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Designing for Shared Values: Exploring Ethical Dilemmas of
Conducting Values Inclusive Design Research
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Recent prevalence of values-inclusive design research introduces the potential of conducting research with
those whose values conflict with researchers’ own values. This is the scenario we have found ourselves in
as we conduct values-inclusive participatory design to develop and deploy critical digital literacy education
in a rural Appalachian community. We present provocations which outline the ethical concerns we have
grappled with in pursuit of conducting fair and responsible research for our participants, indirect stakeholders,
and ourselves. Through consideration of these provocations, we have developed a preliminary approach for
managing a research relationship with those with whom we disagree which we call Designing for Shared
Values. This approach is a conflict-avoidant method for negotiating values in values-inclusive design. It
centers around reflexivity as a mechanism to account for one’s own values and potential impacts of design
research outcomes on indirect stakeholders, while maintaining responsibility to prioritize beneficial outcomes
to research participants.
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1 INTRODUCTION
In the Computer Supported Cooperative Work (CSCW) and Human-Computer Interaction (HCI)
fields, researchers have provided many valuable frameworks, theoretical considerations, and
methodologies for conducting ethical design research, with a particular focus on responsibility to
participants [11, 28, 40, 45, 46]. This literature – particularly when paired with that of Participatory
Design – makes the need to grant agency and power to participants in the design process clear
[36, 52, 73, 77, 83]. It is imperative for conducting ethical research that researchers and designers
put the values and needs of participants above their own, especially participant groups that experi-
ence marginalization [1, 3, 45, 46, 84]. As such, conversations around values have been centered
around how to better support and discover the values of participants, and on strategies for reaching
consensus, or peaceful co-existence, between values of participant stakeholder groups [25, 38, 48].
What is left somewhat unsaid is how to engage in ethical Participatory Design research when a
subset of the values held by participants are anathema to the values held by the researchers. In
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essence, if we believe in design as a means to impact stakeholder groups both wide and narrow,
what is the balance between our responsibilities to our participants, our perceived responsibilities
to society, and our responsibility to ourselves? In this paper, we discuss provocations and directions
for an approach to Participatory and Value Sensitive Design that recognizes these challenges and
seeks to establish a shared subset of values between participants and researchers that will guide
the design.

As researchers, we have recently encountered these questions and began to develop approaches
during our research within a rural Appalachian community in West Virginia. Appalachia is a
geographic region in the eastern United States comprised of 420 counties across 13 states [18]. It
has a unique regional culture consisting of largely conservative values [63]. While, due in large
part to the approach we have taken, we do not know the specific beliefs of each of our participants
and do not intend to cast specific aspersions on individuals or groups of participants, we do know
that within this community there exist widely held systems of belief and values that are anathema
to our own closely and fiercely held values. As such, we find ourselves conflicted about how much
to 1) interrogate and challenge these beliefs and 2) embody the values of our participants in our
designs.
Alongside our differences in beliefs, we also find our participant community to embody char-

acteristics and values worthy of respect and valorization. Furthermore, we find it important to
affect whatever positive change our research engagements and designs are able to achieve for
this community. Our research in this community is heavily influenced by our desire to prioritize
benefit to participants over meeting research goals [40]. This community, reflective of trends across
much of rural Appalachia, particularly Central Appalachia, experiences economic challenges and
lacks educational opportunities to prepare residents for the modern workforce. The goal of our
research is to provide technology training to prepare community members to obtain good work -
as identified by local schools, employers, and members of the community.

We feel compelled to support rural Appalachia through our research in part due to our personal
connection to the area - one of the authors was born and raised in Appalachia - and because of our
desire to benefit marginalized populations through our research. Based on historical factors of sys-
tematic marginalization, Appalachia has been described as an internal colony, an exploited minority
within a larger country [54, 72]. This identification is still visible today, as rural Appalachians face
higher rates of poverty, mortality, morbidity, and substance abuse compared with average rates
across the United States [19, 20] and lower rates of access to broadband [51], education [23], and
health care [20]. In addition to these factors of disenfranchisement, Americans from other regions
outside of Appalachia hold harmful stereotypes of residents of Appalachia [21, 86], viewing them
as substantially different, with negative connotations [67, 69, 75].

Local cultural trends of distrusting outsiders make Appalachians a difficult population to access.
Our personal connection to the community, and the fact that visible aspects of our identity allow us
to blend in, gives us the opportunity to conduct beneficial community-based research. However, we
wish to be cognizant of the complex intersectional identities of privilege and disenfranchisement
that rural Appalachians hold. In some ways they have been systematically marginalized for over a
century (evidenced by the 1920 Matewan coal mining massacre [9]), and in other ways they hold
beliefs that marginalize others [13, 43, 50, 79]. Appalachian residents have also been subjected
to exploitation and abandonment in prior research and industrial interventions [54], specifically
recent efforts with similar goals to our own current research [70]. Therefore, we must be cautious of
the ways that power is used in this research, both in the ways that we exercise power as researchers
and in the ways our participants are afforded power which can be exercised over other, indirect
stakeholders.
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The provocations we present in this paper are intended to interrogate common assumptions
of Participatory Design and Value Sensitive Design in pursuit of an approach that accounts for
the nuanced forms of power we have encountered with our participating community. The ap-
proach we have identified through consideration of these provocations centers our design research
around a commonly held set of values. This is in contrast to more common approaches of ag-
onism or consensus which, respectively, support co-existence of conflicting values or establish
consensus on conflicting values through reasoned debate [38, 48]. We draw inspiration from how
communities can form around shared common values [55], however we also are pragmatic in
recognizing that debating deeply entrenched values that relate to the moral foundations of the
different stakeholders can lead to antagonism between stakeholder groups [17]. This is a pragmatic
issue because openly addressing these entrenched ideological differences could lead to unproductive
researcher/participant conflict that would likely end the research engagement. We believe that
focusing on our commonalities is more productive, but recognize that there are more activist
approaches. We feel that our primary responsibility is to maintain our commitment to benefit our
participant group, not to impose our values on them. A secondary, but important, responsibility
is ensuring we do not facilitate negative consequences to indirect parties by designing for values
which we do not condone and consider potentially harmful.

In this work we make two contributions, one conceptual and one methodological. The conceptual
contribution of this work is a series of provocations that we have wrestled with during this research
and which we hope will guide a conversation in the HCI and CSCW communities around ethics,
power, and responsibility in design research. The methodological contribution of this work is a
process for Participatory Design which we call Designing for Shared Values (DSV). It is a conflict-
avoidant approach which has emerged from our consideration of the presented provocations.
DSV will be useful for projects where there are conflicting values held by stakeholder groups
and researchers, where engaging with these values would cause unproductive conflict that would
likely damage the research partnership. Our presentation of the DSV approach is not so much a
step-by-step guide as it is a set of guiding principles for conducting research under these conditions.
DSV builds off of prior work in its focus on reflexivity [27, 47, 81] and draws from both consensus
and agonism as an approach for values negotiation.

2 SETTING AND CONTEXT
In this section, we will first describe the general context and background of rural Appalachia,
followed by a description of the specific setting of the community with whom we have a research
engagement, and details about the project we are conducting with them. Understanding the general
context of rural Appalachia and its culture, and the specific setting of our research is important for
framing the provocations or questions that we have encountered. We end with a discussion of our
perceived responsibilities to our direct and indirect stakeholders based on the context provided.

2.1 General Context of Rural Appalachia
When conducting research in rural Central Appalachia, one must recognize and account for the
historical, social, political, and economic factors that inform the community’s values and will sub-
liminally affect myriad aspects of any research project. Understanding this context is important as
prior work has highlighted the need for specific cultural considerations to be made when designing
solutions to disenfranchisement in Appalachia [29]. Sorting through and understanding these
cultural factors is difficult, as Appalachia has a complex, often contested culture [24]. Appalachian
culture is often misconstrued as merely an extension of the regional economic, health, mortality,
and educational trends, effectively blaming citizens of the region for sustaining the hardships they
experience [5, 24, 29, 59, 72, 75, 86]. While poverty is an undeniable reality of rural Appalachia,
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the culture of this community is, of course, much richer and more complex than is explained by
economic factors alone. Many of the stereotypes that outsiders mislabel as an Appalachian "culture
of poverty" is, instead, a reactive response to hardships imposed on the region and its citizens
that are beyond their control [5, 24, 29]. Citizens of Appalachian have certain cultural themes and
values that they identify with, and many of the stereotypes of the region do not accurately reflect
the values inherent to the people of this region. Literature that seeks to establish a set of values,
while consciously avoiding construing the culture of a region with a region’s coping mechanisms
for local challenges, highlights cultural values such as kinship, locality, community pride, privacy,
humility, modesty, distrust of outsiders, and isolation [5, 24, 39, 44, 59, 66, 68, 72].

