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Abstract

Governance structures for new technologies are frequently top-
down, reactive, and informally enforced, leaving marginalized com-
munities with little power to address harms until after they occur.
To address these limitations, we introduce Proactive Accountability,
a conceptual framework theorizing that effective governance must
be community-led, formally enforced, and continually maintained.
We explore these principles through a speculative design study
with Detroit’s food sovereignty community, in which participants
identified community-owned cooperatives—described as “ancestral
technologies®—as a model for redistributing power within a capital-
ist economy. Synthesizing these theoretical and empirical insights,
we introduce the Designing for Proactive Accountability (D4PA)
framework, providing implications for how designers can opera-
tionalize the goals of proactive accountability into HCI research
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and design projects. Finally, we contribute a future research agenda
that positions cooperatives not merely as beneficiaries of design,
but as sites of inquiry for understanding how to institutionalize
justice-oriented democratic governance of sociotechnical systems.
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1 Introduction

While technologies promise to address societal challenges, adopting
new technologies often exacerbates social injustices, with marginal-
ized communities disproportionately bearing the brunt of negative
consequences [6, 33]. To better align technology development with
societal values, HCI scholars have increasingly called for incorpo-
rating governance mechanisms into the design process [4, 60, 116].
These governance interventions typically focus on individual sys-
tems, such as creating community-based audit processes for algo-
rithmic systems [69]. Other efforts include encouraging developers
to incorporate ethical values and requiring companies to consider
potential risks before deploying new systems [39, 78].

Despite these efforts, conventional governance is limited in three
important ways. First, many mechanisms are informal, relying on
voluntary commitments from developers that easily break down
when mitigation conflicts with an organization’s profit-maximizing
goals [6, 33]. Second, formal governance models are typically reac-
tive and top-down, often failing to protect marginalized communi-
ties who lack the power and capital to seek redress through state or
corporate channels [60, 90, 113, 116]. Third, technical governance
is often implemented as a one-off exercise, which overlooks the
continually contested nature of what is considered just. Instead,
governance needs to be an ongoing process of continual mainte-
nance and adaptation [1, 28, 35, 59].

In this paper, we address these governance gaps by introducing
a framework for designing for proactive accountability: an
approach that motivates technical actors to design governance
mechanisms that take accountability for the harms of innovation
before they occur, rather than relying on post-hoc remedies. While
prior research has demonstrated that communities desire proactive,
formal, and ongoing accountability mechanisms, it is unclear how
to design and institutionalize these mechanisms [25]. Drawing on
our community workshops, we offer design principles for elevating
governance from a secondary ethical check to a primary design
material—operationalizing accountability not as a post-hoc remedy,
but as a fundamental prerequisite for design.

We situated our inquiry within Detroit’s food sovereignty com-
munity, a group actively building an alternative food economy to
overcome economic marginalization and the ongoing disposses-
sion of wealth in a majority-Black city [21]. Our research began
with a grant to explore whether and how technology could support
food access in Detroit. However, preliminary fieldwork revealed
the community’s fraught relationship with extractive technology
pilots. Consequently, we shifted our research focus from designing
technology to designing governance mechanisms, asking how we
might redistribute power within Detroit’s innovation economy. We
hosted design workshops with 25 participants from Detroit’s food
sovereignty community to explore the following research questions:

(1) RQ1: How does Detroit’s food sovereignty community fore-
see new technologies impacting their communities?

(2) RQ2: What governance models do they propose for mitigat-
ing the negative outcomes they foresee new technologies
creating?

Through our workshops, participants consistently foresaw that
new technologies would harm their communities because develop-
ers would prioritize profit over social and environmental justice.
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In response, they advocated for formal accountability mechanisms
that mitigate these harms—proactively. When asked to propose
governance models, participants cited community-owned cooper-
atives as a proven model. The International Cooperative Alliance
(ICA) defines a cooperative as an “autonomous, jointly-owned and
democratically-controlled enterprise” [55]. In our workshops, par-
ticipants described cooperatives as an “ancestral technology” that
their community has used to counter capitalist extraction [84]. Par-
ticipants then described how the structural features of cooperatives,
such as democratic decision-making, binding agreements, and col-
lective identity formation, offer the specific mechanisms needed to
achieve proactive accountability.

Our work makes four main contributions to HCI. First, we intro-
duce Proactive Accountability (PA) as a conceptual lens to synthesize
the limitations of previous governance approaches. We identify that
current frameworks, whether reactive and community-centered
[13, 28] or proactive but top-down [83, 106], do not fully capture
the structural models of governance that marginalized commu-
nities propose for achieving accountability. We thus theorize the
need for a governance model that is community-led, formally en-
forced, and continually maintained. Second, we present an empiri-
cal case study grounding these principles in the work of Detroit’s
food sovereignty movement. By centering the voices of a commu-
nity actively building a solidarity economy, we demonstrate how
marginalized groups envision governing innovation not merely
through participation, but through collaborative models that re-
organize structural power. Third, we introduce the Designing for
Proactive Accountability (D4PA) framework to operationalize these
principles, detailing both specific design implications and the struc-
tural challenges HCI researchers will face when pursuing proactive
accountability in technical ecosystems. Fourth, we propose a re-
search agenda that positions cooperatives as sites for investigating
how to design proactive accountability for the innovation economy.

2 Motivation & Related Work

Accounting for the possible social impacts of emerging technologies
has produced a broad engagement with questions of technology
governance in HCIL In this section, we review related work to
motivate our conceptual model of “proactive accountability,” which
shaped our design inquiry.

2.1 Governance and Policy in Social
Justice-Oriented HCI

Governing technology in ways that address societal inequities has
long been a core interest of the HCI community. The field’s en-
gagement with social issues has focused on rebalancing power and
agency throughout the innovation process [5, 13]. This began with
Scandinavian Participatory Design (PD) in the 1980s, which sought
to democratize decision-making within workplaces [7, 8]. Build-
ing on this, Batya Friedman introduced Value Sensitive Design in
1996 to explicitly embed values in the design process to mitigate
human biases [39]. However, as HCI scholars expanded their scope
to complex challenges like food insecurity, they began to critique
approaches that promoted individualistic narratives of behavior
change [82, 86], arguing that without explicitly addressing power
and privilege, design risked perpetuating harm [18, 28].
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To prevent such harm, HCI scholars have embraced social jus-
tice as a core orientation. Dombrowski et al. [28] defined “social
justice oriented HCI” as an approach that attends to “the ways
that individuals experience oppression, including how benefits,
burdens, obligations, power, opportunity, and privilege have been
(in)equitably distributed within society” (p. 657). This perspective
examines how technology development intersects with systems of
oppression (e.g., racism, sexism, ableism) to produce social harm
[13] and raises technology governance as a critical question for HCL
In this paper, we define governance as “the established structures
for decision-making” that determine who has power regarding
certain responsibilities [62, p. 311]. In the context of technology,
governance can refer to both the decision-making structures of
those designing a single technical system and the structures and
relationships within the broader innovation ecosystem (e.g., influ-
ences on how funders, researchers, developers, and users act in
response to their social responsibilities) [14, 40].

While discussion of social justice has a longer history in HCI,
questions around how to design governance mechanisms are a
relatively recent focus. Historically, HCI treated governance mech-
anisms, like policy, as an afterthought or the responsibility of other
experts including regulators, legal teams, and policymakers [60].
Moreover, technology policy is typically created retroactively: a
new technology is designed, users adopt it, and only then do im-
pacted groups of people turn to public agencies or the courts to seek
intervention and remediation. For instance, even Dombrowski et al.
[28]’s “designing for accountability” framework theorizes a respon-
sive approach to accountability, where design interventions enable
a community to pursue justice for harms that have already occurred.
This post-hoc view of accountability limits HCI practice because
it does not highlight important questions of how oversight, gover-
nance, and control precede and influence interaction design [44, 60].
In response, Jackson et al. [60] call on HCI to explore methods for
proactively designing for the “policy knot,” which involves attend-
ing to the interactions among people, policies, and technologies, to
mitigate negative societal outcomes of sociotechnical systems.

2.2 The Need for Proactive Accountability

To understand why accountability remains elusive, we synthesize
four critical dimensions where current HCI governance approaches
often fall short (summarized in Table 1). These four dimensions—
orientation, locus of power, enforcement mechanism, and temporal
engagement—frame our design inquiry into resilient social infras-
tructure that enables actors in the innovation economy to take
accountability for foreseeable harms. While prior work has of-
ten addressed these dimensions in isolation—such as combining
community engagement with informal ethics (e.g., PD) or formal
enforcement with reactive regulation (e.g., laws and policies)—we
argue that effective justice requires synthesizing all four. Com-
bining these four features into a singular framework, which we
call Proactive Accountability (PA), enables us to define a capacity
that existing governance models lack: the ability to condition inno-
vation on binding, community-defined terms. While frameworks
such as PD grant communities a voice and Responsible Innovation
encourages anticipation, they often lack mechanisms to enforce
community will against powerful institutional interests. Proactive
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Accountability fills this gap by moving beyond consultation to en-
abling communities to design the formal, continual infrastructures
necessary to hold actors accountable for harms that have yet to
materialize.

Table 1: Dimensions of the Governance Gaps. We synthesize
existing HCI literature to identify four critical dimensions
where prevailing approaches to governance often fall short
of the requirements for Proactive Accountability.

