-
heart-heres-how-we-can-change-this/ 

216. President's Council of Advisors on Science and Technology, 2010. Designing a 
Digital Future: Federally Funded Research and Development in Networking and 
Information Technology. 

217. Priedhorsky, R., Masli, M., and Terveen, L. Eliciting and focusing geographic 
volunteer work. Proc. CSCW,  ACM  Request Permissions (2010), 61–70. 

218. Project Nia. 2013. Transformative Justice: A Curriculum Guide. Eds. Mariame 
K a b a , M i c a h B a z a n t , B i l l y D e e , A n n R u s s o . F r o m h t t p s : / /
niastories.files.wordpress.com/2013/08/tjcurriculum_design_small-finalrev.pdf  

219. Luiza Prado de O. Martins and Pedro J. S. Vieira de Oliveira. 2016. Breaking the 
cycle of Macondo: design and decolonial futures. XRDS 22, 4 (June 2016), 28-32. 
DOI: https://doi.org/10.1145/2930880 

220. Pedro J.S. Vieira de Oliveira and Luiza Prado de O. Martins. 2016. Decolonizing 
Ecologies of Time: Towards Speculative and Critical Design Practice in Latin 
America. Journal of the New Media Caucus, Vol. 12 No. 1. Retrieved from http://
median.newmediacaucus.org/mestizo-technology-art-design-and-technoscience-
in-latin-america/decolonizing-ecologies-of-time-towards-speculative-and-critical-
design-practice-in-latin-america/ 

221. Patrick Olivier and Peter C Wright. 2015. Digital Civics: Taking a Local Turn. 
interactions 22, 4: 61–63. 

 230

https://racebaitr.com/2019/04/04/can-transformative-justice-hold-abusers-like-r-kelly-accountable/
https://racebaitr.com/2019/04/04/can-transformative-justice-hold-abusers-like-r-kelly-accountable/


222. Ratto, M. Critical Making: Conceptual and Material Studies in Technology and 
Social Life. In The Information Society: An International Journal, 27-4 (July 
2011), 252-260.  

223. Rawls, John. 1996. Political Liberalism. New York: Columbia University Press.  

224. Toni Robertson and Jesper Simonsen. Participatory design: an introduction. In J. 
Simonsen and T. Robertson, eds., Routledge International Handbook of 
Participatory Design. Routledge, New York, 2013, 1-18. 

225. Dylan Rodríguez. 2019. “Abolition as Praxis of Human Being: A Foreword.” In 
Harvard Law Review , vol. 132, no. 6. Retrieved from https:/ /
harvardlawreview.org/2019/04/abolition-as-praxis-of-human-being-a-foreword/ 

226. Yv o n n e R o g e r s . 2 0 1 2 . H C I T h e o r y : C l a s s i c a l , M o d e r n , a n d 
Contemporary. Synthesis Lectures on Human-Centered Informatics 5, 2(2012), 1–
129. Retrieved from https://doi-org.prx.library.gatech.edu/10.2200/
S00418ED1V01Y201205HCI014  

227. J. Rogue and Abbey Volcano. 2012. “Insurrection at the intersections: feminism, 
intersectionality, and anarchism.” Quiet Rumours: An Anarcha-feminist Reader. 
Third edition, AK Press/Dark Star.  

228. Saeed, S., Rodhe, M. and Wulf, V. Communicating in a transnational network of 
social activists: the crucial importance of mailing list usage. In CRIWG ’11: 
Proceedings of the 17th international conference on Collaboration and technology. 
(2011), 81-88.  

229. Sanders, E. and Stappers, P. Co-creation and the new landscapes of design. In 
CoDesign: International Journal of CoCreation in Design and the Arts. 4-1 (Jun. 
2008), 5-18.  