In large part, Appalachian disenfranchisement is rooted in the region’s exploitation by the coal
mining industry, which has been responsible for many of the negative factors associated with the
region today, such as high rates of poverty, health issues, and environmental destruction [53, 72].
Coal mining has provided employment to citizens of the region, but this employment has not been
without cost. Parts of Appalachia have been devastated environmentally and economically after
coal was depleted [75]. Additionally, the employment coal brought has recently begun to wane, due
to automation in the industry and an increased focus on more environmentally sustainable power.
There has been a marked decline in coal mining employment in the Appalachian region, which
has been cut nearly in half in the span of seven years (from 57,629 jobs in 2012 to 30,254 in 2019
[35]). As traditional means of employment in Appalachia falter, digital inequality experienced in
the region has become more detrimental, because it has made it harder for Appalachians to access
jobs that require technology skills [49, 72].
To address digital inequality, researchers have previously sought to increase digital literacy

[56], but the unique characteristics of the region make specific, cultural considerations necessary
for any interventions taking place there [29]. Prior work in Participatory Design has discussed
the need to adjust design research methods to be appropriate to the unique experiences and
challenges of participant communities [42]. This has included a call for consideration of historical
contexts and reflexivity regarding how design methods may negatively impact, or otherwise be
inappropriate for a participating community. We feel that we hold a particular responsibility to
our participating community to take historical context into account by prioritizing the benefits
of research activities to participants over benefits to researchers [40]. This requires us to respect
our participants’ viewpoints, experiences, and values, as well as to attempt to disrupt traditional
researcher-participant power structures through reflexivity towards a more equal relationship [45].

However, there do exist some prevalent values held by a large portion of residents in Appalachia
that are problematic. Prior work has highlighted the pervasiveness of racism throughout Appalachia
[13, 43, 62, 79]. Other work has noted themarginalization of women and the prevalence of traditional
gender roles in this region [50, 61]. Given these factors, we find ourselves in a difficult balance.
On the one hand, we do not wish to contribute to harmful stereotypes held by outsiders about
residents of Appalachia. On the other hand, we do not wish to amplify harmful stereotypes held
by some residents of Appalachia about locally underrepresented groups. While we recognize that
these values, of course, are not held by all members of the region, we feel that it would be naive
and potentially harmful to indirect stakeholders to enter into a research project without taking
these values into consideration.

2.2 Specific Setting of Our Project
Our research project is focused on creating tools that help residents of rural Appalachia gain
digital skills and critical digital literacy with the ultimate goal of preparing them for sustainable
employment. The primary research site is a rural town in Central Appalachia with a population of
less than 1000 people. Our specific setting for this research is representative in many ways of the
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general context of rural Appalachia. The area is quite demographically and politically homogeneous,
when examining census and voting history records. The community is rural, faces issues with
infrastructure, is isolated, and has a strong sense of community [41].
Furthermore, there is markedly less access to technology in comparison with less rural areas.

Participants from young to old felt that computers were not for them or that they did not “get along
with computers”, and rarely had internet access at home. This seemed at least partially due to the
low level of computer and internet access that many residents have at their homes. There is also a
specific instance in our community of abandonment by researchers and corporations. There is a
nearby coal mine that goes in and out of operation in accordance with fluctuations of energy prices.
A number of our participants had experiences with the organization Mined Minds, which made big
promises about teaching residents to code and getting them well-paying jobs, but did not deliver in
the eyes of residents who were impacted, exacerbating feelings of disenfranchisement [70]. There
are also examples of the more laudable values outlined in previous literature that we encountered
throughout our research engagement. It is clear that there is a strong sense of community, identity,
and pride amount the residents.

2.3 Project Goals and Details
The goal of our project is to teach basic computer skills to members of the community through
a system, inspired by crowd work platforms, which will pay them for tasks they complete as
they learn. The activities of the project center around digital storytelling, which has been shown
to be an effective purveyor of digital literacy [14, 15, 60, 71, 74]. Digital storytelling promotes
digital literacy through utilization of technology such as voice recorders, video capture, and word
processing. It also includes aspects of information literacy - a key component of critical digital
literacy - by requiring learners to research and convey information [71]. Specifically, our system
(1) asks participants to record short stories about local history. Here, they learn how to use a web
browser and navigate the internet to different sites. In a subsequent task, they are (2) asked to revise
computer-transcribed stories for accuracy. Here, they learn basic Microsoft Work skills, such as text
editing and formatting. Later, they are are (3) asked to group and document places/people/concepts
of the different stores. Here, participants learn basic Microsoft Excel skills, such as spreadsheet
concepts, formatting, and editing. For each of these tasks, participants are paid while learning skills
that the community has identified as necessary for good jobs in the area. Therefore, the digital
literacy skills that participants learn in this project prepare them for both local employment and
potentially digital work.
Another opportunity of digital literacy, particularly through digital storytelling, is support of

cross-cultural understanding [16]. We intend to distribute participants’ stories between urban
and rural communities, with different cultures and demographics, in support of this goal. This
will occur, in part, through participants in both settings using our systems. We also have goals of
compiling stories from specific communities into a book of local history which could be distributed
to and accessed by many people outside of this research over time. Therefore, we must ensure
that these stories do not have the potential to offend or inflict trauma upon members of either
of our research site’s communities, or other future readers, through insensitive language within
stories. Specifically, for example, we are aware of the racist history of the rural South and the racial
homogeneity of our rural research site. Therefore, we want to make sure we are sensitive and alert
to the fact that a story of local history may include insensitive references to instances of racial
violence or discrimination, even if only accidentally. This is why we must attempt to think beyond
the values and identities of direct stakeholders, participants and researchers, to also consider our
responsibility to indirect stakeholders. The approach we present here is how we approach critical
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digital literacy in a non-partisan way that will avoid values which could be harmful to indirect
stakeholders.

2.4 Our Perceived Responsibilities and Relationship to the Research Setting
We feel that in this paper, for this setting, it is important for us as researchers to outline what
we feel our responsibilities are to our participants, and our relationship to the research setting.
As we discuss reflexivity and its role in this work, we find it fitting to engage in a reflexive act
of considering and disclosing our own positionality. We came to care for this community based
on one of the researcher’s personal ties to this town and shared background with participants,
being from Appalachia. Our backgrounds, identities, and world views shape the ways we conduct
research and relate to our participants. Some facets of our identity will allow us to relate to our
participants, while some may create distance in the research relationship. [12]. If we were not white
and cisgender, our identities may have been enough to preclude us from conducting face-to-face
research with our participant group in the first place. These factors of identity allow us the privilege
of setting aside opposing values for the sake of conducting beneficial research to our participant
group, but this is not a privilege we take lightly. We recognize that the choice we have in how we
handle conflicting values is not one that all researchers have.

This research engagement is underpinned by our commitment to prioritize benefit to participants
above fulfillment of the researchers’ academic agenda [40]. In initial stages of this research, we
worked closely with the community to establish what technology skills they needed most. Therefore,
we feel confident that participation in this research will provide tangible, necessary skills to
community members, with the potential to lead to education and employment opportunities. If
we as researchers conduct our research in a way that excludes certain members of the community
based on their values – or any other characteristic – it would eliminate their agency to choose
whether or not to engage with, and potentially benefit from, our planned interventions, which we
find to be unethical. We feel that there are multiple consequences were we to impose our values on
participants. Firstly, doing so would alienate our participants and cause conflict between us and
the community, which may lead to an insurmountable breakdown of the relationship and study.
Additionally, as noted, it would give us unequal power over them in the research relationship. It
is important to us to maintain pathways for as many participants to benefit from our research as
possible. That said, we clearly acknowledge that we have a personal stake in the success of our
research project, and that we ourselves benefit from maintaining this relationship.

In developing a research project to introduce critical digital literacy to a rural Central Appalachian
community, it became clear to us that differing values – particularly those manifested in politics –
introduced a number of complicated considerations for ourselves and our research project. On the
one hand, we feel a strong responsibility to introduce digital skills and literacy to this community
in a way that actively discourages the use of the internet for societally damaging purposes, for
example, the promotion and proliferation of conspiracies. However, we are obviously unable to
control the social internet and the personal echo-chamber that our participants will enter into
online. We also do not want to alienate our participant community by teaching critical digital
literacy through the lens of a particular political ideology. Instead, we owe it both to our participants
and to ourselves to encourage and build on those values that we share. It is then through these
shared values that we can forge a path to develop and distribute ethical critical digital literacy
education that our participants will find valuable.

3 RELATED METHODS OF VALUES-INCLUSIVE AND ETHICAL DESIGN
In our consideration of the research problemwe have described, we have come across many valuable
frameworks for values-inclusive and ethical design research which inform our approach. In this
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section, we discuss how prior work has engaged with these topics, what aspects of prior work has
informed our approach, and why we were unable to solve our current problem with previously
established frameworks. We highlight the need for more explicit and continuous researcher reflex-
ivity in values-inclusive design engagements. We also identify and challenge three key assumptions
present within prior values negotiation work.

3.1 Reflexivity in Design
Our work is heavily inspired by Value Sensitive Design in its motivation. Value Sensitive Design
is based on the principle that we design technologies that we want to live among and, therefore,
ethical values belong in the design of these technologies [33]. Where we struggled in applying
Value Sensitive Design for our context and purposes was in our inability to accept stakeholder
values without critical consideration of the social implications of those values.

