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AUTHOR’S NOTE

This dissertation is structured so that each chapter builds upon and in‑

forms the others. During the writing process, I published scientific ar‑

ticles, including conference papers, journal articles, and workshop vol‑

umes, listed in the chapter Publications. These publications are referenced

throughout this dissertation. The research foundations in Chapter 5, the

method for participatory value elicitation in Chapter 6, and the results of

Sörries et al. (2024) in Chapter 7.1 and Sörries et al. (2023a) in Chapter 7.2

originated from the writing of this dissertation. Therefore, these chapters

are neither replicated nor comparable to the published articles, as I sought

to maintain the independence of this dissertation. Additionally, the data

analyses presented in the two chapters, Chapter 7.1 and Chapter 7.2, were

conducted exclusively for this work, leading to a novel contribution to de‑

sign practice, namely the be part toolkit described in Chapter 8, which has

not been previously published. Through these efforts, this dissertation

extends beyond the articles and establishes itself as an independent body

of work, contributing to a cohesive research outcome.
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PREFACE

This dissertation, titled “I’m a Designer, So Why Research? Cultivating

a Value‑Sensitive Design Practice Through Research” investigates how

research methods can be blended into design practice to preserve the

strengths of both research and design and yet complement each other.

Situated at the intersection of design studies, human‑computer interac‑

tion, and design practice, this work focuses on integrating participatory

value elicitation into design processes.

The overarching approach is research through design, in which I de‑

fined, developed, investigated, and refined a method for participatory

value elicitation. Grounded in the theoretical foundations of value sensi‑

tive design and participatory design, expanded through value‑led partic‑

ipatory design and related approaches, this method encompasses a struc‑

tured workshop concept and a tailored analysis procedure. I explored the

feasibility of this method in two real‑world contexts, revealing how val‑

ues can influence design resolutions and furthering the method based on

these insights.

This iterative process culminated in the be part toolkit, a resource that

enables designers to systematically elicit values in their practice and aug‑

ment their design processes through values. This dissertation demon‑

strates how research through design can sustain a value‑sensitive design

practice by bridging design and research methods to offer a compelling

means for inquiry in design processes.



ZUSAMMENFASSUNG

Die vorliegende Dissertation mit dem Titel „I’m a Designer, So Why

Research? Cultivating a Value‑Sensitive Design Practice Through Re‑

search“ untersucht, wie Forschungsmethoden in den Designprozess

eingebettet werden können, um die Stärken beider Bereiche zu bewahren

und sich gegenseitig zu ergänzen. Angesiedelt an der Schnittstelle

von Designwissenschaften, Mensch‑Computer‑Interaktion und Design‑

praxis, konzentriert sich diese Arbeit auf die partizipative Ermittlung und

Einbindung von Werten in Designprozessen.

Mittels des übergeordneten Ansatzes „Research through De‑

sign“ (Forschung durch Design) habe ich eine Methode zur partizipativen

Ermittlung von Werten definiert, entwickelt, erprobt und ausgearbeitet.

Diese Methode basiert auf theoretischer Forschung zu Value Sensitive

Designs, Participatory Designs und Value‑Led Participatory Designs

sowie auf begleitenden Ansätzen und umfasst ein Workshop‑Konzept

sowie ein darauf abgestimmtes Analyseverfahren. Ich habe die Anwend‑

barkeit dieser Methode in zwei realen Kontexten untersucht, wodurch

ich aufzeige, wie Werte Designentscheidungen beeinflussen können, und

auf dieser Grundlage die Methode weiter ausgearbeitet.

Dieser iterative Prozess mündete in das be part Toolkit, einer

Ressource, die es Gestalter:innen ermöglichen soll, Werte in ihrer De‑

signpraxis systematisch zu erheben und für Designprozesse nachnutzbar

zu machen. Diese Dissertation zeigt, wie Untersuchungen des „Research

through Design“ eine werteorientierte Designpraxis fördern können,

indem sich Design‑ und Forschungsmethoden komplementär ergänzen

und schließlich eine vielversprechende Synergie für die Designpraxis

bieten.
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1
Introduction

“As designers, we are left to wonder:

what values, attitudes, and ways of looking at the world

are we unconsciously building into our technology,

and what are their effects?”

—Sengers et al. (2005, p. 49)

Under the title “I’m a Designer, So Why Research? Cultivating a Value‑

Sensitive Design Practice Through Research,” I investigate how research

methods can be embedded into practices of designers1. I assume that both

research methods and design practices can drive design processes, espe‑

cially when individual values and participation are considered catalysts.

1 In this dissertation, I refer to the definition of Zimmerman et al. (2007) when using the term “de-
signer.” The authors defined designers as individuals who dispose of trained or practical experience
in a specific discipline (e.g., architecture, product design, or interaction design).

1



INTRODUCTION

Hence, essential to this work is establishing a value‑sensitive approach2,

but most likely to make it tangible for design practice. In doing so, I adopt

a research through design (RtD) approach to synthesize the knowledge

gained throughout this work. This process unfolds in four stages to estab‑

lish a method for participatory value elicitation. This method, primarily

informed by a research lens, culminates in the be part toolkit, a thought‑

fully designed, adaptable, and practical resource for design practice that

acknowledges and augments designers’ skill sets.