 231

https://harvardlawreview.org/2019/04/abolition-as-praxis-of-human-being-a-foreword/
https://harvardlawreview.org/2019/04/abolition-as-praxis-of-human-being-a-foreword/
https://doi-org.prx.library.gatech.edu/10.2200/S00418ED1V01Y201205HCI014
https://doi-org.prx.library.gatech.edu/10.2200/S00418ED1V01Y201205HCI014


230. Sandoval, C. 2000. Methodology of the Oppressed. London: University of 
Minnesota Press. 

231. Christine Satchell. 2009. From Social Butterfly to Urban Citizen: The Evolution 
of Mobile Phone Practice. In Handbook of Research on Urban Informatics. 
Information Science Reference, New York, 353–365. 

232. Saward, M. Less than meets the eye: democratic legitimacy and deliberative 
theory. Democratic Innovation. M. Saward, ed. Routledge, 2000, 66-77. 

233. Schoemann, Sarah and Asad, M. Design for the Margins: Creating an Inclusive 
Space at the Different Games Conference. In Diversifying Barbie and Mortal 
Kombat. 2017.  

234. Shilton, K. Participatory Sensing: Building Empowering Surveillance. 
Surveillance & Society 8, 2 (2010), 131–150. 

235. Simon, H. 1986. The Sciences of the Artificial. Cambridge: The MIT Press.  

236. Singer, R. and Vannucci, D. 2009. Come Hell or High Water: A Handbook on 
Collective Process Gone Awry. AK Press.  

237. Smith, L.T. (2015) “Decolonizing Toward a critical Indigenous Research Justice 
Praxis.” In Research Justice: Methodologies for Social Change, ed. Andrew J. 
Jolivétte. 205-210. 

 232



238. Jonathan M. Smucker. 2014. Can Prefigurative Politics Replace Political 
Strategy? In Berkeley Journal of Sociology. Vol. 58. http://berkeleyjournal.org/
2014/10/can-prefigurative-politics-replace-political-strategy/ 

239. Snellen, I., 2001. ICTs, bureaucracies, and the future of democracy. 
Communications of the ACM, 44(1), pp. 45–48. 

240. Stalder, F. 2013. Digital Solidarity. Lüneburg: PML Books.   

241. Kate Starbird and Leysia Palen. "Voluntweeters": Self-Organizing by Digital 
Volunteers in Times of Crisis. In Proceedings of the SIGCHI Conference on 
Human Factors in Computing Systems (CHI '11). ACM, New York, NY, USA, 
1071-1080. http://doi.acm.org/10.1145/1978942.1979102 

242. Rosemary Steup, Arvind Santhanam, Marisa Logan, Lynn Dombrowski, and 
Norman Makoto Su. 2018. Growing Tiny Publics: Small Farmers' Social 
Movement Strategies. Proc. ACM Hum.-Comput. Interact. 2, CSCW, Article 165 
(November 2018), 24 pages. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1145/3274434 

243. Marc Stickdorn and Jakob Schneider. 2012. This is Service Design Thinking: 
Basics, Tools, Cases.  

244. Larry Stillman. 2013. Participatory action research & inclusive information and 
knowledge management for empowerment. In Proceedings of the Sixth 
International Conference on Information and Communications Technologies and 
Development: Notes - Volume 2 (ICTD '13), Vol. 2. ACM, New York, NY, USA, 
163-166. DOI=http://dx.doi.org/10.1145/2517899.2517903  

245. Stoecker, R. 2005. Research Methods for Community Change: A Project-Based 
Approach. Thousand Oaks: Sage Publications, Inc. 

 233

https://doi.org/10.1145/3274434


246. Jennifer Stoll, W. Keith Edwards, and Kirsten A. Foot. 2012. Between us and 
them: building connectedness within civic networks. In Proceedings of the ACM 
2012 conference on Computer Supported Cooperative Work (CSCW '12). ACM, 
New York, NY, USA, 237-240. http://dx.doi.org/10.1145/2145204.2145240  

247. Strauss, A. and Corbin, J. Basics of Qualitative Research: Techniques and 
Procedures for Developing Grounded Theory. Sage, 1998. 