Work in HCI and CSCW in recent years has discussed the need for researchers to identify, disclose,
and consistently reflect on their positionality relative to their participating community and research
topic, a practice called reflexivity [3, 27, 81]. However, prior work in Value Sensitive Design has
not engaged deeply with researcher values as has been noted in Timmermans & Mittelstadt’s call
for a more reflexive approach to Value Sensitive Design [81]. For example, reflexivity and explicit
recognition of researcher values have been addressed in some prior work only as ameans of ensuring
the exclusion of these values from the design [65]. Other work has engaged with reflexivity and
researcher positionality in early stages of research as a tool for framing the research and accounting
for potential biases, but has not consisted of continued reflexivity throughout multiple areas and
stages of the research [12, 76]. Recent work calling for more transparent disclosure of researcher
values has not included a larger discussion of the associated consequences, implying the assumption
that this disclosure of values will not result in conflict or complication of the research engagement
[47].
Alsheikh et al. [1] incorporated increased reflexivity into Value Sensitive Design in a similar

context to our own. They developed a hybrid theory of their participants’ traditional Islamic values
and the researchers’ Western feminist values. Through use of this Islamic Feminist theory, they
created a design that both upheld aspects of participants’ traditional Islamic values and offered
unoffensive opportunities for female empowerment. We aim to build upon their work by exercising
more explicit reflexivity in our consideration of our own values and those of indirect stakeholders.
While Alsheikh et al. imply personal support for Western feminist values, they also state their goal
of defamiliarizing their own values so that they can interrogate them as they arise in the design
process. Similarly, Avle & Lindtner [3] advocate for the use of reflexivity to critically reflect on and
deconstruct biases we may subconsciously hold against cultures that we do not understand. These
perspectives are valuable and informative, however we have different goals in our use of reflexivity
in this work.
That is, because we do not think that one can become neutral in consideration of one’s values,

our process takes a different approach to reflexivity. Our primary goal in engaging with reflexivity
in DSV centers around identifying our own values as they arise in relation to our project so that we
can be mindful of how they influence our designs. While designers do not design for themselves,
they do design for the world they wish to live in. Therefore, we must identify and acknowledge what
kind of world we may be implicitly advocating for through our design, so that we can investigate
how our values may coincide and conflict with those of our participants.

3.2 Negotiating Values
In addition to reflexivity, values negotiation is another aspect of Value Sensitive Design which
we expand upon in our work. Two primary schools of thought in the discussion of negotiating

Proc. ACM Hum.-Comput. Interact., Vol. 6, No. CSCW2, Article 291. Publication date: November 2022.



291:8 Rebecca M. Jonas & Benjamin V. Hanrahan

values in Value Sensitive Design and community-based Participatory Design are consensus and
agonism [7, 10, 25, 38]. Agonistic approaches support the coexistence of a plurality of values
while consensus-based approaches consist of reaching consensus through reasoned debate and
consideration [25, 48]. An agonistic approach may be appropriate for values and principles where
a mutual respect for differing values can support peaceful coexistence and maintain rich diversity
of viewpoints and implementations in a project/design [38, 48]. However, an agonistic approach is
not possible for deeply entrenched and controversial values where even simple acknowledgment of
differing viewpoints may lead to a rift between stakeholders that could make a project unproductive.
Drawing from Coleman’s analysis of community conflict [17], by entering the community as people
with identities different from the community in question in terms of profession, political ideology,
and lifestyle, we introduce the risk of conflict with our community. Coleman also illustrates how
quickly disagreement can develop into antagonism. As newcomers to an established community,
there is little reason for community members to tolerate conflict and foster productive debate and
conflict resolution. Instead, community members are likely to feel that the most direct route back
to maintaining harmony within their community is to cut off the outsiders introducing conflict.

One framework for negotiating values which builds upon Value Sensitive Design and which we
draw from in our own process is Value Dams and Flows [57]. Value Dams and Flows is, similar
to our proposed framework, a method of value inclusion and exclusion which is motivated by
consideration of minority voices. We draw most prominently from the "Value Dams" aspect of this
method in the exclusion of values which are opposed by any stakeholders, rather than just those
opposed by the majority. Along with the exclusion of "Value Flows," which is not relevant to our
research goals, we divert from this framework in two key ways. Most significantly, we include
the designers as a stakeholder group, allowing them to object to and, thus, exclude values from
the system just as system users and indirect stakeholders can. The second key difference in our
framework is in our call for critical evaluation of the impact of the exclusion or inclusion of a
particular value.
We are not the first to encounter the need to look beyond purely consensus-based or agonistic

approaches for values negotiation. Bjorgvinsson discusses the need to expand upon traditional
means of values negotiation beyond agonistic or consensus-based approaches in community-based
Participatory Design [6]. While we have encountered the same need, our work differs in the
context within which our participants hold privilege. In Bjorgvinsson’s work, privileged parties
hold privilege in the context of the work in question. In ours, our participants hold tangential
privilege in their personal characteristics, but are marginalized with regards to the context of
our work. This means that we wish to include and privilege their voices in our own work to
ensure that their needs are met and, potentially, our work can assist in lifting them out of socio-
economic marginalization. With that said, our described approach attempts to tackle the issue that
Bjorgvinsson also discusses of perpetuating dominant systems of power through the inclusion
of privileged voices. We do not wish to perpetuate racial and gender-based systems of privilege
through the socio-economic empowerment of our participants, which is why our approach attempts
to intentionally and explicitly exclude values which our participants may hold which uphold these
systems.

3.3 Assumptions: Participant Identities and Characteristics of Values
Prior work on negotiating values has argued for varying approaches of reaching consensus or
supporting agonism based on three key assumptions. First, that participant values should be
supported. Second, that the researchers are not among the disagreeing groups. Third, that the
values in question are either changeable or acceptable enough by all parties that they can peacefully
coexist. These assumptions are due, in part, to previous tendencies of researchers to work with the
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least privileged groups who, due to their social disenfranchisement, have a low chance of oppressing
or otherwise causing harm to others. In their call for a social justice orientation to interaction
design, Dombrowski et al. offer the recommendation to align with oppressed and marginalized
groups, both as a way of facilitating empowerment of these participants and as a means of offering
researchers the opportunity to reflect on their own privilege and power [27]. Much prior work
in HCI and CSCW utilizing Participatory Action Research, Value Sensitive Design, Participatory
Design, and other methodologies focused on participant empowerment have worked with highly
marginalized groups [2, 7]. That is to say, they have focused on participants with intersectional
identities of multiple marginalized qualities. For example, participants have consisted of highly
marginalized communities such as indigenous people [12, 37], houseless people [38], refugees [10],
and victims of sex trafficking [36]. Participant groups such as these experience marginalization
and oppression based on many aspects of identity including class, ability, nation, race, ethnicity,
sexuality and gender. This can lead to a common assumption in this research that all participant
values and experiences can be supported by the research team without consequence. However,
social oppression and marginalization are not binary measures. In our research, we are not working
with the most marginalized groups. We instead expect that our participants will have nuanced,
intersectional identities comprised of qualities of privilege and marginalization. For example, rural
Appalachia is predominantly white and, therefore, residents of this region benefit from white
privilege. They are also subjected to classism through offensive stereotypes which paint them as
uneducated, incestuous, lazy, and ultimately, responsible for the dire economic conditions of their
region [21]. Rural Appalachians deserve the same opportunities as Americans on the other side of
the digital divide, regardless of the privilege they hold through other aspects of their experiences
and identities.
We still feel the social imperative to "[align] with those who are oppressed or marginalized" (p.

664) as Dombrowski et al. call us to do. However, we do so with the recognition that our participant
group is also privileged in some regards. Prior work has so commonly engaged with the least
privileged groups that it seems an assumption has arisen that participants are faultless, at least in
terms of their use of privilege. Therefore, many prior frameworks do not account for the possibility
that participants and researchers could encounter conflicting values or goals. This can be seen in
cases where the researchers’ perspective is not explicitly accounted for and when the researcher is
not among the groups whose values are being incorporated into, or considered as part of, the design
process [22, 26, 38, 64]. Similarly, prior work has recognized researchers as among stakeholder
groups in design research but has not addressed the potential for conflict between researchers and
participants [85]. In other cases, researcher values are mentioned but discredited or excluded from
prominent use throughout the study [1, 76].
Prior work has also described the shifting and changing nature of values throughout a project

[38] which would not be possible with values that are too deeply entrenched to be negotiated.
When agonistic approaches have been taken, at times the specifics of the differing values are not
addressed [4] or values are relatively apolitical and noncontroversial [26]. Based on the assumptions
described, prior work has primarily focused on how to conduct Participatory and Value Sensitive
Design that valorizes and upholds participant cultures and values. While this is also a goal of
Designing for Shared Values, a simultaneous goal is to specifically not support participant values
to which we are morally opposed.

3.4 Related Methods in Other Disciplines
Related to our use case delivering critical digital literacy education in rural Appalachia, fields
of education [80] and design education [78] have engaged with reflexivity to inform culturally-
sensitive and ethical research. In the design education context, Sonneveld [78] argues that ethics
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should be considered as a positive addition to one’s work and that they should be developed bottom-
up by designers (and participants) rather than top-down from experts. This positive, bottom-up
perspective on ethics is intended to mitigate the implicit and unintended incorporation of one’s own
values that have not been reckoned with overtly. With regards to education work with marginalized
participants, Tillman [80] highlights the need for researchers to account for their own experiences
- not so that they can stifle those in favor of participant experiences, but so that they can be used to
inform the research. These approaches of reflexivity in education research can be applied to HCI
and CSCW contexts to support goals of cultural sensitivity and ethics in these domains.

Similar ethical questions to what we explore here have also been discussed in other social science
contexts, particularly among ethnographers [8, 30, 31]. In one pertinent example, Fine presents the
approach of "skeptical ethnography" through which the ethnographer attempts to conduct their
research in a detached way that does not take a side, for or against, participants [31]. This approach
responds to many concerns that we have encountered and raise here with regards to our own work
- how can one preserve trust while critically observing participants? How prominent of a role does
social justice and activism play in our work? What is, and should be, the power dynamic between
researchers and participants? Though there are many commonalities, the design context of our
work presents different challenges than ethnography. We must acknowledge the ways in which
design forces us to advocate for our participants and ourselves. The intended design outcome of
our work must take the side of our participants - it must be designed for them. In a way, the design
will also be for us, the designers. While we will not design for ourselves, we will design for a world
we want to live in. The relationship between designers and users, as well as the power inherent to
design, means that we must take these characteristics of design into consideration as we address
the questions raised above and in the following section.