Dimension Prevailing Proactive
Approaches Accountability (PA)
. Proactive
Reactive Mechanisms that
Orientation | Mechanisms that motivate
When do we address harms and e
responsibility and
act? seek redress after i
mitigate harms before
they have occurred
they occur
Expert-led
Locus of Policymakers, Community-led
Power developers, or Provide communities
Who holds researchers with agency over the
authority? “prioritize” governance process
stakeholders
F 1
Enforce- Informal orma .
. Binding mechanisms
ment Voluntary ethical .
. . that provide
Mechanism commitments,
. o consequences for not
How is it guidelines, or fulfillin
upheld? checklists &
responsibility
.1 Continuall
Temporal Episodic maty
. Maintained
Engage- One-off audits, L
Resilient
ment workshops, or .
. infrastructure that
How does it post-hoc .
. . adapts to changes in
happen? interventions .
social context

First, we distinguish between the orientation of the interven-
tion (reactive vs. proactive). Reactive accountability addresses
harm after it occurs, whereas proactive accountability establishes
mechanisms that motivate actors to act before harm occurs (e.g.,
before a system is designed). For under-resourced communities,
pursuing sanctions for social injustices after the fact is difficult,
if not impossible. Given that governance approaches are often re-
active, this places an unfair epistemic burden on those impacted,
even when a harm is easily foreseeable given the history of social
injustices [91]. Yet, we find that proactive accountability has been
undertheorized in the HCI literature.

Second, governance interventions differ according to the locus
of power (expert-led vs. community-led). Previous work has
explored how to integrate policy design directly into technology
research and development, from engaging in state policy-making
to designing organizational policies [20, 71, 106, 116]. While these
contributions are valuable, they often originate from perspectives
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beyond the communities they can impact. Many “elite” forms of
governance, such as state regulation and corporate policies, fail to
work for the marginalized communities they are intended to protect.
Seeking justice often requires capital, time, expertise, and political
power that these under-resourced communities rarely have access
to. In response, there has been a critical imperative for HCI to en-
gage with a politics from below [113]. We define “community” here
not merely as a geographic location, but as a group with a shared
political struggle [26]. Proactive accountability requires shifting
agency to these groups, moving beyond consultation to structures
where those most impacted by harm hold genuine structural power
[18]. For example, researchers have developed methods for engag-
ing stakeholders and impacted communities in the policy design
process [66, 67]. Other scholars have proposed “middle-out” design
as a way to incorporate bottom-up community needs into design
projects with powerful institutions like city governments [29, 38].
We argue that for communities with a history of extraction, the
locus of power must explicitly shift to the community to prevent the
co-optation of their interests. This is essential because communities
often pursue forms of governance, such as political mobilization
or refusal, that extend beyond state- or corporate-centric policy
design [42, 113].

Third, we distinguish between the enforcement mechanism
(informal vs. formal). Governance interventions frequently tend
to be informal, relying on a voluntary commitment from devel-
opers [18, 24, 56]. This poses a significant risk, as accountability
can be quickly dropped if developer priorities change or if miti-
gating harms demands time and money that conflict with the eco-
nomic incentives of research and development. HCI scholars have
responded to these risks by prioritizing the design of governance
that establishes formal accountability mechanisms. Such efforts
might include building tools to help communities seek accountabil-
ity by producing evidence or supporting developers in redesigning
existing systems [50, 57, 68].

Fourth, proactive governance is defined by its temporal en-
gagement (episodic vs. continually maintained). Common gov-
ernance interventions, such as algorithmic impact assessments or
one-off consultation workshops, often function as episodic check-
points rather than ongoing processes [78, 79]. However, episodic
engagements are insufficient since proactively mitigating all pos-
sible harm is impossible for complex systems. Systems will even-
tually degrade, what constitutes harm will evolve, and a technol-
ogy will likely be used in ways beyond its initial imagined intent
[1, 31, 59, 78, 85]. Many approaches, like early participatory design
efforts, have been critiqued for failing to provide long-term gov-
ernance, as they are highly dependent on researcher engagement
and facilitation [58, 104]. This highlights the need for resilient, in-
dependent community infrastructure that can adapt to emerging,
unpredictable harms.

2.3 From Supporting Values to Enforcing
Structure: The Cooperative Turn in HCI

The imperative for community-led governance extends to investi-
gating accountability not just in how technology is designed, but
in how it is assimilated into complex economic contexts within
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the broader innovation ecosystem [14, 40]. In response to the ex-
tractive nature of capitalism-driven innovation, HCI scholars have
increasingly looked toward alternative economic models, such as
“solidarity economies,” to re-imagine the power dynamics of inno-
vation [25, 110, 111]. This shift is particularly visible in sustainable
HCI research on food systems, where communities are actively re-
structuring economic relationships. Researchers have emphasized
that technology in these spaces must support values such as partici-
pation, equity, and local empowerment [47, 48, 76, 89, 93]. However,
while this body of work successfully identifies the values necessary
for responsible innovation, it has focused less on the specific struc-
tural mechanisms required to enforce those values in the face of
market pressures [25, 70].

Within these solidarity economies, the cooperative model is a
distinct structure for operationalizing accountability. Unlike val-
ues like inclusivity and reflexivity [106], which can be granted or
revoked by power holders, cooperatives are defined by structural
ownership. The International Cooperative Alliance (ICA) defines a
cooperative as an “autonomous association ... united voluntarily to
meet their common economic, social and cultural needs ... through a
Jjointly-owned and democratically-controlled enterprise” [55]. Build-
ing on Black economic thought, scholars like Nembhard [84] argue
that this structure—defined by member ownership and democratic
control—provides a mechanism for formal enforcement that tradi-
tional participatory design research lacks [22]. Recent work exam-
ining data practices in housing and platform cooperatives suggests
that this organizational form offers a unique governance advantage:
accountability is not an afterthought, but it is encoded in the own-
ership structure itself [63, 110]. Yet, these models are not panaceas;
they face significant challenges in practice, especially in the technol-
ogy sector, where market forces pressure democratic organizations
to prioritize profit over their mission [17, 63, 100, 108, 110].

While the field has studied how to design tools for alternative
economies [70, 100, 110], the field lacks sociotechnical imaginaries
for designing innovation ecosystems rooted in these economic real-
ities rather than traditional capitalist growth [27, 32, 72, 101]. Our
paper addresses this gap by providing an empirical case study of the
design of proactive accountability mechanisms with marginalized
communities within the innovation ecosystem. By focusing on how
Detroit’s food sovereignty movement envisions and designs for
governance, our work shifts the emphasis from merely designing
for alternative economies to empowering communities to shape
how technology is governed within their existing economic models
and values.

3 Context: Detroit’s Urban Farming & Food
Sovereignty Movement

As a majority-Black city, Detroit presents a compelling context for
exploring proactive governance. The city’s history of food apartheid,
racialized disinvestment, and systemic inequities has shaped a food
system where many residents lack access to affordable and cultur-
ally relevant food [21, 49, 97, 112]. To address this, Detroit’s urban
farming and food sovereignty movement has emerged as a national
leader, built on a legacy of urban agriculture and Black political
organizing around food, land, and economic justice [21, 92]. How-
ever, because of these complex social and political histories, the
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community has developed a deep-seated skepticism that traditional
accountability frameworks will protect them. Our preliminary field-
work confirmed this wariness; participants described a history
of telling institutions what they needed, only to be ignored. For
decades, the community has been economically marginalized and,
at times, in political antagonism with other economic actors and
the state [21, 49, 97, 112]. Individuals in the community defined
themselves not only by geography, profession, and race but by a
shared political practice of resistance and collective care—a “com-
munity of practice” actively negotiating its own survival against
systemic neglect [26, p. 184]. This history positions the community
as a critical case for exploring how to design governance mecha-
nisms when existing state and corporate frameworks are deemed
insufficient.

Moreover, the Detroit food sovereignty movement is not merely
reacting to a broken system; it is actively creating a “solidarity
economy” based on values of cooperation, sovereignty, and social
and environmental justice [74]. This vision moves beyond short-
term food access efforts (e.g., scaling food pantries by rerouting
unsold food away from landfills) toward a long-term framework of
food sovereignty, that reimagines the entire food system itself [87].
Food sovereignty calls for the decommodification of food systems,
shifting toward a democratic economy based on social solidarity—
where communities, not corporations, develop and govern how
food is produced, distributed, and consumed in ways that are cul-
turally, socially, nutritionally, and politically appropriate. Within
food sovereignty, access to food is recognized as a human right, and
people should not be left hungry while food goes to waste. This
context makes the community a powerful site for imagining tech-
nology governance outside of traditional, profit-maximizing logics.
The existence of this alternative economic imaginary provides a
rich foundation for co-designing governance mechanisms rooted
in a community’s values and goals, rather than simply accepting or
reacting to the norms of neoliberal capitalism.

Finally, Detroit is a compelling context because this local food
economy has become a complex innovation ecosystem, creating ten-
sion regarding the ethical deployment of capital. Given its growth,
Detroit’s urban agriculture movement has become a symbol of
Detroit’s potential for economic revitalization [51, 102]. For in-
stance, Detroit Future City’s 2021 report on implementing Detroit’s
Strategic Plan suggested that the city become a leader in food pro-
duction by “taking advantage of Detroit’s resident urban farming
movement” to become a leader in the “design and production of
urban farming tools” [23, p.73, p.80]. Reflecting this vision, De-
troit’s growing start-up scene has introduced technical innovations
across Detroit’s urban food lifecycle, such as vertical farming for
food production [64], the use of drones and electrical vehicles for
food distribution [2, 37], and the use of automated robots to collect
food waste to turn into compost [41]. These initiatives align with a
broader digital revolution in agriculture, where developers promote
data-driven farming as a solution to global food crises [34, 105].
However, these corporate visions often diverge from those of local
growers, who remain largely excluded from shaping the future of
farming technology [48].

This raises a critical governance question: who decides what
constitutes development? While developers prioritize novel techni-
cal innovations, farmers would rather redirect that capital toward
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building foundational infrastructure [19]. This creates foreseeable
tensions and highlights the need for a governance process that can
manage accountability across the entire ecosystem of new tech-
nologies. This is why we focused our research on how communities
would govern this broader ecosystem, rather than just how they
would design a single technical artifact.

