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Abstract

Interconnected global crises have emphasized the need for alternative visions of the future, making transformative action urgent.
Consequently, Sustainable Human–Computer Interaction (SHCI) has seen growing interest in exploring means to support radical and
sustainable change, starting with grassroots, community-driven endeavors. This study explores the concept of Utopian Design Space
(UDS) in the context of surplus redistribution in grassroots communities. The objective is to understand how practical concerns and
transformative ambitions intersect, creating spaces that foster sharing and caring practices. Through action-oriented research, we
examine six local projects, highlighting ICT’s role in these initiatives. Our findings highlight the challenges and opportunities in
managing values, scalability, sustainability and inclusivity within UDSs. We discuss how aligning ICT with community practices can
foster socio-technical innovation and support transformative change, introducing the notion of prefigurative technology. These insights
can help us envisage design spaces that foster utopian ideas like equitable resource distribution and generalized reciprocity.

RESEARCH HIGHLIGHTS

• Exploration of Local Contexts: Examines six grassroots community projects focused on surplus redistribution and the role of ICT
in these initiatives.

• Introduction of UDS: Presents UDS as a framework where practical concerns and transformational ambitions intersect, promoting
sharing and caring practices.

• Challenge to Established Economic Principles: Highlights how UDS promotes inclusivity, equitable resource distribution, commu-
nity building, and shared responsibility through regular communal events.

• Concept of Prefigurative Technology: Discusses the use of ICT in UDS, emphasizing the alignment of technology with community
values to support transformative change.

• Call to Action for Researchers: Encourages action-oriented researchers to integrate practical issues with utopian objectives to
foster community-driven sustainability and innovation.

Keywords: utopian design space; surplus redistribution; transformation; grassroots communities; prefigurative technology

1. INTRODUCTION
Consumer capitalism, as it is sometimes called (Watkins, 2022),
refers to the idea that consumer demand is often divorced from
need, largely as a consequence of manipulation in the market.
An obvious consequence of this separation is that many things
that people own are underused. Further, as Gustave Speth has
famously argued (Speth, 2008), human well-being requires us to
reconfigure consumption in and through a ‘great transformation’
if the ecological abyss is to be avoided. This, in turn, requires
an ideological reboot, as Mackinnon, for instance, has contended
(MacKinnon, 2021). Some forms of consumption, notably food
consumption, entail vast waste. It is estimated that about one-
third of global food production is lost or wasted (FAO, 2011;
Mokrane et al., 2023). Meanwhile, many households face food

insecurity (Nord et al., 2005; Birhane et al., 2014). The deep irony
lies in the fact that what is so abundant for some that such levels
of waste are seen, is scarce for others.

The contradictions of surplus and scarcity lie in complex global
contexts that have local impacts. To address this issue, ‘glocal’
investigations into surplus (Ganglbauer et al., 2014) and scarcity
(Engelbutzeder et al., 2023b) are, we argue, necessary to under-
stand design opportunities and anti-designs (Rossitto et al., 2021a)
for sustainable transformation toward ‘just enough’, a broad phi-
losophy that can be found in local grassroots communities that
aim for sustainability based on the sharing of abundant resources
and relying on shared skills and mutuality (Engelbutzeder et al.,
2023b). Grassroots movements stand as a veritable source of
innovation (Seyfang and Smith, 2007), possessing the profound
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capability to mobilize the resources imperative for effecting a
paradigm shift toward sustainable practices (Seyfang and Smith,
2007; Ferguson and Lovell, 2015; Tartiu and Morone, 2017; Weber
et al., 2020; Ntouros et al., 2024). This paper explores six local
contexts to understand how redistributing surplus through grass-
roots communities may provide an alternative model, one that
has wider aspirations, especially regarding sharing and caring
practices.

Our contribution in this paper is the development of the con-
cept, Utopian Design Space (UDS), within the realm of SHCI. UDS
offers a socio-technical framework where practical concerns of
surplus redistribution and transformative ambitions for sharing
and caring practices intersect. As such, UDS is a specific form of
‘imaginary’ as described by George Marcus (Marcus, 1995). UDS
‘ . . . illustrate[s] how science and technology (S&T) are imbued
with and help to shape political purposes and understandings,
ideals of economic growth, notions of credibility and visions of
social and technological futures’. (Miller, 2020). Here, we appro-
priate the idea in support of the quest for ‘big ideas’ and ‘new
directions’ in order to radicalize SHCI (Knowles et al., 2018) toward
‘a holistic composition of philosophy, practice, material living,
place and ideology’ (Bardzell et al., 2021); we argue that UDS
embodies a moral enterprise, engaging in discussions on fair-
ness and communal decision-making, promoting ethical prac-
tices, social responsibility and positive community impact. Our
study leverages Human–Computer Interaction (HCI) principles to
explore how ICT can be aligned with community-driven sustain-
ability initiatives, thus fostering socio-technical innovation. The
involvement of ICT in these grassroots initiatives highlights the
intersection of technology and community values, demonstrat-
ing how HCI can support and amplify sustainable practices. A
practical example of this are Communal-Cooking-Events, which
invite everyone interested to cook and eat together using res-
cued food and produce from a community garden. The surplus
food is collected through the platform Foodsharing.de, while the
coordination of the event and the garden activities takes place in
different WhatsApp groups.

Our research aligns with the growing movement within SHCI
to address systemic change. By presenting UDS as a framework,
we contribute to HCI literature by providing a practical and the-
oretical basis for designing socio-technical systems that foster
community resilience, equity and sustainability. We aim to inspire
action-oriented researchers on how to tackle practical issues by
linking them to transformative ambitions, focusing on grassroots
communities and the ICT challenges they might face in different
contexts. For this purpose, we discuss the concept of prefigura-
tive technology within the context of UDS, aligning with SHCI’s
interest (e.g. (Tomlinson et al., 2013; Silberman et al., 2014; Light
et al., 2017; Knowles et al., 2018; Nardi, 2019)) in designing systems
that not only meet user needs but also promote broader societal
transformations. The prefigurative notion encompasses a design
that emphasizes means aligning with ends but acknowledges
the complexity of the community artifact ecology (Bødker et al.,
2016). UDS’s prefigurative aspect involves recognizing the trans-
formative potential in surplus, challenging orthodox norms while
simultaneously building alternatives, fostering community and
facilitating debates on appropriate technology to align with UDS’s
future vision.

In this paper we examine six spaces in which the practical
concern of surplus redistribution and transformative ambitions
for caring and sharing practices intersect. As such, used com-
paratively, they are a conceptual development from the notion of
the socio-technical imaginary (e.g. (Jasanoff, 2015; Lustig, 2019)) in

that they both encompass description of current practice and the
envisioning of a possible future through comparison. We focus on
what is conducive and what is obstructive, specifically in relation
to ICT. Our research highlights the challenges and opportunities in
managing values, scalability, sustainability and inclusivity within
UDS, thus contributing to HCI’s understanding of how technology
can support transformative change in real-world settings. The
authors were and are founding members of the spaces we exam-
ine and have been actively involved as action researchers (Hayes,
2011) throughout the period covered. The presented places have
in common that the usual economic rule of acquiring goods and
services in a value-equivalent exchange for money is suspended.
Our results highlight that exchange value, the foundation of
capitalist economy, is replaced by caring and sharing practices
concerned with innovative forms of gifting (Berns and Rossitto,
2019) that carry potential for change toward sustainability. The
collaborative effort of the grassroots communities brings about
tensions, negotiations and the development of rules governing
actions. The interpretation of these rules, however, varies and this
contributes to the evolution of practices.

In alignment with the special issue on Sociotechnical Design
for Citizen Participation and Democracy, this paper contributes
by demonstrating how UDS can serve as a model for fostering
democratic participation and community engagement through
socio-technical systems. By integrating democratic principles into
the design and implementation of surplus redistribution initia-
tives, we highlight a design space in which ICT can be leveraged
to support participatory governance, enhance trust and promote
inclusivity. Our study provides empirical evidence and theoretical
insights into the role of HCI in facilitating citizen participation and
democracy within community-driven projects.

The structure of this paper is as follows: first, we review
related literature on gifting, sharing and caring practices, as
well as relevant research in SHCI. We then outline our research
method, including data collection and analysis procedures. Next,
we present the context of the six grassroots community projects
examined in this study. This is followed by a discussion of the
results, focusing on the factors that facilitate or hinder the suc-
cessful connection of practical surplus redistribution with trans-
formative ambitions. We then delve into the discussion, interpret-
ing the implications of our findings for HCI and proposing design
recommendations. Finally, we conclude the paper by summariz-
ing the key insights and suggesting directions for future research.

We use UDS concept, then, in the following way:

1) UDS is formed at the intersection of current practical mat-
ters, which involve the redistribution of surplus without
monetary exchange, and an envisioned future state achieved
through self-organization in response to this practical issue,
especially emphasizing sharing and caring practices as a
means to effect transformative change.

2) UDS opposes established economic principles, by promoting
inclusivity and equity in resource distribution.

3) UDS thrives on regular, communal events, fostering commu-
nity building and shared responsibility for abundance.

4) UDS orients toward an idealized future, creating environ-
ments that prioritize diversity and solidarity.

5) UDS encourages debate, engagement and collaboration
among community members, prioritizing open exchange
of ideas and mixed viewpoints.

6) UDS recognizes the need for negotiation over fairness in
resource allocation, allowing socio-technical innovation to
emerge.
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7) UDS is a conceptual realm that encourages designers to envi-
sion and explore innovative and transformative possibilities
for change, transcending current constraints of surplus and
scarcity.

8) UDS represents a community artifact ecology, which is
shaped collaboratively by the community and carries for
inspiration toward prefigurative technology (see chapter
6.2).

To ensure clarity throughout this paper, we distinguish between
different uses of the UDS term. When referring to the overarching
conceptual principle, we use UDS (italicized). When describing
specific, observable instances, we use ‘a UDS’ for singular cases
and ‘UDSs’ for the plural. This convention allows readers to
easily differentiate between the broader design concept and its
particular applications across various social settings.

2. RELATED WORK
In the following, we refer to related literature on gifting, sharing
and caring practices in order to highlight socio-economical dis-
courses that reflect the tensions and ambitions emerging in UDS.
Additionally, we connect with prior research in SHCI exploring
themes of scarcity, surplus and abundance in the context of
redistributional efforts. Furthermore, we incorporate literature
from SHCI advocating for transformative approaches, embracing
grassroots and community settings and proposing utopian design.

2.1. Gifting, sharing and reciprocity
The concepts of sharing and gift-giving, their linguistic origins
and meanings have been shifting and changing over time, espe-
cially through the emergence of ICT-supported artifacts. As a
consequence, the differentiation between the two concepts has
become blurred (Light and Miskelly, 2015; Berns and Rossitto,
2019; Davies, 2019; Spence, 2019; Lampinen, 2021). Past work has
highlighted the social importance of gifting in social contexts,
describing the practice of gifting and the gift itself as foundational
to social life, as something that produces and maintains social
bonds (Mauss, 1966). Building on this, in recent years, this insight
has been deployed in relation to the use of gifting, especially as
an emotional resource, when using digital artifacts. Perhaps most
notably, Spence (Spence, 2019) adopts the idea of inalienability
from the field of sociology as a way to capture the distinctions
between sharing and gifting online. Inalienability describes the
social relationship that exists between the digital gift and its
giver, which can be more important to the receiver than the gift
itself. In the paper, Spence uses the example of creating a curated
playlist of songs to illustrate the difference between gifting and
sharing. The argument is that the generalization of creating and
publishing a playlist for general consumption is what makes
it an instance of sharing; while the emotional connection that
is cultivated when a playlist is created specifically for another
person is what warrants its status as a gift. Expanding this, later
work explored the relationships between sharing and gifting in
the context of food-sharing communities illustrating how, when
gifting practices are expanded beyond traditional configurations
(i.e. between friends or family members), the social and material
conditions of giving and receiving a gift can become abstracted
(Berns and Rossitto, 2019; Berns et al., 2021a). However, gifting can
be likened to sharing in its essence, in that, in both instances there
is no expectation of an equivalent reward.

The practice of sharing is defined by Belk (Belk, 2007) as an
active practice of distribution, which ‘can foster community, save

resources and create certain synergies’. The author distinguishes
sharing as an alternative to the private ownership that is empha-
sized in both marketplace exchange and, to a degree, in gift-giving
when private property is involved. In sharing, two or more people
enjoy the benefits or costs of possessing an object or resource
collectively. Yet, similar to gifting, John (John, 2013), Belk (Belk,
2007) and other academic work recognize that sharing is embed-
ded in social and cultural norms, as it can either reduce envy
and create feelings of community or create dependency and foster
feelings of resentment and inferiority. Belk notes that sharing can
manifest as ‘sharing in’, expressing communal sentiment, or as
‘sharing out’, dividing resources among relative strangers or if it is
intended as a one-time act (Belk, 2017). These distinctions reflect
how the degree of intimacy and proximity involved in sharing
can vary considerably; e.g. giving resources to family, specifically
children, is more akin to sharing than gifting as there is typically
no expectation of reciprocation (Belk, 2007).

Discussions surrounding reciprocity (e.g. (Jaeggi and Gurven,
2013; Kizilcec et al., 2018)) are a common element throughout
the literature on both gift-giving and on sharing. While certain
norms underpin reciprocity (Gouldner, 1960; Kizilcec et al., 2018),
the notion of ‘generalized reciprocity’ does not necessitate a
one-to-one correspondence (Molm, 2010; Sahlins et al., 2017).
In generalized reciprocity individuals give without expecting
an immediate or specific return, relying on trust for a future
reciprocation, especially on mutual support within a community
(Graeber and Sahlins, 2017). In contrast, other scholars argue
that ‘true’ gift-giving practices do not entail any compulsory
requirement for a transfer in return (Godbout, 1998; Thygesen,
2019; Elder-Vass, 2020). Belk (Belk, 2007) adds that humans
tend to share less when they perceive life and consumption
as a zero-sum game. More recent work (Ikkala and Lampinen,
2015; Light and Miskelly, 2015; Lampinen, 2021) has highlighted
the relationship between sharing, care and reciprocity drawing
attention to feelings of unease or indebtedness people can
feel when taking something for free or without making a
payment or trade of equal value. Relatedly, past research
on surplus food sharing illustrates how, within large sharing
communities with many participants, multiple different social
relationships emerge simultaneously. This means that while
some members view sharing as a form of gifting that warrants
non-material reciprocity (e.g. showing appreciation), some may
simply view the exchange as a non-monetary transaction, while
for others the act of sharing items for free is perceived as charity
(Berns et al., 2023).

To sum up, in recent years, both gifting and sharing practices
have become largely associated with efforts to create more
sustainable and just societies (Light and Miskelly, 2015) and as
dynamic alternatives to the market economy and the logic of
the capitalist system (Engelbutzeder et al., 2023b). Albinsson
and Perera (Albinsson and Yasanthi, 2012) explicitly argue
that sharing is not exchange and that direct economic-based
value is not apparent in sharing events. They explore the
concept of collaborative consumption and non-monetary-based
sharing events, such as Really Really Free Markets (RRFMs), as a
means of promoting sustainability and raising awareness about
overconsumption (Albinsson and Yasanthi, 2012). These events
not only provide a platform for sharing goods and knowledge,
but also foster a sense of community among participants. The
difficulties of precise definition, and the fact of considerable
overlap, lead us to label the resource redistribution practices
observed and documented in this paper as ‘sharing’, for pragmatic
reasons.
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2.2. Caring practices
Feminist scholarship offers valuable insight into the complexities
of caregiving and its implications for society (Tronto and
Fisher, 1990; De La Bellacasa, 2017). From this perspective, care
encompasses ‘everything that is done (rather than everything
that “we” do) to maintain, continue and repair “the world” so
that all (rather than we) can live in it as well as possible.
That world includes [...] all that we seek to interweave in a
complex, life-sustaining web’ (De La Bellacasa, 2017). Related
to this, recent HCI and CSCW scholarship has delved into the
concept of care, highlighting, for instance, how relationships of
care can be configured between people and Internet of things
(IoT) technology in the home (Key et al., 2021) and the ways in
which care is enacted by asylum seekers’ case workers while
they navigate digitized data-centered bureaucratic systems
(Nielsen et al., 2023).

SHCI is evidently closely implicated in such discussions with
a focus on developing and using technology in ways that pro-
mote environmental sustainability (Rossitto et al., 2022), social
equity (Avram et al., 2017) and long-term well-being (Bhat et al.,
2023). Specifically, recent work (Rossitto et al., 2022) has unpacked
the intricacies of design in such contexts, illustrating how even
well-intentioned socio-technical interventions have the potential
to disrupt or neglect acts of care. The authors propose ‘digital
environmental stewardship’ as a framework for examining and
designing interventions concerned with care for the environ-
ment from a relational, rather than a transactional, perspective
(Rossitto et al., 2022). Similarly, work by Light and Miskelly (Light
and Miskelly, 2019) unpacks how the scale and transactional
nature of what is widely conceived of as the ‘sharing economy’
does not offer the same care for the planet as more traditional and
relational forms of sharing that take place in localized community
settings (Rossitto et al., 2022). Connecting to this, Rossitto et al.
(Rossitto et al., 2021a) explore the intricate relationship between
caring practices and the organization of community-driven ini-
tiatives, highlighting how concerns for care and efficiency inter-
sect and influence the design and use of digital technologies
in community settings. Nonetheless, the authors highlight how
care work is often invisible and typically recognized as ‘work’,
and therefore it is typically rendered as irrelevant to technology
design.

In the UDSs we examine in this paper, the primary practice
is redistributing or sharing of material things such as food or
clothes. However, people also help each other with problems
and everyday tasks, and provide emotional support. We therefore
draw on research that uses the concept of a ‘caring community’
(Wegleitner and Schuchter, 2018) in the sense of a local com-
munity in a neighborhood, a municipality or a region in which
people mutually care for each other, support each other and
jointly manage social tasks (Sempach et al., 2023).

2.3. Surplus, scarcity and abundance
We pointed out above that surplus and scarcity can co-exist.
Economic facts, however, disguise the complex moral economy
that underpins our behavior and that of others (see (Kessl et al.,
2020)). In turn, assumptions about the ‘moral worth’ of benefi-
ciaries in a sharing economy can lead to stigmatization and act
as a barrier to participation. As a consequence, participation is
hindered as people seek to avoid the stigma associated with being
considered in indigence (Offer, 2012; Kessl et al., 2020; Edwards,
2021). Additionally, when beneficiaries view themselves solely
as recipients in a one-sided process, it inhibits the development
of a shared ideology and cooperative community engagement.

Instead, it leads to dependency, social exclusion and alienation,
as highlighted by Kessl (Kessl et al., 2020).

In Engelbutzeder et al. (Engelbutzeder et al., 2023b) the objec-
tive was to shift the focus from ideas of scarcity, closely linked
to orthodox economic concepts of marginal utility for the con-
sumer and marginal cost for the producer. Instead, we advocated
for a cooperative perspective on consumption and production
practices, embracing the concept of the ‘prosumer’ (Ritzer et al.,
2012). This viewpoint promotes the idea of individuals actively
participating in both consuming and producing goods, fostering a
more collaborative and mutually beneficial approach. We argued
(Engelbutzeder et al., 2023b) that the emphasis on food sharing
within SHCI has largely revolved around waste management chal-
lenges and their associated solutions, such as addressing ‘food
poverty’. However, we propose an alternative perspective that
considers food, material possessions and resources as inherently
abundant and advocate for investigations into food resource shar-
ing. The perceived scarcity arises from our inadequate distribu-
tion practices, which have yet to encompass novel approaches and
frameworks. Shifting our focus to innovative distribution models
allows us to reframe the issues and unlock the potential for
abundance in these domains.

2.4. Sustainable HCI, communities and utopian
design
Such arguments are relevant to the community of HCI if they
have design or at least intervention consequences. Our interest
lies in the design space for the kinds of intervention that may
produce the change we advocate for, following a ‘growing move-
ment of SHCI [that] has now congregated around the need for
total system change’ as recognized by Bardzell et al. (Bardzell
et al., 2021). The attributed (Blevis, 2007; Håkansson and Sengers,
2013; Tomlinson et al., 2013; Silberman et al., 2014; Light et al.,
2017; Blevis, 2018; Knowles et al., 2018; Nardi, 2019) and further
literature (Hirsch et al., 2010; Liu et al., 2018; Norton et al., 2019;
Asgeirsdottir and Comber, 2023) argue to move beyond minor
behavioral adjustments for individual consumers and embrace
transformative approaches. Bardzell et al. (Bardzell et al., 2021)
attest that ‘many of [that movement’s] writings are cautionary
rather than offering alternative methodology or process’. The
authors advocate for a holistic transition in both our approaches
as HCI practitioners and in the systems we design. Lawo et al.
(Lawo et al., 2020) contribute to this discourse by illustrating
how ICT tools can co-evolve with user practices, fostering long-
term transformations in community settings rather than isolated
behavior changes.

Following the increasing demand for scaling up actions
addressing sustainability, certain contributions within SHCI have
aimed to explore how design can effectively support communities
(Light and Miskelly, 2015; Biørn-Hansen and Håkansson, 2018;
Light and Miskelly, 2019; Lampinen et al., 2022). In investigating
an organic food community and its artifact ecology, Bødker
et al. recognized three stages: becoming a community, everyday
community work and building anew (Bødker et al., 2016). Biørn-
Hansen and Håkansson, in a similar fashion, pinpointed three
design implications for scaling up change (Biørn-Hansen and
Håkansson, 2018): (1) ‘design to tap into existing resources and
infrastructures when possible, and try to redefine “original”
practices’, (2) design ‘[to foster] the collaboration between similar
grassroot initiatives’ and (3) design ‘to empower community
organizations and similar groups not only with technical solutions
but also with ICT knowledge and skills’. Scaling transformative
initiatives is often associated with the capacity of grassroots
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movements to foster innovations and mobilize essential resources
(Seyfang and Smith, 2007; Ferguson and Lovell, 2015; Tartiu
and Morone, 2017; Weber et al., 2020). Ghoshal and Bruckman
(Ghoshal and Bruckman, 2019) conduct a thorough analysis of
the influence of social computing technologies on grassroots
movement building. They identify inclusivity, privacy/security
and social translucence as key values for the socio-technical
practices of grassroots organizing. A related contribution (Ghoshal
et al., 2020) emphasizes the crucial role of cultivating a technology
culture characterized by inclusivity, participation and respon-
siveness to the diverse needs of communities. Their research
offers valuable perspectives on the importance of incorporating
grassroots viewpoints into technology development and practice,
advocating for a more equitable technological landscape. In
connection with this, recent research (Berns et al., 2021b) proposes
a shift from a design centered on efficient exchange to one that
encompasses social factors, including community building, the
promotion of activism (Berns et al., 2021b), solidarity (Landwehr
et al., 2021) and care (Rossitto et al., 2021a).