4 PROVOCATIONS FOR DESIGN RESEARCH FOR CONFLICTING VALUES
Drawing from Brown et al.’s "Five Provocations for Ethical HCI Research," [11] in this section, we
present a series of provocations that represent the issues that we have encountered and debated
among ourselves during this research engagement.We formulated these provocations, in accordance
with guidelines from Brown et al., as potentially controversial "tools for critical thinking" [11] (p.
852). For each of these provocations, we outline our thoughts. The questions posed here are not
all reactive to direct experience with our participants, but are representative of our process for
framing our research engagement and reflecting on our position and responsibilities.

To whom are we as designers responsible?
Throughout our research project, we have found ourselves debating to whom we were responsible.
We felt that our clearest and strongest responsibility was to our participants. This responsibility is
also the most widely recognized in HCI and CSCW literature. We felt that the primary facets of
this responsibility were respecting our participants, providing value to them, and minimizing any
harm. However, we felt another clear responsibility was to our research team - their emotional
health and safety is important after all. Although it is not commonly accounted for, we support the
assertion of prior work that researcher well-being should be considered and sustained throughout
potentially emotionally laborious research [58].

A less clear responsibility that we felt, and the responsibility that most clearly inspired this work,
was to the wider group of stakeholders on the periphery or outside of our research. Considerations
for stakeholders that are indirectly impacted by decisions have been framed as narrow and wide
stakeholders in corporate governance [32]. We define the wider group of stakeholders as ones
who are not directly involved in the use of the system in this specific community and range from
future users of our system from other communities, tangential members of the community that
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are impacted by stories gathered on the system, someone who reads the resulting book, or even
someone who is impacted by a participant’s use of the digital skills they obtain. If we create systems
that align and give power to the normative values of the surrounding community, will this harm
any members of the community that do not ascribe to these norms? We are primarily concerned
about this in two regards: first, how will collecting and codifying the stories crystallize normative
values and further alienate some community members as not belonging; second, how do we ensure
that the system and the stories that it collects, reflect the type of world both participants and
researchers want to live in. How do we as designers balance the responsibilities to our participants,
wider stakeholders, and ourselves?

Should researchers conduct participatory research with participants with whom they have conflicting
values?
This led us to question whether or not it is ethical to conduct participatory research with any
participants with whom we have strongly conflicting values. Is it ethical to work with partici-
pants/contexts without questioning or evaluating the values that they hold and risk supporting
values that one finds problematic? Alternatively, is it ethical to work only with those with whom
one comprehensively morally aligns? In considering these questions, we find that our answer
consists of both general beliefs we hold about the nature and value of research and specific factors
of this community and research engagement.
First, we will discuss the general beliefs we hold about research that have led us to the answer

that it is ethical to conduct research in this way despite our disagreements with this participant
community. Only engaging with those with whom one is ideologically aligned may create an echo
chamber effect in research that we find antithetical to the pursuit of intellectual progress. If we do
believe that the manner in which we are conducting our research will provide value to participants,
then only working with people we agree with means that we are picking and choosing who benefits
from our research based on our own personal biases. We find this to be more ethically problematic
than conducting research with those who may have opposing moral values, as long as those values
are accounted for in some way.
Specifically regarding this research, we believe that our ability to access, relate to, and still

critically evaluate this community has led to a good ethical balance. This community is difficult to
access as both conservative groups and Appalachians generally distrust outsiders - particularly
academics [8, 75]. We, based on our common identities and backgrounds to our participants, are in
a position to access this group. We are also dissimilar enough from them in terms of our values and
beliefs that we are able to identify and challenge participant values which we find to be problematic.
We believe that this balance of similarity and understanding, as well as opposition and questioning,
helps to make an ethical participatory research engagement possible.

Are there instances when researchers’ values should filter participant values in design research?
There are several questions intertwined within this provocation. First, are there certain scenarios
or values where it is appropriate or ethical for a researchers’ values to override participant values?
Should the researcher imbue themselves with this power?We feel that there is a subset of participant
values that are appropriate, and even necessary, for researchers’ values to impact, if not override, in
a design. This is in the case of when these values are potentially oppressive to others. In our case,
we are encountering this in designing for groups who have a subset of values that may negatively
impact indirect stakeholder groups. For example, if we encounter racially biased rhetoric in stories
recorded through our system, we would find it appropriate to include filtering in our system that
would identify and disallow racist terms. This is in service of our own values of racial justice and
equality, as well as consideration of indirect stakeholders who may encounter this story and be
negatively impacted. Therefore, the researcher/designer should not necessarily imbue themselves
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with the power to override participants’ values based solely on their own values, but should exercise
their power to minimize or eliminate the negative impacts to indirect stakeholder groups who are
marginalized by existing structures of power. We acknowledge that this is still at the discretion and
judgment of the researcher, but we believe that this distinction is important.

How does filtering participant values impact the balance of power between participants and re-
searchers?
If we as researchers do choose to filter the values of participants in our designs, what does this
mean for the balance of power? We would argue that this filtering likely already happens in design
research, and it is necessary to be more reflective about the values one is amplifying or dampening.
However, in intentionally engaging with filtering, there are a few key aspects to consider.

First, how much should we as researchers disclose about the values we filter in our design? We
contend that this disclosure should happen in a non-confrontational way in the design. That is, if
we decide that certain topics (e.g., anti-vaccination stories) are inappropriate for our system and
we make specific design decisions to support this. These decisions should be accountable in some
way so that, if a story is rejected, users are given an account as to why it happened.

Second, if we as researchers are making considerations for how we anticipate non-participant
stakeholder groups will be impacted, we must explicitly give participants the same opportunity
to maintain balance. That is, when we as researchers exercise a power, we need to ensure that
participants are able to exercise a similar power. This also can be done in a non-confrontational
way, with prompts during design practices and engagements about how they imagine the design
will impact others. Prompts for our story recording system might include who they imagine will
hear/read their story, who they would not want to hear/read their story and why, and how they
imagine this story might be interpreted in the future or by a reader from a different place.

Are we presuming values in a stereotypical way?
We believe that this approach is more about balancing realistic risks. We are not making specific
assumptions about individual participants, but we are responding to both academic data gathered
about attitudes/values and our own personal experiences conducting the research. As we establish
a relationship with this community, we feel that we must account for scholarly and experiential
evidence regarding potentially harmful views lest we inadvertently support these views with
resulting harm to others. When designing a system that is meant to empower an entire community
(and not just our participant group), it seems naive to us to assume that these values will not
be expressed through that system. We believe we are being cautious of values, but are explicitly,
through our approach, not exclusionary of any people that may hold those values. We believe that
this approach will morph over time as our relationship develops.

Is it necessary to worry about/prepare for conflict on topics that are peripheral to the research topic?
In our view, social justice topics are, at the very least, present in the majority of socio-technical
systems. Therefore, engagement with social justice and the dismantling of existing power structures
should be a fundamental design consideration of any social system. That said, our system ostensibly
does not deal with social justice, as it is a set of tools meant to increase digital skills and critical
digital literacy. So what are the actual risks we are trying to avoid? In our research we have
two risks that we are trying to avoid. In terms of the research, we are wrestling with how to
teach critical digital literacy in non-exclusionary ways that create more educated and engaged
digital citizens. In terms of our design, we are gathering community stories and these stories
will naturally be a reflection of the values of participants. We feel that there is a risk for further
marginalization of marginalized groups if we amplify the norms of the community without taking
into account how those norms relate to existing structures of power and injustice. Furthermore, we
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feel a responsibility to anticipate appropriations of the system. If the stories we gather proliferate
conspiracies, as happens on other social computing systems, then this is a negative impact that
we might have foreseen and avoided. We find it necessary to consistently reflect on and engage
with how the work that one does upholds existing systems of power and systemic injustice. In
our reflection on this with relation to this context, we have found the potential to reduce (or at
least, not perpetuate) systems of injustice through discouragement/avoidance of participant values
which uphold values that align with injustice.

Is it ethical to engage in avoidance of further social oppression in place of more explicit social justice
outcomes?
One question we have grappled with throughout this process is whether or not this conflict-
avoidance posture is simply protecting our own self-interest. Are we trying to just maintain access
to this community, or are we conducting this research in a pragmatic, ethical manner? Rural
Appalachians are disadvantaged by regional and historical factors of disenfranchisement and the
goal of our research is to address some of those factors, which fall within our domain of expertise,
to help this population. This participating community and the population they represent are our top
priority and our primary stakeholders. Our primary goal is to provide them with value in the form
of critical digital literacy. They are marginalized on different grounds than other populations who
are at the center of social justice initiatives but that doesn’t mean they are not still marginalized, and
not still worthy of support. Our primary goal in this research is not to make them more culturally
accepting or to eliminate problematic ideologies and behaviors in this region. If we can include
that as a secondary goal, or at the very least, not actively support the perpetuation of problematic
qualities and ideas, that is good enough. We will do as much as we can towards this secondary goal
while still attaining our primary goal. Right now, considering we are very early into the research
engagement, our primary goal needs to take a strong leading role as we do not yet have assurance
that goal will be successful.