248. Angelika Strohmayer, Mary Laing, and Rob Comber. 2017. Technologies and 
Social Justice Outcomes in Sex Work Charities: Fighting Stigma, Saving Lives. In 
Proceedings of the 2017 CHI Conference on Human Factors in Computing 
Systems (CHI '17). ACM, New York, NY, USA, 3352-3364. DOI: https://doi.org/
10.1145/3025453.3025615  

249. Lucy Suchman. 2002. Located accountabilities in technology production. Scand. 
J. Inf. Syst. 14, 2 (September 2002), 91-105. 

250. Suchman, L., 1997. Do Categories Have Politics? The Language/Action 
Perspective Reconsidered. In Human Values and the Design of Computer 
Technology.  

251. Suchman, L. (2011). Anthropological Relocations and the Limits of Design. 
A n n u a l R e v i e w o f A n t h ro p o l o g y, 4 0 ( 1 ) , 1 - 1 8 . d o i : 1 0 . 11 4 6 /
annurev.anthro.041608.105640 

252. Suchman, Lucy. 2018. "Design." Theorizing the Contemporary, Fieldsights, 
March 29. https://culanth.org/fieldsights/design 

253. Transformative Justice Law Project of Illinois. “Consensus Models & 
Transformative Justice: Making Decisions at TJLP.” From “Educational 
Resources,” Transformative Justice Law Project of Illinois website, Chicago. 
http://tjlp.org/services/online-resources/  

 234

http://tjlp.org/services/online-resources/


254. Tritter, J.Q. and McCallum, A. 2006. “The snakes and ladders of user 
involvement: moving beyond Arnstein.” In Health Policy, 76, 2, 156-168. DOI: 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.healthpol.2005.05.008 

255. Tuck, E., & Yang, K. W. (2014). Unbecoming Claims: Pedagogies of Refusal in 
Qualitative Research. Qualitative Inquiry, 20(6), 811–818. https://doi.org/
10.1177/1077800414530265 

256. Turner, F. From Counterculture to Cyberculture: Stewart Brand, the Whole Earth 
Network, and the Rise of Digital Utopianism. University Of Chicago Press, 
Chicago, IL, 2006. 

257. Kim Tran. 2018. Transformative Justice, Explained. From Teen Vogue. https://
www.teenvogue.com/story/transformative-justice-explained  

258. Jonathan Quetzal Tritter and Alison McCallum. The snakes and ladders of user 
involvement: Moving beyond Arnstein. Health Policy 76, 2: 156–168. https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.healthpol.2005.05.008 

259. Tufekci, Zeynep. Twitter and Tear Gas: Power and Fragility of Networked 
Protest. 2018. Yale University Press. 

260. Unknown. What about the rapists? Anarchist approaches to crime and justice. 
2015. Dysophia.  

261. Vannucci, D. and Singer, R. Come Hell or High Water: A Handbook on Collective 
Process Gone Awry. AK Press: 2010.  

 235

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.healthpol.2005.05.008
https://doi.org/10.1177/1077800414530265
https://doi.org/10.1177/1077800414530265
https://www.teenvogue.com/story/transformative-justice-explained
https://www.teenvogue.com/story/transformative-justice-explained
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.healthpol.2005.05.008
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.healthpol.2005.05.008


262. van Dijk, J., 2000. Models of Democracy and Concepts of Communication. In K. 
L. Hacker & J. van Dijk, eds. Digital Democracy: Issues of Theory and Practice. 
Digital Democracy. SAGE Publications Ltd, pp. 30–53. 

263. Varda, A. Black Panthers. 1968. Criterion Collection. Documentary.   

264. Nitya Verma and Lynn Dombrowski. 2018. Confronting Social Criticisms: 
Challenges when Adopting Data-Driven Policing Strategies. In Proceedings of the 
2018 CHI Conference on Human Factors in Computing Systems (CHI '18). ACM, 
New York, NY, USA, Paper 469, 13 pages. DOI: https://doi.org/
10.1145/3173574.3174043  

265. Vines, J., Clarke, R., Wright, P., McCarthy, J. and Olivier, P. Configuring 
participation: on how we involve people in design. In CHI ’13: Proceedings of the 
SIGCHI Conference on Human Factors in Computing Systems. ACM (2013), 
429-438. 