In our conceptualization of UDS, we draw upon Harrison and
Dourish’s (Harrison and Dourish, 1996) distinction between space
and place. Within their framework, space represents a realm of
potentialities, while place signifies the concrete practices that
infuse meaning into this space. According to Shaw (Shaw, 2012),
‘[t]he design space for a problem is the set of decisions to be made
about the designed artifact together with the alternative choices
for these decisions’.

The focal point of our interest resides in the degree to which
‘utopian design’, as it is sometimes termed, can usefully be
deployed to understand the role of ICT in the development of
alternative choices of the kind we have outlined above. Utopian
design as a concept has historically been applied in the main
to architectural forms (see e.g. (Myers, 2015)). Having said that,
Dorrestijn and Verbeek (Dorrestijn and Verbeek, 2013) use the
concept in a way that has much in keeping with our agenda.
For them, utopian design equates with design for well-being and
involves ‘user-influencing’ for social engagement. They suggest
that both persuasive technology and nudge theory are useful
because they ‘aim to develop methods to influence human
behavior by design, in desirable directions’. According to Koskinen
and Hush (Koskinen and Hush, 2016), social design works in three
different ways: utopian social design, molecular social design and
sociological social design. The concept of utopian social design
‘positions design within the utopian principles of politics, counter-
movements and design visions’ (Koskinen and Hush, 2016). In this
context, social design derives its significance from the utopian
ideals that imbue the design results with meaning. Soch et al.
(Soch et al., 2022) aim to develop a collective intelligence model for
human–technology interaction (HTI) design that promotes peace,
prosperity and happiness through design intentionality informed
by utopian targets. This body of work relates to speculative
design, emphasizing the significance of crafting speculative
scenarios and narratives that challenge existing paradigms and
inspire innovative thinking and encourage creativity in design
(Auger, 2013). Chopra et al. (Chopra et al., 2022) discuss aspects
of participation in speculative design and highlight its role in
addressing tensions within grassroots communities.

Concluding our exploration of related work, we have delved
into a rich body of literature that illuminates the intricate dynam-
ics of gifting, sharing and caring practices. This serves as a foun-
dational step in constructing a socio-economic framework in
which UDS unfolds. Building upon this, our connection with prior
research within SHCI has provided insights into endeavors of

surplus redistribution and their connection to themes of scarcity
and abundance. Additionally, our exploration extends to literature
within SHCI that advocates for radical transformative approaches.
This body of work emphasizes the significance of understand-
ing how design can support grassroots and community settings,
aligning with the concept of UDS. In what follows, then, we
describe our involvement in grassroots movements which aim
at the self-organized redistribution of resources, the spaces for
potential utopian design, with a particular emphasis on the use
of technological artifacts and ICT.

2.5. Relating UDS to design approaches
All design is about change, but the scale and depth of that
change can vary significantly. The concept of UDS stands out by
explicitly focusing on radical transformation aimed at address-
ing systemic issues amidst pressing global crises. While various
design methodologies in HCI, such as User-Centered Design, Par-
ticipatory Design, More-Than-Human Design, Critical Design and
Speculative Design, contribute valuable insights and principles
that enhance the understanding and application of UDS in grass-
roots initiatives, UDS goes beyond their scope by envisioning and
operationalizing systematic and holistic change. This change is
both radical and optimistic, addressing urgent practical issues
that threaten planetary disaster. Below, we provide context about
each approach based on relevant literature and discuss how UDS
relates to them.

User-Centered Design (UCD) is a design philosophy that prior-
itizes the needs, preferences and limitations of end users at every
stage of the design process. Key principles of UCD include under-
standing user needs through research, involving users throughout
the design process and iterating designs based on user feed-
back. Influential works in this field include Norman and Draper’s
work (Norman and Draper, 1986) emphasizing the importance of
designing systems that meet the needs and capabilities of users
and Gulliksen et al.’s (Gulliksen et al., 2005) framework for user-
centered systems design.

UDS aligns with UCD by emphasizing the importance of design-
ing technologies that meet the specific needs of grassroots com-
munities. By focusing on users’ practical concerns and transfor-
mative ambitions, UDS ensures that the resulting socio-technical
systems are tailored to support community-driven surplus redis-
tribution and sustainable practices. This user-centered approach
is crucial for creating ICT solutions that are both effective and
meaningful for the communities they serve.

Participatory Design (PD) involves all stakeholders, particu-
larly end users, in the design process to ensure the outcomes
meet their needs and expectations. Originating in Scandinavia
during the 1970s, PD is rooted in democratic ideals and empha-
sizes collaboration, co-creation and empowerment. Key literature
includes Schuler and Namioka’s ‘Participatory Design: Principles
and Practices’ (Schuler and Namioka, 2017) and Simonsen and
Robertson’s ‘Routledge International Handbook of Participatory
Design’ (Simonsen and Robertson, 2012).

The participatory nature of UDS reflects the principles of PD
by involving stakeholders in the design process. This approach
fosters a sense of ownership and empowerment among commu-
nity members, enabling them to co-create technologies that align
with their values and goals. By actively engaging participants, UDS
promotes the development of ICT systems that are deeply embed-
ded in the social and cultural fabric of the community. UDS builds
on PD’s collaborative ethos but goes further by embedding these
participatory practices within a framework that explicitly aims
to disrupt existing socio-economic structures, promoting a future
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oriented around sharing and caring rather than individualistic
consumption.

More-Than-Human Design expands the focus of design
to include non-human entities and ecological systems. This
approach recognizes the interconnectedness of human and non-
human actors and advocates for designing with an awareness
of environmental impacts. Key contributors to this field include
Giaccardi and Redström (Giaccardi and Redström, 2020), who
discuss designing for more-than-human futures, and Coulton
and Lindley (Coulton and Lindley, 2019), who explore designing
with non-human agents.

UDS expands the scope of design considerations to include
non-human entities and ecological systems, resonating with the
principles of More-Than-Human Design. By recognizing the inter-
connectedness of human and non-human actors, UDS promotes
sustainability and ethical considerations in the design of tech-
nologies for surplus redistribution. However, it also uniquely fore-
grounds the idea of surplus redistribution as a catalyst for social
innovation, pushing the boundaries of traditional ecological con-
siderations. This approach helps ensure that the designed systems
contribute positively to the broader ecological context.

Critical Design challenges conventional assumptions and
explores alternative futures through provocative and speculative
artifacts. Developed by Dunne and Raby (Dunne and Raby, 2024),
Critical Design aims to stimulate discussion and reflection on
societal issues and the role of technology. It often involves creating
conceptual designs that question the status quo and highlight the
implications of current technological trajectories.

UDS incorporates elements of Critical Design by challenging
traditional economic principles and exploring alternative socio-
technical configurations. This approach provokes critical reflec-
tion on the role of technology in society and encourages designers
to envision and implement systems that disrupt traditional power
dynamics and promote social equity. UDS emphasizes practical
interventions that challenge and reconfigure orthodox economic
practices, advocating for socio-technical systems that support
communal decision-making and ethical practices, directly con-
fronting the root causes of social and environmental injustices.
By doing so, UDS contributes to a broader discourse on sustainable
and just futures.

Speculative Design involves imagining and prototyping possi-
ble futures to challenge existing paradigms and inspire innovative
thinking. As articulated by Dunne and Raby (Dunne and Raby,
2013), this approach uses design to explore and critique potential
future scenarios, encouraging audiences to consider the implica-
tions of various technological and social developments.

The speculative aspect of UDS encourages designers to imag-
ine and prototype future scenarios where surplus redistribution
leads to more equitable and sustainable communities. By cre-
ating speculative artifacts and narratives, UDS helps to envision
potential futures that challenge existing paradigms and inspire
innovative solutions. This forward-thinking approach is not just
about imagining alternatives but about implementing real-world
practices that prefigure these utopian ideals, fostering creativity
and critical thinking about future possibilities.

These design approaches collectively inform and enhance
the concept of UDS, providing a robust framework for HCI
researchers and practitioners. UDS advocates for a radical and
holistic approach to socio-technical innovation. By focusing on
grassroots communities and surplus redistribution, UDS aims to
foster environments where meaningful change can take root,
challenging the status quo and envisioning a more sustainable
and equitable future.

3. METHOD
This study employs a practice-based (Wulf, 2018) and action-
oriented research (Hayes, 2011) methodology to explore socio-
technical design supporting surplus redistribution within grass-
roots communities. Everyday practices serve as the unit of anal-
ysis (Schatzki, 1996; Reckwitz, 2002; Wulf, 2018). According to
Reckwitz, practices represent the emergent level of the social,
consisting of routine behaviors made up of various elements,
including embodied knowledge and routines, mental activities
and meanings and the materials and tools used (Reckwitz, 2002).

In connection with practice-based research (Hayes, 2018),
action-oriented research advocates doing research ‘with people
experiencing real problems in their everyday lives’ (Hayes,
2011) to foster understanding of a local context while also
aiming to facilitate change. Our approach further aligns with
the principles of post-normal science, a framework that is used
in the case of uncertain facts, controversial values, questions
of great importance and an urgent need for action (Funtowicz
and Ravetz, 1994). This framework is particularly relevant as it
explores alternative approaches to traditional socio-economic
paradigms, challenging conventional growth-oriented models
and emphasizing the need for sustainable and equitable practices
(D’Alisa and Kallis, 2014).

Recognizing the complexity and uncertainty of contemporary
life requires approaches that go beyond traditional paradigms.
UDS entails negotiations around complex and interdependent
‘wicked problems’ (like answering the questions ‘who gets what,
why and when’ as well as ‘are contributions to a project dis-
tributed fairly’) that often require prompt and substantial action.
As action researchers, we seek to understand what characteristics
support grassroots movements in order to envisage transforma-
tive potential, focusing on what is conducive and what is obstruc-
tive, specifically in relation to ICT, across the projects detailed
below. Each project incorporates the qualities of UDS, highlighting
factors that facilitate or inhibit change.

AuthorOne served as a co-founding member of all the
analyzed projects. Data collection for each project aimed to
answer the overarching question: ‘How can socio-technical
design support each project?’. Thematic analysis was performed
separately for each project, identifying distinct themes such as
(Re-)Distributional Justice for the SharingEvent and Shar-
ingHut24/7 (Engelbutzeder et al., 2023a) and Food Resource
Sharing and Abundance for the Chili-Project (Engelbutzeder et al.,
2020; Engelbutzeder et al., 2023b).

After 3 years of investigating the six projects, a common theme
emerged: all projects involved surplus redistribution intersect-
ing with transformative ambitions. To explore this observation,
two workshops were conducted with six researchers involved in
the projects. These workshops utilized brainstorming to better
understand and frame the observation as UDS. Subsequently,
AuthorOne conducted a second round of thematic analysis on all
project data, focusing on identifying the constituting qualities of
UDS. The results were shared in two additional workshops with
the involved researchers to discuss and refine the concept of UDS,
which is presented in this paper. For a flowchart outlining the
steps of the methodology see Fig. 1.

The participants were recruited from six community-based
grassroots projects. Recruitment leveraged existing community
networks and direct involvement in the projects. The study
included 74 interviews with 85 participants, some of whom
were interviewed multiple times in relation to the different
projects. These participants represented a diverse cross-section
of the community, varying in age, gender and background.
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Figure 1. Flowchart outlining the steps of the methodology (inspired by Hayes, 2011).

This diversity ensured a wide range of perspectives on surplus
redistribution and transformative practices. The sample size was
considered sufficient to obtain a comprehensive understanding
of the joint dynamics of the individual projects. Semi-structured
interviews were employed as a reliable and purpose-driven
method for gathering information and insights. They provided
a flexible approach that allowed for both reliability and ease
of understanding (Brinkmann and Kvale, 2022). Furthermore,
our research design involved the integration of participant
observation, enabling the researchers to actively immerse
themselves in the practices being studied and to interact with
people and objects involved (Bødker et al., 2022).

Our action-oriented research is characterized by cycles of
planning, action and reflection (Hayes, 2011). This iterative pro-
cess was crucial for exploring and supporting the socio-technical
design of surplus redistribution projects. Regular meetings were
held with volunteers to identify issues and plan interventions.
These cycles enabled the continual design and evaluation of
actions, with research results emerging iteratively during the
process (Hayes, 2011). This iterative approach allowed for the
collection of new research data and the refinement of emerging
themes. The study has spanned 4 years, providing ample time for
in-depth engagement and iterative development of insights.

Data were collected, in addition to interviews, from informal
conversations, meetings and workshops (see Fig. 2). Data collec-
tion occurred in the natural settings of the projects, such as
community gardens, communal kitchens and online platforms
used by the participants. Field notes were written during and after
the occasions and digital voice recorders were used for interviews.
MaxQDA software facilitated the coding and analysis of quali-
tative data in keeping with Thomas’ general inductive approach
(Thomas, 2006) for qualitative data analysis. This broadly involves:
(a) condensing material into a summary format; (b) establish-
ing clear links between research objectives and the summary
findings derived from the raw data (in our case: systematically
mapping the identified themes and categories of UDS back to
the overarching research question, ensuring that each finding
directly related to understanding how socio-technical design can
support projects associated with surplus redistribution); and (c)
developing a framework for understanding and comparing the
experiences or processes that are evident in the raw data.

Our research adhered to the ethical guidelines set by
the authors’ university, ensuring participant anonymity, and
obtaining necessary permissions for data usage. All participants
provided informed consent, being fully briefed on the research
objectives, their role and their right to withdraw at any time.
Confidentiality was maintained by anonymizing participant data

Figure 2. Data collection.

and securely storing all research materials. Notably, all the project
names, figures and quotes presented below have been translated
from German to English. Pseudonyms were used for participants
and the city context.

Internal validity was ensured through the iterative cycles of
action research, with continuous reflection and feedback refining
the interventions and understanding. The findings may be trans-
ferrable to similar community-based surplus redistribution initia-
tives, although they are context-specific. Reliability was ensured
through consistent data collection methods and cross-validation
of findings via multiple data sources and participant feedback.

4. CONTEXT: PROJECTS OF GRASSROOTS
COMMUNITIES
Six design cases that arose in the context of a ShCare_city and
whose joint analysis subsequently provided the conceptualization
of UDS are described below, particularly with regard to the inclu-
sion of ICT.

4.1. Free-shop
In the ‘Free-Shop’, people give away items they no longer need.
Every Wednesday, between 10 a.m. and 6 p.m., visitors can
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discover various items that volunteers have sorted, cleaned up
and placed in a schoolyard of ShCare_city for people to take
home. Customers frequently offer monetary donations, which
are politely declined.

The Free-Shop is a creative–activist art project inspired by
‘social sculpture’ in honor of Joseph Beuys’ 100th birthday. For
Beuys it was especially important that every human being is an
artist. For Beuys it was especially important that people become
aware of this, that people recognize their co-creative nature and
then also participate in shaping society according to needs and
abilities.

To facilitate communication among helpers, a WhatsApp group
was established. AuthorOne opted for WhatsApp instead of Tele-
gram, which was the primary platform for coordinating local
projects, because most Free-Shop volunteers were using What-
sApp at that time. Later, they also joined Telegram to participate
in other projects. Within the WhatsApp group, however, work
coordination was minimal. Instead, a few regular helpers would
simply confirm their attendance the day before. A PAD (a web-
based collaborative real-time editor) was thus created to coordi-
nate fixed tasks but proved difficult to use for some helpers and
was dropped by the community. The coordination occurred on-
site with little reliance on formal meetings; instead, it unfolded
in a somewhat chaotic manner. Some of the helpers held certain
roles over a period of time and were also unwilling to hand
them over to others or let them participate. Certain roles were
popular because they conferred an advantage when it came to
collecting material. The lack of effective coordination contributed
to conflicts between volunteers with differing views on their
rights over items and between volunteers and guests when guests
were aggressive about their rights to donations. Other problems
indicated a general tension between, on the one hand, the sharing
philosophy and, on the other, some individualistic behavior. To
a limited degree, these problems were mitigated by the regular
posting of images, videos and information via a Telegram info
channel, Facebook group and Instagram.

The dedicated WhatsApp group for the Free-Shop is frequently
used for sharing photos, internal updates, personal greetings and
task assignments. P1 wrote there that she would bring sausage
salad and another person wrote that she would bring suitable
bread. P1 reports, though, that while she finds digital media good
for communication and networking and would welcome an app
for these functions, she would not trade things online. She says
that she would not buy anything on Ebay either, as she would
rather see an item live and test it. P2 says that ‘digital should
not replace analog here because it is about creating community’.
However, he believes that more digital offerings would be useful,
e.g. to be able to organize car sharing. In no instance things have
been offered in the WhatsApp group. Yet often members tried to
reserve certain things in the Free-Shop and communicated their
frustration in the WhatsApp group if the things were not there
anymore.

4.2. Communal-cooking-events
Once a month, the Communal-Cooking-Event invites all inter-
ested people to cook and eat together. Rescued food from Food-
sharing and produce from the community garden are used. Some
evenings are designed to be country-specific and offer those who
have moved to the local region a platform to present their culinary
culture in order to engage in intercultural exchange through
eating together.

In >4 years the coordination of the Communal-Cooking-Event
has developed from individuals doing the main work to a well-

distributed set of tasks. The community places special emphasis
on announcing before each event that ‘we prepare, cook, eat and
clean together’. To facilitate communication and coordinate tasks,
a Telegram group was created that has been moved to WhatsApp,
because more participants used it. There, a message that lists
the persons responsible for the next Communal-Cooking-Event
dates is continuously shared. Members copy the message, add
their name to a date they choose to take over some kind of
responsibility and repost it. Those members who did not know
how to copy, alter and paste a message just wrote a message,
asking if somebody could set their name to a specific date. Later,
in addition to regular messages, a PAD was utilized to coordinate
specific tasks required before or during the event, with a link to
the PAD provided in the group description. Each task lists existing
experts, along with a field for trainees to enter their names as
they are being trained by the expert. The PAD also includes the
task of ensuring that all roles are filled and communicating the
status of the PAD to the WhatsApp group. In the following time,
further functionalities of WhatsApp and the PAD were explained
in personal meetings. Besides the WhatsApp group, where photos
and videos from the events are shared, the organizers also use
Facebook, Instagram and a Telegram channel to spread their
message of community-oriented action.

The members who sign in to be responsible are the ones
who coordinate food procurement through Foodsharing, urban
gardens and shopping. On Foodsharing.de the team functionality
of a store is converted to direct pick-ups from different ‘lucrative’
stores to the Communal-Cooking-Events. To this point food pro-
curement through Foodsharing works, because for every event
so far, an experienced Foodsaver has signed up. Another core
responsibility is to stay until everything is cleaned and tied up.
Between procuring food and the cleanup, there is an element of
serendipity, described as ‘creative chaos’. Those in charge con-
tribute according to their skills, such as engaging with people
about the event’s purpose or coordinating the cooking teams.

A development that grew out of the Communal-Cooking-Event
is an urban community garden. Organizers chose not to dispose
of leftover cuttings through the regular city garbage. Instead,
they built a compost area behind the building, which was later
expanded with several raised beds. In more loose or close con-
nections to the other UDSs presented here, four more communal
gardens emerged in the local city. Similarly noteworthy, the orga-
nizers are noticing a steady dwindling of pots and pans from the
kitchen, which is used by several dozen groups. Previously, the
Free-Shop, which until a few months ago was still in the same
building, had provided a steady surplus of kitchen equipment.

4.3. SharingEvent and SharingHut24/7
The weekly SharingEvent and the permanently open Shar-
ingHut24/7 are detailed in (Engelbutzeder et al., 2023a) focusing
on the role of ICT. In response to the temporary closure of local
food banks during the Covid-19 pandemic volunteers established
a publicly accessible SharingHut24/7 to bring and take food. They
also organized regular SharingEvents for (re-)distributing rescued
and donated food. The project showcased the negotiation process
of (re)distributional justice and emphasized community building
to align technology’s varied purposes and support the community
in shaping artifact ecologies (Bødker et al., 2016). In our research
(Engelbutzeder et al., 2023a), we focused on the conflicting use
of Foodsharing.de, Telegram groups and Facebook, discovering
that:

• Regarding ICT, minimal overhead was very important.
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• Volunteers and helpers do not see computer literacy as high
on their agenda.

• Tools were quickly dropped when some members had diffi-
culties using them.

• The community coordinated its work through an artifact
ecology.

• Telegram groups were also used to strengthen community
building, which the Foodsharing platform was seen as too
static for.

Subsequent developments have severely problematized
the cohesion of the community. The Homeland-Association
manager’s passing was accompanied by accusations of social
fraud against the organization. The two main authors of
(Engelbutzeder et al., 2023a) had previously worked closely with
the main manager and both SharingEvent and SharingHut24/7
were placed at the Homeland-Association. After his death, it
became impossible for the two researchers to continue the jointly
founded living-lab due to a lack of communication with the new
executives. The community encountered numerous challenges
during this period. The SharingHut24/7 had to close due to
fire safety concerns. The weekly SharingEvent faced challenges
in sourcing sufficient amounts of surplus. The community
especially struggled to establish effective communication with
Foodsharing ShCare_city to address the lack of surplus goods
at the SharingEvent. Difficulties arose in formulating a compre-
hensive hygiene plan for a new SharingHut24/7 and in reaching
an agreement among the involved associations regarding (legal)
responsibility for it. Yet, the SharingEvent has not paused but
rather has become a happening for a community of people that
cares for each other also in other contexts.