During my education in product and interaction design, I learned to

recognize the critical role and expertise of designers. Designers bring

skills to the table, such as developing concepts and designs that span

artifacts, including products, objects, and software, skills that can only

be acquired through dedicated education. I understood that designers’

uniqueness lies in their ability to reflect critically on their work within

iterative design processes. Later, I had the opportunity to broaden my

research focus to human‑computer interaction (HCI). I thought the skills

I had acquired during my design education would enable me to master

new interaction designs from a research perspective. However, I strug‑

gled with research methods that were more systematic than design meth‑

ods used in design practice. Specifically, my presumed methodological

skills were insufficient for the research discourse in which I increasingly

presented my methods and findings. Despite these challenges, I recog‑

nized the contribution I could make as a designer to research and vice

2 Throughout this dissertation, I use the term “value-sensitive” rather than “value-centered,” “value-
based,” or “value-oriented” since this work aims to engage directly with stakeholders to unfold their
values within the design process. For example, a value-sensitive approach ensures that design pro-
cesses actively consider the negotiation of people’s values, needs, and concerns. While a value-
centered or value-based approach can override the design processwith overarching values (Friedman
& Hendry, 2019) that may not reflect the lived experiences of the people it is intended to serve. These
overarching values could stem from broader institutional tenets, such as efficiency or profit, which
may not align with individual values.

2
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versa. A hallmark of designers is their continual development of pro‑

totypes, creating something tangible while remaining open to moving

from initial, less promising ideas to more sophisticated ones—or even

discarding them entirely and starting anew. These characteristics differ‑

entiate the dynamics of design practice from the slower pace of research

processes, which, for example, involve qualitative studies that must be

planned, conducted, analyzed, and documented with utmost care. Con‑

sequently, I wondered how research could augment design practice with‑

out altering uniqueness. I realized that designers’ focus and resources are

not solely dedicated to the artifact being designed, but also to the act of de‑

signing throughout the design process. In my current position, I primar‑

ily use qualitative research methods, such as workshops and user stud‑

ies with people affected by a given context, to synthesize their insights

into novel interaction design concepts. This experience has taught me to

appreciate the role of research in design practice. Reflecting on my back‑

ground as a researcher, designer, and lecturer motivated me to contribute

insights gained over the past years to designers’ practice.

What designers might not be aware of, but what I have learned as a re‑

searcher, is that they can influence a design process through their values

or those associated with a project (Iversen & Leong, 2012b). I assume that

it might not be entirely possible through methods used in design prac‑

tice, such as personas or user journeys, to reflect on values—expecting de‑

signers to specify design processes from a more methodological research

lens when considering values in their work practices (Frauenberger et al.,

2015). In other words, considering designers’ and people’s values would

emphasize an appropriate method. Although various methods for work‑

ing with values exist, they do not necessarily engage designers’ skills, es‑

3



INTRODUCTION

pecially for those who work exclusively in a practice‑oriented manner,

without any reference to research. Yet there are currents in research that

make methods more adaptable for designers, such as the theoretically

grounded approach of value sensitive design (VSD), which provides sev‑

eral methods for considering and critically analyzing values before, dur‑

ing, and after the design process (Friedman & Hendry, 2019). Although

VSD offers a wide range of methods for investigating values (Friedman

et al., 2017), there is a lack of consensus on how values can be elicited and

analyzed without merely identifying them (Parvin et al., 2015). Hence,

it is not only a question of methods for capturing individual values but

also of how to work with values in design processes through participa‑

tion (Iversen & Leong, 2012b; Iversen et al., 2010, 2012a; Leong & Iversen,

2015).

When participation is mentioned in this work, I associate it with the

Scandinavian approach of participatory design (PD). In its tradition, PD

is motivated by the idea of democracy, i.e., “[p]eople who are affected by

a decision or event should have an opportunity to influence it” (Schuler &

Namioka, 1993, p. xii). Therefore, PD requires active participation, which

should be established through social interaction, such as between design‑

ers and individuals affected by a design. Thus, participation is a necessary

precondition, but also essential for “good design” (Schuler & Namioka,

1993, p. xii). Fundamentally, PD is about the process, not a product or so‑

lution, for exploring alternatives and supporting mutual learning (Bødker

et al., 2022). However, PD emerged in workplace settings to design alter‑

native processes and products. In the meantime, PD has emancipated

itself from this origin and is applied in different contexts beyond work‑

place settings that strive for democracy (Bødker et al., 2022). To sustain

4



INTRODUCTION

this democracy, PD can help reveal people’s values, concerns, and even

related tensions among other stakeholders (Bødker et al., 2022).

Toward eliciting values through participation, designers may some‑

times find themselves at a crossroads, namely balancing engagement

with people and contextual factors, such as organizational structures that

might affect participation in design processes, with emphasizing creative

practices over empirical methods (McCarthy & Wright, 2015). Further‑

more, approaches for determining values have attracted more interest in

the research community than in real‑world design practice. One reason

might be that designers assume that methods for value elicitation are al‑

ready part of their work practice and, therefore, there is no need for re‑

search methods to consider values (Rotondo & Freier, 2010).

Reflecting on this, I found inspiration in my roots as a designer. I at‑

tempted to plan a design process by using artifacts such as storyboards

and user diaries to envision a potential design space from the perspectives

of the stakeholders I needed to consider. To this end, I created a toolkit

of these artifacts that I used at specific stages of the design process. Such

toolkits in design practice are more than collections of artifacts; they are

carefully crafted and curated instruments that aim to integrate promis‑

ing practices for investigating contexts (Mattern, 2021). Those who de‑

velop a toolkit determine how the embedded artifacts can be used mean‑

ingfully to integrate theoretical assumptions into design practice, thereby

generating new knowledge (Petterson et al., 2023). To make the strands

of research methods for value elicitation and participation accessible to

design practice, I consider a toolkit that embodies a method for participa‑

tory value elicitation as promising. Emerging from this dissertation, I will

present the be part toolkit, which is intended to enable designers to foster

5
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critical engagement with values through participation and to integrate in‑

sights gained into their design work. At this point, I want to emphasize

that I intend not to alter how designers should work from a research per‑

spective. My concern is to give designers the freedom to expand their

practices while maintaining their expertise and creativity within an iter‑

ative design process.