Drawing from the idea of feminist care ethics [82], we also wish to avoid conflict over entrenched
values with our participants in pursuit of a more empathetic relationship. We believe an approach
of identifying and focusing on commonalities, the overlap in our values systems, illuminates a
path for a caring, empathetic relationship with those whom we care for through our research, and
whom we may otherwise have difficulty relating to. Engaging in a long-term research relationship
with our participants (we have been working with this community for two years so far, albeit
with less engagement than intended due to halts in participant research due to the pandemic)
requires that our relationship is authentic, compassionate, caring, and empathetic. We do not see a
productive way to build a relationship with those characteristics if we also engage in confrontation
over entrenched, conflicting values.
We see our posture of conflict avoidance less as an end goal, and more a temporary measure

while we build trust. As we form new communities with our participant group and/or become more
deeply embedded in their community, conflict has less of a chance to result in antagonism [17].
Therefore, we hope to engage more in conflict, as well as in goals of cross-cultural understanding
and progressive social justice, as we establish trust in the community. This trust does not come only
as a result of time, but also of results delivered. Therefore, we do not think it will be productive to
engage with conflict until project outcomes of opportunities as a result of critical digital literacy
have been delivered.

5 PROPOSING TO DESIGN FOR SHARED VALUES
To conduct participatory and values-inclusive design that upholds commitments to our participant
group as well as our own moral values, we propose the approach of Designing for Shared Values.
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Designing for Shared Values consists of (1) recognition of participant and researcher values, (2)
consideration of impacts on indirect stakeholders, (3) evaluation of points of commonality between
values, and (4) evaluation of depth of values. This process concludes with a decision to exclude
from design opposing entrenched values, include in design shared values, or address differences in
more flexibly held opposing values.

5.1 What Are “Shared Values”?
Before we can consider how to negotiate values between differing stakeholders, we must define
what we mean by values. We also must identify to what degree these values must be enacted
similarly to be considered shared between groups. Values here are considered not as the broader
term applied to core human moral values, but more specifically to individual experiences. In their
presentation of Value Sensitive Design, Friedman, Kahn, and Borning described values according
to dictionary definition as “what a person or group of people consider important in life” [34] (p. 2).
They go on to elaborate that this definition allows for a variety of values, ranging along a spectrum
of loftiness to mundanity, to be considered in design. They add to this that, specifically, values of
ethical import should be considered when implementing Value Sensitive Design, and that values
must not be conflated with fact. This is the definition of values that we will choose to abide by here.
The enactment of values, rather than the perception or neutral meaning of a given value, will

establish whether we consider those values to be shared or not. In the case of truth as a value, it
is nearly universally agreed that it is important to communicate truthful information. However,
in practice, different groups rely on different sources of information and can have contradictory
beliefs about what is true, and what makes a source trustworthy or valid. In this case, therefore, it is
not productive that we share the value of truth in name alone, as in practice it is not a constructively
held common belief. The reality of the situation between two groups such as this is that broaching
the topic of truth and sources of truthful information would likely lead to conflict. Therefore, we
would only be able to speak about the value of truth in broad terms, rather than to the full extent
to which we would need to discuss it for it to be incorporated into a design.

An important characteristic of this framework, drawing from Value Dams and Flows [57], is the
exclusion of all values that either group opposes. The exclusion, therefore, of one group’s value
does not result in the inclusion of that of the opposing side. Instead that particular value dimension
will be absent from the design. This assists in ensuring that this framework does not become a
means of prioritizing researchers’ personal values. Instead, it supports goals of equality of voice
between participants and researchers in the research engagement, characteristic of Participatory
Design.

5.2 Case Study Demonstrating DSV
After a class we led on computer skills development, some participants stayed and started probing
some of our political beliefs. We were not coy about our differences with their opinions and
the conversation turned to public/private healthcare. We expressed our opinions in support of
public healthcare, not in connection with any political ideology, but our own life experience. The
participants who opened this conversation responded to share their own, conflicting beliefs and
their own rationale. We came to some level of agreement about some core values, such as the
accessibility of healthcare, while also understanding our differences, such as approaching how
healthcare should be funded. This conversation would not have been as constructive to have if it
had not come up in a natural fashion.
Considering our described approach through this example, we began with an understanding

and consideration of participant and researcher values. In this case, values expressed were related
to healthcare. Putting things simply, researcher values were in support of public healthcare while
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participant values were in support of private healthcare. At this point, we consider how indirect
stakeholders might be impacted by the inclusion of either side’s values in the system. In this case,
in the personal, apolitical way this topic was discussed, there is a low chance of harmful impacts
on indirect stakeholders. Commonality in our values is in our shared belief that no one should
come to harm because they cannot access medical treatment. In the context of this discussion,
these values were relatively shallow. We do not feel so deeply invested in our support of public
healthcare that we would find it personally offensive if someone were to disagree. We were also
at a point in our relationship with our participants that some gentle disagreement was possible
without creating a rift in our relationship. Therefore, in this case, we find that our shared value of
accessible healthcare is acceptable to include in our research and design as is relevant.

Over the course of our research engagement, we have found that some participants’ perceptions
of us have changed and we have had open discussions on our different beliefs and experiences.
This has helped to establish that, despite our differences, we can still collaborate. While we do
not pretend that anyone changed their opinion or belief system, we do not think that this same
conversation would have been possible at the start of the engagement. Depth of values have a
temporal dimension to them - as relationships deepen, things that were once off limits become
accessible because disagreement on increasingly entrenched beliefs is no longer a defining quality
of one’s opinion of another. This is an example of the type of value we are able to productively
approach with our participants now. In the future, as our relationship continues to deepen, we
hope and expect that the values we address will deepen as well. However, we also expect that there
are some values which are so closely held by participants or researchers that they will never be able
to be productively debated. This is also acceptable and, as these topics arise, they will be excluded
fully from designs.

6 DISCUSSION
The approach we have discussed is one way of including values in design research when those values
are significantly different, and even directly oppositional, between researchers and participants.
We feel that this area is both under-discussed and increasingly important. Our development of this
approach arose from our desire to conduct research with a group who, due to our common identity,
was accessible to us, and whom we care for, but with whom we have conflicting values.

We believe there is benefit in conducting research with this group because the critical lens
afforded through our differences, precludes us from designing in an echo chamber. In addition to
preventing values which we oppose from being incorporated into a design, by encouraging our
participants to reject any of our values to which they are opposed, we can critically reflect on our
differences and which aspects of our values system other cultures may find problematic. Through
this approach that we have found a way to maintain the trust that our similarities afford us, without
forcing anyone to support values that are anathema to them.

Our approach also emerged from our belief in Friedman’s original justification for the introduction
of Value Sensitive Design: ethical values belong in technology design [33]. As Friedman says, we
live with these technologies, so we should create things that we can believe in. In research, we
have the opportunity to develop a personal connection to our designs. Our collaborators are not
just our research teams, but our participants and indirect stakeholders who all must have voice or
consideration in the technologies with which they live. Designing for Shared Values is our attempt
at ensuring all voices are given weight. Our hope is that designing technologies in a way that we
can all support, will assist in highlighting our similarities to promote greater understanding in the
long term. By taking a positive approach to values negotiation, that is, focusing on designing for
values about which all stakeholders are in agreement, we hope to foster a productive relationship
with beneficial outcomes for all involved. At a time when political polarization in the United States
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feels greater than it has been in recent memory, finding common ground can seem unattainable.
Indeed, avoidance of difference is not our end goal, but we do believe it is a necessary step if we
want to collaborate with those with whom we disagree. Once our similarities are deeply understood
and believed by everyone involved, we may have fostered a more productive starting point from
which our differences can be addressed and negotiated.

7 CONCLUSION
To conclude, we wish to echo calls of prior work for our community to reflect on how our work
relates to, upholds, and dismantles existing systems of power and oppression [27]. We wish to build
upon this imperative by reiterating the need for researchers to critically interrogate the impacts of
their work on vulnerable indirect stakeholders. We also encourage researchers not to shy away
from working with those who experience disenfranchisement, regardless of a potential mismatch
in ideological alignment. We have discussed one possible approach, in the form of Designing for
Shared Values, which can facilitate the enactment of these goals in ongoing and future work.
We also hope this paper acts as a public display of vulnerability and uncertainty in the face

of ethically complex research which suggests a direction for more open, honest deliberation of
increasingly complex social considerations in the field of CSCW. Researchers consistently make
judgment calls in ethically gray research scenarios. We posit that, while it may be uncomfortable to
publicly disclose those decisions, benefits to the field outweigh personal drawbacks. We recognize
that there may not be a correct call to make regarding moral ethics of community research,
but we feel this makes these issues all the more worthy of scrutiny. We hope we can inspire
further discussion of the provocations we have set forth in pursuit of deeper and more nuanced
understandings of how to handle personal, moral, and ethical conflict in CSCW research.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS
We would like to thank our anonymous reviewers and our research participants. This work was
partially supported by NSF grant 1928507.

REFERENCES
[1] Tamara Alsheikh, Jennifer A. Rode, and Siân E. Lindley. 2011. (Whose) value-sensitive design: a study of long- distance

relationships in an Arabic cultural context. In Proceedings of the ACM 2011 conference on Computer supported cooperative
work - CSCW ’11. ACM Press, Hangzhou, China, 75. https://doi.org/10.1145/1958824.1958836

[2] Mariam Asad. 2019. Prefigurative Design as a Method for Research Justice. Proceedings of the ACM on Human-Computer
Interaction 3, CSCW (Nov. 2019), 1–18. https://doi.org/10.1145/3359302

[3] Seyram Avle and Silvia Lindtner. 2016. Design(ing) ’Here’ and ’There’: Tech Entrepreneurs, Global Markets, and
Reflexivity in Design Processes. In Proceedings of the 2016 CHI Conference on Human Factors in Computing Systems.
ACM, San Jose California USA, 2233–2245. https://doi.org/10.1145/2858036.2858509

[4] Kyle Barnes and Janet Vertesi. 2020. Invisiborders: Wearable Politics. In Companion Publication of the 2020 ACM
Designing Interactive Systems Conference. ACM, Eindhoven Netherlands, 157–162. https://doi.org/10.1145/3393914.
3395858

[5] Allen Batteau. 1979. Appalachia and the Concept of Culture: A Theory of Shared Misunderstandings. Appalachian
Journal 7, 1/2 (1979), 9–31. http://www.jstor.org/stable/40932719 Publisher: Appalachian Journal & Appalachian State
University.