4.4. Foodsharing.de and Foodsharing
ShCare_city
Established in Germany in 2012, the Foodsharing initiative and
its platform facilitate saving and sharing surplus food. Regis-
tered Foodsavers collect discarded food from businesses, keep it
themselves or redistribute it for free to individuals or through
SharingHut24/7 s, as shown in Fig. 3. This principle ensures cost-
free redistribution. Currently, ∼158 000 Foodsavers and 14 800
food businesses participate, with >7200 pick-ups every day. More-
over, 572 000 Foodsharers can share through the platform’s food
basket feature, allowing users to offer food by uploading images
and providing further details. This feature has seen >315 000 uses.
The initiative operates in a decentralized manner, with (usually)
elected ambassadors leading districts and overseeing coordina-
tion, public relations, event planning, business collaboration and
rule enforcement. Store coordinators (FS-Store-Coordinator) are
responsible for overseeing a Foodsaver team for a certain store.

In 2016, AuthorOne, closely tied to the German Foodsharing
Network, played a key role in initiating ShCare_city’s first
Foodsharing Community. However, after relocating to ShCare_city
in 2018, AuthorOne noticed a lack of community building in Food-
sharing ShCare_city. Initially, members formed pick-up teams,
treating the platform as ‘micro-cosmoses’ for coordinating food
collection. In 2019, AuthorOne invited individuals through the
NRS-group (see chapter 5.6) and Foodsharing.de for communal
meals and discussions. This led to informal talks evolving into
planned meetings, driving community growth and organization.
Today, the community has expanded significantly. Four hundred
Foodsavers manage 62 cooperations where surplus food is picked
up and support the SharingEvent, three SharingHut24/7s and the
Communal-Cooking-Events in ShCare_city. Monthly gatherings,

including virtual ones, aid coordination. Specialized groups
emerged, addressing new member support, conflict mediation,
public relations, sustainability and redistributional justice. The
initiative evolved from fragmented pick-up teams to a well-
organized, collaborative Foodsharing Community in ShCare_city.
Foodsharing ShCare_city is using a private Facebook group to
share information, events and food as well as a public Instagram
account to share photos, videos, events and information.

The Foodsharing movement operates through distinct districts,
overseen by appointed ambassadors who typically hold elected
positions. These ambassadors assume the role of orchestrating
the comprehensive administration within their respective dis-
tricts. They therefore have a higher level of authority and decision-
making power on the platform. Similarly, FS-Store-Coordinators
have certain rights on the platform. The hierarchies within the
platform have sparked controversies and development of new
hierarchical structures:

‘[...] in my store I would like to do as I see fit. I am the [FS-

Store-Coordinator]. If someone I know well wants to come in,

then I put a check mark on it. And if I do not want someone

in, then I exclude them. There is also a lot of injustice, a lot

of abuse of power. Especially not only among those responsible

for operations, but also among the ambassadors, who simply

have the possibility of unverifying people, kicking people out

of operations, kicking [FS-Store-Coordinators] out or putting

them in. So, there is a lot of arbitrariness and there are still

few recognized arbitration boards or there are not arbitration

boards in every district that might be able to bring peace into

it.’ (Foodsharing_participant17)

4.5. Chili-Project
The Chili-Project and its context are described in (Engelbutzeder
et al., 2020; Engelbutzeder et al., 2023b), focusing on the role of
ICT in promoting communal food resource sharing. As part of our
action-oriented research, we were an active part of the Foodroots
Community, an offshoot of Foodsharing ShCare_city. Within this
context, the Chili-Project emerged, involving the distribution of
chili plants to adoptive parents. Participants were invited to join
a Telegram group to foster a community of shared interest. In the
paper we argued for a paradigm shift from surplus to abundance
and emphasized the need for ‘glocal’ endeavors that foster deep
change in food systems. The data presented was from the project’s
first year, now in its fourth. In contrast, attempts to replicate the
project in another city ultimately foundered after a year. It is not
entirely clear why, but a clue lies in the near-absence of message
traffic that we interpret as a lack of collective narrative and
community-building efforts that had been present in ShCare_city.
Just sharing the seeds, project idea and educational material was
maybe not enough.

Despite the enthusiastic start of the project, it also threatens to
come to an end in ShCare_city. The initiator and main organizer
states:

‘I have the feeling that the project is running slowly. [...] It is

reduced to distributing plants in spring. In the group there are

hardly any questions asked or successes shared. It may be that

this could be communicated better. I find that the project is

already dead. As there is hardly any participation. Of course,

parts of Chili-Project will be continued (the seed-box, tomato

tasting, taking seeds at the seeds ferry) but I would not bother

to grow plants for adoption and advertise again under the name

Chili-Project. It was a great project in the first Covid year. The
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Figure 3. Publicly accessible map on Foodsharing.de displaying available SharingHut24/7 s.

year was also exciting when we started with tomatoes. Now

it has fallen asleep. There is also no effort from the group

or participants to creatively redesign the project.’ (Telegram-

message from Chili_participant10 to AuthorOne)

These outcomes raised questions about the project’s future
trajectory and the scalability. Since the project succeeds or fails
on the level of community engagement, we seek to understand
how we can foster that engagement better. Current attempts
to revitalize it include the establishing of a new website that
serves as a platform for the project. Notably, it incorporates
educational modules, as depicted in Fig. 4. In addition, a proposed
chatbot would fulfill various functions, including supporting the
onboarding process by clarifying the purpose of the group and
facilitating community engagement. It would assist participants
in making informed decisions, such as selecting the appropriate
tomato variety for their specific needs (e.g. suitable for balcony
cultivation). Furthermore, the chatbot would disseminate recur-
ring information and prompt participants to share the seeds and
knowledge they acquired during the season, fostering the cre-
ation of an inventory. Another crucial aspect would be facilitating

connections between newcomers and experts by matching their
respective needs and inventory. A further trial will take place as
the project is initiated in city_B, where individuals and seeds from
ShCare_city and city_B will converge.

4.6. NRS-group
The ‘Natural Resources ShCare_city’ Telegram chat group (NRS-
group) is a public platform with ∼2000 members, utilizing the
Telegram messenger application. Telegram enables various forms
of communication, including one-on-one and group messaging,
channel-based information dissemination and integration with
third-party applications. This cloud-based app supports voice
and video calls and is accessible on multiple platforms. Initial
registration requires a phone number verification via SMS or call.
Inside a group, members can share messages, media files and
use Telegram’s features like stickers and surveys. Admins can pin
essential messages atop the chat for visibility.

Interactions within the NRS-group are limited to Telegram’s
chat features. Therefore, organization and management of the
sharing and gift-giving practices are primarily conducted via mes-
sages sent to and received from the NRS-group. User interactions
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Figure 4. Educational material for growing tomatoes.

are structured around keywords like ‘Offering’ or ‘Searching’,
indicating resources being shared or sought. Messages include
details about the resource, its type, size, condition and location.
Images are often attached for offered resources. The NRS-group
promotes resource exchange via digital communication, which
leads to physical resource exchange through personal meetings
or designated pick-up points. This intertwining of digital and
real-world interaction fosters social connections. Reciprocity and
follow-up interactions also contribute to a sense of community
building.

However, conflicts emerged, leading to the creation of a dis-
cussion group that established principles for conflict mediation.
These guidelines clarified appropriate behavior, discouraging
barter and emphasizing community-oriented sharing. Admin-
istrators managed this through explicit messaging in a pinned
message and the implementation of a Bot (https://missrose.
org/) to ensure smooth operation, reducing their workload.
The group facilitates ∼30–40 daily offers and searches. Some
interviews revealed that individuals also engage with the group
for entertainment or unexpected discoveries.

The NRS-group needs to clarify contact guidelines due to the
excess private messages users receive when inquiring about
offered resources, aiming to prevent confusion and message
overload. Users also face challenges related to inaccurate resource
descriptions, size/weight discrepancies and appointment no-
shows. However, the impact of surplus redistribution on com-
munity building appears limited according to wider aspiration,
primarily serving as a redistribution medium. Interviews suggest
the NRS-group effectively coordinates resource sharing among
members. Its success is attributed to established, intuitively
learned rules that enhance the platform’s functionality:

‘Well, that is well regulated because there is also an extra

discussion [chat]group, and I do not know now whether I read

any rules or something at the beginning but that was then

somehow clear, [ . . . ] at the beginning I observed a bit it was

then clear that one writes at the beginning search or offer. And

for me it is also clear that I do not start to discuss in the [chat]

group but if I want something that I write to the people directly.

And that was somehow so natural for me. And then at some

point later I also read from someone: Yes, please answer people

privately.’ (NRS_Participant5)

4.7. Overview
The following table (Table 1) presents an overview of the projects
presented in this chapter.

5. RESULTS
Our comparison of six projects is intended to highlight the factors
that facilitate or mitigate against the successful connection of the
practical issue of surplus and its redistribution with transforma-
tive ambitions, including the development of sharing and caring
communities. We should note that one difficulty here, and hence
a relevant factor, is that there is sometimes no agreement as to
what success would look like.

The results provide insights into the design space that, we
consider, needs to be addressed when practical issues and trans-
formative ambitions intersect in grassroots communities. This
understanding reveals the challenges that emerge in UDSs and
helps derive design implications. HCI professionals can, in this
way, link practical issues with utopian objectives.

After describing the emergence and manifestation of UDSs,
our findings highlight that UDSs face challenges in managing
values due to differing conceptions of fairness, scaling up
effectively, ensuring sustainability and longevity through ongoing
support and community engagement and overcoming barriers
related to inclusivity and accessibility. These insights inform
HCI researchers and practitioners about the nuances of the
design space that can be directed at a utopian perspective on
transformative community practices in the context of surplus
redistribution.

Emergence and Manifestation: The redistributive practices we
have highlighted are practices that occur through the coordina-
tion of redistributors and include picking up or delivering, sorting,
positioning and distributing material and food that are surplus for
various reasons and making them available for free to be taken
and used by others. UDSs are created, in principle, by gathering
surplus resources in one place and performing redistribution
with the rule of ‘no exchange of things or food for money’. In
this space, social innovations can emerge that support social
cohesion, especially sharing and caring practices. Surplus then
acts optimally as a catalyst for transformative ambitions. Our own
aspirations as participants have always been to do with fostering
a shift toward sharing and caring practices within the grassroots
communities. This transformation is, or should be, multi-faceted
and involves two essential aspects: the conversion of surplus
into a gift and the subsequent metamorphosis of that gift into
abundance. Acts of gifting at this level create opportunities for
a culture of generalized reciprocity and solidarity to emerge that
can nurture a sense of togetherness and mutual support. In the
abundant environment that we advocate, the shared gift becomes
a seed that germinates, producing a bountiful harvest of goodwill
and resources, as the following quote illustrates:

‘There were some unknown foods at the SharingEvent. Among

them was a product called “WaterDrops”. One guest said, “Come

on, want to try this? I will make you one too?”. A conversation

ensued about foods that are now available at SharingEvent that

people do not know about. Among them were lychees, which

were then tasted together with three other guests. The guest

cut another apple and gave each of the other three guests a
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Table 1. Overview of projects.

Project Description Appearance Current ICT usage

Free-Shop People can bring and take as many things as they
want to a regular offline event.

physical UDS WhatsApp group for sharing photos,
internal updates, personal greetings and
minimal task assignments

Communal- Cooking-Event Surplus food and produce from the community
garden are collected in a kitchen and cooked
together.

physical UDS WhatsApp group for sharing photos,
internal updates and task assignments
Foodsharing.de to coordinate pick-ups of
surplus food

Sharing Event
&
SharingHut 24/7

Surplus food and produce of the community
garden are collected in a kitchen and cooked
together.

hybrid UDS Telegram group to coordinate attendance of
volunteers
Another Telegram group for sharing
information and photos regarding
SharingEvent and SharingHut24/7
Foodsharing.de to coordinate pick-ups of
surplus food

Foodsharing Foodsharing supports saving and sharing of
surplus food.

hybrid UDS Foodsharing.de to coordinate pick-ups of
surplus food and enable peer-to-peer food
sharing
Facebook private group to share events,
information and food
Instagram public page to share photos,
videos, events and information

Chili-Project Pre-grown chili plants are distributed to adoptive
parents to form a community of interest.

hybrid UDS Telegram group to share experiences, ask
for advice and get expert information

NRS Telegram group People can offer and search for resources online. digital UDS Telegram group to offer and request goods
and services/Another Telegram group to
negotiate rules

piece. There was then talk about what some of the foods were

called in Arabic.’ (Fieldnotes_03.09.2020)

Surplus resources can enable communities to collectively address
issues and collectively develop future visions. In the context of the
Free-Shop, e.g. some helpers offered additional support in filling
out welfare applications and dreamed together of a world in which
people share according to their needs and abilities. Where surplus
redistribution exists, community members are encouraged to pool
further resources and talents to tackle challenges that affect
the entire community, such as education, healthcare or infras-
tructure. This collaborative problem-solving approach promotes
a sense of collective responsibility and empowers individuals to
work together for the betterment of the community.

In this way, redistributing surplus might produce a profound
cultural transformation, dismantling the scarcity mindset, replac-
ing it with an ethos of abundance. It reinforces the idea that
the more individuals share with one another, the greater the
abundance for the whole community (Engelbutzeder et al., 2023b).
Ultimately, this shift cultivates a culture of sharing, caring and
collective prosperity. Of course, what matters is whether such
ambitions are realized within a UDS and, if not, why not. It must
be emphasized that not all emerging practices can be consid-
ered as transformative, but the shared experience of co-creation
constitutes a process wherein the reconstruction of an order
occurs collectively and creates occasions that introduce cracks
and ruptures into the hegemonic order (Waldenfels et al., 2011).
Having said that, communities do not exist sui generis. They are
built. There are processes of learning that are also essential to
progress. Comparison of the six projects provide us with pointers.

In the context of ICT, we discern three manifestations: Physical,
Hybrid and Digital UDS.

Physical UDS: The Free-Shop and Communal-Cooking-Event
exemplify physical UDS, where surplus redistribution, sharing

and caring predominantly unfold in physical spaces, with ICT
primarily serving for task coordination.

Hybrid UDS, as illustrated by endeavors such as the Chili-
Project, Foodsharing.de, SharingEvent and SharingHut24/7,
exhibit a fusion of practices spanning both physical and digital
realms. Although SharingEvent could still be classified as a
physical UDS on its own, the closely related SharingHut24/7
and Foodsharing.de spaces lean toward the hybrid category.
For instance, the Telegram groups of Sharing Event and Shar-
ingHut24/7 facilitate the sharing of current food availability
through photos, along with private food offers and requests.
Foodsharing.de provides a public map displaying all Shar-
ingHut24/7 locations, coupled with additional peer-to-peer
sharing functionalities. Crucial negotiation and decision-making
processes within the Foodsharing ShCare_city community unfold
through a combination of physical and hybrid meetings.

The digital UDS variant finds its expression in the NRS-group.
While transactions occur physically, and personal relations form
between members, the community and its rule-making practices,
along with those that involve coordination and communication,
predominantly unfold in the digital realm.

Managing values: The overarching sharing and caring is some-
times problematized by different conceptions of what is ‘fair’ or
even what objectives should be prioritized (Engelbutzeder et al.,
2023a). The following quote highlights Foodsharing_participant13
reflection on sustainability goals in Foodsharing.de, wherein he
discerns a clear contradiction when food is exclusively collected
by car:

‘But I notice in the community that this sustainability aspect

is unfortunately often no longer lived, but that there are more

or less only “car drivers stores”, which people who actually

live closer to the store can no longer join. [...] Those who have

been with the “club” for a long time often have the feeling that
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they have more rights and are already involved in stores that

function like that. [ . . . ] They have integrated this into their

everyday lives and are not prepared to give up their privileges.

So, I think that’s a general problem in our society, that at some

point people take the privileges they have for granted and then

do not want to give them back.’ (Foodsharing_participant13)

Within UDSs, conflicts, power dynamics and orthodox economic
practices can emerge, potentially undermining the cooperative
and egalitarian principles. Differences in opinions, resource
distribution, decision-making processes or leadership issues can
weaken the cohesion and resilience of a UDS. Even though the
anti-equivalent exchange philosophy contrasts with orthodox
economic practices, they sometimes reinsert themselves. There
is a view on the part of some members that merit should be
rewarded, and that reward should be distributed according to
individual performance and productivity. This was visible in dis-
cussions about who should be allowed to lunch at the Free-Shop,
whether volunteers had ‘first pick’ at the SharingEvent, whether
ambassadors for Foodsharing.de should have more extensive
rights on the platform because of their responsibilities and so
on. This tendency is also evident in the recent implementation
of a tool on Foodsharing.de called ‘commitment statistic’, which
displays how many pick-ups and other tasks a Foodsaver has
done and can be accessed only by ambassadors and FS-Store-
Coordinators.

Mismatched beliefs are also to be seen in attitudes on the part
of some who see the investigated UDSs as charitable. Fairness
was a particularly significant ideological issue in the SharingEvent
(Engelbutzeder et al., 2023a) and Foodsharing ShCare_city. The
voluntary developers of the Foodsharing.de platform introduced
a novel feature called ‘cherry-picking rule’. The rule empowers
ambassadors to selectively limit the number of pick-ups for each
Foodsaver from particularly ‘lucrative’ supermarkets within a
specified timeframe. As one interviewee put it:

‘And that is why I think there is an unspoken OK from both

sides, so that for example Manuel, I, Alina and many others who

are ideally behind it, say it is OK for us that we do the work and

you somehow “only save food”. We also get into a bit of a tangle

in between because these interests also oppose each other. For

example, the cherry-picking rule has been introduced and we

are placing more and more value on it, so sustainability and

redistributional justice, where locally and preferably by foot

pick-ups are made, which of course also excludes people again.’

(Foodsharing_participant1)

A developer reveals that the Foodsharing.de development is
thinking about linking the functionalities of ‘commitment-
statistic’ and ‘cherry-picking rule’:

‘I think the cherry-picking rule is great. So, creating depen-

dencies like that. We have this idea of coupling: you can pick

up here, but in return you have to clean the SharingHut24/7

once a month. At the moment, this is done in such a way that

someone really sits down in both teams [one for coordinating

pick-ups and another for coordinating cleaning] and says: “ah,

he has [cleaned] then and then, then he can pick up here,

then I can confirm it”. So, each slot confirmation sometimes

takes five minutes. That is so much work to do. The cherry-

picking rule takes a little bit of that off your hands.’ (Foodshar-

ing_participant17)

Scale and Scope: UDSs may struggle to scale up to larger com-
munities or societal levels. UDSs require appropriate infrastruc-
ture, facilitation and support mechanisms to function effectively.
Insufficient resources, limited access to technologies or a lack
of organizational structures can hinder the development and
sustainability of UDSs. The effectiveness and impact of these
spaces might be limited to smaller, localized contexts, making
it challenging to achieve widespread systemic change without
careful consideration of the way in which the current infras-
tructure operates and how it might be successfully built on. We
have noted, for instance, that although Foodsharing.de is widely
and successfully used for certain purposes, other technologies are
sometimes preferred, partly to avoid some of the hierarchical ele-
ments imposed by Foodsharing.de. Security and privacy concerns,
particularly in Telegram and Facebook usage, may intensify with
increased scale.

Scale-related issues also disclose the way in which informa-
tion is shared. At a local level, ICT facilitates the documenta-
tion and sharing of grassroots experiences, best practices and
lessons learned. This is almost entirely done in and through the
use of existing facilities such as Telegram, Facebook and so on.
Chili-Project participants created additional Telegram groups for
sharing gardening knowledge and resources, expanding beyond
chili plants. Involvement extended offline through friends, rela-
tives and community interactions, fostering personal connections
and initiating related activities beyond the original project. The
important element of this is that of cross-fertilization. Simply
put, ICT plays an important role in linking the different UDSs—
it is important to sow seeds (projects) and nurture them (work-
shops, decision making processes, conflict management) in order
to build a framework for the individual projects to grow into a
common ecosystem that is interconnected and interdependent.
In a socio-technical ecosystem that supports, e.g. the connec-
tion of NRS-group and Free-Shop, or of the public SharingEven-
t/SharingHut24/7 Telegram group to the functionalities regarding
SharingHut24/7 at Foodsharing.de, or the possibilities of bringing
ambitions such as seed-sharing in via Foodsharing.de. Public dis-
plays with sharing-and-caring-contents could be brought to the
socio-technical ecosystem and we are currently engaged with that
process.

Sustainability and Longevity: Maintaining the sustainability
and longevity of a UDS can be a challenge. Without proper gov-
ernance, ongoing support and community engagement, these
spaces may struggle to sustain the desired sharing and caring
practices over time. UDSs thrive on active engagement and par-
ticipation from individuals and communities. If there is a lack of
involvement and commitment from participants, it can weaken
the collaborative and cooperative dynamics essential for a UDS to
flourish. The problems that SharingHut24/7, for instance, experi-
enced are evidenced in online communications. Thus, a message
in the Telegram group ‘SharingHut24/7 Achenbach’ asked, ‘[h]as
anyone been to the SharingHut24/7? Is there anything left there
or has it already been looted?’. A respondent in an interview
highlighted the majority’s lack of engagement:

‘I am a bit bitter at how selfish people are in relation to Shar-

ingHut24/7 and that they just rather look at what advantage

they themselves have from it and not what advantage Food-

sharing has from it. Tasks are not distributed fairly. The people

who take care that SharingHut24/7 is built and organized, are

then even the idiots who have to take care that it stays running.’