4 Our Approach

Our study design was driven by a commitment to addressing the
complex interplay of technology, power, and community autonomy.
As summarized in Figure 2, our research comprised three phases:
(1) exploratory field research, (2) speculative design workshops,
and (3) iterative thematic analysis. Throughout the fieldwork, we
identified themes bottom-up, which guided the structure of our de-
sign workshops. We then used these themes as the basis for coding
the collected data, while allowing for new codes to emerge. This
study received exempt status from our university’s Institutional
Review Board (IRB).

As academic outsiders to Detroit’s urban farming community,
we acknowledge the limitations and subjectivities inherent to qual-
itative design work. We started this project as part of a grant that
examined the role technology can play in supporting food access
among low-income communities. However, our directive to ex-
plore “what kind of technology” could support food access was
met with skepticism during our initial fieldwork. After learning
about the community’s negative experiences with extractive tech-
nology pilots, we pivoted our inquiry. We shifted from asking how
technology could support food security to asking how we could
redesign the innovation economy for greater power redistribution.
To investigate these questions of power, we utilized speculative
design probes, which enable critical reflection on technology and
the creation of new imaginaries [10]. We chose this approach not to
predict the future of food-tech in Detroit, but for its epistemic value
in surfacing hidden assumptions and revealing tensions within
existing social and economic structures [10, 94]. In addition, this
approach enabled the workshops to function as a space for creating
a politicized arena in which the community could articulate collec-
tive arguments about how they want to shape their sociotechnical
futures [26].

However, we acknowledge significant limitations of this method,
particularly when working with marginalized communities. Prior
work warns that speculative design can be experienced as disem-
powering or abstract if not grounded in the everyday realities of
participants [30, 46, 77]. Furthermore, without explicit attention
to social context, participants may reproduce dominant narratives
rather than imagining alternatives [12]. We addressed these limita-
tions by anchoring our speculations in scenarios grounded in the
community’s reality and by conducting constant member checking.
By using speculation to identify where current governance models
likely break down, we moved beyond creating artifacts to identify
the structural gaps that future proactive accountability mechanisms
could fill.

4.1 Phase 1: Exploratory Field Research

Building on prior work that identified Detroiters’ desire to support
local food sources, the first author conducted exploratory fieldwork
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Volunteered at urban farms
and gardens (1-4 hours each,
some multiple times)

Open discussion:
e Needs/assets for
supporting food security
efforts across the city

Spoke with university experts
with experience with food
sovereignty

Informal interviews with
developers who proposed or
implemented technology pilots

Field notes:
e 12 urban farms and

Pre-workshop workbook (~1 hour)
with $50 compensation

Included 3 text-based activities:
o Defining food sovereignty
values

e Discussing 2 speculative
technical scenarios (Figure 3)

e Open questions:
o Collective action
e Accountability mechanisms

19 /25 participant provided pre-
workshop workbooks

° gardens in Detroit
g e Informal interviews with 24
= stakeholders
(Y]
©
® Memos from community
= events
e Grounded theory to Before workshops:
produce a codebook e Thematic analysis to
summarize findings
K] e Developed design probes
:'>,~ for speculative workbook After workshop:
[ e Revised codebook
g e Triangulate emerging themes
©
(=]

2-hour Zoom workshops ($100
provided)

Workshop broken into 3 activities:

Review food sovereignty values
Review harms

e 1-3 breakout groups

e Discuss technical scenarios

(Figure 4)

Open discussion: Models/collective
actions for holding technology
developers accountable

Iterated on workshop activities from
facilitator discussion post-workshop

Collected Online Feedback Form:

Demographic data
Workshop experience
Suggestions for future workshops

3 workshops, 25 participants total
(6, 8, 11 respectively)
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Phase 1: Field Research Phase 2: Speculative Design Workshops Phase 3: Thematic Analysis &
Iterative Coding

Iterative qualitative coding exercise (4
weeks):
e |nitial codebook: Synthesized from
field research and workbooks
e Vivo codes created during analysis

e Workshops divided into 3 separate
activities + 5 breakout groups

e Coded each of the 19 workbooks (6
sections each) as a single unit

Randomly assigned workshop activities
and workbooks across 5 coders:

e 1 PhD student (author)

e 1 faculty (author)

e 1 post-doc

e 1 master's student

e 1 undergrad

Synthesize 250 codes into 3 high-level
themes:

8.25 hours of video transcriptions
Zoom chat logs

Facilitator notes

24 Feedback Form responses

e Food sovereignty values

Implications of technology designs
(e.g. desires, concerns, tensions, risks,
and recommendations)

Proposed accountability mechanisms

Member check during workshops

Merged similar codes into broader
themes

Used codebook to synthesize
workshop feedback and iterate on
themes

Grouped harms by intersection with
food sovereignty values

Disseminated a Community Report Analyzed how accountability

to: mechanisms addressed specific harms
e participants
e community leaders
e public officials

Figure 2: Overview of Study Design. A high-level overview of our three-phase study design: (1) Field Research, (2) Speculative
Design Workshops, and (3) Thematic Analysis & Iterative Coding. The diagram details the specific activities, methods, data
collected, and data analysis approach for each phase, demonstrating how insights from one phase informed the design and
execution of the next. The methodology was intentionally structured to move from broad contextual understanding to the co-
design of specific governance mechanisms, addressing the complex interplay of technology, power, and community autonomy.

with food providers. Over three months, the first author visited 12
urban farms and gardens and talked with 24 stakeholders, including
farm owners, paid staff, and community volunteers. To avoid push-
ing technology as an inherent solution to their challenges, we used
a broad definition of “technology” and let participants guide the
conversation toward issues that mattered most to them. Then, given

our background and interests in digital technology development,
we followed up with further discussions on physical farming in-
frastructures, interactions with digital systems, and sociotechnical
practices.

From these initial conversations, which lasted from one to four
hours, we learned that Detroit’s food sovereignty community needed
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funding to support ongoing social programs that they saw as work-
ing, rather than new technologies. This, however, presented a chal-
lenge as our grant funder prioritized techno-solutionist projects to
spur economic growth. While we could have engaged in refusal
[42, 117], we reasoned that our positionality as academics gave us a
unique opportunity to investigate how to intervene in the political
economy of technology development and suggest ways to redirect
capital more beneficially.

During our fieldwork, we learned about multiple technology pi-
lots aimed at integrating emerging technologies into Detroit’s food
system. Many of these pilots were controversial, with participants
expressing their frustration with the developers who ran technol-
ogy pilots on their farms. We shifted our focus and hosted work-
shops to explore how the food sovereignty community could design
governance mechanisms to hold developers formally accountable.
While we recognize that the governance of innovation requires
more stakeholders (e.g., funders, policymakers), we framed the de-
sign workshops around the accountability relationship between the
community and the technology developer to enable participants
to discuss their personal experiences. We leave for future work
explorations of the relationship between the community and other
stakeholders.

4.2 Phase 2: Speculative Design Workshops

Building on insights from our fieldwork, we hosted three separate
two-hour speculative design workshops to identify implications
for designing governance systems for Detroit’s food-innovation
economy. Building on previous work in community-based specula-
tive design, we provided participants with a take-home workbook.
Given the complexity of governance design, we used these work-
books to scaffold individual reflection before the group session,
which enabled the workshops to focus on synthesizing collective
strategies rather than initial ideation [25, 46]. We designed both
the workbooks and the workshops around a three-part structure:
(1) defining food sovereignty values, (2) evaluating fictional and
real technologies to address food sovereignty, and (3) discussing
collective actions and models for accountability.

4.2.1 Participant Recruitment. We recruited 25 participants from
Detroit’s food sovereignty movement who identified as farmers,
growers, and/or food producers. Recruitment occurred via word of
mouth, community networks, and farmer email lists. We offered
a monetary incentive based on farmers’ recommendations ($100
for attending the workshop, and an additional $50 for filling the
take-home packet), acknowledging the demanding harvest season.
Overall, 68% (N=17) of participants identified as Black or African
American, with other participants identifying as Native American
(N=2), Middle Eastern (N=1), Hispanic (N=2), and White (N=3).
Half of our participants identified as women (N = 12), 5 partici-
pants identified as men, and more than a quarter (N=7) identified as
non-binary, agender, genderqueer, or two-spirit. Their farming ex-
perience ranged from personal plots to managing large, non-profit
farms, providing a rich diversity of perspectives for our study, with
about 12% (N=3) having 20+ years of experience farming, about 25%
(N=6) having 10-20 years, about 40% (N=10) having 5-10 years, and
about 20% (N=5) having less than 5 years of experience. Nearly half
of the participants farmed on less than one acre, while the largest
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farm—Detroit’s largest—spanned approximately 7 acres. About 80%
of our participants grew vegetables (N=20), about half grew fruit
(N=13), and others also grew flowers (N=9), herbs (N=8), native
plants (N=3), nuts (N=2), and medicinal plants (N=1). In the findings,
we refer to participants according to an assigned pseudonym (see
Appendix A.1).

4.2.2  Speculative Workshop Packets & Technical Scenarios. Partici-
pants completed a text-based workbook containing two speculative
sociotechnical scenarios, designed to explore different developer-
community relationships. Of the 25 participants, 19 completed a
pre-workshop workbook. The first scenario involved a technology
developer internal to the community (a hypothetical farmer col-
lective, Motor City Grows), while the second involved an external
developer (the City of Detroit). As summarized in Figure 3, these
scenarios asked participants to evaluate a hypothetical technical
system and then anticipate the social challenges it could produce.
The goal was to elicit not only design imaginaries but also initial
insights on governance mechanisms for holding actors accountable
for unintended impacts. More details, including the full workbook,
are available in the Appendix A.2.