266. Vasillis Vlachokyriakos, Clara Crivellaro, Pete Wright, Evika Karamagioli, Eleni-
Revekka Staiou, Dimitris Gouscos, Rowan Thorpe, Antonio Krüger, Johannes 
Schöning, Matt Jones, Shaun Lawson, and Patrick Olivier. 2017. HCI, Solidarity 
Movements and the Solidarity Economy. In Proceedings of the 2017 CHI 
Conference on Human Factors in Computing Systems (CHI '17). ACM, New 
York, NY, USA, 3126-3137. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1145/3025453.3025490 

267. Amy Voida, Lynn Dombrowski, Gillian R. Hayes, and Melissa Mazmanian. 2014. 
Shared values/conflicting logics: working around e-government systems. In CHI 
’14: Proceedings of the 32nd annual ACM conference on Human factors in 
computing systems, 3583–3592. 

268. Voida, A. Shapeshifters in the voluntary sector: exploring the human-centered-
computing challenges of nonprofit organizations. interactions. 18, 6 (2011), 27–
31.  

 236



269. Voida, A., Harmon, E. and Al-Ani, B. Bridging between organizations and the 
public: volunteer coordinators’ uneasy relationship with social computing. In 
Proceedings of the SIGCHI Conference on Human Factors in Computing 
Systems. ACM, (2012), 1967-1976.  

270. Voida, A., Harmon, E. and Al-Ani, B. Homebrew Databases: Complexities of 
Everyday Information Management in Nonprofit Organizations. In CHI '11: 
Proceedings of the 29th international conference on Human factors in computing 
systems. ACM, (2011), 915-924.  

271. Dhaval Vyas and Tawanna Dillahunt. 2017. Everyday Resilience: Supporting 
Resilient Strategies among Low Socioeconomic Status Communities. Proc. ACM 
Hum.-Comput. Interact. 1, CSCW, Article 105 (December 2017), 21 pages. DOI: 
https://doi.org/10.1145/3134740  

272. Wang, Jackie. Carceral Capitalism. 2018. MIT Press. 

273. Wright E.O. (1987) Inequality. In The New Palgrave Dictionary of Economics. 
Palgrave Macmillan, London. 

274. Wright, E.O. 2010. “Real Utopias II: Social Empowerment and the Economy.” In 
Envisioning Real Utopias. London: Verso Books. Retrieved from https://
www.ssc.wisc.edu/~wright/Published%20writing/UtopiasCh7.pdf 

275. Wright, E.O. 2016. “Real Utopias and the Dilemmas of Institutional 
Transformation.” From Justice, Power, and Resistance, Foundation volume, 
33-52. Retrieved from http://www.egpress.org/content/foundation-volume-2016-
justice-power-and-resistance 

 237

https://www.ssc.wisc.edu/~wright/Published%2520writing/UtopiasCh7.pdf
https://www.ssc.wisc.edu/~wright/Published%2520writing/UtopiasCh7.pdf
http://www.egpress.org/content/foundation-volume-2016-justice-power-and-resistance
http://www.egpress.org/content/foundation-volume-2016-justice-power-and-resistance


276. Susan P. Wyche and Rebecca E. Grinter. 2012. "This is how we do it in my 
country": a study of computer-mediated family communication among kenyan 
migrants in the united states. In Proceedings of the ACM 2012 conference on 
Computer Supported Cooperative Work (CSCW '12). ACM, New York, NY, USA, 
87-96. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1145/2145204.2145222 

277. Luke Yates. 2015. Rethinking Prefiguration: Alternatives, Micropolitics, and 
Goals in Social Movements. Social Movement Studies 14, 1. https://doi.org/http://
dx.doi.org/10.1080/14742837.2013.870883 

278. York, D. and Zhengzin, X. Sharing the knowledge. Proc. CHI. ACM, (2011), 
1007-1012. 

279. Zehr, Howard. 2002. The Little Book of Restorative Justice. Intercourse, PA: 
Good Books. 

280. JafariNaimi, N., L. Nathan, and I. Hargraves. 2015. “Values as Hypotheses: 
Design,Inquiry, and the Service of Values.”Design Issues31 (4): 91-104. 