(Foodsharing_participant2)
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While conflicts arose steadily about the rapid disappearance of
food in SharingHut24/7, about people who take the food others
want to bring there directly from their car, about hygiene and
the contribution that everyone could make to it and much more,
a community emerged around the regular SharingEvent, estab-
lishing common practices for more equitable distribution (Engel-
butzeder et al., 2023a). Similar observations were made for both
the seeds-box and seeds-ferries in the Chili-Project. While the
seeds-box placed in a library frequently remained devoid of seeds,
the coordinators of the seed-ferries enthusiastically reported that
the community consistently possessed a greater variety of seeds
than previously.

A significant challenge for grassroots communities is external
dependency, for such communities seldom exist isolated from
wider society. External factors, such as government policies
or market forces, can significantly impact the functioning
and success of these spaces, making them vulnerable to
external constraints. In our instances, the passing of the central
coordinator of the Homeland Association, who consistently
supported SharingEvent and SharingHut24/7, had an impact on
both projects. Following this, SharingHut24/7 ceased to exist, and
the adjacent garden, once tended to by the community, is no
longer maintained. AuthorOne’s confrontation with city officials
over Free-Shop community needs led to its eviction from city-
managed premises.

It is crucial to address these fragilities and develop strategies
to mitigate risks and strengthen a UDS to ensure its long-term
viability and impact. UDSs may face resistance or challenges
from existing socio-economic systems and power structures. The
influence of orthodox economic practices and social norms can
impede the transformational potential of these spaces, hindering
their ability to achieve widespread adoption. While by no means
the only relevant factor, ICTs play a clear educational role.

Inclusivity and Accessibility: Ensuring inclusivity and accessi-
bility within a UDS is crucial but can be difficult to achieve. Over-
coming barriers such as language, cultural differences or unequal
resource distribution requires careful consideration and design. In
all UDSs, we noticed a tendency toward assistance with ICT evolv-
ing into a communal practice, such as aiding others in navigating
Telegram and joining relevant groups. Analyzing issues within the
Free-Shop revealed differing opinions on community membership
rights and responsibilities, largely due to distinctions between
insiders and others. Those who only take or bring things but do not
also collaborate were referred to by Free-Shop_participant2 (P2)
as ‘visitors’ who are not part of the ‘core team’. P2 believes that
most people share an overall vision that is broadly anti-capitalist,
nevertheless the ‘core team’ has advantages in the distribution
of items. For example, it is not uncommon for particularly good
items to first be offered within the core team if anyone wants
them before they ‘go out to the masses’. Within the core team, the
sense of community and cohesion, as well as helping each other, is
particularly pronounced. Competition, envy and conflicts would
hardly exist. For example, Free-Shop_participant5 (P5) says, ‘It is
like a flea market, except this flea market is like a family and there
is hardly any competition here’. When asked, however, he explains
that conflicts do occur, but mostly ‘outside’ with ‘visitors’ who do
not help out.

P5 explicitly formulated a hierarchy: in first place for him is the
‘community feeling’, in second place the ‘activities’ and only in
third place the things. This hierarchy implicitly divides members
into (1) committed contributors who are primarily interested in
community and meaningful activity, (2) visitors who simply want
to take advantage of what is offered; donors, who shed their

surplus rather idealistically. The ‘core team’ exemplifies their
commitments to a negotiative order rather than one where rules
and procedures are imposed. The insider group subscribes to a
strong ideology that has elements of environmentalism, alter-
native economics and a sharing and caring ethos. P2 explains
that there is no exchange of equivalents here: ‘I can give a pair
of pants here and take a book, although the pants were more
expensive, but that does not matter because I could not use the
pants anymore, but I could use the book.’ (P2). He finds a ‘world
without money’ an interesting thought. He thinks someone could
also trade a Ferrari for a pair of pants if they no longer needed the
Ferrari but did need the pants.

When we contrast the Free-Shop (a physical UDS) with the
NRS-group (a digital UDS), the most notable distinction lies in the
varying degrees of community building. The NRS-group prioritizes
surplus redistribution efficiency, whereas the Free-Shop rather
follows the ethical principle of ‘need before interest’. However,
time also plays a role, i.e. P2 does not wait for the person with
the highest need: ‘The most important thing is to give things a
new purpose. After all, we do not want to store things here forever.
That would be a lengthy process, trying to figure out who is most
in need, like an auction’. P2 further explains that not only does
the exchange not have to be equivalent, it does not have to be
between A and B, but can involve C: ‘I might not return the favor
now to the one who gave me something, but to another who
needs help’ (P2). This is generalized reciprocity in action. From
an insider perspective, no distinction is made between sharing
and caring. P2 says ‘sharing is caring’, emphasizing that sharing
things automatically results in caring for each other. As a sense
of belonging and community develops, the community becomes
not only a sharing, but also a caring community. He speaks of
mutual ‘services’. Some would bring their children to the Free-
Shop and one would take care of them together, e.g. go to the art
room with them.

‘From our perspective as people who are partially or fully

involved, it is more of a caring community here, because we

are not just taking care of ourselves, we are also taking care of

each other. And the people who show up here as clientele form

a sharing community.’ (P5)

Attempts to regulate these visions through identifying levels of
commitment were undertaken via Foodsharing.de’s commitment
statistic. Such regulative strategies seem to work, at least for
insiders:

‘I like the commitment statistics, but it always makes me angry,

because I see from one specific person [...] how much is saved.

Then I ask myself, where do all the things go? So, it is such a

personal thing though and I get annoyed that so many slots are

booked (by that person) then. So that is 7,8,9,10 pick-ups in a

week.’ (FS_partisipant10)

‘[Through the commitment statistic] you can see how much

others pick up. Some people have said that “I do not pick up

very often”, and then they pick up three times a week, but that

is why I think you can use it to control things a bit. Definitely.’

(FS_participant11)

These and many other observations by interviewees testify to the
strong normative elements entailed in Foodsharing and the other
projects. It does seem that there is a need for some monitoring of
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processes such that people are seen to be making a commitment.
‘Are people doing their share of the work? Are they being deceitful
in their picking up of food? Is the wider agenda of sustainability
being met?’, are regularly raised questions.

6. DISCUSSION
Below, we discuss the implications of our findings for the field
of HCI, particularly focusing on the emerging concept of a UDS
that can support sustainable community practices, bridging the
practical issue of surplus redistribution with the transformative
ambitions inherent in the concept of UDS. By examining the chal-
lenges and opportunities identified in our study, we aim to provide
actionable insights for designing socio-technical ICT systems that
engage with surplus as a catalyst for supporting the emergence
of sharing and caring practices, encouraging community engage-
ment and supporting the long-term sustainability of grassroots
initiatives.

In this chapter, we will:

• Discuss how UDS represents a unique concept linking of
grassroots work with desired future states, creating environ-
ments that prioritize diversity, solidarity and ethical con-
siderations. This includes examining how UDS challenges
established economic principles by promoting inclusivity and
equity in resource distribution.

• Explore the concept of prefigurative technology, a particular
imaginary, which refers to technologies that embody the
values and practices of a desired future state within UDS.
This section will highlight how socio-technical innovations
emerge through negotiation processes and the development
of rules within grassroots communities.

• Provide actionable insights for HCI professionals that engage
in similar issues.

By addressing these points, we aim to demonstrate how HCI
research can guide the design and development of socio-technical
artifact ecologies that empower communities and promote social,
sustainable or utopian innovations.

6.1. UDSs as moral enterprises?
A UDS is constituted where there is both a current practical issue
(redistribution of surplus and its redistribution) and a desired
future state that is anticipated by grassroots communities self-
organizing around the practical issues. The UDS concept refers
to physical, hybrid or virtual spaces in which conventional social
rules of action are suspended, and new rules and practices can be
experienced and developed. We consider this to be an unusual
feature of grassroots work, not seen in many other contexts,
and hence one which requires a particular conceptual lens. UDS
serves as an imaginary space for envisioning radical ideas and
alternative designs that can be enacted by collectively working
on a practical issue like surplus and its redistribution. As such,
used comparatively, they are a conceptual development from the
notion of the socio-technical imaginary (e.g.) in that they both
encompass description of current practice and the envisioning of
a possible future through comparison.

Both current practice and ideological visions are accompanied
by tensions, negotiation processes and rules, a common theme
within grassroots communities (Davies, 2019; Rossitto et al.,
2021a; Berns et al., 2023). For UDS this does not mean surplus
is a necessary or sufficient condition. It is an enabling factor.
Redistribution introduces rules that determine ‘who gets what,
when and why’. The dynamic nature of UDS emerges, in the

instances we describe, when the redistribution of surplus is
not limited to a singular event, but takes place regularly, both
in a physical or digital place. Only in this regularity does the
possibility for community building and development of sharing
and caring practices toward abundance arise. In the process
between surplus and abundance lies transformative power. At
the same time, helpers engage in coordination and organization,
deriving different benefits (SharingEvent: guests and helpers have
equal chance of food; Free-Shop: helpers make first pick).

The redistribution of surplus sees the emergence of rules, pro-
cedures and practices that have a moral force, albeit a sometimes
contradictory one. The point is that these emerge in and through
performance, as Butler (Butler, 2015) terms it. This kind of nego-
tiation process can also be envisioned in other contexts besides
surplus redistribution. We argue that the six contexts we have
described represent spaces within which the process of trans-
formational education (Bildung) (Koller, 2011) can be involved.
UDS thus potentially represent ‘a process of the transformation
of world- and self-relations that may develop when humans are
confronted with certain problems without being provided with
the means necessary for solving them’ (Koller, 2011). Specific
practices of sharing and togetherness, which have developed,
e.g. within the SharingEvent or the Free-Shop, can be seen as a
counter-design to prevailing practices of mutual exchange logic
(with or without money). Within the projects described, develop-
ments took place that impacted on these logics.

Generalized reciprocity (Molm, 2010; Graeber and Sahlins, 2017;
Sahlins et al., 2017) plays a crucial role within UDS, emphasizing
giving without expecting an immediate or direct return. This
practice fosters a culture of trust and mutual support, which is
foundational to the sharing and caring practices within these
spaces. The act of giving and sharing resources, without the expec-
tation of direct reciprocation, cultivates a sense of community and
collective well-being. By engaging in generalized reciprocity, com-
munity members contribute to an environment where surplus
resources are transformed into communal abundance, reinforcing
the ethical dimensions of resource redistribution and enhancing
social bonds.

UDSs are constituted in their emergent opposition to dominant
economic and social forces. They introduce participants to the
striking challenge of surplus in a context in which they come into
relationship with both the surplus and with others via its redistri-
bution. Sharing things increases the likelihood that people care
for each other (Light and Miskelly, 2015). As participants evoke
and collectively experience further sharing and caring practices
in UDSs they design notions of abundance (Engelbutzeder et al.,
2023b). The success of a UDS, as we have seen, requires more than
just surplus; coordination, organization and resource-pooling col-
lectively contribute to the evolution of a UDS and the aspiration
toward community building. Yet, UDS can be understood as spaces
in which not only care for one another but also ecological care for
the planet is practiced (Rossitto et al., 2022). In the use of surplus,
the transformative power lies in the design space between surplus
and abundance.

The steady flow of ‘money-free’ surplus leads to a progressive
decline in orthodox economic practices in a UDS and promotes
sharing, caring, resource-sharing and prosumption (Ritzer et al.,
2012) practices. Even so, established economic practices like the
merit principle (only those that contribute properly receive bene-
fits), efficiency orientation (efficient resource allocation vs leisure
and caring) and rational choice theory (e.g. presumption that
those who pick up free stuff sell it elsewhere) can also be observed
in UDSs. It is in the relationship or nexus of innovative and
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orthodox economic practices that socio-ecological transforma-
tion can be experienced, researched and designed.

UDS refers to an idealized conceptual realm where designers
can envision and explore innovative and transformative possibili-
ties for ‘holistic’ change toward sustainability and the potential
of technologies within them (Blevis, 2007; Hirsch et al., 2010;
Håkansson and Sengers, 2013; Tomlinson et al., 2013; Silberman
et al., 2014; Light et al., 2017; Blevis, 2018; Knowles et al., 2018;
Liu et al., 2018; Nardi, 2019; Norton et al., 2019; Bardzell et al.,
2021; Asgeirsdottir and Comber, 2023). Thus, there is some overlap
in design approaches such as speculative design (Auger, 2013)
and design fiction (Grand and Wiedmer, 2010), which also center
around exploring alternative futures and challenging existing
conventional assumptions around technology, ethics and soci-
ety. However, UDS is not a design approach that also envisions
undesirable scenarios. It is an inherently optimistic theoretical
construct that encourages designers to think in between the
current constraints of surplus and scarcity and imagine a future
that is significantly better than the present (Engelbutzeder et al.,
2023b). Knowledge about practices within UDS is critical because,
as Rossitto et al. point out, ‘[a]nti-designs, i.e. technological explo-
rations that can hinder care and caring as they meddle with, or
disrupt, important relationships of volunteering and organizing’,
can exist, where rather than facilitating or enhancing care, these
technological interventions may create barriers or challenges that
impede the nurturing of supportive relationships and community
engagement (Rossitto et al., 2021a).

The UDS concept acknowledges technology’s potential to
profoundly shape and influence society. It encourages HCI
researchers and practitioners to tackle issues of surplus and
scarcity through their reflexive involvement to consider the
social, ethical and cultural implications of technology design and
to envision alternative futures that promote human well-being,
equity and sustainability (Fry, 2009). UDSs create a microcosm of
the desired future society within the present, demonstrating the
feasibility and desirability of alternative ways of organizing and
relating to one another.

Knowles et al. suggest that SHCI should unite behind the
belief ‘that in order to sustain the quality of life for humans
on this planet into the very far future, significant changes are
needed to our current way of life’, and thus aim to radicalize
SHCI (Knowles et al., 2018). Within UDS, designers can imagine
and explore radical ideas, disruptive innovations and alterna-
tive design approaches that may challenge existing norms and
assumptions. It is a creative and visionary space where conven-
tional boundaries and limitations can be temporarily suspended.
Therefore, UDS serves as an imaginative starting point from which
practical innovations can be derived and sustainability in daily
practices can be supported. The concept of UDS is a call for HCI
practitioners to engage in critical reflection and ethical consider-
ation of the technologies they create. It encourages designers to
question existing power structures, anticipate potential risks and
unintended consequences and strive for designs that align with
alternative values and aspirations.

Within a UDS, projects or initiatives that emerge can embody
the principles of a moral enterprise by promoting ethical prac-
tices, social responsibility and positive impact on individuals and
communities. The negotiation processes within a UDS, specifically
around the question of ‘who gets what, why and when’, contribute
to UDS being considered a moral enterprise that provides surplus
goods and resources free of charge while it engages people
into moral discussions around it. These negotiations foster a
sense of fairness, justice and communal decision-making, where

considerations of need, equity and inclusivity are taken into
account. By engaging in these discussions, UDSs create an
environment that goes beyond conventional economic principles,
highlighting the ethical dimensions of resource redistribution,
encouraging further sharing and caring practices and promoting
a shared responsibility for the well-being of the community.

6.2. Prefigurative technology
The concept of prefigurative technology is rooted in the idea
of prefigurative politics, a principle fundamental to anarchist
philosophy. Prefigurative politics involves practicing the values
and practices of an ideal future society in current actions and
structures (Yates, 2021), rather than deferring these ideals until
after a future revolution or transformation (Jeffrey and Dyson,
2021). As such, it constitutes a specific and directed imaginary
that stresses the importance of consistency between means and
ends (Graeber, 2002; Maeckelbergh, 2011), advocating for practi-
cal, immediate and direct action (Franks, 2003). It encompasses
building alternatives to existing institutions while simultaneously
challenging them (Breines, 1989; Epstein, 1993).

Prefigurative technology involves the deliberate design and use
of technology to create and maintain alternative forms of organi-
zation, decision-making and participation that align with prefig-
urative political principles. This includes using digital platforms
and social media for decentralized and participatory decision-
making processes and developing free/libre open-source software
(FLOSS) and hardware that encourage collaboration (Ahmed et al.,
2014; Jahn et al., 2024), transparency (Lakhani and Wolf, 2003)
and collective ownership (Michael and Bradford, 1999). According
to Asad (Asad, 2019), ‘prefigurative design’ similarly draws on
prefigurative politics but applies it within research justice, foster-
ing equitable and collaborative research practices that prioritize
community autonomy. While both prefigurative design and pre-
figurative technology focus on creating alternatives aligned with
future societal values, prefigurative design specifically addresses
justice within research relationships, establishing partnerships
that allow communities to shape the research autonomously. This
emphasis on justice in research relationships is also crucial to the
success of a UDS, as it ensures that community-driven values and
goals remain central throughout the design and implementation
processes.

Mechanisms to Afford Prefiguration: Technology can support
prefiguration by enabling the enactment of desired future societal
values and practices in the present. This can be achieved through
several mechanisms: firstly, technology can facilitate decentral-
ized and participatory decision-making processes, allowing for
more inclusive and democratic engagement within communities.
Open-source platforms and collaborative tools enhance trans-
parency and collective ownership, which are essential prefigura-
tive principles. Secondly, technology can improve connectivity and
coordination, helping communities organize and mobilize around
shared utopian goals. Lastly, adaptive and flexible technological
approaches can be tailored to meet evolving community needs,
ensuring that the tools used remain aligned with the community’s
transformative ambitions.

Challenges to Prefiguration: Conversely, technology can obstruct
prefiguration when it reinforces existing power structures,
limits inclusivity or fails to align with the community’s values
and goals. Proprietary platforms that lack transparency or
promote hierarchical control can undermine efforts to establish
egalitarian and participatory decision-making processes. Tech-
nologies that are not adaptable to the evolving needs of a com-
munity can stifle innovation and responsiveness. Additionally,
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platforms that prioritize profit over privacy and user autonomy
can alienate community members and hinder the development
of trust and collaboration. When technology imposes rigid
structures or is inaccessible to all community members, it can
create barriers to participation and perpetuate social inequalities,
thus frustrating the transformative ambitions of prefigurative
practices.

Practical Example: An illustrative example is the evolution of
Communal-Cooking-Events, where surplus food is used to cook
meals collectively. This initiative led to the establishment of com-
posts for food waste and eventually to communal gardens. To
coordinate the events and the adjacent urban garden (see chapter
4.2) we are seeing a progressive expansion of community artifact
ecology that is oriented toward the needs of the community and at
the same time opens up a space that goes beyond the redistribu-
tion of surplus, using it as a means to be productive together, nego-
tiate common rules and build community. Such practices embody
prefigurative principles by integrating practical approaches with
broader transformative goals. This development resonates with
Yates (Yates, 2015), who identifies five key components of prefig-
urative politics: collective experimentation, creation and sharing
of political meanings, establishing future-oriented social norms,
consolidating these norms within movement infrastructure and
spreading ideas and goals.

Balancing Practical Concerns and Transformative Ambitions:
As communities become more aware of the desirability of
prefigurative technology, they must balance practical concerns
with transformative ambitions within their socio-technical
artifact ecology. Community artifact ecology refers to the
constellation of artifacts utilized by a community, emerging
from key members’ contributions (Bødker et al., 2016). It evolves
with community needs through negotiation and adoption. This
dynamic and stable ecology co-evolves with community practices,
stemming from various influences and tied to culture and place.
The arrangement is underpinned by a shared understanding of
essential activities and artifact roles. Rather than just technology
use, focus lays on observing the community shaping collaborative
environments. Communities with limited resources creatively
shape their artifact ecology, using mundane tools and creating
software specifications for their needs while finding ways to
fund development. This shifts from mere use to active shaping
(Bødker et al., 2016).

For instance, while platforms like Diaspora, Mastodon or Matrix
inherently reflect values such as transparency and open collab-
oration, more widely used platforms like Facebook or Telegram,
despite potential value misalignments, can also serve as effective
starting points due to their accessibility and reach. This nuanced
balancing of values and needs related to practical concerns along-
side transformative ambitions takes place within the intricate
framework of the community’s artifact ecology and can be called
prefigurative technology. In the sense of Michel de Certeau (de
Certeau, 1988), prefigurative technology can be understood as a
tactic rather than a strategy. According to de Certeau, strategies
are employed by entities that control a defined space, allow-
ing them to assert intentions with stability. In contrast, tactics
are employed by actors who lack such control, maneuvering
creatively within established structures to achieve situational
gains. Prefigurative technology, seen as a tactic, allows community
actors to navigate spaces not fully within their control, adapting
existing technologies and resources to realize incremental social
change. This tactic operates within current power dynamics, yet it
uses everyday practices to anticipate and enact aspects of a future
society in the present.

Technologies on their own, of course, cannot be prefigurative
in the sense we mean. They become so in and through their
deployment in a socio-technical ecology specifically geared to
grassroots communities’ needs, visions and objectives. For us as
action-oriented researchers it is important to understand that
technology can only aid activist movements when it garners suffi-
cient user adoption and furthermore, that grassroots movements
have limited resources for the design of their technology. Many
grassroots movements are effectively forced to use platforms that
are accessible to a lot of people, such as Facebook (as seen in (Belk,
2017; Edwards, 2021)).

Dynamic Nature of Artifact Ecologies: Prefigurative technology
is characterized by its use within dynamic community artifact
ecologies, rather than by its physical attributes. This perspective
shifts the emphasis from the tangible aspects of technology to
its role in fostering community engagement, challenging exist-
ing norms and developing transformative practices. Research on
artifact ecologies delves into the study and design of techno-
logical systems, emphasizing their relation to sociocultural con-
texts (Jung et al., 2008; Bødker and Klokmose, 2011; Bødker and
Klokmose, 2012; Bødker et al., 2016). It examines how artifacts
are used in specific contexts and how their combined usage can
lead to new properties or functionalities (Vasiliou et al., 2015;
Bødker et al., 2017). Building on this foundational understanding,
subsequent studies, such as those by Korsgaard et al. (Korsgaard
et al., 2022), introduce the concept of collective artifact ecologies.
These studies highlight that the formation of artifact ecologies
within communities is often an organic process, driven by the
diverse contributions and knowledge of community members.
These ecologies can feature interactions between artifacts that
are complementary or sometimes even conflicting, showcasing
the dynamic nature of these systems (Bødker et al., 2017). This
research underscores the significance of context in designing and
understanding artifact ecologies, arguing that effective creation
and management of these systems depend heavily on the deep,
local knowledge and expertise of community members (Vasiliou
et al., 2015). Moreover, artifacts within these ecologies are fre-
quently chosen and adapted by the collective members, indicating
that the design of artifact ecologies is a collaborative and adaptive
process (Korsgaard et al., 2022).