[6] Erling Björgvinsson. 2017. Managing Collaborative Critique in Times of Financialisation Capitalism. (2017). https:
//gup-server.ub.gu.se/publication/260384

[7] Erling Björgvinsson, Pelle Ehn, and Per-Anders Hillgren. 2012. Agonistic participatory design: working with
marginalised social movements. CoDesign 8, 2-3 (June 2012), 127–144. https://doi.org/10.1080/15710882.2012.672577

[8] Kathleen M. Blee. 2007. Ethnographies of the Far Right. Journal of Contemporary Ethnography (April 2007).
[9] Lorraine Boissoneault. 2017. The Coal Mining Massacre America Forgot. https://www.smithsonianmag.com/history/

forgotten-matewan-massacre-was-epicenter-20th-century-mine-wars-180963026/ Section: Articles, History, U.S.
History.

Proc. ACM Hum.-Comput. Interact., Vol. 6, No. CSCW2, Article 291. Publication date: November 2022.

https://doi.org/10.1145/1958824.1958836
https://doi.org/10.1145/3359302
https://doi.org/10.1145/2858036.2858509
https://doi.org/10.1145/3393914.3395858
https://doi.org/10.1145/3393914.3395858
http://www.jstor.org/stable/40932719
https://gup-server.ub.gu.se/publication/260384
https://gup-server.ub.gu.se/publication/260384
https://doi.org/10.1080/15710882.2012.672577
https://www.smithsonianmag.com/history/forgotten-matewan-massacre-was-epicenter-20th-century-mine-wars-180963026/
https://www.smithsonianmag.com/history/forgotten-matewan-massacre-was-epicenter-20th-century-mine-wars-180963026/


Designing for Shared Values 291:17

[10] Pam Briggs and Lisa Thomas. 2015. An Inclusive, Value Sensitive Design Perspective on Future Identity Technologies.
ACM Transactions on Computer-Human Interaction 22, 5 (Sept. 2015), 1–28. https://doi.org/10.1145/2778972

[11] Barry Brown, Alexandra Weilenmann, Donald McMillan, and Airi Lampinen. 2016. Five Provocations for Ethical HCI
Research. In Proceedings of the 2016 CHI Conference on Human Factors in Computing Systems. ACM, San Jose California
USA, 852–863. https://doi.org/10.1145/2858036.2858313

[12] Catherine E. Burnette, Sara Sanders, Howard K. Butcher, and Jacki T. Rand. 2014. A Toolkit for Ethical and Culturally
Sensitive Research: An Application with Indigenous Communities. Ethics and Social Welfare 8, 4 (Oct. 2014), 364–382.
https://doi.org/10.1080/17496535.2014.885987

[13] Edward J. Cabbell. 1980. Black Invisibility and Racism in Appalachia: An Informal Survey. Appalachian Journal 8, 1
(1980), 48–54. http://www.jstor.org/stable/40932362 Publisher: Appalachian Journal & Appalachian State University.

[14] Banny S. K. Chan, Daniel Churchill, and Thomas K. F. Chiu. 2017. Digital Literacy Learning In Higher Education
Through Digital Storytelling Approach. Journal of International Education Research (JIER) 13, 1 (May 2017), 1–16.
https://doi.org/10.19030/jier.v13i1.9907

[15] Natalia Churchill, Hong Kong, Lim Cher Ping, Grace Oakley, and Daniel Churchill. 2008. Digital Storytelling and
Digital Literacy Learning. (2008), 13.

[16] Lane W. Clarke. 2020. Walk a Day in My Shoes: Cultivating Cross-Cultural Understanding Through
Digital Literacy. The Reading Teacher 73, 5 (2020), 662–665. https://doi.org/10.1002/trtr.1890 _eprint:
https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/pdf/10.1002/trtr.1890.

[17] James S. Coleman. 1957. Community conflict. Glencoe, Ill.,. http://hdl.handle.net/2027/mdp.39015028774597
[18] Appalachian Regional Commission. [n. d.]. About the Appalachian Region. https://www.arc.gov/about-the-

appalachian-region/
[19] Appalachian Regional Commission. [n. d.]. Addressing Substance Abuse in Appalachia. https://www.arc.gov/

addressing-substance-abuse-in-appalachia/
[20] Appalachian Regional Commisson. [n. d.]. Appalachian Region Health Disparities and Bright Spots. Fact sheet. https:

//www.arc.gov/report/appalachian-region-health-disparities-and-bright-spots/
[21] Angela Cooke-Jackson and Elizabeth K. Hansen. 2008. Appalachian Culture and Reality TV: The Ethical Dilemma

of Stereotyping Others. Journal of Mass Media Ethics 23, 3 (Aug. 2008), 183–200. https://doi.org/10.1080/
08900520802221946

[22] Daniela De Angeli, Daniel J. Finnegan, Lee Scott, Anna Bull, and Eamonn O’Neill. 2018. Agonistic Games:
Multiperspective and Unsettling Games for a Social Change. In Proceedings of the 2018 Annual Symposium on
Computer-Human Interaction in Play Companion Extended Abstracts. ACM, Melbourne VIC Australia, 103–108.
https://doi.org/10.1145/3270316.3270594

[23] Jordan Stangle Debra Wright, Brittany Cunningham. 2016. The Appalachian Region: A Report Identifying and Addressing
the Region’s Educational Needs. Technical Report. U.S. Department of Education, Appalachia Regional Advisory
Committee. https://www2.ed.gov/about/bdscomm/list/rac/appalachian-region.pdf

[24] Sharon A. Denham. 2016. Does a Culture of Appalachia Truly Exist? Journal of Transcultural Nursing 27, 2 (March
2016), 94–102. https://doi.org/10.1177/1043659615579712 Publisher: SAGE Publications Inc.

[25] Carl DiSalvo. 2010. Design, Democracy and Agonistic Pluralism. In Design and Complexity - DRS International
Conference 2010, Bousbaci R. Chen L Gauthier P. Poldma T. Roworth-Stokes S. Durling, D. and E Stolterman (Eds.).
https://dl.designresearchsociety.org/drsconference-papers/drs2010/researchpapers/31

[26] Carl DiSalvo. 2011. Community and conflict. interactions 18, 6 (2011), 24–26.
[27] Lynn Dombrowski, Ellie Harmon, and Sarah Fox. 2016. Social Justice-Oriented Interaction Design: Outlining Key

Design Strategies and Commitments. In Proceedings of the 2016 ACM Conference on Designing Interactive Systems. ACM,
Brisbane QLD Australia, 656–671. https://doi.org/10.1145/2901790.2901861

[28] Abigail Durrant and David Kirk. 2018. On Ethical Responsiveness: Being Answerable to Others as an HCI Researcher.
Interacting with Computers 30, 2 (March 2018), 99–115. https://doi.org/10.1093/iwc/iwx021

[29] Constance Elam. 2002. Culture, Poverty and Education in Appalachian Kentucky. 18, 1 (2002), 5.
[30] Raphael S. Ezekiel. 2002. An ethnographer looks at neo-Nazi and Klan. The American Behavioral Scientist (Sep 2002).
[31] Gary Alan Fine. 2019. Relational Distance and Epistemic Generosity: The Power of Detachment in Skeptical Ethnogra-

phy. Sociological Methods & Research 4 (Nov. 2019), 828–849.
[32] R Edward Freeman, Jeffrey S Harrison, Andrew C Wicks, Bidhan L Parmar, and Simone De Colle. 2010. Stakeholder

theory: The state of the art. (2010).
[33] Batya Friedman. 1996. Value-sensitive design. Interactions 3, 6 (Dec. 1996), 16–23. https://doi.org/10.1145/242485.242493
[34] Batya Friedman, Peter H Kahn, and Alan Borning. 2008. Value Sensitive Design and Information Systems. (2008), 27.
[35] M Garside. 2021. Appalachian region - coal-mining employment 2019. https://www.statista.com/statistics/215789/coal-

mining-employment-in-the-appalachian-region-by-mine-type/

Proc. ACM Hum.-Comput. Interact., Vol. 6, No. CSCW2, Article 291. Publication date: November 2022.

https://doi.org/10.1145/2778972
https://doi.org/10.1145/2858036.2858313
https://doi.org/10.1080/17496535.2014.885987
http://www.jstor.org/stable/40932362
https://doi.org/10.19030/jier.v13i1.9907
https://doi.org/10.1002/trtr.1890
http://hdl.handle.net/2027/mdp.39015028774597
https://www.arc.gov/about-the-appalachian-region/
https://www.arc.gov/about-the-appalachian-region/
https://www.arc.gov/addressing-substance-abuse-in-appalachia/
https://www.arc.gov/addressing-substance-abuse-in-appalachia/
https://www.arc.gov/report/appalachian-region-health-disparities-and-bright-spots/
https://www.arc.gov/report/appalachian-region-health-disparities-and-bright-spots/
https://doi.org/10.1080/08900520802221946
https://doi.org/10.1080/08900520802221946
https://doi.org/10.1145/3270316.3270594
https://www2.ed.gov/about/bdscomm/list/rac/appalachian-region.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1177/1043659615579712
https://dl.designresearchsociety.org/drsconference-papers/drs2010/researchpapers/31
https://doi.org/10.1145/2901790.2901861
https://doi.org/10.1093/iwc/iwx021
https://doi.org/10.1145/242485.242493
https://www.statista.com/statistics/215789/coal-mining-employment-in-the-appalachian-region-by-mine-type/
https://www.statista.com/statistics/215789/coal-mining-employment-in-the-appalachian-region-by-mine-type/