4.2.3 Group Discussions. We then hosted two-hour facilitated group
discussions to dive deeper into how participants would design gov-
ernance mechanisms that provide accountability within the inno-
vation ecosystem. Each workshop began with an ancestor and land

acknowledgment modeled on examples from community events.
This highlighted the historical injustices faced by the human (in-
cluding the Odawa, Ojibwe, and Potawatomi tribes) and non-human

ancestors in Detroit, while inviting the spirit of the land as an active

participant in our discussions (see Appendix A.3). For each activ-
ity, we synthesized themes from the collected workbooks to have

participants confirm or refine them to better reflect their views.
In addition, we introduced three real-world technology pilots to

further ground discussions of technology governance in reality for

participants. As summarized in Figure 4, this included: (1) an electric

vehicle pilot for a mobile food market, (2) an autonomous vehicle

pilot providing free rides for elderly and disabled residents to food

markets, and (3) an autonomous robot system for composting food

waste. Participants analyzed how these pilots aligned with the food

sovereignty movement’s values, and we facilitated a discussion

on harm prevention strategies and accountability mechanisms for

developers. Following each session, the facilitation team debriefed,
refining research questions and the workshop design to enhance

data collection.

4.24 Feedback Surveys & Community Report. Following the work-
shops, we administered an online survey to gather demographic
data and qualitative feedback on what participants “loved, learned,
and longed for” Participants deeply valued the opportunity to con-
nect with other farmers, hear diverse viewpoints, and recognize
their shared needs and desires. This feedback suggests that the
workshops functioned as a site for strengthening the community
of practice, allowing members to learn about current technology
pilots and the potential challenges they posed to their community.
However, participants also offered valid critiques of the virtual for-
mat, with many expressing a longing for in-person gatherings with
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Scenario 1: Motor City Grows - Detroit Growing Cooperative Platform

Q1-Q3: Design Scenario Q3-Q6: Anticipated Conflict

e An urban farm “Bountiful Harvest” estimates they have extra e At the end of the season, MCG has data on all their farm partners
capacity to grow food for those in need operations.

e They join a Detroit farming cooperative, Motor City Grows (MCG), e They can calculate customer demands and identify which farms
to share infrastructure (cold storage, delivery trucks) are not reliable at fulfilling their produce orders.

e MCG asks farmers to communicate (website or text): what and e MCG starts influencing farmers to change their growing practices
how much the farm is growing, their asking prices, expected to improve the efficiency of the cooperative.

harvest times, and how to coordinate pick-up.

Growang Practices Data

Design Inquiry: Design Inquiry:
How can a farmer’s process for planning, communicating, and How can the cooperative be structured to provide accountability
distributing produce be improved? and prevent conflicts like this from happening?

Scenario 2: City-Wide Food Information Platform

Q1-Q3: Design Scenario Q3-Q6: Anticipated Conflict

e The City of Detroit wants to collect data on how urban farming e Once the city makes the dashboard public, other organizations
improves food access and sustainability to inform city planning can use the data in their applications

e Provides farmers with iPads to track what farmers are growing, e A real-estate company uses the public data to speculate on real-
what resources they use, how much food is wasted estate prices for properties near urban farms

e Detroit wants to make city data public so other services can build e Property owners see the increase in estimated prices online and
applications (e.g., food banks could connect folks to available start raising their buying prices
produce)

Design Inquiry: Design Inquiry:
How could collected data support equitable food access initiatives How could you hold technology developers accountable for
across urban farms in the city? impacts on community?

Figure 3: Speculative Technical Scenarios in Workbooks. (1) Illustrates the Motor City Grows Cooperative Platform, detailing
its operational setup and data collection for growing practices. (2) Describes the City-Wide Food Information Platform,
demonstrating data input and public data visualization to measure the impacts of urban farming initiatives. Speculative
scenarios were used to gather initial insights on design imaginaries (Q1-Q3) and introduce possible tensions (Q3-Q6) to prime
conversations for how participants thought about holding actors accountable for unintended impacts.



Designing for Proactive Accountability

food, noting that the Zoom environment was often less accessible
than physical community spaces.

To capture the community’s forward-looking aspirations, we
asked participants to identify future topics and stakeholders for
continued engagement. Participants expressed a desire to expand
the conversation to include practical farming issues (e.g., land use
laws, compost), specific technical applications (e.g., solar energy),
and broader community health and cooperative models. They also
recommended widening the circle of participation to include city
employees, tech developers, and local youth. To ensure our research
remained reciprocal and accountable to these insights, we synthe-
sized the workshop feedback and themes into a Community Report.
We shared this document with participants, thereby inviting on-
going dialogue and ensuring the knowledge generated remained
accessible to the movement. We also made the report public and
shared it with community leaders and public officials, framing the
findings as concrete action items they could take.

4.3 Phase 3: Thematic Analysis & Iterative
Coding

We analyzed our data using an iterative approach to thematic anal-
ysis [9]. We allowed patterns to emerge inductively during the
fieldwork, and the first author developed a preliminary codebook
based on themes identified in field notes. Our goal became to accu-
rately represent and elevate the community’s insights into the elite
spaces of the academy.

Then, through a four-week iterative coding process [96], a five-
person research team refined the codebook by recoding workshop
transcripts and workbook responses. The team included the three
workshop facilitators, an undergraduate research assistant, and a
post-doctoral researcher. Over four weeks, we refined our codebook
through iterative team coding exercises with five members of our
larger research lab, analyzing both workshop transcripts and work-
book responses. We segmented the 18 workshop transcripts (8.25
hours) according to the three activities of the workshop, and at-
tached corresponding Zoom chat logs and facilitator notes. Within
the same activity, break-out groups were coded separately from
group-wide discussions. We then coded each of the 19 workbooks
(containing six sections) as a single unit. We randomly assigned
workshop activities and workbooks to five coders on the research
team. If a coder facilitated a breakout room, we ensured that it
was coded by someone else to enhance the reliability of the analy-
sis. This process generated new in vivo codes that largely aligned
with our existing themes. In addition, we corroborated that simi-
lar themes were present across both the workbook responses and
workshop transcripts.

The analysis synthesized codes into three high-level themes: (1)
food sovereignty values, (2) implications of technology designs,
such as desires, concerns, tensions, risks, and recommendations,
and (3) proposed accountability mechanisms. Our final round of
coding synthesized codes into groups that described how and why
participants foresaw negative impacts of the technical scenarios
and why the proposed accountability mechanism addresses them.
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5 Findings: Design Governance Using A
Community’s Accountability Mechanisms

In this section, we review findings from the speculative workbooks
and design workshops. We found that participants were open to new
technologies that could genuinely support their food sovereignty
efforts, citing examples such as robots to help with weeding. How-
ever, they expressed palpable frustration at having to restate what
felt obvious to them: that innovations rarely benefit economically
marginalized communities. When asked why these harms occurred,
they consistently pointed to a lack of accountability from technol-
ogy developers within the capitalist system. In response, partici-
pants proposed governance models rooted in their own historical
and ongoing practices of accountability, particularly the cooperative
model, to mitigate the harms they foresaw.

5.1 RQ1: Without Proactive Accountability, New
Technologies Foreseeably Harm
Economically Marginalized Communities

When asked why innovations would harm their communities, par-
ticipants framed the potential negative impacts of technology not as
technical flaws, but as a direct consequence of fundamental power
imbalances between developers and their communities. In their
workbook, one participant, Rochelle, succinctly expressed their
deep skepticism grounded in a history of broken promises: no one
is ever “held accountable to the black community, especially the city
and large corporations”. This wariness was further grounded in
projects that failed to provide formal accountability, such as the
example of a car factory closing and leaving the community with
an abandoned facility and no agency over its future. They consis-
tently emphasized that if technology developers were part of their
community or shared their values of social solidarity, economic
cooperation, and environmental justice, they would proactively pre-
vent possible harms because a community would not intentionally
hurt itself. This historical pattern confirmed for participants that
without formal, binding accountability processes that redistribute
power, technology development would rarely benefit marginalized
communities.

This power imbalance, participants argued, results in innova-
tions that are fundamentally misaligned with community values.
Developers often pursue projects for profit rather than for commu-
nity benefit. Participants cited technologies that support extractive
social and environmental practices, such as the use of underpaid
labor for data annotation and harmful mining practices to produce
digital electronics. In addition, they highlighted how automating
labor removes a “well-paying job that someone could support their
family with” (Samir, Workshop 3). It also produces technologies that
are inaccessible to under-resourced communities due to high costs
or a need for advanced technical literacy. This exacerbates existing
economic inequalities, as small-scale urban farmers already struggle
to compete with corporate farms that use cheaper, unsustainable
methods [19]. As Andre anticipated, the inability to integrate new
technologies “risks further ’cultural and economic displacement’ of
their community’s practices” (Workshop 2).

We then probed participants on the inherent complexity of
emerging technologies, suggesting that some harms might arise
regardless of who’s in power (e.g., data breaches or environmental
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Figure 4: Technical Scenarios Discussed in Workshops. This figure presents the three real-world technology pilots that were
introduced during our facilitated workshops. These pilots—(1) a mobile food market service, (2) an autonomous vehicle pilot
providing free rides for elderly and disabled residents, and (3) a robotic composting platform—served as probes to ground
discussions of technology governance in a reality that was relevant to the Detroit food sovereignty community. They were used
to explore how these existing innovations did or did not align with community values and what forms of accountability were
needed.

impacts). Participants agreed, but then strongly argued that the 3). For this community, proactively establishing these accountabil-
point of power redistribution is not to eliminate all harm but to ity mechanisms is more important than having developers foresee
provide mechanisms for accountability when such harms inevitably and mitigate negative impacts during the initial design process.

occur. As Desiree noted, “when that unethical behavior occurs, there
will already be processes in place... to rectify the behavior” (Workshop
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5.2 RQ2: Community Cooperatives As Models
for Proactive Accountability

Participants argued that researchers do not need to reinvent the
wheel when it comes to community-based governance models.
As James put it, while the challenges of technology may be new,
“the negative impacts to a community not having input agency or
sovereignty into interventions being placed. .. is not a new challenge”
(Workshop 2). Across all workshops, participants proposed coop-
eratives as a model for community-led governance, citing multi-
ple examples of cooperative projects in Detroit that have success-
fully managed community empowerment and benefits. As Erica
described it in the first workshop: “Cooperatives ...are ancestral
technologies of how we dealt with each other ... whether we are talk-
ing about relating with each other, relating with the land, this is one
of the major technologies that helped us move forward” under the
pressures of capitalism.