Selecting Appropriate Platforms: When selecting a platform in
the early stages of community formation, platforms that inher-
ently reflect values such as transparency and open collabora-
tion in their design, like Diaspora, Mastodon or Matrix, could be
appropriate choices. However, platforms that might initially seem
at odds with the fundamental values of grassroots initiatives,
such as Facebook or Telegram, can serve as effective starting
points to build the community artifact ecology that resonates
with community needs and values in a prefigurative sense. Plat-
forms that seem to be well suited for grassroots communities’
values can contradict the prefigurative notion, for instance, by
being too highly structured and thus not responsive to changing
needs, such as inclusivity. The critical factor in prefigurative
technology is not the intrinsic assessment of a technology but
the evaluation of a complex ecosystem comprising various actors,
artifacts and their interrelations, addressing both the now and the
future. The future may require scaling and flexibility in as-yet-
not-wholly-understood ways. For a design to effectively address
the socio-technical artifact ecology of a community with a focus
on prefigurative technology, it must be applicable not only during
the initial stages of grassroots communities and movements but
also relevant and adaptable for their daily operations and scaling
phases. This ensures that the technology remains functional,
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supportive and aligned with the evolving needs and dynamics of
the community at every stage of its development.

Navigating Contradictions: Despite potential contradictions to
the values of grassroots initiatives, WhatsApp might still play
a role in their prefigurative artifact ecology due to its inclu-
sivity and widespread reach. This approach requires a nuanced
understanding of how different technologies can be leveraged
to support the overarching goals of a community, even if they
do not perfectly align with all its ideals. While platforms like
Facebook offer valuable support for community-led sharing ini-
tiatives, facilitating organizational tasks such as event advertising
(Berns and Rossitto, 2019) and enabling broader audience reach
(Davies and Legg, 2018), research has also highlighted critical
concerns (Landwehr et al., 2019; Rossitto et al., 2021b). These tools,
despite their utility, can sometimes clash with the foundational
values of the communities they serve. This discrepancy raises
important questions about the alignment between digital plat-
forms and the ethos of community members, underscoring the
need for careful consideration of the tools we adopt in pursuit
of community engagement and support (Ganglbauer et al., 2014;
Rossitto et al., 2021b).

Role in UDS Framework: Within the UDS framework, prefig-
urative technology acts as a bridge between the present state
of surplus resources and a utopian vision. It enables communi-
ties to actively experiment with, embody and enact alternative
forms of social, political and organizational structures through
ICT aligned with their utopian future vision. Prefigurative tech-
nology in UDS encourages HCI researchers to gear design toward
community building: technology becomes a powerful enabler of
social change when it shifts the focus from the material nature
of technology to its role in facilitating radical purpose, push-
ing boundaries and enabling the emergence of transformative
practices.

In our case, prefigurative technology serves as a bridge linking
the current availability of surplus and its redistribution to a future
vision of sustainable practices within the community. Tools like
Telegram exemplify this concept through their inclusive nature
and simplicity, supporting activities such as community garden-
ing and collective cooking events, despite potential contradictions
with some community values. By adopting and adapting technolo-
gies with a prefigurative claim, communities can navigate their
current realities while progressively shaping and realizing their
aspirations for a more sustainable and collaborative future. This
approach underscores the pragmatic use of available technologies
to foster community building, aligning with the broader objectives
of prefigurative technology, which is about using technology not
just as a tool for practical purposes but as an integral part of
a broader strategy to realize visionary societal changes within
current community operations and structures.

6.3. Actionable points for HCI professionals
The findings from this study provide several actionable insights
for HCI researchers and practitioners aiming to design and imple-
ment socio-technical systems that support grassroots community
initiatives and foster transformative practices. These insights are
drawn from the challenges and opportunities identified within the
UDS framework.

1. Facilitate Active Community Engagement, Inclusivity and
Accessibility: Design socio-technical systems that encourage
active participation and inclusivity within the community. Ensure
these systems are user- and community-friendly and accessible
to all community members, regardless of their technical literacy
levels, to promote widespread adoption and effective use.

2. Incorporate Prefigurative Technology: Choose, design and
develop technologies that align with the community’s future
societal values and practices. Prioritize tools that support
decentralized decision-making, transparency and collective
ownership, such as FLOSS.

3. Balance Immediate Needs with Long-term Ambitions: Create
socio-technical systems that balance immediate practical needs
with the community’s broader transformative ambitions. Ensure
flexibility in technology to adapt to evolving community needs.

4. Foster a Holistic Community Artifact Ecology: Understand
and support the ecosystem of artifacts used by the community.
Integrate technologies with care, considering the complexity of
artifact ecologies, promoting engagement, resource sharing and
the development of new social norms.

5. Enhance Generalized Reciprocity: Encourage practices of
generalized reciprocity by designing systems that facilitate giving
without expecting immediate returns. This fosters trust and
mutual support, essential for community resilience. Incorporate
features that promote the sharing of surplus in a manner that
reinforces social bonds.

6. Ensure Sustainability in Scaling: Develop socio-technical
systems with sustainability in mind when scaling. Support
ongoing community engagement and growth by adapting to
changing dynamics and increasing participation. Ensure that
scaling efforts do not compromise the community’s values and
long-term goals.

7. Promote Ethical Considerations in Design: Integrate ethical
considerations into the design process, ensuring that technolo-
gies and their integration into the artifact ecology reflect the
community’s values and promote social justice. Address poten-
tial conflicts between technology and community values and
enhance fairness, transparency and equity.

8. Encourage Experimentation and Innovation: Foster an
environment that supports collective experimentation with new
technologies and practices. Promote a culture of continuous
improvement and adaptation, allowing the community to evolve
and innovate over time.

9. Provide Training and Support: Offer training and support
to community members to ensure effective use of technology.
Facilitate workshops, tutorials and ongoing assistance to build
technological proficiency and confidence within the community.
Support education and skill-building within the community to
develop the competencies needed to engage effectively with the
technology.

10. Facilitate Conflict Resolution: Develop socio-technical sys-
tems that support managing and resolving conflicts, as differing
conceptions of fairness and resource distribution can lead to
tensions within a UDS.

11. Foster Inter-Community Collaboration: Create ICT systems
that facilitate collaboration and knowledge sharing between dif-
ferent grassroots communities, enabling them to learn from each
other and scale successful practices.

12. Promote Environmental Sustainability: Ensure ICT systems
are designed with environmental sustainability in mind, aligning
with the broader goals of reducing waste and promoting sustain-
able practices.

By implementing these actionable points, HCI researchers
and practitioners can contribute to the development of socio-
technical systems that not only address immediate practical
issues but also support the long-term transformative ambitions
of grassroots communities. This approach aligns with the broader
objectives of UDS, promoting sustainable, inclusive and equitable
community practices.
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7. LIMITATIONS
This study is largely conceptual, bringing together existing
projects to provide a framework that enables designers to see
beyond the local context and imagine a very different possible
world. UDS aims to address systemic issues through radical and
optimistic transformation, but it is important to acknowledge
that this framework needs further empirical validation in future
studies. Our research integrates insights from various grassroots
initiatives and existing design methodologies to outline the
potential of UDS. However, the implementation and long-term
effectiveness of UDS in fostering sustainable and equitable
communities remain to be fully tested in diverse real-world
scenarios. The ambitious nature of UDS, while inspiring, requires
further empirical evaluation to establish its practical viability and
scalability.

Furthermore, the reliance on qualitative methods may
introduce researcher bias. However, the action research approach
(Hayes, 2011; Hayes, 2018) mitigated this through iterative cycles
of reflection and participant involvement. AuthorOne’s deep
involvement in the projects could introduce bias, but this was
counterbalanced by involving multiple researchers and incorpo-
rating participant feedback in the reflection and analysis stages.

Lastly, prefigurative politics, and by extension prefigurative
technology, face criticism for being potentially restrictive and
exclusionary, demanding high commitment and adherence to
specific practices and values (Hines, 2023). Critics argue that this
rigidity can alienate those unable or unwilling to meet these
requirements and may cause the community or movement to
become detached from broader social and economic justice strug-
gles (Cooper, 2020). Additionally, there is a concern that prefig-
urative politics, and consequently prefigurative technology, may
become detached from larger contexts of social and economic
justice struggles, focusing too narrowly on specific community
practices and ideals.

8. CONCLUSION
In this paper, we outlined our involvement as action-oriented
researchers in six local contexts addressing surplus redistribution.
These insights have played a crucial role in formulating the
concept of UDS, placing specific emphasis on related ICT aspects.
UDSs bring together current practical issues, like redistributing
surplus without monetary exchange, and future visions achieved
through community-driven self-organization. These transforma-
tive ambitions stand against traditional economic principles, pro-
moting inclusivity and fairness in resource distribution.

UDS thrives on regular communal events, building a sense of
community and shared responsibility, emphasizing diversity and
solidarity. By encouraging open dialog and collaboration, UDS rec-
ognizes the importance of negotiation for fair resource allocation,
fostering socio-technical innovation. Representing a collaborative
community artifact ecology, UDS guides design toward prefigura-
tive technology, shaped by and inspiring the community.

Through introducing the UDS concept to the HCI community,
our aim is to showcase how surplus redistribution can be a viable
foundation for grassroots initiatives fostering sustainability. This
paper places particular emphasis on tensions and negotiation
processes within grassroots community settings and the varied
ICT challenges designers may encounter in different contexts of
UDSs. We draw on prefigurative politics to introduce the concept
of prefigurative technology. While many technologies used by
grassroots movements are not prefigurative on their own, they
can become so through their deployment in socio-technical

ecologies aligning with grassroots communities’ needs, visions
and objectives. Prefigurative technology emphasizes meshing
present issues and utopian visions within a community artifact
ecology, fostering community building.

The research highlights that while UDSs can catalyze social
innovation and promote sharing and caring practices, they face
significant challenges related to scalability, sustainability and
inclusivity. The dynamic nature of community artifact ecologies
(Bødker and Klokmose, 2012; Bødker et al., 2016), characterized
by the interplay between physical, hybrid and digital UDS, under-
scores the importance of contextualized and adaptable ICT solu-
tions. Prefigurative technology plays a crucial role in this ecosys-
tem, aiding grassroots movements in navigating the complexities
of socio-technical integration.

Our findings suggest that the transformation from surplus to
abundance, facilitated by generalized reciprocity and solidarity,
can foster a cultural shift toward an ethos of collective prosperity.
By emphasizing the role of ICT in supporting these processes,
this study contributes to the broader discourse on sustainable
human-computer interaction and its potential to drive radical,
community-driven change.

Our specific intention with this paper is to inspire action-
oriented researchers to engage in practical issues by connecting
them to transformative goals. UDSs ultimately create opportuni-
ties for engagement and support a conducive environment for
sharing and caring practices. Future research should focus on
empirical validation of the UDS framework in diverse real-world
scenarios, addressing the limitations identified in this study. By
doing so, we can better understand the mechanisms through
which UDSs can achieve their utopian ambitions and contribute
to building resilient, sustainable and equitable communities.

Acknowledgements
My heartfelt gratitude goes to the grassroots community in
ShCare_city. This work would not have been possible without
the dedication of the volunteers, professionals and community
members who have been central to these initiatives. Your
openness, collaboration and commitment have deeply enriched
this research. Though I cannot mention each person by name for
privacy reasons, please know that your contributions are truly
valued and appreciated.
I also gratefully acknowledge the support of the ‘Innovative
University’ funding initiative from the German Federal Ministry
of Education and Research (BMBF), which funded this research
under Grant No. 13IHS279.

Data availability
The data underlying this article cannot be shared publicly due to
guarantees provided to participants that their data would remain
confidential and not be shared with third parties.

References
Ahmed, I., Ghorashi, S. Jensen, C. (2014) An Exploration of Code

Quality in FOSS Projects. In Open Source Software: Mobile Open
Source Technologies (IFIP Advances in Information and Communica-
tion Technology), 2014, pp. 181–190. Springer, Berlin, Heidelberg.
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-642-55128-4_26.

Albinsson, P. A. and Yasanthi, B. (2012) Alternative marketplaces in
the 21st century: building community through sharing events. J.
Consum. Behav., 11, 303–315. https://doi.org/10.1002/cb.1389.

D
ow

nloaded from
 https://academ

ic.oup.com
/iw

c/advance-article/doi/10.1093/iw
c/iw

ae055/7923147 by IN
AC

TIVE user on 18 D
ecem

ber 2024

https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-642-55128-4_26
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-642-55128-4_26
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-642-55128-4_26
https://doi.org/10.1002/cb.1389
https://doi.org/10.1002/cb.1389
https://doi.org/10.1002/cb.1389
https://doi.org/10.1002/cb.1389


20 | Interacting with Computers, 2024

Asad, M. (2019) Prefigurative Design as a Method for Research Justice.
In Proceedings of the ACM on Human-Computer Interaction 3, CSCW
(November 2019), pp. 200:1–200:18. New York, NY, USA. https://doi.
org/10.1145/3359302.

Asgeirsdottir, T. and Comber, R. (2023) Making Energy Matter: Soma
Design for Ethical Relations in Energy Systems. In Proceedings of
the 2023 CHI Conference on Human Factors in Computing Systems (CHI
‘23), April 19, 2023, pp. 1–14. Association for Computing Machin-
ery, New York, NY, USA. https://doi.org/10.1145/3544548.3581160.

Auger, J. (2013) Speculative design: crafting the speculation. Digit.
Creat., 24, 11–35. https://doi.org/10.1080/14626268.2013.767276.

Avram, G., Choi, J. H., De Paoli, S., Light, A., Lyle, P. and Teli,
M. (2017) Collaborative Economies: From Sharing to Caring.
In Proceedings of the 8th International Conference on Communities
and Technologies (C&T ‘17), June 26, 2017, pp. 305–307. Associa-
tion for Computing Machinery, New York, NY, USA. https://doi.
org/10.1145/3083671.3083712.

Bardzell, J., Bardzell, S. and Light, A. (2021) Wanting To Live Here:
Design After Anthropocentric Functionalism. In Proceedings of the
2021 CHI Conference on Human Factors in Computing Systems (CHI
‘21), May 07, 2021, pp. 1–24. Association for Computing Machinery,
New York, NY, USA. https://doi.org/10.1145/3411764.3445167.

Belk, R. (2007) Why not share rather than own? Ann. Am. Acad. Pol.
Soc. Sci., 611, 126–140. https://doi.org/10.1177/0002716206298483.

Belk, R. (2017) Sharing without caring. Camb. J. Reg. Econ. Soc., 10,
249–261. https://doi.org/10.1093/cjres/rsw045.

Berns, K. and Rossitto, C. (2019) From Commodities to Gifts: Redis-
tributing Surplus Food Locally, p. 12. Ethnographies of Collaborative
Economies, Edinburgh, Scotland.

Berns, K., Rossitto, C. and Tholander, J. (2021a) Queuing for Waste:
Sociotechnical Interactions within a Food Sharing Community.
In Proceedings of the 2021 CHI Conference on Human Factors in
Computing Systems (CHI ‘21), May 06, 2021, pp. 1–15. Associa-
tion for Computing Machinery, New York, NY, USA. https://doi.
org/10.1145/3411764.3445059.

Berns, K., Rossitto, C. and Tholander, J. (2021b) “This is not a free
supermarket”: Reconsidering Queuing at Food-sharing Events. In
C&T ‘21: Proceedings of the 10th International Conference on Commu-
nities & Technologies - Wicked Problems in the Age of Tech (C&T ‘21),
June 20, 2021, pp. 319–331. Association for Computing Machinery,
New York, NY, USA. https://doi.org/10.1145/3461564.3461582.

Berns, K., Rossitto, C. and Tholander, J. (2023) Learning from other
communities: organising collective action in a grassroots food-
sharing initiative. Computer Supported Cooperative Work (CSCW), 32,
951–999. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10606-023-09468-5.

Bhat, K. S., Ismail, A., Hall, A. K., Karusala, N., Mentis, H.
M., Vines, J. and Kumar, N. (2023) The Future of Hybrid
Care and Wellbeing in HCI. In Extended Abstracts of the
2023 CHI Conference on Human Factors in Computing Systems (CHI EA
‘23), April 19, 2023, pp. 1–5. Association for Computing Machinery,
New York, NY, USA. https://doi.org/10.1145/3544549.3573829.

Biørn-Hansen, A. and Håkansson, M. (2018) Building
Momentum: Scaling up Change in Community Organizations.
In Proceedings of the 2018 CHI Conference on Human Factors in
Computing Systems (CHI ‘18), April 21, 2018, pp. 1–13. Association
for Computing Machinery, New York, NY, USA. https://doi.
org/10.1145/3173574.3173984.

Birhane, T., Shiferaw, S., Hagos, S. and Mohindra, K. S. (2014) Urban
food insecurity in the context of high food prices: a community
based cross sectional study in Addis Ababa, Ethiopia. BMC Public
Health, 14, 680. https://doi.org/10.1186/1471-2458-14-680.

Blevis, E. (2007) Sustainable Interaction Design: Invention & Dis-
posal, Renewal & Reuse. In Proceedings of the SIGCHI Conference

on Human Factors in Computing Systems (CHI ‘07), April 29, 2007,
pp. 503–512. Association for Computing Machinery, New York, NY,
USA. https://doi.org/10.1145/1240624.1240705.

Blevis, E. (2018) Seeing What Is and What Can Be: On Sustainabil-
ity, Respect for Work, and Design for Respect. In Proceedings of
the 2018 CHI Conference on Human Factors in Computing Systems
(CHI ‘18), April 21, 2018, pp. 1–14. Association for Computing
Machinery, New York, NY, USA. https://doi.org/10.1145/3173574.
3173944.

Bødker, S. and Klokmose, C. N. (2011) The human–artifact
model: an activity theoretical approach to artifact ecologies.
Human–Computer Interact., 26, 315–371. https://doi.org/10.1080/
07370024.2011.626709.

Bødker, S. and Klokmose, C. N. (2012) Dynamics in Artifact Ecolo-
gies. In Proceedings of the 7th Nordic Conference on Human-
Computer Interaction: Making Sense Through Design, October 14, 2012,
pp. 448–457. ACM, Copenhagen Denmark. https://doi.org/10.
1145/2399016.2399085.

Bødker, S., Korsgaard, H. and Saad-Sulonen, J. (2016) “A Farmer, a
Place and at least 20 Members”: The Development of Artifact
Ecologies in Volunteer-based Communities. In Proceedings of the
19th ACM Conference on Computer-Supported Cooperative Work &
Social Computing (CSCW ‘16), February 27, 2016, pp. 1142–1156.
Association for Computing Machinery, New York, NY, USA.
https://doi.org/10.1145/2818048.2820029.

Bødker, S., Lyle, P. and Saad-Sulonen, J. (2017) Untangling the Mess of
Technological Artifacts: Investigating Community Artifact Ecolo-
gies. In Proceedings of the 8th International Conference on Commu-
nities and Technologies (C&T ’17), pp. 246–255. Association for
Computing Machinery (ACM), New York, NY, USA. https://doi.
org/10.1145/3083671.3083675.

Bødker, S., Dindler, C., Iversen, O. S. and Smith, R. C. (2022) What Are
the Activities and Methods of Participatory Design? In Bødker, S.,
Dindler, C., Iversen, O. S. and Smith, R. C. (eds), Participatory Design,
pp. 49–64. Springer International Publishing, Cham. https://doi.
org/10.1007/978-3-031-02235-7_5.

Breines, W. (1989) Community and Organization in the New Left, 1962–
1968: the Great Refusal (New). Rutgers University Press, New
Brunswick [N.J.].

Brinkmann, S. and Kvale, S. (2022) InterViews - Learning the Craft of
Qualitative Research Interviewing. SAGE Publications Inc, California,
USA. Retrieved September 13, 2022 from https://us.sagepub.com/
en-us/nam/interviews/book239402.

Butler, J. (2015) Notes Toward a Performative Theory of Assembly. Harvard
University Press, Cambridge, USA. Retrieved September 13, 2023
from https://www.jstor.org/stable/j.ctvjghvt2.

de Certeau, M. (1988) The Practice of Everyday Life. University of Cali-
fornia Press, California, USA.

Chopra, S., Clarke, R. E., Clear, A. K., Heitlinger, S., Dilaver, O. and
Vasiliou, C. (2022) Negotiating Sustainable Futures in Communi-
ties through Participatory Speculative Design and Experiments
in Living. In Proceedings of the 2022 CHI Conference on Human Factors
in Computing Systems (CHI ‘22), April 29, 2022, pp. 1–17. Associa-
tion for Computing Machinery, New York, NY, USA. https://doi.
org/10.1145/3491102.3501929.

Cooper, D. (2020) Towards an adventurous institutional politics: the
prefigurative ‘as if’ and the reposing of what’s real. Sociol. Rev., 68,
893–916. https://doi.org/10.1177/0038026120915148.

Coulton, P. and Lindley, J. G. (2019) More-than human centred
design: considering other things. Des. J., 22, 463–481. https://doi.
org/10.1080/14606925.2019.1614320.

D’Alisa, G. and Kallis, G. (2014) Post-normal Science. In Degrowth : A
Vocabulary for a New Era, pp. 185–188. Routledge, London.