291:18 Rebecca M. Jonas & Benjamin V. Hanrahan

[36] Aakash Gautam, Chandani Shrestha, Andrew Kulak, Steve Harrison, and Deborah Tatar. 2018. Participatory tensions in
working with a vulnerable population. In Proceedings of the 15th Participatory Design Conference: Short Papers, Situated
Actions, Workshops and Tutorial - Volume 2. ACM, Hasselt and Genk Belgium, 1–5. https://doi.org/10.1145/3210604.
3210629

[37] Chu Hiang Goh and Narayanan Kulathuramaiyer. 2020. Developing an Indigenous Cultural Values Based Emoji
Messaging System: A Socio-Technical Systems Innovation Approach. In 12th ACM Conference on Web Science. ACM,
Southampton United Kingdom, 32–36. https://doi.org/10.1145/3394332.3402826

[38] Erik Grönvall, Lone Malmborg, and Jörn Messeter. 2016. Negotiation of values as driver in community-based PD.
In Proceedings of the 14th Participatory Design Conference: Full papers - Volume 1. ACM, Aarhus Denmark, 41–50.
https://doi.org/10.1145/2940299.2940308

[39] John Christopher Haddox. 2018. Impact of Design on Patient Participation in Healthcare in a Rural Health Clinic in
Appalachia: A Qualitative Pilot Study. HERD: Health Environments Research & Design Journal 11, 1 (Jan. 2018), 31–39.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1937586717696701 Publisher: SAGE Publications Inc.

[40] Benjamin V Hanrahan, Ning F Ma, Eber Betanzos, and Saiph Savage. 2020. Reciprocal Research: Providing Value in
Design Research from the Outset in the Rural United States. (2020), 5.

[41] Jean Hardy, Susan Wyche, and Tiffany Veinot. 2019. Rural HCI Research: Definitions, Distinctions, Methods, and
Opportunities. Proceedings of the ACM on Human-Computer Interaction 3, CSCW (Nov. 2019), 1–33. https://doi.org/10.
1145/3359298

[42] Christina Harrington, Sheena Erete, and Anne Marie Piper. 2019. Deconstructing Community-Based Collaborative
Design: Towards More Equitable Participatory Design Engagements. Proceedings of the ACM on Human-Computer
Interaction 3, CSCW (Nov. 2019), 1–25. https://doi.org/10.1145/3359318

[43] Wilburn Hayden. 2002. In Search of Justice: White Privilege in Appalachia. Journal of Appalachian Studies 8, 1 (2002),
120–131. http://www.jstor.org/stable/41446518 Publisher: [Appalachian Studies Association, Inc., University of Illinois
Press].

[44] Amanda Hayes. 2017. Place, Pedagogy, and Literacy in Appalachia. English Education (2017), 19.
[45] Lilly Irani, Janet Vertesi, Paul Dourish, Kavita Philip, and Rebecca E. Grinter. 2010. Postcolonial computing: a lens on

design and development. In Proceedings of the 28th international conference on Human factors in computing systems -
CHI ’10. ACM Press, Atlanta, Georgia, USA, 1311. https://doi.org/10.1145/1753326.1753522

[46] Lilly C. Irani and M. Six Silberman. 2016. Stories We Tell About Labor: Turkopticon and the Trouble with "Design".
In Proceedings of the 2016 CHI Conference on Human Factors in Computing Systems. ACM, San Jose California USA,
4573–4586. https://doi.org/10.1145/2858036.2858592

[47] Naomi Jacobs and Alina Huldtgren. 2018. Why value sensitive design needs ethical commitments. Ethics and Information
Technology (July 2018). https://doi.org/10.1007/s10676-018-9467-3

[48] Sukwoo Jang, Minsun Hong, and Youn-kyung Lim. 2019. Ally-Opponent Understanding: Co-existence of Conflicting
Values through Participatory Design. 2, 2 (2019), 14.

[49] M. Laeeq Khan, Howard T. Welser, Claudia Cisneros, Gaone Manatong, and Ika Karlina Idris. 2020. Digital inequality
in the Appalachian Ohio: Understanding how demographics, internet access, and skills can shape vital information
use (VIU). Telematics and Informatics 50 (July 2020), 101380. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tele.2020.101380

[50] Melissa Latimer and Ann M. Oberhauser. 2004. Exploring Gender and Economic Development in Appalachia. Journal
of Appalachian Studies 10, 3 (2004), 269–291. http://www.jstor.org/stable/41446640 Publisher: [Appalachian Studies
Association, Inc., University of Illinois Press].

[51] Sara Lawrence, Zachary Oliver, Michael Hogan, Sara VanLear, Jim Baller, John Horrigan, Mark Johnson, Jane Smith
Patterson, and Ashley Stelfox andDeborah Watts. 2015. Program Evaluation of the Appalachian Regional Commission’s
Telecommunications and Technology Projects: FY 2004-FY 2010. Technical Report. Appalachian Regional Commis-
son. https://www.arc.gov/report/program-evaluation-of-the-appalachian-regional-commissions-telecommunications-
and-technology-projects-fy-2004-fy-2010/

[52] Christopher A. Le Dantec and Sarah Fox. 2015. Strangers at the Gate: Gaining Access, Building Rapport, and Co-
Constructing Community-Based Research. In Proceedings of the 18th ACMConference on Computer Supported Cooperative
Work & Social Computing. ACM, Vancouver BC Canada, 1348–1358. https://doi.org/10.1145/2675133.2675147

[53] Philip G Lewin. 2019. “Coal is Not Just a Job, It’s a Way of Life”: The Cultural Politics of Coal Production in Central
Appalachia. Social Problems 66, 1 (Feb. 2019), 51–68. https://doi.org/10.1093/socpro/spx030

[54] Helen Matthews Lewis, Linda Johnson, and Donald Askins. 1978. Colonialism in modern America: the Appalachian case.
OCLC: 1064511767.

[55] Sue McKemmish, Frada Burstein, Rosetta Manaszewicz, Julie Fisher, and Joanne Evans. 2012. INCLUSIVE RESEARCH
DESIGN. Information, Communication & Society 15 (Sept. 2012), 1–30. https://doi.org/10.1080/1369118X.2012.707225

[56] Bharat Mehra, Vandana Singh, Natasha Hollenbach, and Robert P. Partee. 2017. Rural Librarians as Change Agents in the
Twenty-First Century: Applying Community Informatics in the Southern and Central Appalachian Region to Further

Proc. ACM Hum.-Comput. Interact., Vol. 6, No. CSCW2, Article 291. Publication date: November 2022.

https://doi.org/10.1145/3210604.3210629
https://doi.org/10.1145/3210604.3210629
https://doi.org/10.1145/3394332.3402826
https://doi.org/10.1145/2940299.2940308
https://doi.org/10.1177/1937586717696701
https://doi.org/10.1145/3359298
https://doi.org/10.1145/3359298
https://doi.org/10.1145/3359318
http://www.jstor.org/stable/41446518
https://doi.org/10.1145/1753326.1753522
https://doi.org/10.1145/2858036.2858592
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10676-018-9467-3
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tele.2020.101380
http://www.jstor.org/stable/41446640
https://www.arc.gov/report/program-evaluation-of-the-appalachian-regional-commissions-telecommunications-and-technology-projects-fy-2004-fy-2010/
https://www.arc.gov/report/program-evaluation-of-the-appalachian-regional-commissions-telecommunications-and-technology-projects-fy-2004-fy-2010/
https://doi.org/10.1145/2675133.2675147
https://doi.org/10.1093/socpro/spx030
https://doi.org/10.1080/1369118X.2012.707225


Designing for Shared Values 291:19

ICT Literacy Training. In Rural and Small Public Libraries: Challenges and Opportunities, Brian Real (Ed.). Advances in
Librarianship, Vol. 43. Emerald Publishing Limited, 123–153. https://doi.org/10.1108/S0065-283020170000043006

[57] Jessica K. Miller, Batya Friedman, and Gavin Jancke. 2007. Value tensions in design: the value sensitive design,
development, and appropriation of a corporation’s groupware system. In Proceedings of the 2007 international ACM
conference on Conference on supporting group work - GROUP ’07. ACM Press, Sanibel Island, Florida, USA, 281. https:
//doi.org/10.1145/1316624.1316668

[58] Wendy Moncur. 2013. The emotional wellbeing of researchers: considerations for practice. Proceedings of the SIGCHI
Conference on Human Factors in Computing Systems (2013), 8.