To define, develop, investigate, and refine the method for participa‑

tory value elicitation within the be part toolkit, I use an RtD approach,

which enables me to assess the method’s suitability throughout this dis‑

sertation. At its core, RtD strives to generate knowledge (Zimmerman

& Forlizzi, 2014) and relies primarily on the strength of artifact‑making

(Rittel & Webber, 1973). However, other forms of knowledge can also be

created through RtD, such as new processes, methods, and empirical eval‑

uations (Zimmerman & Forlizzi, 2008)—these justify RtD as an approach

for realizing my work and its contributions.

Before introducing the research questions in Chapter 4 and how they

are addressed in this thesis through RtD, I clarify the specific foci I have

pursued in this introduction. In Chapter 2, I further support my work by

considering the use of methods in design practices. Notably, the perspec‑

tives of design students on engaging with research and design methods in

their projects emerged from my lectures. Building on these observations,

I examine deliberations on research and design practice in Chapter 3 to

clarify why research can be crucial to enhancing design practice. By out‑

lining the underlying origins and premises, I will provide an overview

that helps establish a common stance for RtD and how research (meth‑

ods) can enrich design processes.

6



2
Method Use
in Design Practice

In his quote, Gaver (2012, p. 938) fittingly clarified how designers work:

“Whenever practitioners describe their influences, discuss the rationales

for design decisions, and articulate their assessment of what they have

made and its importance, they engage in a form of implicit conceptual

work by highlighting important issues, dimensions of similarity, and cri‑

teria for choices and success.” This process of reflection and articulation is

central to a designer’s work. As designers progress through the iterative

phases of the design process, they confront challenges and ambiguities

within the given context, continually refining their understanding of the

problem and its requirements. This process helps shape ideas that evolve

into tangible or intangible outcomes, whether in the form of physical ob‑

jects, user interfaces, or software solutions.

Not without hurdles, Sanders & Stappers (2008) highlighted that the

7
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Figure 1: Sequence of a design process, outlining design criteria in the “fuzzy front end,” idea devel-
opment, prototyping, and product realization; own representation adapted from Sanders & Stappers
(2008, p. 6).

design process typically begins with the “fuzzy front end,” a phase char‑

acterized by ambiguity and uncertainty, as shown in Figure 1. For exam‑

ple, this phase involves exploring a design challenge in which designers

engage with issues, requiring them to balance conflicting requirements,

expectations, and perspectives. The challenge lies in navigating the un‑

known, such as understanding individual user needs, defining the prob‑

lem scope, and determining the appropriate design approach. Here, the

role of co‑design, or designing through participation, becomes critical

(I revisit co‑design in the context of participatory design (PD) in Chap‑

ter 5.2). However, it is essential to note that the initial fuzziness of a de‑

sign process presents an opportunity to adopt a more reflective, methodi‑

cal approach. Involving users at this early stage can significantly enhance

alignment between the design and their needs, increasing the likelihood

that the final product will be meaningful to them.

In this fuzzy phase, a typical design method is to use personas, i.e., fic‑

8
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tional characters representing potential users. These personas enable de‑

signers to envision how their products might be used in a given context,

thereby providing an opportunity to incorporate user values into design

(Pruitt & Grudin, 2003). Personas can therefore help represent user needs

and behaviors without the time and cost of recruiting real people. In my

design education, I have observed that design processes can be fast‑paced,

iterative, and resource‑intensive, making personas useful while maintain‑

ing design objectives.

Based on my experiences as a researcher, designer, and lecturer, de‑

sign methods such as personas, scenarios, and user journeys may some‑

times reflect the designer’s values and goals more than those of actual

users. As mentioned, such methods can be time‑saving and efficient;

however, relying on generalizations derived from them may lead to

missed opportunities to develop better understandings of actual users’

needs and concerns (Zimmerman et al., 2007). This is not to say that de‑

sign methods are inherently flawed, but rather that they may lack the criti‑

cal, reflective engagement with people that could be achieved by integrat‑

ing more research‑driven methods into the design process (Zimmerman,

2003). In line with this, McCarthy & Wright (2015) argued that addressing

these challenges of engagement in design requires more than creativity

and aesthetic sensibility; it necessitates strong analytical skills, including

critical thinking and problem‑solving. From my background as both a

design student and now as a lecturer, I have observed that design educa‑

tion emphasizes creative and constructive work, which is rightly the core

of design. Still, as a researcher, I think designers would also benefit from

placing greater emphasis on cultivating analytical skills that deepen their

understanding of people’s lived experiences.

9
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To substantiate these discussions on how methods can contribute to

designers’ practice, I draw insights from teaching in the interdisciplinary

course “Coding Interaction and Design (IxD)”3. This course provides an

experimental space in which computer science and product design stu‑

dents collaborate to design functional objects that respond to socially rel‑

evant contexts (Sörries et al., 2022). Building on research through design

(RtD), the course integrates design and research methods, such as mind

mapping, to explore contexts and shadow users in real‑world settings.

These methods encourage students to approach design from both cre‑

ative and empirical perspectives, fostering an awareness of the broader

implications of their work.

While design students may not possess the extensive practical experi‑

ence of professionals, their perspectives are particularly valuable. In my

lectures, I found that design students are at a unique juncture in their

education, actively learning and refining their understanding of design

processes. This state of learning makes them open to exploring new ap‑

proaches, including research and design methods that may not yet be

deeply ingrained in their practice. In contrast, professionals may rely

on established routines or intuitions in design processes honed through

years of experience. Design students’ willingness to experiment and en‑

gage critically with various methods offered me valuable insights, par‑

ticularly those that intersect with user values and participation. These

insights make design students’ viewpoints a vital lens through which I

can gain a broader perspective on the methods used in design practices.

To this end, I engaged in the weekly reflection task (WRT) to better

understand how students use research and design methods. As shown

3 https://codingixd.mi.fu-berlin.de/

10
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Table 1: Overviewof theweekly reflection task, deployed inCoding IxD, to understanddesign students’
reflections on using methods in their design practice.