D
ow

nloaded from
 https://academ

ic.oup.com
/iw

c/advance-article/doi/10.1093/iw
c/iw

ae055/7923147 by IN
AC

TIVE user on 18 D
ecem

ber 2024

https://doi.org/10.1145/3359302
https://doi.org/10.1145/3359302
https://doi.org/10.1145/3359302
https://doi.org/10.1145/3544548.3581160
https://doi.org/10.1145/3544548.3581160
https://doi.org/10.1145/3544548.3581160
https://doi.org/10.1080/14626268.2013.767276
https://doi.org/10.1080/14626268.2013.767276
https://doi.org/10.1080/14626268.2013.767276
https://doi.org/10.1145/3083671.3083712
https://doi.org/10.1145/3083671.3083712
https://doi.org/10.1145/3083671.3083712
https://doi.org/10.1145/3411764.3445167
https://doi.org/10.1145/3411764.3445167
https://doi.org/10.1145/3411764.3445167
https://doi.org/10.1177/0002716206298483
https://doi.org/10.1177/0002716206298483
https://doi.org/10.1177/0002716206298483
https://doi.org/10.1093/cjres/rsw045
https://doi.org/10.1093/cjres/rsw045
https://doi.org/10.1093/cjres/rsw045
https://doi.org/10.1093/cjres/rsw045
https://doi.org/10.1093/cjres/rsw045
https://doi.org/10.1145/3411764.3445059
https://doi.org/10.1145/3411764.3445059
https://doi.org/10.1145/3411764.3445059
https://doi.org/10.1145/3461564.3461582
https://doi.org/10.1145/3461564.3461582
https://doi.org/10.1145/3461564.3461582
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10606-023-09468-5
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10606-023-09468-5
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10606-023-09468-5
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10606-023-09468-5
https://doi.org/10.1145/3544549.3573829
https://doi.org/10.1145/3544549.3573829
https://doi.org/10.1145/3544549.3573829
https://doi.org/10.1145/3173574.3173984
https://doi.org/10.1145/3173574.3173984
https://doi.org/10.1145/3173574.3173984
https://doi.org/10.1186/1471-2458-14-680
https://doi.org/10.1186/1471-2458-14-680
https://doi.org/10.1186/1471-2458-14-680
https://doi.org/10.1145/1240624.1240705
https://doi.org/10.1145/1240624.1240705
https://doi.org/10.1145/1240624.1240705
https://doi.org/10.1145/3173574.3173944
https://doi.org/10.1080/07370024.2011.626709
https://doi.org/10.1145/2399016.2399085
https://doi.org/10.1145/2818048.2820029
https://doi.org/10.1145/2818048.2820029
https://doi.org/10.1145/2818048.2820029
https://doi.org/10.1145/3083671.3083675
https://doi.org/10.1145/3083671.3083675
https://doi.org/10.1145/3083671.3083675
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-031-02235-7_5
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-031-02235-7_5
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-031-02235-7_5
https://us.sagepub.com/en-us/nam/interviews/book239402
https://us.sagepub.com/en-us/nam/interviews/book239402
https://us.sagepub.com/en-us/nam/interviews/book239402
https://us.sagepub.com/en-us/nam/interviews/book239402
https://us.sagepub.com/en-us/nam/interviews/book239402
https://us.sagepub.com/en-us/nam/interviews/book239402
https://us.sagepub.com/en-us/nam/interviews/book239402
https://us.sagepub.com/en-us/nam/interviews/book239402
https://us.sagepub.com/en-us/nam/interviews/book239402
https://www.jstor.org/stable/j.ctvjghvt2
https://www.jstor.org/stable/j.ctvjghvt2
https://www.jstor.org/stable/j.ctvjghvt2
https://www.jstor.org/stable/j.ctvjghvt2
https://www.jstor.org/stable/j.ctvjghvt2
https://www.jstor.org/stable/j.ctvjghvt2
https://www.jstor.org/stable/j.ctvjghvt2
https://doi.org/10.1145/3491102.3501929
https://doi.org/10.1145/3491102.3501929
https://doi.org/10.1145/3491102.3501929
https://doi.org/10.1177/0038026120915148
https://doi.org/10.1177/0038026120915148
https://doi.org/10.1177/0038026120915148
https://doi.org/10.1080/14606925.2019.1614320
https://doi.org/10.1080/14606925.2019.1614320
https://doi.org/10.1080/14606925.2019.1614320


Philip Engelbutzeder et al. | 21

Davies, A. R. (2019) Urban Food Sharing: Rules, Tools and Networks. Policy
Press. https://doi.org/10.2307/j.ctvkjb30n.

Davies, A. R. and Legg, R. (2018) Fare sharing: interrogating the nexus
of ICT, urban food sharing, and sustainability. Food Cult. Soc., 21,
233–254. https://doi.org/10.1080/15528014.2018.1427924.

De La Bellacasa, M. P. (2017) Matters of Care: Speculative Ethics in More
than Human Worlds. University of Minnesota Press, Minneapolis,
MN. Retrieved September 14, 2023 from https://doi.org/https://
www.jstor.org/stable/10.5749/j.ctt1mmfspt.

Dorrestijn, S. and Verbeek, P.-P. (2013) Technology, wellbeing, and
freedom: the legacy of utopian design. Int. J. Des., 7, 45–56.

Dunne, A. and Raby, F. (2013) Speculative Everything: Design, Fiction, and
Social Dreaming. The MIT Press, Cambridge, MA. Retrieved July 3,
2024 from https://www.jstor.org/stable/j.ctt9qf7j7.

Dunne, A. and Raby, F. (2024) Design Noir: The Secret Life of Electronic
Objects. Bloomsbury Publishing, London. Retrieved July 3, 2024
from https://www.harvard.com/book/design_noir/.

Edwards, F. (2021) Overcoming the social stigma of consuming food
waste by dining at the open table. Agric. Hum. Values, 38, 397–409.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10460-020-10176-9.

Elder-Vass, D. (2020) Defining the gift. J. Institutional Econ., 16, 675–685.
https://doi.org/10.1017/S174413741900033X.

Engelbutzeder, P., Cerna, K., Randall, D., Lawo, D., Müller, C.,
Stevens, G. and Wulf, V. (2020) Investigating the Use of Digi-
tal Artifacts in a Community Project of Sustainable Food Prac-
tices: ‘My Chili Blossoms’. In Proceedings of the 11th Nordic
Conference on Human-Computer Interaction: Shaping Experiences,
Shaping Society (NordiCHI ‘20), October 26, 2020, pp. 1–4. Associa-
tion for Computing Machinery, New York, NY, USA. https://doi.
org/10.1145/3419249.3420089.

Engelbutzeder, P., Bollmann, Y., Berns, K., Landwehr, M., Schäfer, F.,
Randall, D. and Wulf, V. (2023a) (Re-)Distributional Food Justice:
Negotiating Conflicting Views of Fairness within a Local Grass-
roots Community. In Proceedings of the 2023 CHI Conference on
Human Factors in Computing Systems (CHI ‘23), April 19, 2023, pp.
1–16. Association for Computing Machinery, New York, NY, USA.
https://doi.org/10.1145/3544548.3581527.

Engelbutzeder, P., Randell, D., Landwehr, M., Aal, K., Stevens, G. and
Wulf, V. (2023b) From surplus and scarcity towards abundance:
understanding the use of ICT in food resource sharing practices:
“give a man a fish, and you feed him for a day; teach a man to fish,
and you feed him for a lifetime.” – Lao Tsu. ACM Trans. Comput.-
Hum. Interact.. https://doi.org/10.1145/3589957.

Epstein, B. (1993) Political Protest and Cultural Revolution: Nonviolent
Direct Action in the 1970s and 1980s. University of California Press,
Berkeley, CA.

FAO (2011) Global Food Losses and Food Waste – Extent, Causes and
Prevention. Food and Agriculture Organization of the United
Nations, Rome. Retrieved September 12, 2023 from https://
www.fao.org/sustainable-food-value-chains/library/details/en/
c/266053/.

Ferguson, R. S. and Lovell, S. T. (2015) Grassroots engagement with
transition to sustainability: diversity and modes of participation
in the international permaculture movement. Ecology and Society,
20, Article 39. Retrieved September 12, 2023 from. https://www.
jstor.org/stable/26270300.

Franks, B. (2003) The direct action ethic From 59 upwards. Anarchist
Studies, 11, 13–41. Lawrence and Wishart, London. Retrieved
September 12, 2023 from https://www.semanticscholar.org/
paper/The-direct-action-ethic-From-59-upwards-Franks/50fd6
d744f7e240873e92c3d8db4e093ac8238b9.

Fry, T. (2009) Design Futuring: Sustainability, Ethics and New Practice (1st
ed.). Berg Publishers, Oxford.

Funtowicz, S. O. and Ravetz, J. R. (1994) Uncertainty, complexity
and post-normal science. Environ. Toxicol. Chem., 13, 1881–1885.
https://doi.org/10.1002/etc.5620131203.

Ganglbauer, E., Fitzpatrick, G., Subasi, Ö. and Güldenpfennig, F. (2014)
Think Globally, Act Locally: A Case Study of a Free Food Sharing
Community and Social Networking. In Proceedings of the 17th
ACM Conference on Computer Supported Cooperative Work & Social
Computing (CSCW ‘14), February 15, 2014, pp. 911–921. Associa-
tion for Computing Machinery, New York, NY, USA. https://doi.
org/10.1145/2531602.2531664.

Ghoshal, S. and Bruckman, A. (2019) The role of social comput-
ing technologies in grassroots movement building. ACM Trans.
Comput.-Hum. Interact., 26, 18:1–18:36. https://doi.org/10.1145/
3318140.

Ghoshal, S., Mendhekar, R. and Bruckman, A. (2020) Toward a grass-
roots culture of technology practice. Proc. ACM Hum.-Comput.
Interact. CSCW1, 4, 54:1–54:28. https://doi.org/10.1145/3392862.

Giaccardi, E. and Redström, J. (2020) Technology and more-than-
human design. Des. Issues, 36, 33–44. https://doi.org/10.1162/desi_
a_00612.

Godbout, J. T. (1998) The moral of the gift. J. Socio-Econ., 27, 557–570.
https://doi.org/10.1016/S1053-5357(98)80007-3.

Gouldner, A. W. (1960) The norm of reciprocity: a prelimi-
nary statement. Am. Sociol. Rev., 25, 161–178. https://doi.org/10.
2307/2092623.

Graeber, D. (2002) The New Anarchists. New Left Review, 13,
61–73. New Left Review Ltd, London. Retrieved September
12, 2023 from https://www.semanticscholar.org/paper/The-new-
anarchists-Graeber/59d5369ebe0bed20b5fa13c411df5a62492
b814d.

Graeber, D. and Sahlins, M. (2017) The Spirit of the Gift. In Stone Age
Economics. Routledge, London.

Grand, S. and Wiedmer, M. (2010) Design Fiction: A Method Toolbox
for Design Research in a Complex World. Design Research Society,
United Kingdom. Retrieved September 14, 2023 from https://
www.semanticscholar.org/paper/Design-Fiction%3A-A-Method-
Toolbox-for-Design-in-a-Grand-Wiedmer/3b0e1c0d308ecc8
abbac5f2d4035297e7fc4b39c.

Gulliksen, J., Göransson, B., Boivie, I., Persson, J., Blomkvist, S. and
Cajander, Å. (2005) Key Principles for User-Centred Systems
Design. In Seffah, A., Gulliksen, J. and Desmarais, M. C. (eds.),
Human-Centered Software Engineering — Integrating Usability in the
Software Development Lifecycle, pp. 17–36. Springer Netherlands,
Dordrecht. https://doi.org/10.1007/1-4020-4113-6_2.

Håkansson, M. and Sengers, P. (2013) Beyond Being Green: Simple
Living Families and ICT. In Proceedings of the SIGCHI Conference
on Human Factors in Computing Systems, pp. 2725–2734. ACM, New
York, NY. https://doi.org/10.1145/2470654.2481378.

Harrison, S. and Dourish, P. (1996) Re-place-ing Space: the Roles
of Place and Space in Collaborative Systems. In Proceedings
of the 1996 ACM Conference on Computer Supported Cooperative
Work (CSCW ‘96), November 16, 1996, pp. 67–76. Association
for Computing Machinery, New York, NY, USA. https://doi.
org/10.1145/240080.240193.

Hayes, G. R. (2011) The relationship of action research to human-
computer interaction. ACM Trans. Comput.-Hum. Interact., 18, 15:1–
15:20. https://doi.org/10.1145/1993060.1993065.

Hayes, G. R. (2018) Design, Action, and Practice: Three Branches of the
Same Tree. In Wulf, V., Pipek, V., Randall, D., Rohde, M., Schmidt,
K. and Stevens, G. (eds.), Socio-Informatics. Oxford University Press,
Oxford. https://doi.org/10.1093/oso/9780198733249.003.0010.

Hines, F. (2023) Against prefiguration: an anarchist iconoclasm.
Anarch. Stud., 31, 25–45. https://doi.org/10.3898/AS.31.1.02.