[59] Jerry W. Morris. 1979. The Aesthetics of Rural Appalachia’s Poverty Culture. Appalachian Heritage 7, 1 (1979), 25–31.
https://doi.org/10.1353/aph.1979.0035

[60] Hannele Niemi, VilhelmiinaHarju, Marianna Vivitsou, Kirsi Viitanen, Jari Multisilta, and Anne Kuokkanen. 2014. Digital
Storytelling for 21&lt;sup&gt;st&lt;/sup&gt;-Century Skills in Virtual Learning Environments. Creative Education 05,
09 (2014), 657–671. https://doi.org/10.4236/ce.2014.59078

[61] Ann M. Oberhauser. 1995. Gender and Household Economic Strategies in Rural Appalachia. Gender, Place & Culture 2,
1 (March 1995), 51–70. https://doi.org/10.1080/09663699550022080

[62] Guy Larry Osborne. 2004. Fighting Racism in Appalachia: A Progress Report from the Grassroots. Journal of
Appalachian Studies 10, 1/2 (2004), 143–151. http://www.jstor.org/stable/41446612 Publisher: [Appalachian Studies
Association, Inc., University of Illinois Press].

[63] Kevin Oshnock. 2019. Recent Republican Dominance in Appalachia. Master’s thesis.
[64] Signe Pedersen. 2020. Staging negotiation spaces: A co-design framework. Design Studies 68 (May 2020), 58–81.

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.destud.2020.02.002
[65] Roberto Pereira, Samuel B. Buchdid, and M. Cecília C. Baranauskas. 2012. Keeping Values in Mind - Artifacts for

a Value-oriented and Culturally Informed Design. In Proceedings of the 14th International Conference on Enterprise
Information Systems, Vol. 2. 25–34. https://doi.org/10.5220/0003996800250034

[66] Chaundel Presley. 2013. Cultural Awareness: Enhancing Clinical Experiences in Rural Appalachia. Nurse Educator 38,
5 (2013), 223–226. https://doi.org/10.1097/NNE.0b013e3182a0e556

[67] George Revill and John R. Gold. 2018. “Far Back in American Time”: Culture, Region, Nation, Appalachia, and
the Geography of Voice. Annals of the American Association of Geographers 108, 5 (Sept. 2018), 1406–1421. https:
//doi.org/10.1080/24694452.2018.1431104

[68] Jennifer L. Rice and Brian J. Burke. 2018. Building More Inclusive Solidarities for Socio-Environmental Change: Lessons
in Resistance from Southern Appalachia. Antipode 50, 1 (2018), 212–232. https://doi.org/10.1111/anti.12336 _eprint:
https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/pdf/10.1111/anti.12336.

[69] Matthew S. Richards. 2019. "Normal for His Culture": Appalachia and the Rhetorical Moralization of Class. Southern
Communication Journal 84, 3 (Aug. 2019), 152–169. https://doi.org/10.1080/1041794X.2019.1566399 Publisher: Southern
States Communication Association.

[70] Campbell Robertson. 2019. They Were Promised Coding Jobs in Appalachia. Now They Say It Was a Fraud. The New
York Times (May 2019). https://www.nytimes.com/2019/05/12/us/mined-minds-west-virginia-coding.html

[71] Bernard R. Robin. 2008. Digital Storytelling: A Powerful Technology Tool for the 21st Century Classroom. Theory Into
Practice 47, 3 (July 2008), 220–228. https://doi.org/10.1080/00405840802153916

[72] Cara Robinson. 2015. An Exploration of Poverty in Central Appalachia: Questions of Culture, Industry, and Technology.
KOME 3, 2 (Dec. 2015), 75–89. https://doi.org/10.17646/KOME.2015.26

[73] Amalia G. Sabiescu, Salomão David, Izak van Zyl, and Lorenzo Cantoni. 2014. Emerging spaces in community-based
participatory design: reflections from two case studies. In Proceedings of the 13th Participatory Design Conference on
Research Papers - PDC ’14. ACM Press, Windhoek, Namibia, 1–10. https://doi.org/10.1145/2661435.2661446

[74] Alaa Sadik. 2008. Digital storytelling: a meaningful technology-integrated approach for engaged student learning.
Educational Technology Research and Development 56, 4 (Aug. 2008), 487–506. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11423-008-9091-8

[75] Susan Sarnoff. 2003. Central Appalachia–Still the Other America. Journal of Poverty 7, 1-2 (Jan. 2003), 123–139.
https://doi.org/10.1300/J134v07n01_07

[76] Hanna Schneider, Florian Lachner, Malin Eiband, Ceenu George, Purvish Shah, Chinmay Parab, Anjali Kukreja,
Heinrich Hussmann, and Andreas Butz. 2018. Privacy and personalization: the story of a cross-cultural field study.
Interactions 25, 3 (April 2018), 52–55. https://doi.org/10.1145/3197571

[77] Rachel Charlotte Smith and Ole Sejer Iversen. 2018. Participatory design for sustainable social change. Design Studies
59 (Nov. 2018), 9–36. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.destud.2018.05.005

[78] Marina Henrieke Sonneveld. 2014. Positive Ethics in Design Education. DS 78: Proceedings of the 16th International
conference on Engineering and Product Design Education (EPDE14), Design Education and Human Technology Relations
(Sept. 2014), 6.

Proc. ACM Hum.-Comput. Interact., Vol. 6, No. CSCW2, Article 291. Publication date: November 2022.

https://doi.org/10.1108/S0065-283020170000043006
https://doi.org/10.1145/1316624.1316668
https://doi.org/10.1145/1316624.1316668
https://doi.org/10.1353/aph.1979.0035
https://doi.org/10.4236/ce.2014.59078
https://doi.org/10.1080/09663699550022080
http://www.jstor.org/stable/41446612
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.destud.2020.02.002
https://doi.org/10.5220/0003996800250034
https://doi.org/10.1097/NNE.0b013e3182a0e556
https://doi.org/10.1080/24694452.2018.1431104
https://doi.org/10.1080/24694452.2018.1431104
https://doi.org/10.1111/anti.12336
https://doi.org/10.1080/1041794X.2019.1566399
https://www.nytimes.com/2019/05/12/us/mined-minds-west-virginia-coding.html
https://doi.org/10.1080/00405840802153916
https://doi.org/10.17646/KOME.2015.26
https://doi.org/10.1145/2661435.2661446
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11423-008-9091-8
https://doi.org/10.1300/J134v07n01_07
https://doi.org/10.1145/3197571
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.destud.2018.05.005


291:20 Rebecca M. Jonas & Benjamin V. Hanrahan

[79] Brandon M. Stump. 2009. From Reconstruction to Obama: Understanding Black Invisibility, Racism in Appalachia, and
the Legal Community’s Responsibility to Promote a Dialogue on Race at the WVU College of Law. West Virginia Law
Review 112, 3 (2009), 1095–1138. https://heinonline.org/HOL/P?h=hein.journals/wvb112&i=1095

[80] Linda C. Tillman. 2002. Culturally Sensitive Research Approaches: An African-American Perspective. Educational
Researcher 31, 9 (Dec. 2002), 3–12. https://doi.org/10.3102/0013189X031009003 Publisher: American Educational
Research Association.

[81] Job Timmermans and Brent Mittelstadt. 2014. Reflexivity and Value-Sensitive Design. (2014), 10.
[82] Austin Toombs, Shad Gross, Shaowen Bardzell, and Jeffrey Bardzell. 2017. From Empathy to Care: A Feminist Care

Ethics Perspective on Long-Term Researcher–Participant Relations. Interacting with Computers 29, 1 (Jan. 2017), 45–57.
https://doi.org/10.1093/iwc/iww010

[83] John Vines, Rachel Clarke, Peter Wright, John McCarthy, and Patrick Olivier. 2013. Configuring participation: on how
we involve people in design. In Proceedings of the SIGCHI Conference on Human Factors in Computing Systems. ACM,
Paris France, 429–438. https://doi.org/10.1145/2470654.2470716

[84] Heike Winschiers-Theophilus, Shilumbe Chivuno-Kuria, Gereon Koch Kapuire, Nicola J. Bidwell, and Edwin Blake.
2010. Being participated: a community approach. In Proceedings of the 11th Biennial Participatory Design Conference on
- PDC ’10. ACM Press.

[85] Daisy Yoo, Anya Ernest, Sofia Serholt, Eva Eriksson, and Peter Dalsgaard. 2019. Service Design in HCI Research: The
Extended Value Co-creation Model. In Proceedings of the Halfway to the Future Symposium 2019. ACM, Nottingham
United Kingdom, 1–8. https://doi.org/10.1145/3363384.3363401

[86] Stephen T. Young. 2017. Wild, Wonderful, White Criminality: Images of “White Trash” Appalachia. Critical Criminology
25, 1 (March 2017), 103–117. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10612-016-9326-7

Received April 2021; revised November 2021; accepted March 2022

Proc. ACM Hum.-Comput. Interact., Vol. 6, No. CSCW2, Article 291. Publication date: November 2022.

https://heinonline.org/HOL/P?h=hein.journals/wvb112&i=1095
https://doi.org/10.3102/0013189X031009003
https://doi.org/10.1093/iwc/iww010
https://doi.org/10.1145/2470654.2470716
https://doi.org/10.1145/3363384.3363401
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10612-016-9326-7

	Abstract
	1 Introduction
	2 Setting and Context
	2.1 General Context of Rural Appalachia
	2.2 Specific Setting of Our Project
	2.3 Project Goals and Details
	2.4 Our Perceived Responsibilities and Relationship to the Research Setting

	3 Related Methods of Values-Inclusive and Ethical Design
	3.1 Reflexivity in Design
	3.2 Negotiating Values
	3.3 Assumptions: Participant Identities and Characteristics of Values
	3.4 Related Methods in Other Disciplines

	4 Provocations for Design Research for Conflicting Values
	5 Proposing to Design for Shared Values
	5.1 What Are ``Shared Values''?
	5.2 Case Study Demonstrating DSV

	6 Discussion
	7 Conclusion
	Acknowledgments
	References