In the following sections, we highlight three ways that partici-
pants described community cooperatives as providing the proactive
accountability mechanisms they cited as missing in current tech-
nology development: (1) community ownership and control over
decision making, (2) transparency and formal, binding agreements,
(3) a collective identity rooted in solidarity.

5.2.1 Community Ownership and Control Over Resources and Decision-

Making. Cooperatives provide community ownership and control
over resources and decision-making, which participants identified
as a prerequisite for proactive accountability. Participants consis-
tently highlighted that when technology development originates
from outside the community, power and resources are centralized
with external developers. As Bria advised in the workshop, “if your
community is not leading, someone else will lead you, and then you
get things in your community that you don’t want.” Participants
suggested that this leads to the creation of systems that are often
unusable and solve the “wrong problems” because developers lack
a deep community understanding or shared values. Participants
emphasized that these technical systems, which one participant
referred to as a “monster” of inefficiency (Chante, Workshop 1),
were unwieldy, burdensome, and made the challenging work of
farming even harder. For example, Chante complained about all of
the extra labor that the food-composing robots required from her:

While I'm in the middle of doing transplants, now I
have to go over to the robot, push buttons wait on
the door to open. Now she’s yelling at me to close
the door...I got to dump the buckets. I got to go get
clean buckets. Oh, it rains..now something that’s sup-
posed to help me has taken 40 minutes of my time in
the farm, and now it’s lunch, and I didn’t finish my
transplants. (Chante, Workshop 1)

Thus, for participants, reclaiming power over decision-making
and resources is essential to ensure technology is deployed in the
service of, rather than in opposition to, a community’s goals.

Furthermore, collective ownership of resources—including knowl-
edge, labor, and data—fosters independence, which mitigates the
risk of external exploitation and abandonment. For example, to
proactively safeguard against actors exploiting their data (e.g., the
government using a map of farms to target surveillance efforts),
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Maya proposed a cooperative model where the community would
have explicit agency to decide on who is “vetted [to] use it.” She
proposed that “the reason for using it or wanting to use it needs
to come first before [the data is] turned over” (Workshop 2). This
collective control over resources also provides accountability for
future decisions over the maintenance of a technical system. This
mitigates risks that external technology developers pose to a farm’s
long-term economic viability when they cease supporting systems
that farmers have become reliant on. As one participant argued, if
a community controlled the infrastructure, they would “have access
to everything” and could decide when a system is useful to them or
not (Bria, Workshop 3).

For a community to achieve this level of economic self-determination,

participants stressed the need to cultivate local knowledge and skills
to build and direct their own systems. When discussing the use of
autonomous vehicles for food delivery (Example 2, Figure 4), James
stated they are open to the new technology, but “if the community
cannot offer direction as to how the program is implemented, then
they do not have any agency. And that means they are pretty far from
sovereignty” (Workshop 2). Without agency, participants speculated
that developers would prioritize their own needs over those of their
community. Thus, participants saw community ownership of the
direction of development as necessary to ensure that technology
development was aligned with community values and needs from
its inception.

5.2.2 Transparency & Formal, Binding Agreements. Participants
also emphasized the crucial role of transparency and formal, bind-
ing agreements in ensuring accountability in technology develop-
ment. These mechanisms establish clear expectations and pathways
for recourse before conflicts escalate or harms materialize. As Av-
ery articulated, “Transparency is how you would protect against a
lot of these things. If they always have to be very clear about, why
this project was chosen, why this community was chosen to put it in,
and why you know the specifics reflect what the community wanted”
(Workshop 3). This level of transparency proactively allows com-
munities to scrutinize intentions, identify potential misalignments,
and assess whether partnerships truly serve their values and goals,
enabling early intervention.

Participants frequently foresaw that new technologies could lead
to the breakdown of solidarity within their community if the tech-
nology did not explicitly incentivize economic cooperation. In our
speculative scenarios, a growers’ collective like Motor City Grows
(MCG) could start with community-minded values, but participants
highlighted that, depending on how power is distributed, a decision-
maker could later prioritize profit at the expense of farmer auton-
omy and well-being. To proactively mitigate the potential for value
drift and exploitation, participants advocated for the establishment
of pre-defined, binding agreements with explicit codes of ethics
- otherwise the arrangement is “unreasonably structured” (Samir,
Workbook). For a cooperative, agreements are typically needed to
form the organization, which functions as a proactive governance
framework that guides behavior and preempts unethical actions.
As Desiree explained in the third workshop,

If you build out a community or worker-owned coop-
erative, then there are already agreements and a code
of ethics in place that people have to follow. When
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those things are not followed, there are agreed-upon
rules and regulations of how to move forward. That
way, if something does happen where an individual
is moving in an unethical manner, everybody is in
agreeance [sic] already in how to handle the situa-
tion.

The mere existence of such clear, collectively agreed-upon, proac-
tively established rules, can deter harmful behaviors before they
occur, fostering an environment of shared understanding and ac-
countability.

Furthermore, participants emphasized that for agreements with
technology developers to be truly effective, they must possess “legal
teeth,” granting the community tangible power to enforce them.
They envisioned structures in which agreements could be legally
binding, allowing communities to pursue recourse when entities
breach their commitments, whether regarding privacy, data misuse,
or unfulfilled promises. As Parker emphasized, this requires “laws
and regulations or some kind of binding that they have with the
community that the community can take to small claims court or
whatever localized court” (Workshop 2). This contrasts sharply with
existing mechanisms like a community benefit agreement, which
participants noted often “theoretically sounds good” but lacks the
legal enforceability to provide real proactive protection. Given these
limitations, participants have little “faith in [the promise of benefits]
being realized” (Avery, Workshop 3).

5.2.3 A Collective Identity Around Solidarity. Participants high-
lighted that formal rules and binding agreements are necessary but
insufficient for long-term accountability. They argued that proactive
accountability requires the continual maintenance of a collective
commitment to shared values of solidarity, which cooperatives are
designed to provide. For example, Charmaine in the first workshop
reflected on the importance of a collective identity when starting
to organize people into a group:

“How can we make sure that we really have the best in-
terests? What are our objectives? What are our goals?
Are we all on the same page...when it’s time to really
talk about it and to really fight for the cause?”

Participants foresaw that, without ongoing maintenance work, in-
ternal human factors—such as the emergence of selfish behavior or
profit-seeking—would eventually erode the cooperative’s solidarity.

To proactively mitigate this internal decay, participants proposed
specific social mechanisms for maintenance. First, they advocated
for “decolonial education” as a tool to actively foster a collective
identity rooted in “collaboration over competition, truth, honesty,
inclusiveness, and vulnerability” (Quincy, Workshop 1). Participants
emphasized that accountability must extend beyond legal structures
to include cultural processes that repair relationships before they
break. For instance, drawing parallels to Indigenous cultures where
“selfishness was seen as a mental illness,” one participant highlighted
the role of restorative processes as a technology of maintenance:
‘coming together and having conversations, especially when a harm
has been done—how do we restore that and heal that and move forward
in a restorative but also revolutionary way?” (Quincy, Workshop 1).
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Second, participants extended this concept of maintenance to the
external relationship between developers and the broader commu-
nity. Bria emphasized that any development process must “grow out
from the community” rather than being imposed from the outside.
Critically, she framed accountability not as a one-off process of gain-
ing consent, but as a long-term relational practice. As she argued,
“Even if I am here for 20 plus years, I still need their approval. Even if I
don’t get their approval, I need to be in contact and engagement with
the community that I'm in and the community that I feel like I serve”
(Workshop 3). This suggests that proactive accountability requires
deeply embedded, continuous dialogue to ensure that initiatives
remain community-driven even as they scale or age.

Finally, participants offered a realistic assessment of the limits
of internal maintenance. Throughout the workshop, they noted
that even a strong collective identity cannot fully protect against
external systemic forces, such as government surveillance or real
estate speculators leveraging open data to raise property values.
Participants understood that addressing deep-seated systemic ex-
ploitation is a continuous political project. Thus, they argued that
cooperatives cannot be seen as a silver bullet; developers must de-
sign these systems in tandem with broader social reform so that
the collective well-being of people and the planet can be sustained
against external market pressures.

6 Discussion

While prior work has established that marginalized communities
desire governance models that align technology with their values
[25], a critical challenge remains: the field lacks concrete visions
for designing innovation ecosystems rooted in environmental and
economic justice rather than traditional capitalist growth [27, 72].
This distinction is crucial because existing technology governance
models often fail to account for the specific value systems of commu-
nities fighting for economic liberation [83]. Our work contributes
an empirical case study on designing for the systemic governance
of technology with communities active in the solidarity economy.
Our findings motivate a governance framework designed for proac-
tive accountability, that is community-led, formally enforced, and
continually maintained.

In this section, we introduce the Designing for Proactive Ac-
countability (D4PA) framework to operationalize participants’ in-
sights into actionable design strategies (Table 2). We analyze how
the structural mechanisms of cooperatives—specifically democratic
ownership, binding agreements, and a collective identity rooted
in solidarity—provide a blueprint for achieving the three dimen-
sions of proactive accountability. By examining the friction between
these cooperative ideals and the realities of implementation, we
derive specific design implications and structural challenges for
HCI researchers. We conclude with a future research agenda that
positions cooperatives as sites of inquiry for expanding on the open
questions generated by the D4PA framework.

6.1 Designing for Proactive Accountability
(D4PA): A Conceptual Framework for
Community-Led Governance

To theorize the design implications of our findings, we introduce the
framework of Designing for Proactive Accountability (D4PA).