No. Questions

1 What is the most important thing you learned since the last session?

2 How did your learnings influence your understanding or work practice?

3 Have you already applied the method of this assignment? And if so, in which contexts?

4 How did the method help you to realize the assignment?

in Table 1 (p. 11), the WRT invites students to critically reflect on their

experiences after completing an assignment. Assignments are method‑

ologically structured tasks that students complete throughout the course

using a specific method. By reflecting on how these methods influence

their design process, students gain a deeper understanding of how to

integrate, for example, user perspectives into their design. We, three

lecturers of Coding IxD, developed the WRT in 2022 by drawing on the

research of Moon (2013) on reflection in learning. The goal is to help

students assess whether the methodologically guided course has sup‑

ported them in their design practice. To prevent repetitive responses, the

questions are slightly reworded after the fifth assignment, yet they still

focus on students’ experiences applying specific methods. I reflect on

WRTs from ten design students.4 In doing so, I aim to provide reasoning

that methods, especially from research, can enhance design practice and

support designers in considering values.

4 This includes seven WRTs from the winter term 2022/23 and three from 2023/24. The design
students were informed about the research objectives and provided consent forms, ensuring trans-
parency in data handling and their right to withdraw from participation at any time (Niksirat et al.,
2023).

11
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Design Students’ Viewpoints on
Research and Design Methods

Design students have reflected on how methods, whether derived from

design or research, contribute to their practice and reshape their attitudes

toward design practice. One design student highlighted the unique value

of research in the design process, explaining that “[methods] helped to

understand the benefit of research in design; however, [designers] might

be able to bring skills to the table that science and other research prac‑

tices miss.” This student further emphasized that “[methods] offer new

potential and possible directions to strive as a designer.”

Generally, design students acknowledged that incorporating research

methods into their design practice could deepen their understanding

of users’ values, needs, and concerns. As one design student pointed

out, “[research methods] helped to explain the idea and concept in more

depth.” Yet, they also stressed that research methods should be integrated

into the design process without suppressing creativity. Additionally, de‑

sign students often struggle to translate their initial creative impulses into

clear, actionable design ideas for specific user groups. While ideation is

frequently seen as an exciting part of the design process, it can also be‑

come overwhelming. For example, one design student described the chal‑

lenge of refining ideas during the ideation phase: “[In an ideation phase]

I had to structure my thoughts,” adding that “sometimes design ideas

don’t need to solve a huge societal question but might respond to a small

group [of individuals].”

The difficulty, however, of narrowing down broad ideas into con‑

crete design criteria is a recurring challenge. As one student observed,

“[h]onestly, it’s hard to narrow down the ideas into one good idea, espe‑
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cially with the outlook of a [design concept].” In my view, this sentiment

showed the need to evaluate and compare ideas throughout a design pro‑

cess. Despite these challenges, design students recognized the impor‑

tance of research methods in refining and deepening their understand‑

ing of design concepts. One student remarked, “I still feel that there’s

much more to clarify [regarding design process outcomes], but research

methods helped a lot.” Most design students also reflected on the diffi‑

culty of fully understanding users’ values and needs during the design

process. Some mentioned the usefulness of design methods, such as per‑

sonas and scenarios, in illustrating user values and concerns. Building on

the discussion from the previous chapter, design students acknowledged

these methods. One student noted: “Defining a persona and agreeing on

a scenario helped us a lot in concretizing a [design concept].” Neverthe‑

less, design students generally recognized understanding user values and

needs as challenging. Interestingly, one design student reflected, “I al‑

ways have to think about my personal biases” when imagining users. An‑

other design student shared, “I am gradually trying to deepen my knowl‑

edge [to understand user needs], which is still quite superficial [...].”

During the course, the experience of engaging directly with users

through methods like interviews or observations was informative for

many design students. As one design student explained, “[these meth‑

ods] helped me better understand for whom we want to design [...].” An‑

other design student described how, through such methods, “we [might

discover] problems, on the one hand, and interesting points on the other,

that we had not considered before.” Similarly, another design student

emphasized that “[involving users] might help me to understand more

how much the design should be based on the needs and wishes of a spe‑
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cific group to really get to the bottom of a problem.”

In summary, the design students’ reflections revealed that incorpo‑

rating research methods into design practice can support the investiga‑

tion and addressing of values embedded in specific contexts. Such meth‑

ods, in design education and beyond, might open new ways for design‑

ers to engage with the realities of the people they aim to serve. Hence,

the challenges design students faced in refining broad ideas, overcoming

personal biases, and integrating user engagement emphasize the need for

approaches that balance both the exploratory and creative aspects of re‑

search and design. Despite the flattering reflections from design students,

I observed that many struggled to apply and prepare specific research

methods, such as interview studies, within the course. While the design

students appreciated research methods, they often found it challenging to

translate theoretical research approaches into practical applications. For

example, some design students did not engage deeply with the provided

teaching materials or research articles and, in some cases, even rejected

the idea of using research literature. This resistance posed a challenge in

fostering a comprehensive understanding of research methods. Nonethe‑

less, I noticed a shift in later courses when we, the lecturers, restructured

methods, particularly those derived from research articles, into step‑by‑

step worksheets. These sheets helped design students bridge the gap be‑

tween theory and practice, making methods more accessible and easier to

understand. By breaking down research methods, design students were

motivated to engage more actively with these methods and to adapt them

to their design processes.

Building on these observations, I will deepen my understanding of the

intersection between research and design practice toward RtD.
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3
Delineating Research
and Design Practice
to Understand
Research through Design

The essence of research5 is to systematically conduct and analyze to gain

knowledge and share it in a research community (Redström, 2021). Ac‑

cordingly, research methods are analytical and aim to solve problems to

discover what exists. Stolterman (2008) elaborated that research relies

on patterns and regularities with the perspective to transform them into

knowledge or even to form theories with general validity. This general

validity is challenged by design practice, which involves creating some‑

thing unique that serves a specific purpose in a specific situation for a

particular individual or group (Gregory, 1966).