 238

https://doi.org/http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/14742837.2013.870883
https://doi.org/http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/14742837.2013.870883

	ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS
	LIST OF FIGURES
	LIST OF SYMBOLS AND ABBREVIATIONS
	SUMMARY
	Introduction
	Problem Statement
	Research Questions
	R1. How are democratic ideals embodied by existing forms of civic engagement?
	R2. What are alternate forms of civic engagement that emerge from similar democratic ideals?
	R3. What is the role of prefiguration in design research?
	R4. What are the limits and opportunities of prefiguration in design research?

	Contribution: Prefigurative Design
	Dissertation Overview
	Dissertation Structure

	Related Work
	Democracy and HCI
	Deliberative democracy
	Liberal democracy as deliberative governance model
	Justice as fairness
	Pluralism and stability
	Public reason
	Representative democracy as deliberative democratic mechanisms
	Voting
	Public assembly
	Majority consensus
	Digitally mediated “status quo” democracy

	Radical deliberative democracy
	Anarchism as deliberative governance model
	Non-hierarchy
	Anti-oppression
	Autonomy
	Direct democracy as deliberative democratic mechanisms
	Solidarity
	Direct action
	Prefiguration

	Methods
	Methodology
	Participatory Design
	Action Research
	Insider/outsider dynamics
	Justice and democracy

	Methods overview
	Introducing Prefigurative Design
	Researcher self-disclosure

	Fieldsite: Cycle Atlanta
	Site
	Method
	Approaches to Issue-Oriented Advocacy Work
	Advocacy Work through Identity
	Advocacy Work through Infrastructure

	Prototyping Digitally Supported Advocacy
	Geolocation to Improve Visibility
	Feedback Loops for Improved Safety
	Community Annotations for Empowerment

	Designing for Digitally Supported Advocacy
	Connecting Resources
	Connecting Identities
	Connecting Issues

	Building towards prefigurative design
	Fieldsite: Occupy Our Homes Atlanta
	Site
	Method
	Activist Information Practices
	Rapid response
	Situating
	Codification
	Scaffolding
	ICTs for “The Long Game”
	Situating
	Codification
	Scaffolding

	Activist Design Orientations
	Flexibility as an Activist Design Orientation
	Process as an Activist Design Orientation

	Building towards prefigurative design
	Fieldsite: Atlanta Community Engagement Playbook
	Site
	Method
	Designing for Digital Civics
	Processes for Friction-ful Community Engagement
	Solution Session
	Working Sessions

	Early prefigurative design
	Fieldsite: Prearrest Diversion Initiative
	Site
	History
	Methods
	Prototypes
	Findings
	Technology: Inconsistent Requirements
	Security
	Sharing information
	Usability
	Organization: Conflicting Priorities
	Work: Performing Collectivity

	Reflecting on prefigurative design
	Discussion
	Research Questions
	R1. How are democratic ideals embodied by existing forms of civic engagement?
	R2. What are alternate forms of civic engagement that emerge from similar democratic ideals?
	R3. What is the role of prefiguration in design research?
	R4. What are the limits and opportunities of prefiguration in design research?

	Contribution: Prefigurative Design
	Prefigurative design
	Envisioning
	Acting presently
	Counter-structures
	Ideal circumstances for prefigurative design
	Transformative justice as example of prefigurative counter-structure
	Prefigurative design as design methodology
	Methodological contributions
	Participatory design and action research
	Value sensitive design
	Critical/speculative design
	Methodological limitations

	Reflections and Future Work
	Researcher/Participant Power Dynamics
	Challenging Technocratic Hegemony
	Prefiguring the Academy

	Appendix A. Glossary of key terms
	REFERENCES