Designing for Proactive Accountability

CHI *26, April 13-17, 2026, Barcelona, Spain

Table 2: The Designing for Proactive Accountability (D4PA) Framework. We synthesize our findings across the three principles
of Proactive Accountability. First, we map how participants proposed that cooperative mechanisms operationalize the principle.
Then, we present the resulting design implications for D4PA and the structural challenges, synthesizing current work on

technology cooperatives.

D4PA Design Principle (Discussion

Proactive
. Community Perspectives and Goals
Accountability . 1.
X . (Findings 5.2) 6.1)
Dimension

Structural Challenges (Discussion
6.2)

Community-Led
(Locus of Power)

Democratic Ownership &
Decision-Making. Participants
argued that accountability requires
direct ownership of technical resources,
not just inclusion, to prevent tokenism.

Design for Community Ownership
Capacity. Ownership requires more
than legal status, but also capacity
building (e.g., grant writing, technical
training) to ensure genuine sovereignty
is possible.

Social Preconditions. Community
ownership requires high social capital
(e.g., trust), otherwise stakeholder
misalignment paralyzes collective
identity formation and
decision-making.

Binding Agreements. Participants

Develop Existing Protocols. Instead
of inventing new ethical frameworks,

The Knowledge Gap. Formal rules

shared values of cooperation (e.g.,

solidarity remains central.

Formally Enforced demanded “legal teeth” (e.g., bylaws) exist, but members may not know how
. researchers should anchor governance . .
(Enforcement rather than voluntary commitments to | . L, L. to enact them. Without education,
. . in a community s existing .
Mechanism) ensure the community has power to . . members abdicate power to
accountability mechanisms (e.g.,
seek redress. . - experts/managers.
cooperatives, grassroots organizing).
Collective Identity Around
Continuall Solidarity. Participants emphasized Maintain Cultural Infrastructure. The Degeneration Thesis. Market
Maintainedy that formal rules are insufficient. Researchers must incorporate political | pressures force democratic
(Temporal Accountability relies on the continual consciousness-raising into design to organizations to prioritize profit over
P renewal of a collective identity around | prevent value drift and ensure solidarity, eroding accountability over
Engagement)

time.

through decolonial education).

We distinguish between proactive accountability (PA)—the abstract
goal of motivating actors to take responsibility for harms before
they occur—and D4PA, which refers to the concrete design prac-
tices required to operationalize that goal. While prior scholarship
has identified the importance of principles like anticipation and
inclusion in governance [18, 44, 106], our findings extend this work
by demonstrating that these values are insufficient without struc-
tural mechanisms to enforce them. As participants highlighted,
community-led governance requires formal structures of owner-
ship, which, in turn, fail without the continual maintenance of
solidarity. Therefore, D4PA operationalizes the abstract goals of PA
through three interrelated principles: (1) shifting from participation
to designing for ownership capacity, (2) moving from voluntary
ethics to translating a community’s existing accountability proto-
cols, and (3) evolving from episodic engagement to infrastructuring
solidarity. By grounding these principles in a bottom-up epistemol-
ogy, we reveal how accountability must be instantiated not only as
a policy, but also as a sociotechnical practice.

6.1.1  Principle 1: Design for Community Ownership Capacity, Not
Just Participation. To operationalize the community-led dimension
of proactive accountability, we argue that researchers must move
beyond designing for participation to designing for community
ownership. While the goal of community-led design is to center
community agency [13, 18, 22], our participants argued that with-
out explicit democratic control over resources and decision-making,
participation becomes a tokenistic exercise that allows developers

to extract community wisdom while retaining the power to pri-
oritize profit. However, participants highlighted that ownership
means more than just legally owning a technical system; it requires
the resources and capacity to maintain it. For instance, while par-
ticipants were open to autonomous vehicles, they argued that if a
community relies entirely on external experts to fix their “owned”
infrastructure, it possesses only nominal ownership, not genuine
sovereignty. Without the technical sovereignty to operate and main-
tain the systems they own, the community remains dependent on
experts, recreating the power imbalances proactive accountability
seeks to solve.

We argue that designers can operationalize community owner-
ship within D4PA by developing a community’s capacity to enforce
structural power. This approach extends recent discussions in HCI
governance design by demonstrating that the field’s current empha-
sis on anticipating downstream impacts is insufficient without the
structural power to act on those insights. Prior work in Participa-
tory Design and Policy-HCI has emphasized involving stakeholders
to foresee downstream impacts [3, 79, 116]. However, even if harms
are foreseen, communities need structural mechanisms—such as
cooperative bylaws—that cede ultimate control to the community,
ensuring that the power to enforce values remains with those most
impacted. Yet, as our findings argue, ownership cannot just be given;
it is a capacity that must be built [45].

Thus, HCI researchers engaging in D4PA should turn to com-
munity empowered methodologies, such as Participatory Action
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Research (PAR) and asset-based design, for how to support com-
munity capacity during design engagements [15, 115, 115]. This is
especially critical when addressing systemic issues like innovation
governance, which often lacks a clear institutional home. During
our fieldwork, we struggled to identify a community partner capa-
ble of serving as an owner for technology governance work. While
participants viewed the discussions as necessary, they frequently
noted that they were already overworked and underpaid, leaving lit-
tle capacity to advance these insights without additional resources.
This suggests that the D4PA process is not just about designing
mechanisms, but also about developing a community’s ability to
take full ownership of its sociotechnical infrastructure before it
is designed—such as through collaborative organizing, joint grant
writing, and technical education [52, 65, 98].

6.1.2  Principle 2: Design for Formal Enforceability by Using the
Community’s Existing Accountability Protocols. Within D4PA, to
operationalize the formally enforceable dimension, we argue that
researchers should not invent new ethical frameworks; instead, we
should anchor governance in the accountability protocols a com-
munity already uses. While the goal of proactive accountability is
to create binding agreements, our findings demonstrate that gover-
nance mechanisms are more accepted when they are derived from
a community’s existing practices rather than imposed from the
outside. For instance, participants in our workshops dismissed stan-
dard external mechanisms, such as Community Benefit Agreements
(CBAs), as tools that “sound good” in theory but lack the power
to provide real redress. Instead, participants highlighted that fight-
ing for accountability was not new for their community, and they
explicitly pointed to cooperative organizing as how they achieve
empowerment. Thus, D4PA should involve identifying existing
“governance assets” of communities—such as conflict management
practices and high-trust relational networks—and how to develop
them into the context of a sociotechnical design.

This approach extends current discussions within speculative
design and Policy HCI by shifting the focus of inquiry from de-
signing new governance to supporting governance infrastructure.
Prior work has emphasized the need to ground speculative probes
in a community’s social context to ensure technical realism [46, 48].
Scholars such as Jackson et al. [60], Wong et al. [114], Yang et al.
[116] have argued that this should include paying attention to the
laws and regulations surrounding a sociotechnical infrastructure.
Our work extends this further by demonstrating that governance
practices extend beyond laws and regulations. How a community’s
social and economic organization also shapes its governance assets.
Rather than asking “How should we govern this new technology?”
researchers should investigate existing accountability infrastruc-
ture; for example, they might ask, “How might this technology be
governed in ways that build on existing accountability infrastruc-
tures while advancing the community’s own goals and values?”

We found that participants more easily engaged with similarly
grounded questions, such as “How do you currently hold individu-
als in your community accountable for harms?” or “How would you
ensure accountability if your community built this system instead?”
By asking these questions, researchers can identify the “ancestral
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technologies” of governance—like the cooperative model—that pro-
vide a sturdier foundation for accountability than any new ethical
framework could provide.

6.1.3  Principle 3: Design for Ongoing Maintenance of Cultural Infras-
tructure. To operationalize the continual maintenance dimension,
we argue that D4PA should focus on the continual maintenance of
cultural infrastructure, as accountability relies on the continuous
work of reminding members why they are cooperating in the first
place. While artifacts (like a policy or set of bylaws) could provide
the infrastructure for accountability over a long-time frame [116],
participants highlighted the risk selfishness poses to the ongoing
maintenance of a system. Participant argued that if a platform is
not structured to maintain solidarity [111], individuals may start to
take advantage of each other in search of individual profit. When
this selfishness takes root, even if a policy is in place, communities
may no longer have the cultural infrastructure to ensure demo-
cratic enforcement. Thus, extending the policy-knot framework
[60], D4PA must incorporate tools to maintain a collective identity
around solidarity as a way of managing the co-constructive nature
between the policy and the users.

We propose that D4PA can maintain this cultural infrastructure
by designing systems that continually renew a collective identity
through political consciousness raising. For instance, participants
highlighted how the continual practice of decolonial education
and restorative justice circles can infrastructure solidarity, and our
research found that the speculative design process can also be
a mechanism for strengthening a community’s solidarity. In our
post-workshop feedback, participants noted that they valued the
workshops not just for the technical information, but for the oppor-
tunity to connect with other farmers and discuss shared political
struggles. This confirms previous work that theorizes how design
engagements can become a site for negotiating shared political
realities by “contaminating” dominant sociotechnical imaginaries
[75]. By prioritizing methods that also function as sites for ongoing
political education [26], D4PA must treat users as active political
agents, rather than passive recipients of protection, to provide the
resilience necessary to resist external extraction.

6.2 The Messy Realities of Cooperative
Development: Practical Challenges for D4PA

Our study contributes empirical insights into community-led mod-
els of technology governance, moving beyond expert-focused ap-
proaches within HCI. While traditional governance frameworks
often prioritize external oversight (e.g., algorithmic audits or cor-
porate regulation) [36, 68, 78, 83], participants in our workshop
prioritized community cooperatives as the primary vehicle for
accountability—describing them as ancestral technologies that com-
munities, particularly Black farming communities, have long used
to organize themselves in the face of capitalist extraction. These
findings further demonstrate that designing governance from be-
low produces distinct political tactics compared to expert-led ap-
proaches [113].