Interestingly, according to Cross (2001), design methods originate in

5 In literature, I noticed that the terms “research” and “science” are often used equally, such as in
Redström (2021). By prospecting deeper into these terms, the Oxford Learner’s Dictionaries defined
research as “a careful study of a subject, especially to discover new facts or information about it”
(Oxford Learner’s Dictionaries, 2023c) and science as “knowledge about the structure and behaviour
of the natural and physical world, based on facts that you can prove, for example, by experiments”
(Oxford Learner’s Dictionaries, 2023d).
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research. Looking back at the origins of research methods in design, con‑

cerns emerged in the 1920s about the need to conduct careful research

when designing products. By the 1960s, efforts emerged to rationalize

research methods in design practice, including the development of struc‑

tured, standardized processes to integrate research rigor into design. Le

Corbusier in Cross (2001) considered making research knowledge visible

through design practice.

Furthering this consideration of research in design, Archer (1981) dis‑

cussed the term “design research,” which he described as covering a

broad range of activities and topics of both disciplines. Archer (1981,

p. 31) proposed two possible definitions: The first encompasses nearly

everything human‑made, namely “Design Research is systematic enquiry

whose goal is knowledge of, or in, the area of human experience, skill and

understanding that reflects man’s concern with the enhancement of order,

utility, value and meaning in his habitat.” The second focuses exclusively

on the design process, explaining, “Design Research is systematic enquiry

whose goal is knowledge of, or in, the embodiment of configuration, com‑

position, structure, purpose, value and meaning in man‑made things and

systems.” Deeming both definitions somewhat incomplete, Archer (1981,

p. 31) brought up a third definition, stating, “Design Research is system‑

atic enquiry into the nature of design activity.” Recapitulating this defi‑

nition, he felt it was too limited in substance. Simon (1996, p. 68 ff.) later

argued that design research should be “a body of intellectually tough, an‑

alytic, partly formalizable, partly empirical, teachable doctrine about the

design process.”

I believe efforts to establish a universal definition of design research

risk narrowing the scope of design by systematizing it. The latter may, in
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particular, overlook the iterative and dynamic nature of design practices,

potentially excluding practical considerations, such as the cultural, social,

and environmental contexts in which design occurs and interacts with

the world. For example, Schön (1984) emphasized the need to integrate

research, design, and methods within a reflective design practice. This

approach can encourage designers to evaluate their actions throughout

the design process critically, thereby enhancing their methods. Echoing

this, I agree more with the term “research” (rather than “design research”)

in this dissertation, as it still conveys a stronger connection to design.

This interplay between research and design also laid the groundwork

for research through design (RtD)—a paradigm that seeks to bridge the

gap by treating design practice as a method of inquiry (Zimmerman et

al., 2010). Over the past three decades, RtD has evolved into an approach

that has enhanced understanding of research and design, particularly in

fields like human‑computer interaction (HCI) (Basballe & Halskov, 2012;

Gaver, 2012; Stappers & Giaccardi, 2017; Zimmerman et al., 2007, 2010).

Already in 1994, in his seminal work, Frayling (1993) distinguished three

approaches embracing research and design, as shown in Figure 2 (p. 18):

first, research into design, i.e., material research through research on the

human activities of design; second, research for design, i.e., activities6 to

advancing design practice through research; and finally, research through

design, i.e., action research7 through empathetic engagement with people

6 Activities are actions that people perform to achieve specific goals or objectives and that are often
influenced by social and cultural contexts, for example. Activities are a creative act of making that
serves the “construction and transformation of meaning,” which involves all people involved (Sanders
& Stappers, 2014, p. 6).
7 Action researchwas coined by Lewin (1946), who introduced the term in the 1940s and described a
process that considers the conditions andeffects of social action, for example, by discussing problems
before an individual or a group make a decision. At its core, it involves the active participation of
those affected by a decision. Action research anticipates and identifies these people and their needs.
In addition, such research requires that decisions and potential consequences be documented and
continually reviewed; for example, if a plan is exhausted by an individual or group decision that leads
to new problems, these can be discussed again among them.
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Figure 2: Three approaches to research and design with distinct objectives; own representation
adapted from descriptions of Frayling (1993, p. 5).

in a problematic situation, striving to create novel solutions—a core con‑

cern underpinning my approach in this work.

Following Frayling (1993), Archer (1995) emphasized that RtD arises

from practical activity. Similarly, Findeli et al. (2008) argued that RtD

should be understood as research essential for a design process. How‑

ever, Basballe & Halskov (2012) highlighted the lack of a concrete defi‑

nition of what constitutes RtD, particularly regarding its contribution to

research (Zimmerman et al., 2007). Berger et al. (2017) proposed that de‑

sign resolutions should be seen as equal to research outcomes, asserting

that a well‑conceived design concept is as valuable as pursuing truth in

traditional research.

At its core, RtD has enabled designers to tackle “wicked problems”

(Zimmerman et al., 2010, p. 310)—complex social issues that cannot be

resolved through merely user‑friendly design solutions. Instead, these

problems must be contextualized by narrowing the potential solutions

within a design space8 and by developing a deeper understanding of the

specific context in which a problem exists (Berger et al., 2017; Petruschat,

8 Berger et al. (2017) defined a design space as the connection between the issues to be explored,
designers’ beliefs, values, judgments, and potential solutions.
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2019). Furthermore, Gaver (2012) articulated that research can arise from

design practice. In RtD, contexts are embodied through design activities,

such as participatory approaches like design probes or workbooks (Gaver

& Sengers, 2020), reflecting designers’ judgments about how to address

challenging contexts. These activities, in turn, enable critical reflection

through the lens of design.