D
ow

nloaded from
 https://academ

ic.oup.com
/iw

c/advance-article/doi/10.1093/iw
c/iw

ae055/7923147 by IN
AC

TIVE user on 18 D
ecem

ber 2024

https://doi.org/10.2307/j.ctvkjb30n
https://doi.org/10.2307/j.ctvkjb30n
https://doi.org/10.2307/j.ctvkjb30n
https://doi.org/10.2307/j.ctvkjb30n
https://doi.org/10.2307/j.ctvkjb30n
https://doi.org/10.2307/j.ctvkjb30n
https://doi.org/10.1080/15528014.2018.1427924
https://doi.org/10.1080/15528014.2018.1427924
https://doi.org/10.1080/15528014.2018.1427924
https://doi.org/https://www.jstor.org/stable/10.5749/j.ctt1mmfspt
https://doi.org/https://www.jstor.org/stable/10.5749/j.ctt1mmfspt
https://doi.org/https://www.jstor.org/stable/10.5749/j.ctt1mmfspt
https://doi.org/https://www.jstor.org/stable/10.5749/j.ctt1mmfspt
https://doi.org/https://www.jstor.org/stable/10.5749/j.ctt1mmfspt
https://doi.org/https://www.jstor.org/stable/10.5749/j.ctt1mmfspt
https://doi.org/https://www.jstor.org/stable/10.5749/j.ctt1mmfspt
https://doi.org/https://www.jstor.org/stable/10.5749/j.ctt1mmfspt
https://doi.org/https://www.jstor.org/stable/10.5749/j.ctt1mmfspt
https://doi.org/https://www.jstor.org/stable/10.5749/j.ctt1mmfspt
https://doi.org/https://www.jstor.org/stable/10.5749/j.ctt1mmfspt
https://www.jstor.org/stable/j.ctt9qf7j7
https://www.jstor.org/stable/j.ctt9qf7j7
https://www.jstor.org/stable/j.ctt9qf7j7
https://www.jstor.org/stable/j.ctt9qf7j7
https://www.jstor.org/stable/j.ctt9qf7j7
https://www.jstor.org/stable/j.ctt9qf7j7
https://www.jstor.org/stable/j.ctt9qf7j7
https://www.jstor.org/stable/j.ctt9qf7j7
https://www.jstor.org/stable/j.ctt9qf7j7
https://www.harvard.com/book/design_noir/
https://www.harvard.com/book/design_noir/
https://www.harvard.com/book/design_noir/
https://www.harvard.com/book/design_noir/
https://www.harvard.com/book/design_noir/
https://www.harvard.com/book/design_noir/
https://www.harvard.com/book/design_noir/
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10460-020-10176-9
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10460-020-10176-9
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10460-020-10176-9
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10460-020-10176-9
https://doi.org/10.1017/S174413741900033X
https://doi.org/10.1017/S174413741900033X
https://doi.org/10.1017/S174413741900033X
https://doi.org/10.1017/S174413741900033X
https://doi.org/10.1017/S174413741900033X
https://doi.org/10.1145/3419249.3420089
https://doi.org/10.1145/3419249.3420089
https://doi.org/10.1145/3419249.3420089
https://doi.org/10.1145/3544548.3581527
https://doi.org/10.1145/3544548.3581527
https://doi.org/10.1145/3544548.3581527
https://doi.org/10.1145/3589957
https://doi.org/10.1145/3589957
https://doi.org/10.1145/3589957
https://www.fao.org/sustainable-food-value-chains/library/details/en/c/266053/
https://www.fao.org/sustainable-food-value-chains/library/details/en/c/266053/
https://www.fao.org/sustainable-food-value-chains/library/details/en/c/266053/
https://www.fao.org/sustainable-food-value-chains/library/details/en/c/266053/
https://www.fao.org/sustainable-food-value-chains/library/details/en/c/266053/
https://www.fao.org/sustainable-food-value-chains/library/details/en/c/266053/
https://www.fao.org/sustainable-food-value-chains/library/details/en/c/266053/
https://www.fao.org/sustainable-food-value-chains/library/details/en/c/266053/
https://www.fao.org/sustainable-food-value-chains/library/details/en/c/266053/
https://www.fao.org/sustainable-food-value-chains/library/details/en/c/266053/
https://www.fao.org/sustainable-food-value-chains/library/details/en/c/266053/
https://www.fao.org/sustainable-food-value-chains/library/details/en/c/266053/
https://www.jstor.org/stable/26270300
https://www.jstor.org/stable/26270300
https://www.jstor.org/stable/26270300
https://www.jstor.org/stable/26270300
https://www.jstor.org/stable/26270300
https://www.semanticscholar.org/paper/The-direct-action-ethic-From-59-upwards-Franks/50fd6d744f7e240873e92c3d8db4e093ac8238b9
https://www.semanticscholar.org/paper/The-direct-action-ethic-From-59-upwards-Franks/50fd6d744f7e240873e92c3d8db4e093ac8238b9
https://www.semanticscholar.org/paper/The-direct-action-ethic-From-59-upwards-Franks/50fd6d744f7e240873e92c3d8db4e093ac8238b9
https://www.semanticscholar.org/paper/The-direct-action-ethic-From-59-upwards-Franks/50fd6d744f7e240873e92c3d8db4e093ac8238b9
https://www.semanticscholar.org/paper/The-direct-action-ethic-From-59-upwards-Franks/50fd6d744f7e240873e92c3d8db4e093ac8238b9
https://www.semanticscholar.org/paper/The-direct-action-ethic-From-59-upwards-Franks/50fd6d744f7e240873e92c3d8db4e093ac8238b9
https://www.semanticscholar.org/paper/The-direct-action-ethic-From-59-upwards-Franks/50fd6d744f7e240873e92c3d8db4e093ac8238b9
https://www.semanticscholar.org/paper/The-direct-action-ethic-From-59-upwards-Franks/50fd6d744f7e240873e92c3d8db4e093ac8238b9
https://www.semanticscholar.org/paper/The-direct-action-ethic-From-59-upwards-Franks/50fd6d744f7e240873e92c3d8db4e093ac8238b9
https://www.semanticscholar.org/paper/The-direct-action-ethic-From-59-upwards-Franks/50fd6d744f7e240873e92c3d8db4e093ac8238b9
https://www.semanticscholar.org/paper/The-direct-action-ethic-From-59-upwards-Franks/50fd6d744f7e240873e92c3d8db4e093ac8238b9
https://www.semanticscholar.org/paper/The-direct-action-ethic-From-59-upwards-Franks/50fd6d744f7e240873e92c3d8db4e093ac8238b9
https://www.semanticscholar.org/paper/The-direct-action-ethic-From-59-upwards-Franks/50fd6d744f7e240873e92c3d8db4e093ac8238b9
https://www.semanticscholar.org/paper/The-direct-action-ethic-From-59-upwards-Franks/50fd6d744f7e240873e92c3d8db4e093ac8238b9
https://www.semanticscholar.org/paper/The-direct-action-ethic-From-59-upwards-Franks/50fd6d744f7e240873e92c3d8db4e093ac8238b9
https://www.semanticscholar.org/paper/The-direct-action-ethic-From-59-upwards-Franks/50fd6d744f7e240873e92c3d8db4e093ac8238b9
https://www.semanticscholar.org/paper/The-direct-action-ethic-From-59-upwards-Franks/50fd6d744f7e240873e92c3d8db4e093ac8238b9
https://www.semanticscholar.org/paper/The-direct-action-ethic-From-59-upwards-Franks/50fd6d744f7e240873e92c3d8db4e093ac8238b9
https://www.semanticscholar.org/paper/The-direct-action-ethic-From-59-upwards-Franks/50fd6d744f7e240873e92c3d8db4e093ac8238b9
https://www.semanticscholar.org/paper/The-direct-action-ethic-From-59-upwards-Franks/50fd6d744f7e240873e92c3d8db4e093ac8238b9
https://www.semanticscholar.org/paper/The-direct-action-ethic-From-59-upwards-Franks/50fd6d744f7e240873e92c3d8db4e093ac8238b9
https://www.semanticscholar.org/paper/The-direct-action-ethic-From-59-upwards-Franks/50fd6d744f7e240873e92c3d8db4e093ac8238b9
https://www.semanticscholar.org/paper/The-direct-action-ethic-From-59-upwards-Franks/50fd6d744f7e240873e92c3d8db4e093ac8238b9
https://doi.org/10.1002/etc.5620131203
https://doi.org/10.1002/etc.5620131203
https://doi.org/10.1002/etc.5620131203
https://doi.org/10.1002/etc.5620131203
https://doi.org/10.1145/2531602.2531664
https://doi.org/10.1145/2531602.2531664
https://doi.org/10.1145/2531602.2531664
https://doi.org/10.1145/3318140
https://doi.org/10.1145/3392862
https://doi.org/10.1145/3392862
https://doi.org/10.1145/3392862
https://doi.org/10.1162/desi_a_00612
https://doi.org/10.1162/desi_a_00612
https://doi.org/10.1162/desi_a_00612
https://doi.org/10.1162/desi_a_00612
https://doi.org/10.1162/desi_a_00612
https://doi.org/10.1016/S1053-5357(98)80007-3
https://doi.org/10.1016/S1053-5357(98)80007-3
https://doi.org/10.1016/S1053-5357(98)80007-3
https://doi.org/10.1016/S1053-5357(98)80007-3
https://doi.org/10.1016/S1053-5357(98)80007-3
https://doi.org/10.1016/S1053-5357(98)80007-3
https://doi.org/10.2307/2092623
https://www.semanticscholar.org/paper/The-new-anarchists-Graeber/59d5369ebe0bed20b5fa13c411df5a62492b814d
https://www.semanticscholar.org/paper/The-new-anarchists-Graeber/59d5369ebe0bed20b5fa13c411df5a62492b814d
https://www.semanticscholar.org/paper/The-new-anarchists-Graeber/59d5369ebe0bed20b5fa13c411df5a62492b814d
https://www.semanticscholar.org/paper/The-new-anarchists-Graeber/59d5369ebe0bed20b5fa13c411df5a62492b814d
https://www.semanticscholar.org/paper/The-new-anarchists-Graeber/59d5369ebe0bed20b5fa13c411df5a62492b814d
https://www.semanticscholar.org/paper/The-new-anarchists-Graeber/59d5369ebe0bed20b5fa13c411df5a62492b814d
https://www.semanticscholar.org/paper/The-new-anarchists-Graeber/59d5369ebe0bed20b5fa13c411df5a62492b814d
https://www.semanticscholar.org/paper/The-new-anarchists-Graeber/59d5369ebe0bed20b5fa13c411df5a62492b814d
https://www.semanticscholar.org/paper/The-new-anarchists-Graeber/59d5369ebe0bed20b5fa13c411df5a62492b814d
https://www.semanticscholar.org/paper/The-new-anarchists-Graeber/59d5369ebe0bed20b5fa13c411df5a62492b814d
https://www.semanticscholar.org/paper/The-new-anarchists-Graeber/59d5369ebe0bed20b5fa13c411df5a62492b814d
https://www.semanticscholar.org/paper/The-new-anarchists-Graeber/59d5369ebe0bed20b5fa13c411df5a62492b814d
https://www.semanticscholar.org/paper/The-new-anarchists-Graeber/59d5369ebe0bed20b5fa13c411df5a62492b814d
https://www.semanticscholar.org/paper/The-new-anarchists-Graeber/59d5369ebe0bed20b5fa13c411df5a62492b814d
https://www.semanticscholar.org/paper/The-new-anarchists-Graeber/59d5369ebe0bed20b5fa13c411df5a62492b814d
https://www.semanticscholar.org/paper/The-new-anarchists-Graeber/59d5369ebe0bed20b5fa13c411df5a62492b814d
https://www.semanticscholar.org/paper/The-new-anarchists-Graeber/59d5369ebe0bed20b5fa13c411df5a62492b814d
https://www.semanticscholar.org/paper/The-new-anarchists-Graeber/59d5369ebe0bed20b5fa13c411df5a62492b814d
https://www.semanticscholar.org/paper/The-new-anarchists-Graeber/59d5369ebe0bed20b5fa13c411df5a62492b814d
https://www.semanticscholar.org/paper/Design-Fiction%3A-A-Method-Toolbox-for-Design-in-a-Grand-Wiedmer/3b0e1c0d308ecc8abbac5f2d4035297e7fc4b39c
https://www.semanticscholar.org/paper/Design-Fiction%3A-A-Method-Toolbox-for-Design-in-a-Grand-Wiedmer/3b0e1c0d308ecc8abbac5f2d4035297e7fc4b39c
https://www.semanticscholar.org/paper/Design-Fiction%3A-A-Method-Toolbox-for-Design-in-a-Grand-Wiedmer/3b0e1c0d308ecc8abbac5f2d4035297e7fc4b39c
https://www.semanticscholar.org/paper/Design-Fiction%3A-A-Method-Toolbox-for-Design-in-a-Grand-Wiedmer/3b0e1c0d308ecc8abbac5f2d4035297e7fc4b39c
https://www.semanticscholar.org/paper/Design-Fiction%3A-A-Method-Toolbox-for-Design-in-a-Grand-Wiedmer/3b0e1c0d308ecc8abbac5f2d4035297e7fc4b39c
https://www.semanticscholar.org/paper/Design-Fiction%3A-A-Method-Toolbox-for-Design-in-a-Grand-Wiedmer/3b0e1c0d308ecc8abbac5f2d4035297e7fc4b39c
https://www.semanticscholar.org/paper/Design-Fiction%3A-A-Method-Toolbox-for-Design-in-a-Grand-Wiedmer/3b0e1c0d308ecc8abbac5f2d4035297e7fc4b39c
https://www.semanticscholar.org/paper/Design-Fiction%3A-A-Method-Toolbox-for-Design-in-a-Grand-Wiedmer/3b0e1c0d308ecc8abbac5f2d4035297e7fc4b39c
https://www.semanticscholar.org/paper/Design-Fiction%3A-A-Method-Toolbox-for-Design-in-a-Grand-Wiedmer/3b0e1c0d308ecc8abbac5f2d4035297e7fc4b39c
https://www.semanticscholar.org/paper/Design-Fiction%3A-A-Method-Toolbox-for-Design-in-a-Grand-Wiedmer/3b0e1c0d308ecc8abbac5f2d4035297e7fc4b39c
https://www.semanticscholar.org/paper/Design-Fiction%3A-A-Method-Toolbox-for-Design-in-a-Grand-Wiedmer/3b0e1c0d308ecc8abbac5f2d4035297e7fc4b39c
https://www.semanticscholar.org/paper/Design-Fiction%3A-A-Method-Toolbox-for-Design-in-a-Grand-Wiedmer/3b0e1c0d308ecc8abbac5f2d4035297e7fc4b39c
https://www.semanticscholar.org/paper/Design-Fiction%3A-A-Method-Toolbox-for-Design-in-a-Grand-Wiedmer/3b0e1c0d308ecc8abbac5f2d4035297e7fc4b39c
https://www.semanticscholar.org/paper/Design-Fiction%3A-A-Method-Toolbox-for-Design-in-a-Grand-Wiedmer/3b0e1c0d308ecc8abbac5f2d4035297e7fc4b39c
https://www.semanticscholar.org/paper/Design-Fiction%3A-A-Method-Toolbox-for-Design-in-a-Grand-Wiedmer/3b0e1c0d308ecc8abbac5f2d4035297e7fc4b39c
https://www.semanticscholar.org/paper/Design-Fiction%3A-A-Method-Toolbox-for-Design-in-a-Grand-Wiedmer/3b0e1c0d308ecc8abbac5f2d4035297e7fc4b39c
https://www.semanticscholar.org/paper/Design-Fiction%3A-A-Method-Toolbox-for-Design-in-a-Grand-Wiedmer/3b0e1c0d308ecc8abbac5f2d4035297e7fc4b39c
https://www.semanticscholar.org/paper/Design-Fiction%3A-A-Method-Toolbox-for-Design-in-a-Grand-Wiedmer/3b0e1c0d308ecc8abbac5f2d4035297e7fc4b39c
https://www.semanticscholar.org/paper/Design-Fiction%3A-A-Method-Toolbox-for-Design-in-a-Grand-Wiedmer/3b0e1c0d308ecc8abbac5f2d4035297e7fc4b39c
https://www.semanticscholar.org/paper/Design-Fiction%3A-A-Method-Toolbox-for-Design-in-a-Grand-Wiedmer/3b0e1c0d308ecc8abbac5f2d4035297e7fc4b39c
https://www.semanticscholar.org/paper/Design-Fiction%3A-A-Method-Toolbox-for-Design-in-a-Grand-Wiedmer/3b0e1c0d308ecc8abbac5f2d4035297e7fc4b39c
https://www.semanticscholar.org/paper/Design-Fiction%3A-A-Method-Toolbox-for-Design-in-a-Grand-Wiedmer/3b0e1c0d308ecc8abbac5f2d4035297e7fc4b39c
https://www.semanticscholar.org/paper/Design-Fiction%3A-A-Method-Toolbox-for-Design-in-a-Grand-Wiedmer/3b0e1c0d308ecc8abbac5f2d4035297e7fc4b39c
https://www.semanticscholar.org/paper/Design-Fiction%3A-A-Method-Toolbox-for-Design-in-a-Grand-Wiedmer/3b0e1c0d308ecc8abbac5f2d4035297e7fc4b39c
https://www.semanticscholar.org/paper/Design-Fiction%3A-A-Method-Toolbox-for-Design-in-a-Grand-Wiedmer/3b0e1c0d308ecc8abbac5f2d4035297e7fc4b39c
https://www.semanticscholar.org/paper/Design-Fiction%3A-A-Method-Toolbox-for-Design-in-a-Grand-Wiedmer/3b0e1c0d308ecc8abbac5f2d4035297e7fc4b39c
https://www.semanticscholar.org/paper/Design-Fiction%3A-A-Method-Toolbox-for-Design-in-a-Grand-Wiedmer/3b0e1c0d308ecc8abbac5f2d4035297e7fc4b39c
https://www.semanticscholar.org/paper/Design-Fiction%3A-A-Method-Toolbox-for-Design-in-a-Grand-Wiedmer/3b0e1c0d308ecc8abbac5f2d4035297e7fc4b39c
https://www.semanticscholar.org/paper/Design-Fiction%3A-A-Method-Toolbox-for-Design-in-a-Grand-Wiedmer/3b0e1c0d308ecc8abbac5f2d4035297e7fc4b39c
https://www.semanticscholar.org/paper/Design-Fiction%3A-A-Method-Toolbox-for-Design-in-a-Grand-Wiedmer/3b0e1c0d308ecc8abbac5f2d4035297e7fc4b39c
https://doi.org/10.1007/1-4020-4113-6_2
https://doi.org/10.1007/1-4020-4113-6_2
https://doi.org/10.1007/1-4020-4113-6_2
https://doi.org/10.1145/2470654.2481378
https://doi.org/10.1145/2470654.2481378
https://doi.org/10.1145/2470654.2481378
https://doi.org/10.1145/240080.240193
https://doi.org/10.1145/240080.240193
https://doi.org/10.1145/240080.240193
https://doi.org/10.1145/1993060.1993065
https://doi.org/10.1145/1993060.1993065
https://doi.org/10.1145/1993060.1993065
https://doi.org/10.1093/oso/9780198733249.003.0010
https://doi.org/10.1093/oso/9780198733249.003.0010
https://doi.org/10.1093/oso/9780198733249.003.0010
https://doi.org/10.1093/oso/9780198733249.003.0010
https://doi.org/10.3898/AS.31.1.02
https://doi.org/10.3898/AS.31.1.02
https://doi.org/10.3898/AS.31.1.02
https://doi.org/10.3898/AS.31.1.02


22 | Interacting with Computers, 2024

Hirsch, T., Sengers, P., Blevis, E., Beckwith, R. and Parikh, T. (2010) Mak-
ing Food, Producing Sustainability. In CHI ‘10 Extended Abstracts on
Human Factors in Computing Systems (CHI EA ‘10), April 10, 2010, pp.
3147–3150. Association for Computing Machinery, New York, NY,
USA. https://doi.org/10.1145/1753846.1753939.

Ikkala, T. and Lampinen, A. (2015) Monetizing Network Hospitality:
Hospitality and Sociability in the Context of Airbnb. In Proceed-
ings of the 18th ACM Conference on Computer Supported Coopera-
tive Work & Social Computing (CSCW ‘15), February 28, 2015, pp.
1033–1044. Association for Computing Machinery, New York, NY,
USA. https://doi.org/10.1145/2675133.2675274.

Jaeggi, A. V. and Gurven, M. (2013) Reciprocity explains food sharing
in humans and other primates independent of kin selection and
tolerated scrounging: a phylogenetic meta-analysis. Proc. R. Soc. B
Biol. Sci., 280, 20131615. https://doi.org/10.1098/rspb.2013.1615.

Jahn, L., Engelbutzeder, P., Randall, D., Bollmann, Y., Ntouros, V.,
Michel, L. K. and Wulf, V. (2024) In Between Users and Develop-
ers: Serendipitous Connections and Intermediaries in Volunteer-
Driven Open-Source Software Development. In Proceedings of the
CHI Conference on Human Factors in Computing Systems (CHI ‘24), May
11, 2024, pp. 1–15. Association for Computing Machinery, New
York, NY, USA. https://doi.org/10.1145/3613904.3642541.

Jasanoff, S. (2015) One. Future Imperfect: Science, Technology,
and the Imaginations of Modernity. In One. Future Imperfect:
Science, Technology, and the Imaginations of Modernity, pp. 1–33.
University of Chicago Press, Chicago, IL. https://doi.org/10.7208/
9780226276663-001.

Jeffrey, C. and Dyson, J. (2021) Geographies of the future: pre-
figurative politics. Prog. Hum. Geogr., 45, 641–658. https://doi.
org/10.1177/0309132520926569.

John, N. A. (2013) The social logics of sharing. Commun. Rev., 16,
113–131. https://doi.org/10.1080/10714421.2013.807119.

Jung, H., Stolterman, E., Ryan, W., Thompson, T. and Siegel, M. (2008)
Toward a framework for ecologies of artifacts: how are digital
artifacts interconnected within a personal life? In Proceedings of
the 5th Nordic Conference on Human-Computer Interaction: Building
Bridges, October 20, 2008, pp. 201–210. ACM, Lund Sweden. https://
doi.org/10.1145/1463160.1463182.

Kessl, F., Lorenz, S. and Schoneville, H. (2020) Social Exclusion and
Food Assistance in Germany. In Lambie-Mumford, H. and Silvasti,
T. (eds.), The Rise of Food Charity in Europe, pp. 49–78. Bristol
University Press, Bristol. https://doi.org/10.46692/9781447347576.
004.

Key, C., Browne, F., Taylor, N. and Rogers, J. (2021) Proceed with
Care: Reimagining Home IoT Through a Care Perspective. In
Proceedings of the 2021 CHI Conference on Human Factors in Computing
Systems, May 06, 2021. ACM, Yokohama Japan, 1–15. https://doi.
org/10.1145/3411764.3445602.

Kizilcec, R. F., Bakshy, E., Eckles, D. and Burke, M. (2018)
Social Influence and Reciprocity in Online Gift Giving. In
Proceedings of the 2018 CHI Conference on Human Factors in
Computing Systems (CHI ‘18), April 19, 2018, pp. 1–11. Association
for Computing Machinery, New York, NY, USA. https://doi.
org/10.1145/3173574.3173700.

Knowles, B., Bates, O. and Håkansson, M. (2018) This Changes
Sustainable HCI. In Proceedings of the 2018 CHI Conference on
Human Factors in Computing Systems (CHI ‘18), April 21, 2018, pp.
1–12. Association for Computing Machinery, New York, NY, USA.
https://doi.org/10.1145/3173574.3174045.

Koller, H.-C. (2011) The research of transformational education pro-
cesses: exemplary considerations on the relation of the philoso-
phy of education and educational research. Eur. Educ. Res. J., 10,
375–382. https://doi.org/10.2304/eerj.2011.10.3.375.

Korsgaard, H., Lyle, P., Saad-Sulonen, J., Klokmose, C. N., Nouwens,
M. and Bødker, S. (2022) Collectives and their artifact ecolo-
gies. Proc. ACM Hum.-Comput. Interact. CSCW2, 6, 1–26. https://doi.
org/10.1145/3555533.

Koskinen, I. and Hush, G. (2016) Utopian, Molecular and Sociological
Social Design. International Journal of Design, 10, 65–71. Taipei:
Taiwanese Society of Design Science. Retrieved September 12,
2023 from https://www.semanticscholar.org/paper/Utopian%2
C-Molecular-and-Sociological-Social-Design-Koskinen-Hush/
df01bd5d6223f05514d07599c57278d7d8e18646.

Lakhani, K. R. and Wolf, R. G. (2003) Why Hackers Do What They
Do: Understanding Motivation and Effort in Free/Open Source Software
Projects. Social Science Research Network, Rochester, NY. https://
doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.443040.

Lampinen, A. (2021) The Trouble with Sharing: Interpersonal Challenges
in Peer-to-Peer Exchange. Springer International Publishing, Cham.
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-031-02234-0.

Lampinen, A., Light, A., Rossitto, C., Fedosov, A., Bassetti, C., Bernat,
A., Travlou, P. and Avram, G. (2022) Processes of proliferation:
impact beyond scaling in sharing and collaborative economies.
Proc. ACM Hum.-Comput. Interact. GROUP, 6, 41:1–41:22. https://doi.
org/10.1145/3492860.

Landwehr, M., Borning, A. and Wulf, V. (2019) The High Cost of
Free Services: Problems with Surveillance Capitalism and
Possible Alternatives for IT Infrastructure. In Proceedings
of the Fifth Workshop on Computing within Limits (LIMITS
‘19), June 10, 2019, pp. 1–10. Association for Computing
Machinery, New York, NY, USA. https://doi.org/10.1145/3338103.
3338106.

Landwehr, M., Engelbutzeder, P. and Wulf, V. (2021) Community
Supported Agriculture: The Concept of Solidarity in Mitigating
Between Harvests and Needs. In Proceedings of the 2021 CHI Con-
ference on Human Factors in Computing Systems (CHI ‘21), May 06,
2021, pp. 1–13. Association for Computing Machinery, New York,
NY, USA. https://doi.org/10.1145/3411764.3445268.

Lawo, D., Esau, M., Engelbutzeder, P. and Stevens, G. (2020) Going
vegan: the role(s) of ICT in vegan practice transformation. Sustain.
For., 12, 5184. https://doi.org/10.3390/su12125184.

Light, A. and Miskelly, C. (2015) Sharing economy vs sharing cultures?
Designing for social, economic and environmental good. Interact.
Des. Archit., 24, 49–62.

Light, A. and Miskelly, C. (2019) Platforms, scales and networks:
meshing a local sustainable sharing economy. Comput. Sup-
port. Coop. Work CSCW, 28, 591–626. https://doi.org/10.1007/
s10606-019-09352-1.

Light, A., Powell, A. and Shklovski, I. (2017) Design for Existential Cri-
sis in the Anthropocene Age. In Proceedings of the 8th International
Conference on Communities and Technologies (C&T ‘17), June 26, 2017,
pp. 270–279. Association for Computing Machinery, New York, NY,
USA. https://doi.org/10.1145/3083671.3083688.

Liu, S.-Y. C., Bardzell, S. and Bardzell, J. (2018) Out of Control: Refram-
ing Sustainable HCI Using Permaculture. In Proceedings of the 2018
Workshop on Computing within Limits (LIMITS ‘18), May 13, 2018, pp.
1–8. Association for Computing Machinery, New York, NY, USA.
https://doi.org/10.1145/3232617.3232625.

Lustig, C. (2019) Intersecting imaginaries: visions of decentralized
autonomous systems. Proc. ACM Hum.-Comput. Interact. CSCW, 3,
210:1–210:27. https://doi.org/10.1145/3359312.

MacKinnon, J. B. (2021) The Day the World Stops Shopping: How Ending
Consumerism Saves the Environment and Ourselves. Ecco, London.

Maeckelbergh, M. (2011) Doing is believing: prefiguration as strategic
practice in the alterglobalization movement. Soc. Mov. Stud., 10,
1–20. https://doi.org/10.1080/14742837.2011.545223.