However, identifying a collection vision for a community to
work towards is only the first step, and participants noted that
cooperatives face many challenges and limitations. While coopera-
tives have a long history of successful community empowerment
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in sectors such as agriculture and energy, it remains an open ques-
tion whether the cooperative movement in the United States (US)
can overcome the specific complexities of technical innovation
(i.e., find financial backing to compete in high-growth industries
[80]). While there are some technology-forward cooperative incu-
bators in the US [95], starting new cooperative businesses face an
especially hostile legal and social landscape that rarely supports
scalable cooperative development [80, 88, 108]. To anticipate the
structural barriers researchers will face when attempting to scale
proactive accountability, we examine the friction between the coop-
erative imaginary and the practical difficulties of implementation.
By extrapolating from documented challenges in cooperative de-
velopment, we analyze these tensions across the three dimensions
of our D4PA framework.

6.2.1 The Challenge to Community Ownership: Social Precondi-
tions and Stakeholder Complexity. The community-led dimension
of D4PA is directly addressed by the cooperative model, which
structurally counters the misaligned economic incentives that allow
traditional firms to evade accountability. By definition, cooperatives
are owned and operated by their members, prioritizing collective
well-being over pure profit maximization [70]. As our participants
highlighted, this alignment of ownership and benefit is crucial; even
when unintended consequences arise, the democratic structure of
a cooperative provides the social and procedural mechanisms to
incentivize reconciliation.

However, this democratic structure is not self-sustaining; its
success is contingent on pre-existing social conditions. Research
on cooperative development has shown that social-geographical
factors—such as a favorable legal landscape, the presence of existing
cooperative ecosystems, and high levels of civic participation—are
critical determinants of success [43, 99]. The most vital of these
factors is social capital. For instance, a study of the world’s 300
largest cooperatives concluded that trust is a key determinant of a
cooperative sector’s scale Jones and Kalmi [61]. Conversely, a lack of
trust, weak interpersonal relationships, and misaligned goals make
it incredibly difficult for cooperatives to achieve their intended
outcomes [99].

This challenge is particularly acute in the technology space,
which often requires coordinating multi-stakeholder groups with
starkly different economic and cultural backgrounds [73]. For ex-
ample, research on a multi-stakeholder, ride-sharing platform co-
operative cited the immense challenge of coordinating between
its “white-collar tech teams and working-class immigrant drivers”
[63]. Other research on platform cooperatives highlights a similar
tension between the role of the entrepreneur and the role of the
worker, which forces trade-offs between market pressures and the
cooperative’s social values [11].

These documented challenges imply that the community-led
principle within D4PA cannot simply assume a community is ready
or able to adopt a cooperative structure. The first step for any D4PA
project must be a rigorous stakeholder analysis and power map-
ping exercise. Designers must ask: What are the distinct stakeholder
groups? What are their relationships and power dynamics? Is there
sufficient social capital to bridge these differences, or is founda-
tional organizing work required before any technology design can
begin? Can the incentives of all stakeholders—such as technology
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developers and diverse community members—be aligned within a
single, formal democratic structure? If not, then another governance
structure may be needed.

6.2.2 The Challenge to Formal Enforceability: Knowledge Gaps in
Governance. Cooperatives, by design, are built for formal enforce-
ability through their clear, predefined rules and explicit governance
structures [54]. As participants highlighted, this formal framework,
jointly established by members, enables the early identification of
misaligned partnerships. It provides a clear, democratic pathway
for timely intervention before significant harm materializes—for
instance, a member can formally bring a case to the board that tech-
nology developers are no longer serving the community’s interests.

However, the vast literature on cooperative management shows
that formal enforceability fails if members do not know how to
enact their power in practice. Many cooperatives struggle because
members, who are often unfamiliar with democratic governance,
fail to engage the board or, more commonly, abdicate their power to
professional managers [17]. This knowledge gap creates an agency
problem where the co-op’s formal democratic power becomes hol-
low, allowing the organization to drift from its mission.

To counter this risk to their democratic foundations, cooperatives
invest in education [109]. They recognize that without education,
members and their elected boards lack the knowledge and confi-
dence to govern effectively. Extrapolating from these challenges,
we argue that a core component of D4PA is not just designing the
formal rules, but also designing mechanisms that increase members’
capacity to engage in those accountability processes (e.g., through
ongoing education, accessible toolkits, and clear participation path-
ways).

6.2.3 The Challenge to Continual Maintenance: The Degeneration
Thesis. Through its emphasis on solidarity, the cooperative model
is designed for the continual maintenance of accountability. Partic-
ipants highlighted how cooperatives teach individuals to unlearn
colonial logics of individuality by practicing solidarity. This, they
argued, raises a community’s critical consciousness to view account-
ability as an ongoing engagement with the politics of collective
liberation, resisting the desire for a simple check-box fix for social
injustice [28, 70].

However, the greatest challenge to this continual maintenance is
that cooperatives must balance their social missions with economic
sustainability. Scholars have highlighted that under the intense
pressures of a capitalist market, cooperatives face a constant risk
of “degeneration”—making systematic choices that prioritize profit,
thereby behaving more like traditional capitalist firms [16]. This
degeneration can manifest as cutting democratic corners to become
more efficient. Reducing membership control directly erodes the
formal mechanisms of accountability. Cooperatives combat this
risk by building networks and federations to share resources [103].
For example, if a cooperative business is not performing well due
to market conditions, another cooperative can share its surpluses
to prevent negative outcomes, such as job layoffs. This ecosystem-
level approach builds collective economic resilience, which in turn
gives individual co-ops the capacity and stability to protect their
social missions.

For D4PA, this means that continual maintenance cannot be
designed at the level of a single sociotechnical system (e.g., one
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cooperatively-owned tech platform), because that system will be
under constant degenerative pressure from its wider environment.
Therefore, a D4PA approach must expand to the ecosystem level,
finding ways to build solidarity across diverse stakeholders [53].
For instance, in an innovation economy, establishing accountabil-
ity only with technology developers is insufficient. To be durable,
accountability must also engage the funders, investors, and policy-
makers who create the very market pressures that force democratic
organizations to degenerate in the first place.

6.3 Future Work: Cooperatives as Sites for
Proactive Governance Inquiry

As our study in Detroit’s food sovereignty community revealed,
HCI researchers should view communities not only as users of
technology but also as stakeholders who govern its development.
Our speculative design workshops contributed insights for how
cooperatives and the D4PA framework can help HCI researchers
develop this alternative vision with communities. However, to un-
derstand the actual practice of instituting proactive governance,
future research must move from speculative imaginaries to the
empirical study of existing sites where these struggles are already
playing out, such as in technology cooperatives.

Cooperatives have spent decades wrestling with the practicalities
of democratic ownership, good governance, and maintaining collec-
tive solidarity. Yet, investigating the governance practices within
cooperatives, specifically technology cooperatives, remains largely
underexplored within HCI [70]. Instead of treating cooperatives
merely as contexts to design for, our work provides a framework to
scaffold a future research agenda for how cooperatives can provide
a fruitful site for investigating many questions that HCI researchers
are exploring around technology governance [70, 107, 110, 111].
We organize future questions by the three dimensions of the D4PA
framework.

First, future work can explore how cooperatives navigate
community-led governance by studying non-technical gover-
nance assets. Communities often possess robust, non-technical
infrastructures for decision-making—such as mutual aid networks,
cultural consensus protocols, and a network of trusted relationships.
A future research agenda should involve developing methods to
map these existing governance assets and designing sociotechnical
architectures that amplify them. For instance, how can a commu-
nity’s existing offline consensus protocol be translated into a digital
voting mechanism for a shared platform?

Second, researchers can investigate formally enforceable gov-
ernance by studying bylaws as design artifacts. Cooperatives have
established methodologies for drafting bylaws, defining member
classes, and establishing voting thresholds [109]. Future work could
further explore how these governance design processes can be
adapted into participatory policy design for sociotechnical systems
[81]. For example, how can the process of drafting cooperative by-
laws serve as a method for defining how a platform can provide
recourse for an identified algorithmic harm? How could these tools
be used within the HCI research process itself to establish formal
ownership agreements between academic outputs and community
partners?
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Third, the field could examine how cooperative networks con-
tinually maintain governance and solidarity within a broader
innovation economy. Socially aligned organizations face immense
market pressure to prioritize profit over mission, and cooperatives
combat this through cooperation-combining autonomous units
into federations that share resources and mutually invest in cooper-
ative education. By studying how established cooperative networks
manage technology innovation, future research could ask: How do
federated networks design interoperable accountability protocols?
How do they maintain the social alignment of actors across a decen-
tralized ecosystem, ensuring that solidarity is not just a sentiment,
but a structural property of the network?

6.4 Limitations

Our study has three primary limitations. First, our findings are
deeply situated within the specific historical and cultural context
of the United States, defined by the legacy of racial capitalism and
industrial decline [21]. In Detroit, the cooperative movement func-
tions as a survival mechanism against an extractive state and market.
Consequently, the specific operationalization of proactive account-
ability we focus on here—such as the intense focus on "ownership"
as a defensive measure—may differ in international contexts where
alternative economies operate with different goals and organiza-
tional arrangements. We caution against generalizing these findings
without adapting them to local cultural histories of cooperation.

Second, the formal enforcement mechanisms proposed by par-
ticipants are constrained by the current regulatory environment
of the United States. While participants demanded binding agree-
ments to ensure accountability, the US legal system often prioritizes
shareholder primacy, creating a hostile environment for the types
of community-governed enforcement mechanisms our participants
envisioned [88]. We acknowledge that our analysis is derived from
design research, not legal scholarship; we did not evaluate whether
the specific bylaws proposed by participants would hold up against
external legal challenges. Realizing D4PA in practice will require in-
terdisciplinary collaboration with cooperative development experts
and legal scholars to navigate the friction between community-led
governance and existing regulatory frameworks.