Through this discourse, I encountered different perspectives on how

to contribute to an RtD approach. Zimmerman et al. (2007) noted that RtD

emerged to integrate research methods into design practice, alleviating

the tension between research and design. They identified two key contri‑

butions of RtD, namely reflective practice during the design process and

envisioning the future to understand what might benefit society. Expand‑

ing on this, Gaver (2012, p. 940) described RtD as generative, aiming to

create the “right thing” and to shape meaningful solutions. Godin & Za‑

hedi (2014) further emphasized that RtD contributes to objective knowl‑

edge rather than being confined to artifacts produced during the process.

Dalsgaard & Halskov (2012) underscored the importance of tools and rou‑

tines that facilitate reflection, such as defining roles and responsibilities or

analyzing empirical data. Building on this, Schön (1984) argued that de‑

signers should reflect on insights to guide subsequent steps in the design

process.

While RtD is often associated with creating artifacts, its contributions

extend to concepts and theories (Gaver, 2012). Redström (2021) argued

that RtD results should evolve from specific instances to generalizable

outcomes, such as new processes or methods. Similar to Archer (1995),

he also stressed the importance of ensuring that RtD activities are sys‑

tematic and repeatable, noting that answers from design practice should

19



DELINEATING RESEARCH AND DESIGN PRACTICE TO UNDERSTAND RESEARCH THROUGH DESIGN

be acknowledged as valid research contributions.

A recurring issue is how to implement an RtD approach practically.

Gaver (2012) viewed the pursuit of generalization in RtD as a potential

hindrance and instead advocated for using RtD as a means to stimulate

reflection through making. Likewise, Jonas (2014) countered that research

could guide an RtD process to generate knowledge. Godin & Zahedi

(2014) emphasized that understanding knowledge should be seen as ob‑

jective and not merely as an artifact arising from RtD. In a later work,

Jonas (2015) noted that RtD aims to support inquiries in which people

actively participate.

Extending RtD inquiries, various approaches have been discussed to

orchestrate RtD, though they offer varying degrees of explicit direction.

For example, Markussen (2017) emphasized the extension, framing, and

fusion of theories through design to gain knowledge. Rodríguez Ramírez

(2017) relied on a model that first places research in the context of de‑

sign by making the research tangible through experiments, examining

the experiments, and finally searching for contributions to knowledge

through them. Similarly, Herriott (2019) elaborated on a three‑step ap‑

proach that first defines the research question, then develops an object,

and finally formulates and strengthens a theory from this knowledge.

Krogh & Koskinen (2021) shifted their focus to the research activities for‑

malized in RtD first through hypothesis formation, then experimenta‑

tion, and finally evaluation to gain new knowledge. Prochner & Godin

(2022) suggested indicators such as replicability, validity, and transfer‑

ability that should be considered to strengthen an RtD process. Unlike

linear research methods, such as structured, sequential approaches, RtD

requires a more detailed process for curating research activities, as Red‑
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ström (2021) explained. Koskinen et al. (2011) also suggested revisiting

the same context repeatedly could improve RtD outcomes.

Among these approaches, DiSalvo et al. (2004) offered, in my view,

the most promising direction within a model for design practice, consist‑

ing of six stages, which was later discussed in Zimmerman & Forlizzi

(2008) with greater emphasis on RtD. During the first stage, define, de‑

signers investigate the problem space and frame their objective. In the

second stage, discovery, fieldwork is conducted to explore a context by

analyzing and understanding people’s needs. In the stage synthesis, the

knowledge from the previous stage is used to identify gaps, serving as

design opportunities. In the following stages, construct or generate and re‑

fine involve iteratively creating and testing design concepts with people,

yielding both specific and generalizable knowledge. Finally, in the reflect

stage, designers evaluate the design process and potential improvements.

This model illustrates how knowledge is acquired and applied repeatedly

at each stage to achieve a comprehensive understanding throughout the

RtD process.

Zimmerman et al. (2010) later reflected that more examples of how

RtD can be deployed are needed. As noted, examples of RtD exist; they

merely follow a similar approach, which is reasonable given iterative de‑

sign processes. Despite this, Zimmerman et al. (2010) argued that RtD

examples are necessary to make work reproducible, extendable, and thus

validatable within design practice and beyond. They deemed that RtD re‑

searchers need to be more empathetic in their design practice. In addition,

Basballe & Halskov (2012) and Dalsgaard et al. (2008) emphasized that the

focus should be on the design process rather than the design of ready‑to‑

use products. In a later work, Zimmerman et al. (2007) provided further
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guidance on critically framing and evaluating a design process through

four criteria of RtD. The first criterion focuses on the process, particularly

the documentation of contributions. In other words, the process must

be documented and justified by explaining the rationale for the specific

methods used. Invention, as the second criterion, addresses the mean‑

ing of the contribution and its location in a research area. A particular

focus is on conducting a literature review to demonstrate how a contri‑

bution can advance research. Furthermore, it is crucial to explain how

these findings advance technology. The third criterion, relevance, focuses

on validity. In addition to locating the contribution in a real‑world con‑

text, it is necessary to justify which condition is to be achieved and how

to consider this. It should be motivated in detail by the relevance of the

contribution to a context under investigation. Finally, extensibility fore‑

grounds the resulting outcome. An outcome can yield in two directions:

on the one hand, by applying the process to other contexts; on the other

hand, by the knowledge gained from the resulting artifact. Accordingly,

the contribution must be documented so that others (e.g., researchers or

designers) can adopt either the process or the knowledge gained.

Despite the various viewpoints on RtD, research still struggles to

establish common ground regarding RtD processes (Höök & Löwgren,

2012; Swann, 2002; Zimmerman et al., 2010). Nonetheless, Zimmerman et

al. (2010) equalized these discussions, arguing that thorough documenta‑

tion of the entire design process, including how theories from other disci‑

plines inform design outcomes, can provide direction. Without adequate

documentation, they reasoned that the comparability and evaluation of

RtD outcomes might be compromised.