D
ow

nloaded from
 https://academ

ic.oup.com
/iw

c/advance-article/doi/10.1093/iw
c/iw

ae055/7923147 by IN
AC

TIVE user on 18 D
ecem

ber 2024

https://doi.org/10.1145/1753846.1753939
https://doi.org/10.1145/1753846.1753939
https://doi.org/10.1145/1753846.1753939
https://doi.org/10.1145/2675133.2675274
https://doi.org/10.1145/2675133.2675274
https://doi.org/10.1145/2675133.2675274
https://doi.org/10.1098/rspb.2013.1615
https://doi.org/10.1098/rspb.2013.1615
https://doi.org/10.1098/rspb.2013.1615
https://doi.org/10.1098/rspb.2013.1615
https://doi.org/10.1145/3613904.3642541
https://doi.org/10.1145/3613904.3642541
https://doi.org/10.1145/3613904.3642541
https://doi.org/10.7208/9780226276663-001
https://doi.org/10.1177/0309132520926569
https://doi.org/10.1177/0309132520926569
https://doi.org/10.1177/0309132520926569
https://doi.org/10.1080/10714421.2013.807119
https://doi.org/10.1080/10714421.2013.807119
https://doi.org/10.1080/10714421.2013.807119
https://doi.org/10.1145/1463160.1463182
https://doi.org/10.1145/1463160.1463182
https://doi.org/10.1145/1463160.1463182
https://doi.org/10.46692/9781447347576.004
https://doi.org/10.1145/3411764.3445602
https://doi.org/10.1145/3411764.3445602
https://doi.org/10.1145/3411764.3445602
https://doi.org/10.1145/3173574.3173700
https://doi.org/10.1145/3173574.3173700
https://doi.org/10.1145/3173574.3173700
https://doi.org/10.1145/3173574.3174045
https://doi.org/10.1145/3173574.3174045
https://doi.org/10.1145/3173574.3174045
https://doi.org/10.2304/eerj.2011.10.3.375
https://doi.org/10.2304/eerj.2011.10.3.375
https://doi.org/10.2304/eerj.2011.10.3.375
https://doi.org/10.2304/eerj.2011.10.3.375
https://doi.org/10.1145/3555533
https://doi.org/10.1145/3555533
https://doi.org/10.1145/3555533
https://www.semanticscholar.org/paper/Utopian%2C-Molecular-and-Sociological-Social-Design-Koskinen-Hush/df01bd5d6223f05514d07599c57278d7d8e18646
https://www.semanticscholar.org/paper/Utopian%2C-Molecular-and-Sociological-Social-Design-Koskinen-Hush/df01bd5d6223f05514d07599c57278d7d8e18646
https://www.semanticscholar.org/paper/Utopian%2C-Molecular-and-Sociological-Social-Design-Koskinen-Hush/df01bd5d6223f05514d07599c57278d7d8e18646
https://www.semanticscholar.org/paper/Utopian%2C-Molecular-and-Sociological-Social-Design-Koskinen-Hush/df01bd5d6223f05514d07599c57278d7d8e18646
https://www.semanticscholar.org/paper/Utopian%2C-Molecular-and-Sociological-Social-Design-Koskinen-Hush/df01bd5d6223f05514d07599c57278d7d8e18646
https://www.semanticscholar.org/paper/Utopian%2C-Molecular-and-Sociological-Social-Design-Koskinen-Hush/df01bd5d6223f05514d07599c57278d7d8e18646
https://www.semanticscholar.org/paper/Utopian%2C-Molecular-and-Sociological-Social-Design-Koskinen-Hush/df01bd5d6223f05514d07599c57278d7d8e18646
https://www.semanticscholar.org/paper/Utopian%2C-Molecular-and-Sociological-Social-Design-Koskinen-Hush/df01bd5d6223f05514d07599c57278d7d8e18646
https://www.semanticscholar.org/paper/Utopian%2C-Molecular-and-Sociological-Social-Design-Koskinen-Hush/df01bd5d6223f05514d07599c57278d7d8e18646
https://www.semanticscholar.org/paper/Utopian%2C-Molecular-and-Sociological-Social-Design-Koskinen-Hush/df01bd5d6223f05514d07599c57278d7d8e18646
https://www.semanticscholar.org/paper/Utopian%2C-Molecular-and-Sociological-Social-Design-Koskinen-Hush/df01bd5d6223f05514d07599c57278d7d8e18646
https://www.semanticscholar.org/paper/Utopian%2C-Molecular-and-Sociological-Social-Design-Koskinen-Hush/df01bd5d6223f05514d07599c57278d7d8e18646
https://www.semanticscholar.org/paper/Utopian%2C-Molecular-and-Sociological-Social-Design-Koskinen-Hush/df01bd5d6223f05514d07599c57278d7d8e18646
https://www.semanticscholar.org/paper/Utopian%2C-Molecular-and-Sociological-Social-Design-Koskinen-Hush/df01bd5d6223f05514d07599c57278d7d8e18646
https://www.semanticscholar.org/paper/Utopian%2C-Molecular-and-Sociological-Social-Design-Koskinen-Hush/df01bd5d6223f05514d07599c57278d7d8e18646
https://www.semanticscholar.org/paper/Utopian%2C-Molecular-and-Sociological-Social-Design-Koskinen-Hush/df01bd5d6223f05514d07599c57278d7d8e18646
https://www.semanticscholar.org/paper/Utopian%2C-Molecular-and-Sociological-Social-Design-Koskinen-Hush/df01bd5d6223f05514d07599c57278d7d8e18646
https://www.semanticscholar.org/paper/Utopian%2C-Molecular-and-Sociological-Social-Design-Koskinen-Hush/df01bd5d6223f05514d07599c57278d7d8e18646
https://www.semanticscholar.org/paper/Utopian%2C-Molecular-and-Sociological-Social-Design-Koskinen-Hush/df01bd5d6223f05514d07599c57278d7d8e18646
https://www.semanticscholar.org/paper/Utopian%2C-Molecular-and-Sociological-Social-Design-Koskinen-Hush/df01bd5d6223f05514d07599c57278d7d8e18646
https://www.semanticscholar.org/paper/Utopian%2C-Molecular-and-Sociological-Social-Design-Koskinen-Hush/df01bd5d6223f05514d07599c57278d7d8e18646
https://www.semanticscholar.org/paper/Utopian%2C-Molecular-and-Sociological-Social-Design-Koskinen-Hush/df01bd5d6223f05514d07599c57278d7d8e18646
https://www.semanticscholar.org/paper/Utopian%2C-Molecular-and-Sociological-Social-Design-Koskinen-Hush/df01bd5d6223f05514d07599c57278d7d8e18646
https://www.semanticscholar.org/paper/Utopian%2C-Molecular-and-Sociological-Social-Design-Koskinen-Hush/df01bd5d6223f05514d07599c57278d7d8e18646
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.443040
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.443040
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.443040
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.443040
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-031-02234-0
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-031-02234-0
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-031-02234-0
https://doi.org/10.1145/3492860
https://doi.org/10.1145/3492860
https://doi.org/10.1145/3492860
https://doi.org/10.1145/3338103.3338106
https://doi.org/10.1145/3411764.3445268
https://doi.org/10.1145/3411764.3445268
https://doi.org/10.1145/3411764.3445268
https://doi.org/10.3390/su12125184
https://doi.org/10.3390/su12125184
https://doi.org/10.3390/su12125184
https://doi.org/10.3390/su12125184
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10606-019-09352-1
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10606-019-09352-1
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10606-019-09352-1
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10606-019-09352-1
https://doi.org/10.1145/3083671.3083688
https://doi.org/10.1145/3083671.3083688
https://doi.org/10.1145/3083671.3083688
https://doi.org/10.1145/3232617.3232625
https://doi.org/10.1145/3232617.3232625
https://doi.org/10.1145/3232617.3232625
https://doi.org/10.1145/3359312
https://doi.org/10.1145/3359312
https://doi.org/10.1145/3359312
https://doi.org/10.1080/14742837.2011.545223
https://doi.org/10.1080/14742837.2011.545223
https://doi.org/10.1080/14742837.2011.545223


Philip Engelbutzeder et al. | 23

Marcus, G. (1995) Technoscientific Imaginaries: Conversations, Pro-
files, and Memoirs. In Computers & Mathematics with Applica-
tions, November 1995, p. 121. Elsevier Ltd, London. https://doi.
org/10.1016/0898-1221(95)90189-2.

Mauss, M. (1966) The Gift; Forms and Functions of Exchange in Archaic
Societies. London: Cohen & West. Retrieved September 15, 2023
from http://archive.org/details/giftformsfunctio00maus.

Michael Froomkin, A. and Bradford DeLong, J. (1999) Beating Microsoft
at its Own Game (Reviewing Charles Ferguson, High Stakes, No Pris-
oners (1999)). Retrieved September 12, 2023 from https://papers.
ssrn.com/abstract=2719001.

Miller, T. R. (2020) Imaginaries of sustainability: the techno-
politics of smart cities. Sci. Cult., 29, 365–387. https://doi.
org/10.1080/09505431.2019.1705273.

Mokrane, S., Buonocore, E., Capone, R. and Franzese, P. P. (2023)
Exploring the global scientific literature on food waste and loss.
Sustain. For., 15, 4757. https://doi.org/10.3390/su15064757.

Molm, L. D. (2010) The structure of reciprocity. Soc. Psychol. Q., 73,
119–131. https://doi.org/10.1177/0190272510369079.

Myers, E. (2015) Everyday utopias: the conceptual life of promis-
ing spaces. Contemp. Polit. Theory, 14, e212–e215. https://doi.
org/10.1057/cpt.2014.22.

Nardi, B. (2019) Design in the age of climate change. She Ji J. Des. Econ.
Innov., 5, 5–14. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.sheji.2019.01.001.

Nielsen, T. R., Menendez-Blanco, M. and Møller, N. H. (2023)
Who cares about data? Ambivalence, translation, and atten-
tiveness in asylum casework. Computer Supported Cooperative
Work (CSCW), 32, 861–910. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10606-023-
09474-7.

Nord, M., Andrews, M. and Carlson, S. (2005) Household food security
in the United States, 2004. USDA-ERS Economic Research Report
No. 11, p. 65. https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.878333.

Norman, D. A. and Draper, S. W. (eds) (1986) User Centered System
Design: New Perspectives on Human-Computer Interaction. CRC Press,
Boca Raton. https://doi.org/10.1201/9780367807320.

Norton, J., Penzenstadler, B. and Tomlinson, B. (2019) Implications
of grassroots sustainable agriculture community values on the
design of information systems. Proc. ACM Hum.-Comput. Interact.
CSCW, 3, 34:1–34:22. https://doi.org/10.1145/3359136.

Ntouros, V., Vlachokyriakos, V. and Engelbutzeder, P. (2024) More
than foodsaving machines: insights from communities fighting
food waste in the digital age. Interacting with Computers, iwae043.
https://doi.org/10.1093/iwc/iwae043.

Offer, S. (2012) The burden of reciprocity: processes of exclu-
sion and withdrawal from personal networks among low-
income families. Curr. Sociol., 60, 788–805. https://doi.org/10.1177/
0011392112454754.

Reckwitz, A. (2002) Toward a theory of social practices: a devel-
opment in culturalist theorizing. Eur. J. Soc. Theory, 5, 243–263.
https://doi.org/10.1177/13684310222225432.

Ritzer, G., Dean, P. and Jurgenson, N. (2012) The coming of age
of the prosumer. Am. Behav. Sci., 56, 379–398. https://doi.org/10.
1177/0002764211429368.

Rossitto, C., Korsgaard, H., Lampinen, A. and Bødker, S. (2021a)
Efficiency and care in community-led initiatives. Proc. ACM
Hum.-Comput. Interact. CSCW2, 5, 467:1–467:27. https://doi.org/10.
1145/3479611.

Rossitto, C., Lampinen, A., Light, A., Diogo, V., Bernat, A. and Travlou, P.
(2021b) Why Are We Still Using Facebook?: The Platform Paradox
in Collaborative Community Initiatives. In Becoming a Platform in
Europe: On the Governance of the Collaborative Economy, pp. 90–109.
Now Publishers Inc, Norwell, MA, USA, and Delft, Netherlands.
https://doi.org/10.1561/9781680838411.ch5.

Rossitto, C., Comber, R., Tholander, J. and Jacobsson, M. (2022)
Towards Digital Environmental Stewardship: the Work of Caring
for the Environment in Waste Management. In Proceedings of
the 2022 CHI Conference on Human Factors in Computing Systems
(CHI ‘22), April 29, 2022, pp. 1–16. Association for Computing
Machinery, New York, NY, USA. https://doi.org/10.1145/3491102.
3517679.

Sahlins, M., Graeber, D. (2017) On the Sociology of Primitive Exchange,
pp. 168–258. Routledge, London. https://doi.org/10.4324/97813
15184951-5.

Schatzki, T. R. (1996) Social Practices: A Wittgensteinian Approach to
Human Activity and the Social. Cambridge University Press, Cam-
bridge. https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9780511527470.

Schuler, D. and Namioka, A. (eds) (2017) Participatory Design: Prin-
ciples and Practices. CRC Press, Boca Raton, FL. https://doi.
org/10.1201/9780203744338.

Sempach, R., Steinebach, C. and Zängl, P. (eds) (2023) Care schafft
Community – Community braucht Care. Springer Fachmedien, Wies-
baden. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-658-32554-1.

Seyfang, G. and Smith, A. (2007) Grassroots innovations for
sustainable development: towards a new research and pol-
icy agenda. Environ. Polit., 16, 584–603. https://doi.org/10.1080/
09644010701419121.

Shaw, M. (2012) The role of design spaces. IEEE Softw., 29, 46–50.
https://doi.org/10.1109/MS.2011.121.

Silberman, M. S., Nathan, L. P., Knowles, B., Bendor, R., Clear,
A., Håkansson, M., Dillahunt, T. and Mankoff, J. (2014) Next
steps for sustainable HCI. Interactions, 21, 66–69. https://doi.
org/10.1145/2651820.

Simonsen, J. and Robertson, T. (eds) (2012) Routledge International
Handbook of Participatory Design. Routledge, London. https://doi.
org/10.4324/9780203108543.

Soch, N. N., Hogan, M., Harney, O., Hanlon, M., Brady, C. and McGrat-
tan, L. (2022) Developing a utopian model of human-technology
interaction: collective intelligence applications in support of
future well-being. Utop. Stud., 33, 54–75. https://doi.org/10.5325/
utopianstudies.33.1.0054.

Spence, J. (2019) Inalienability: Understanding Digital Gifts. In Pro-
ceedings of the 2019 CHI Conference on Human Factors in Com-
puting Systems (CHI ‘19), May 02, 2019, pp. 1–12. Association
for Computing Machinery, New York, NY, USA. https://doi.
org/10.1145/3290605.3300887.

Speth, J. G. (2008) The Bridge at the Edge of the World: Capitalism, the
Environment, and Crossing from Crisis to Sustainability. In The
Bridge at the Edge of the World. Yale University Press, New Haven,
CT, and London. https://doi.org/10.12987/9780300145304.

Tartiu, V. E. and Morone, P. (2017) Grassroots Innovations and the
Transition Towards Sustainability: Tackling the Food Waste Challenge,
pp. 303–327. Springer International Publishing, Cham. https://doi.
org/10.1007/978-3-319-50088-1_15.

Thomas, D. R. (2006) A general inductive approach for analyzing
qualitative evaluation data. Am. J. Eval., 27, 237–246. https://doi.
org/10.1177/1098214005283748.

Thygesen, N. (2019) The gift economy and the development of
sustainability. Local Econ., 34, 493–509. https://doi.org/10.1177/
0269094219882261.

Tomlinson, B., Blevis, E., Nardi, B., Patterson, D. J., Silberman, M. S. I.
X. and Pan, Y. (2013) Collapse informatics and practice: theory,
method, and design. ACM Trans. Comput.-Hum. Interact., 20, 24:1–
24:26. https://doi.org/10.1145/2493431.

Tronto, J. C. and Fisher, B. (1990) Toward a Feminist Theory of Caring.
In Abel, E., Nelson, M. (eds), Circles of Care, pp. 36–54. SUNY Press,
Albany, NY.

D
ow

nloaded from
 https://academ

ic.oup.com
/iw

c/advance-article/doi/10.1093/iw
c/iw

ae055/7923147 by IN
AC

TIVE user on 18 D
ecem

ber 2024

https://doi.org/10.1016/0898-1221(95)90189-2
https://doi.org/10.1016/0898-1221(95)90189-2
https://doi.org/10.1016/0898-1221(95)90189-2
https://doi.org/10.1016/0898-1221(95)90189-2
https://doi.org/10.1016/0898-1221(95)90189-2
http://archive.org/details/giftformsfunctio00maus
http://archive.org/details/giftformsfunctio00maus
http://archive.org/details/giftformsfunctio00maus
http://archive.org/details/giftformsfunctio00maus
http://archive.org/details/giftformsfunctio00maus
http://archive.org/details/giftformsfunctio00maus
https://papers.ssrn.com/abstract=2719001
https://papers.ssrn.com/abstract=2719001
https://papers.ssrn.com/abstract=2719001
https://papers.ssrn.com/abstract=2719001
https://papers.ssrn.com/abstract=2719001
https://doi.org/10.1080/09505431.2019.1705273
https://doi.org/10.1080/09505431.2019.1705273
https://doi.org/10.1080/09505431.2019.1705273
https://doi.org/10.3390/su15064757
https://doi.org/10.3390/su15064757
https://doi.org/10.3390/su15064757
https://doi.org/10.3390/su15064757
https://doi.org/10.1177/0190272510369079
https://doi.org/10.1177/0190272510369079
https://doi.org/10.1177/0190272510369079
https://doi.org/10.1057/cpt.2014.22
https://doi.org/10.1057/cpt.2014.22
https://doi.org/10.1057/cpt.2014.22
https://doi.org/10.1057/cpt.2014.22
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.sheji.2019.01.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.sheji.2019.01.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.sheji.2019.01.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.sheji.2019.01.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.sheji.2019.01.001
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10606-023-09474-7
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.878333
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.878333
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.878333
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.878333
https://doi.org/10.1201/9780367807320
https://doi.org/10.1201/9780367807320
https://doi.org/10.1201/9780367807320
https://doi.org/10.1145/3359136
https://doi.org/10.1145/3359136
https://doi.org/10.1145/3359136
https://doi.org/10.1093/iwc/iwae043
https://doi.org/10.1093/iwc/iwae043
https://doi.org/10.1093/iwc/iwae043
https://doi.org/10.1093/iwc/iwae043
https://doi.org/10.1093/iwc/iwae043
https://doi.org/10.1177/0011392112454754
https://doi.org/10.1177/13684310222225432
https://doi.org/10.1177/13684310222225432
https://doi.org/10.1177/13684310222225432
https://doi.org/10.1177/0002764211429368
https://doi.org/10.1145/3479611
https://doi.org/10.1561/9781680838411.ch5
https://doi.org/10.1561/9781680838411.ch5
https://doi.org/10.1561/9781680838411.ch5
https://doi.org/10.1561/9781680838411.ch5
https://doi.org/10.1145/3491102.3517679
https://doi.org/10.4324/9781315184951-5
https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9780511527470
https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9780511527470
https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9780511527470
https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9780511527470
https://doi.org/10.1201/9780203744338
https://doi.org/10.1201/9780203744338
https://doi.org/10.1201/9780203744338
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-658-32554-1
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-658-32554-1
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-658-32554-1
https://doi.org/10.1080/09644010701419121
https://doi.org/10.1109/MS.2011.121
https://doi.org/10.1109/MS.2011.121
https://doi.org/10.1109/MS.2011.121
https://doi.org/10.1109/MS.2011.121
https://doi.org/10.1145/2651820
https://doi.org/10.1145/2651820
https://doi.org/10.1145/2651820
https://doi.org/10.4324/9780203108543
https://doi.org/10.4324/9780203108543
https://doi.org/10.4324/9780203108543
https://doi.org/10.5325/utopianstudies.33.1.0054
https://doi.org/10.5325/utopianstudies.33.1.0054
https://doi.org/10.5325/utopianstudies.33.1.0054
https://doi.org/10.5325/utopianstudies.33.1.0054
https://doi.org/10.1145/3290605.3300887
https://doi.org/10.1145/3290605.3300887
https://doi.org/10.1145/3290605.3300887
https://doi.org/10.12987/9780300145304
https://doi.org/10.12987/9780300145304
https://doi.org/10.12987/9780300145304
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-50088-1_15
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-50088-1_15
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-50088-1_15
https://doi.org/10.1177/1098214005283748
https://doi.org/10.1177/1098214005283748
https://doi.org/10.1177/1098214005283748
https://doi.org/10.1177/0269094219882261
https://doi.org/10.1145/2493431
https://doi.org/10.1145/2493431
https://doi.org/10.1145/2493431


24 | Interacting with Computers, 2024

Vasiliou, C., Ioannou, A. and Zaphiris, P. (2015) An Artifact
Ecology in a Nutshell: A Distributed Cognition Perspective
for Collaboration and Coordination. In (Lecture Notes in
Computer Science), 2015, pp. 55–72. Springer International
Publishing, Cham. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-22668-
2_5.

Waldenfels, B., Kozin, A. and Stähler, T. (2011) Phenomenology of the
Alien: Basic Concepts. Northwestern University Press, Evanston, IL.
https://doi.org/10.2307/j.ctv47wfh3.

Watkins, J. P. (2022) The origins and evolution of consumer cap-
italism: the paradoxes posed by continuous mass produc-
tion. J. Econ. Issues, 56, 314–325. https://doi.org/10.1080/00213624.
2022.2050140.

Weber, H., Poeggel, K., Eakin, H., Fischer, D., Lang, D. J., Von Wehrden,
H. and Wiek, A. (2020) What are the ingredients for food systems
change towards sustainability?—insights from the literature.

Environ. Res. Lett., 15, 113001. https://doi.org/10.1088/1748-9326/
ab99fd.

Wegleitner, K. and Schuchter, P. (2018) Caring communities as col-
lective learning process: findings and lessons learned from a
participatory research project in Austria. Ann. Palliat. Med., 7, S84–
S98. https://doi.org/10.21037/apm.2018.03.05.

Wulf, V. (ed.) (2018) SOCIO-INFORMATICS: A Practice-Based Perspective
on the Design and Use of IT Artifacts (First). Oxford University Press,
Oxford, United Kingdom.

Yates, L. (2015) Rethinking prefiguration: alternatives, micropolitics
and goals in social movements. Soc. Mov. Stud., 14, 1–21. https://
doi.org/10.1080/14742837.2013.870883.

Yates, L. (2021) Prefigurative politics and social movement strategy:
the roles of prefiguration in the reproduction, mobilisation and
coordination of movements. Polit. Stud., 69, 1033–1052. https://doi.
org/10.1177/0032321720936046.

© The Author(s) 2024. Published by Oxford University Press on behalf of The British Computer Society. All rights reserved. For permissions, please e-mail: journals.permissions@oup.com
Interacting with Computers, 2024, 1–24
https://doi.org/10.1093/iwc/iwae055
Article

D
ow

nloaded from
 https://academ

ic.oup.com
/iw

c/advance-article/doi/10.1093/iw
c/iw

ae055/7923147 by IN
AC

TIVE user on 18 D
ecem

ber 2024

https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-22668-2_5
https://doi.org/10.2307/j.ctv47wfh3
https://doi.org/10.2307/j.ctv47wfh3
https://doi.org/10.2307/j.ctv47wfh3
https://doi.org/10.2307/j.ctv47wfh3
https://doi.org/10.2307/j.ctv47wfh3
https://doi.org/10.2307/j.ctv47wfh3
https://doi.org/10.1080/00213624.2022.2050140
https://doi.org/10.1088/1748-9326/ab99fd
https://doi.org/10.1088/1748-9326/ab99fd
https://doi.org/10.1088/1748-9326/ab99fd
https://doi.org/10.1088/1748-9326/ab99fd
https://doi.org/10.1088/1748-9326/ab99fd
https://doi.org/10.21037/apm.2018.03.05
https://doi.org/10.21037/apm.2018.03.05
https://doi.org/10.21037/apm.2018.03.05
https://doi.org/10.21037/apm.2018.03.05
https://doi.org/10.1080/14742837.2013.870883
https://doi.org/10.1080/14742837.2013.870883
https://doi.org/10.1080/14742837.2013.870883
https://doi.org/10.1177/0032321720936046
https://doi.org/10.1177/0032321720936046
https://doi.org/10.1177/0032321720936046
https://doi.org/10.1093/iwc/iwae055

	 Utopian Design Space: Practical Concerns and Transformative Ambitions
	 1.INTRODUCTION
	 2.RELATED WORK
	 3.METHOD  
	 4.CONTEXT: PROJECTS OF GRASSROOTS COMMUNITIES
	 5.RESULTS
	 6.DISCUSSION
	 7.LIMITATIONS
	 8.CONCLUSION
	Data availability