Third, the D4PA framework is derived from speculative design
workshops, not a longitudinal deployment. While speculative meth-
ods are effective for surfacing values and anticipating harms, they
cannot capture the friction of daily operations over years. Future
work is needed to test these principles in practice, investigating
how D4PA mechanisms withstand the degeneration pressures of
the market in a live sociotechnical system.

Third, the D4PA framework is derived from speculative design
workshops with a specific community subset, rather than a longi-
tudinal deployment involving the broader ecosystem of funders,
policymakers, and intermediaries. While speculative methods are
effective for surfacing values, the workshop setting may have privi-
leged consensus-building, potentially smoothing over internal com-
munity tensions that often surface during the material allocation
of resources. Additionally, implementing D4PA in practice would
necessitate navigating the vertical power dynamics of external
stakeholders, whose incentives may conflict with community goals.
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Future work is needed to test these principles in practice, investigat-
ing how D4PA mechanisms withstand the degeneration pressures
of the market in a live sociotechnical system.

7 Conclusion

New technical innovations frequently impose foreseeable harms on
marginalized communities, yet current accountability mechanisms
are often reactive, motivating intervention only after harm has
occurred. Through a speculative design study with Detroit’s food
sovereignty movement, we explored how a community actively
building a solidarity economy envisions governing new technolo-
gies. Our work makes four contributions to HCL First, we synthe-
size the limitations of existing reactive and top-down governance
models to introduce Proactive Accountability (PA). We argue that
existing approaches fail to fully capture the structural mechanisms
marginalized groups envision for accountability, and thus theorize
the need for governance that is community-led (shifting from par-
ticipation to ownership), formally enforced (ensuring voluntary
ethics come with binding agreements), and continually maintained
(through cultural infrastructures that support solidarity). Second,
we provide an empirical case study demonstrating how the food
sovereignty community in Detroit envisions governing innova-
tion through these structural mechanisms. Third, we introduce the
Designing for Proactive Accountability (D4PA) framework to oper-
ationalize these principles, providing specific design implications
and highlighting the structural challenges that researchers will
face in practice. Fourth, we motivate a future research agenda that
positions cooperatives not just as beneficiaries of design, but as
sites of inquiry for investigating how to design proactive account-
ability for the innovation economy. Our research echoes calls for
a paradigm shift to proactive accountability, where communities
collectively own and define the processes of technological engage-
ment, ensuring innovation serves collective well-being from its
very inception.
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Designing for Proactive Accountability

A Methodological Details

A.1 Participant Demographics

We hosted three workshops on Zoom with a total of 25 participants
(1 participant did not provide demographic data, as summarized in
Table 3).

A.2 Speculative Workbook Scenarios

Scenario 1: Motor City Grows (MCG). We created the first sce-
nario as an example where the technology developers are internal
to the community. From our field research, we learned how small
farmers would love to provide more of their surplus produce to equi-
table food programs, but lack the infrastructure and additional labor
to support logistics and operations. Thus, digital platforms could
provide an opportunity to support the coordination of infrastruc-
ture, crop production, and distribution. For example, by lowering
the cost of coordination, digital platforms could help small farmers
better compete with larger food suppliers, who can pursue and
acquire partnerships more easily on their own.

In the first part, we asked questions such as: what would an
ideal farm collective look for you, how could the digital platform
improve how a farmer plans their seasonal production, and how
the platform could improve their distribution and collaboration
with other farmers. We sought to understand whether and how the
digital platform could support participants in efforts to strengthen
food security within the city. Extrapolating from previous work on
platform capitalism, we speculated that the platform could identify
trends in how well a farmer performs at producing certain crops,
and use algorithms to suggest and incentive different behaviors
from the platform’s users. We introduced the possibility that the
platform developers could start using data collected on farms to
provide recommendations for how members could improve their
growing operations to support the needs of the overall collective.
We used this scenario to ask participants to foresee conflicts that
could arise from the affordances of the platform, and asked “How
should the farmers hold MCG accountable for their possible retalia-
tion? How could the cooperative be structured to prevent possible
scenarios like this from happening?” We used this scenario to elicit
possible mechanisms a community could use to hold the developers
of the technology more accountable.

Scenario 2: Urban Farming Dashboard. We created this sec-
ond scenario as an example of an technology developer external to
the community, (the City of Detroit). From our fieldwork, we iden-
tified an opportunity around how access to city level data on urban
farming would help the Detroit better support food sovereignty
initiatives. Building on previous urban data initiatives, we specu-
lated that data could help the city prioritize where to roll out new
urban infrastructure according to need. In addition, by making the
data public, Detroit could then also support a more open software
ecosystem where developers can create new applications to support
food security initiatives. Because many of the impacts of technol-
ogy come from downstream uses of a system, we designed this
scenarios to understand whether and how accountability could be
designed to constrain developers outside the original partnership.

In the first part of this scenario, we asked participants about how
to best design the platform and what what data they would want to
use to support food security initiatives across the city. Then, in the
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second part of the scenario, we introduced the possible challenges
that open data could pose to the food sovereignty community. While
urban farming provides a great way to revitalize neighborhoods,
there’s a risk that it produces what scholars call “eco-gentrification”
Real estate speculators will begin to raise property values, because
urban farms make neighborhoods more attractive to those with
more capital, either by reducing crime, increasing health outcomes,
or improving aesthetics. In certain neighborhoods in Detroit, farm-
ers have cited that his process is already well underway. Thus, we
introduced the possibility that a real estate company could use
open data from the city to inform their financial models. We asked
participants, “what positive and negative impacts could you foresee
this creating, and for whom?” We then elicited additional ways
participants foresaw people using public data to positively or nega-
tively impact their communities, and how they could hold actors
accountable for said impacts.

A.3 Land and Ancestor Acknowledgment

Before each workshop, we started the session with a Land and
Ancestor Acknowledgment. We asked if any participants would
want to lead the acknowledgment, but no one volunteered in any
workshop. We then spoke the following:

I'd like everyone to get comfortable in their seats, if
they can place their feet on the ground. And I want
to call in the land to join us for this discussion. And
I invite each one of us to connect with the land, the
water, and the air through what works for you.

The Waawiyaataanong (waa-wiy-at-en-on), which we
now refer to as Detroit, has been and continues to
be violently abused and exploited by white settler
colonialism, of which the University of Michigan has
played a significant part. I call in the ancestors of those
who have have enabled us to be here today, who'’s
spirits still live on around us. To the first peoples of
the Three Fires Confederacy, the Odawa, Ojibwe, and
Potawatomi, who used this land as a central meeting
place. To the enslaved Africans brought by the French
and the British, who exploited their deep agricultural
wisdom. To those who risked their lives making this
land a pivotal location in the underground railroad
and the leaders who cultivated a culture of resistance
and movement for civil rights. To the fallen and cur-
rent leaders who still fight to free the people on this
land from poverty, racism, and sustained forms of
colonialism and enslavement. And to the many lost in
fights over resources and land in Palestine and Congo.
AsIexplore how to repair and live in right relationship
with the land, I ask the land for forgiveness for the
harm I have caused and continue to cause you. It is my
hope that through this work and today’s discussion,
that we will find ways to promote a better future for
the earth and all relationships on the planet.

If anyone would like to add additional acknowledg-
ments, or speak names of spirits and ancestors they
would like to invite into the space. I will leave a mo-
ment for that now. Pause.
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Table 3: Participant Information

Katzman et al.

ID Pseudonym Age Gender Race Experience Farm Size What They Grow
P1 Aaliyah 39 Woman Black <5 years <1 acre Vegetables, herbs, flow-
ers
P2 Andre 28 Man Black 5-10 years 1-2 acres Vegetables, fruit
P3 Avery 49 Agender Black 20+ years <1 acre Vegetables and fruits
P4 Bria 50 Woman Black 20+ years <1 acre Vegetables, nuts,
berries, herbs
P5 Chante 41 Woman Black 10-20 years 1-2 acres Vegetables
P6 Charmaine 42 Woman Black <5 years <1 acre Herbs
P7 Cameron 31 Non- Black <5 years <1 acre Flowers, textiles, herbs,
binary veggies
P8 Desiree 35 Woman Black 5-10 years 1-2 acres Vegetables, herbs, fruit,
nuts
P9 Erica 42 Woman Black 5-10 years <1 acre Native plants, flowers,
veggies
P10 James 34 Man White 10-20 years <1 acre Vegetables
P11 Julian 32 Man, Non- | White <5 years <1 acre Vegetables, fruit, flow-
binary, ers
Transgen-
der
P12 Kaden 25 Gender Black 5-10 years 2-4 acres Vegetables, herbs, fruit
non-
conforming
P13 Kaya 31 Non- Native 10-20 years <1 acre Native food, medicinal
binary, American crops
Two-Spirit
P14 Khalil 28 Man Black 5-10 years 5+ acres Vegetables, fruit
P15 Latrice 33 Woman Black 5-10 years <1 acre Vegetables, herbs
P16 Maya 56 Woman Black, 20+ years <1 acre Vegetables, fruit
Native
American
P17 Nia 52 Woman Black 5-10 years <1 acre Vegetables
P18 Paloma 43 Genderqueer| Latinx 10-20 years 1-2 acres Vegetables, herbs, cut
flowers
P19 Parker 34 Non- White 5-10 years <1 acre Fruits, veggies, herbs,
binary, flowers
Transgen-
der
P20 Pilar 44 Woman White, Lat- | 5-10 years 1-2 acres Vegetables and some
inx fruit
P21 Quincy - - - - 5+ acres Vegetables, fruits
P22 Rochelle 50 Woman Black <5 years <1 acre Vegetables, herbs, flow-
ers
P23 Samir 30 Man Middle 10-20 years 2-4 acres Flowers
Eastern
P24 Tiana 62 Woman Black 10-20 years <1 acre Fruit, Flowers
P25 Tariq 38 Man Black 5-10 years <1 acre Vegetables, fruit
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