In summary, I consider, with reference to Chapter 2, integrating re‑
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search methods into design practice valuable, as they can enrich the de‑

signer’s ability to engage more critically with their design processes—

especially regarding people’s values and participation. In this regard,

RtD stands out as an approach that enables the iterative development

of novel artifacts and methods while fostering a more profound, empa‑

thetic connection with designers’ and people’s values (Berger et al., 2017;

Petruschat, 2019). Through RtD, design resolutions can be explored to

address the broader social and cultural contexts in which design prac‑

tice is situated (Gaver, 2012; Zimmerman et al., 2010). Furthermore, one

of RtD’s strengths lies in translating participatory activities into insights

that support critical reflection on their outcomes. This, in turn, provides

orientation to the fact that activities are deeply rooted in the lived expe‑

riences of those they aim to serve (Frayling, 1993; Koskinen et al., 2011).

By tying these insights together, providing detailed accounts of an RtD

process and its outcomes can bridge the gap between the specific insights

gained through design and the generalizable knowledge sought by re‑

search (Redström, 2021; Zimmerman et al., 2007). In doing so, I recall

Chivukula et al. (2019) who emphasized the importance of ethical consid‑

erations that can be achieved when designers actively account for values

within design processes.

In the next chapter, I present my research questions, which are

grounded in the experiences described in Chapter 2, and addressed

through RtD as the overarching approach to defining, developing, inves‑

tigating, and refining a method for participatory value elicitation from

the perspective of design practice.
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4
Research Questions
and Framing the
Research-through-Design
Process

Drawing on the motivation established in the previous chapters, this

dissertation investigates how research methods can meaningfully inform

and enhance design practice, particularly within value‑sensitive and par‑

ticipatory approaches. As discussed, designers do not work in isolation;

their processes are influenced not only by their expertise and creativity

but also by the values they hold, or even the values embedded in a project,

and the perspectives of the people affected by their designs. While design

methods such as personas, scenarios, or user journeys offer practical ways

to structure and imagine user contexts, they may not sufficiently support

designers in eliciting and reflecting on individual or societal values.

This tension between design intuition and methodical inquiry moti‑

vated the central focus of my work, namely, to develop a method that

is both research‑informed and practice‑oriented, capable of integrating
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participatory value elicitation into design processes. Against this back‑

ground, my dissertation addresses two interrelated methodological ques‑

tions:

How can a method rooted in research be realized for design practice to explore

and analyze values of a specific context?

How can a method for participatory value elicitation be embedded and con‑

tribute to design practice?

The first research question focuses on developing a method for partic‑

ipatory value elicitation that is informed by relevant theoretical insights.

In particular, I draw on the theoretical foundations of value sensitive de‑

sign (VSD) to support my understanding of working with values, and

on participatory design (PD) that extends VSD by ensuring meaningful

engagement with the people affected by design outcomes. Using these

foundations, I examine how values can be elicited, analyzed, and repre‑

sented in ways that are accessible to designers without compromising the

rigor of research principles. The second research question extends the

previous one by examining the integration of the method in real‑world

design practice. I explore how designers can incorporate a method for

participatory value elicitation into iterative design processes, how it can

foster critical engagement with values, and how it can support designers

in translating insights into design decisions or directions without dimin‑

ishing their creativity.

Together, these research questions frame a methodological inquiry at

the intersection of research and design: the first emphasizes the creation

and adaptation of a research‑informed design method, while the second

focuses on its practical embedding. The answers to these questions culmi‑

nate in the design and refinement of the be part toolkit, a resource intended
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to make participatory value elicitation both tangible and actionable for de‑

signers. Through this dual focus on method development and practical

integration, my dissertation aims to demonstrate how research can aug‑

ment design practice and foster more reflective and value‑sensitive design

processes.

To address these questions, I adopt a RtD approach informed by the

theoretical insights outlined in Chapter 3. Drawing on the research (DiS‑

alvo et al., 2004; Gaver, 2012; Koskinen et al., 2011; Redström, 2021; Zim‑

merman & Forlizzi, 2008), this work has two primary objectives: to care‑

fully document the development of a method for participatory value elic‑

itation through RtD and to critically reflect on this method to enhance its

accessibility and applicability in design practice.

As depicted in Figure 3 on the previous page, the RtD approach un‑

folds through the four successive stages, defining, developing, investigating,

and refining, which guide both the inquiry into participatory value elicita‑

tion and the structure of this dissertation. Following the canon of knowl‑

edge acquisition and synthesis, these stages are designed to build on one

another, with insights from each informing subsequent stages.

The first stage, defining, establishes the theoretical foundation in Chap‑

ter 5 for understanding how people’s values, needs, and concerns can be

unfolded through participation in design processes. This stage expands

on the principles of VSD, exploring its methodology and associated meth‑

ods. It also delves into PD, examining its historical development, intrinsic

values, and epistemological underpinnings to better understand how to

create opportunities for participation in the sense of PD. I conclude this

stage by critically reflecting on VSD and PD as approaches to participa‑

tory value elicitation. In doing so, I expand on the theoretical insights I
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Figure 3: Proposed research through design approach consisting of four successive stages, namely
defining, developing, investigating, and refining; own representation adapted from DiSalvo et al.
(2004, p. 11) and Zimmerman & Forlizzi (2008, p. 43).
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have gained through research in value‑led PD and related approaches,

namely experience‑centered design.

The second stage, developing, builds on these theoretical insights to

propose a method for participatory value elicitation in Chapter 6, which

answers the first research question. This method includes a workshop

concept to elicit participants’ values and an analysis procedure to exam‑

ine and make use of the values collected. I conclude this stage by dis‑

cussing the insights gained from a pilot study and reflecting on the use of

the method.

The third stage, investigating, evaluates the developed method by ap‑

plying it in real‑world contexts in Chapter 7. Through six workshops con‑

ducted in two distinct contexts of health and mobility data donation, this

stage demonstrates how systematic value elicitation and analysis can gen‑

erate actionable insights for design practice. The findings highlight the

method’s potential to yield value‑sensitive suggestions9 informing spe‑

cific contexts. By distilling the lessons learned and challenges encoun‑

tered during this stage, I discuss the method’s practicality for design prac‑

tice.

The final stage, refining, synthesizes the insights from the earlier stages

to critically examine and justify the method for participatory value elici‑

tation as a meaningful contribution to design practice in Chapter 8. To

answer the second research question, this stage introduces the be part

toolkit, which embodies the method for participatory value elicitation.

The toolkit is designed to be integrated into various phases of a design

9 Inspired by the work of Friedman & Hendry (2019), I use the term “value-sensitive suggestions”
to refer to design resolutions, recommendations, requirements, or proposals that take into account
and align with the values, ethics, and preferences of individuals or groups. In design practice, these
suggestions consider the social, cultural, and moral implications of decisions and actions, ensuring
that they resonate deeply with the values of the individuals or groups involved.

28



RESEARCH QUESTIONS AND FRAMING THE RESEARCH-THROUGH-DESIGN PROCESS

process, enabling the elicitation of values from people affected by the con‑

text. It also includes an analog analysis procedure tailored to designers’

practices, demonstrating how qualitative research methods can be used

adaptively in design.

In Chapter 9, I critically reflect on my RtD process. This reflection is in‑

formed by and reflects the knowledge gained throughout my work. Fur‑

thermore, I discuss my experiences facilitating participatory approaches

and working with values in distinct contexts.
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5
Defining the
Theoretical Framework

The tension between research and design in participatory value elicitation

is a defining characteristic of this dissertation, which I delved into through

the research through design (RtD) approach. In this context, value sensi‑

tive design (VSD) offers a way to thoroughly determine values through‑

out a design process and consider them in the design. This supports the

idea that values are not an afterthought but embedded throughout the

design process. Conversely, participatory design (PD) highlights the im‑

portance of engaging stakeholders in the design process to reflect their

needs, concerns, and aspirations. By actively involving individuals and

communities, PD ensures that design outcomes are more inclusive and

responsive to the people they aim to serve. Building on this, value‑led

PD and related approaches offer insights into how participation driven

by values can be incorporated into design processes.
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As RtD evolves, it might challenge designers to consider the more pro‑

found ethical, social, and cultural implications of design (Redström, 2021;

Zimmerman et al., 2010). Hence, the theoretical framework discussed in

this chapter enables me to review, compare, and integrate approaches and

methodologies that enhance designers’ reflective practice and critically

examine the values embedded in their design work.

Drawing on insights from the RtD discourse, as outlined in Chap‑

ter 3, I aim to explore how this framework can support me in navigating

between research and design practice, particularly when eliciting val‑

ues through participation in design processes. For this, I deepen the

discussion by detailing the notion of values and introducing VSD in

Chapter 5.1 and PD in Chapter 5.2 expanded with value‑led PD and

related approaches in Chapter 5.3. I will then summarize my findings

in Chapter 5.4, which will serve as the basis for my methodological con‑

siderations for eliciting and analyzing values through a participatory

approach in Chapter 6.

5.1 Endorsing a Value-Sensitive
Design Practice

Design influences how we use and interact with technology, making it

essential to encounter our values meaningfully. Thoughtful design in

technology, such as user‑friendly interfaces and inclusive accessibility

features, considers how technology aligns with values such as privacy,

fairness, and sustainability. In the field of human‑computer interaction

(HCI), Friedman & Hendry (2019) stated that designing with (human)

values might lead to technologies incorporating ethical and moral aspects
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that enhance the quality of life for individuals and groups.

With the rise of the World Wide Web and the increasing presence of

personal computers in individuals’ lives, Friedman and colleagues per‑

ceived a lack of clarity regarding how values are incorporated into these

technological efforts (Friedman & Nissenbaum, 1996). At that time, for

example, research on computer‑supported cooperative work focused on

collaboration in work environments—a similar tendency discussed in

the early traces of PD. However, with an exclusive focus on values in

technology design, Friedman and colleagues developed the theoretically

founded approach of VSD, emphasizing the responsibility to integrate

values and technology during the 1990s. In doing so, they referred to

Winograd & Flores (1986, p. xi) who stated that “in designing tools we

are designing ways of being.”

Friedman and colleagues, furthermore, incorporated psychological

research by Turiel (1983), which delineates broader considerations of val‑

ues regarding moral and conventional aspects, and points to individual

judgments and beliefs in life. VSD encompasses the complexity of so‑

cial life by incorporating moral values, i.e., people consider good or bad

(Friedman et al., 2006). For example, things of value to individuals or

groups based on life circumstances. Based on these considerations, Fried‑

man & Hendry (2019, p. 24) derived their working definition of values in

2006, namely “what is important to people in their lives, with a focus on

ethics and morality.”

To be more precise on what a value can be, Friedman & Kahn (2002a,

p. 1187 ff.) defined twelve universal values with ethical import that can be

considered in a design process such as “privacy,” i.e., individuals’ right to

decide what information is communicated to third parties, “autonomy,”
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i.e., individuals’ ability to achieve their goals, or “identity,” i.e., individ‑

uals’ understanding of themselves over time. In a later article, the twelve

universal values were extended to 13, including “courtesy,” i.e., treating

individuals with consideration and reason (Friedman et al., 2006, p. 17 ff.).

Friedman and colleagues argued that this list of universal values does

not claim to be exhaustive; moreover, these values may be more or less in‑

terdependent. They explained the interdependency of certain values that

sometimes conflict in a specific context. For example, the value “privacy”

might relate to values such as “trust” and “autonomy” connected with

“identity” (Friedman & Hendry, 2019, p. 44).

Such values may be in tension due to individual or group beliefs. In

this regard, examining value tensions can help to align conflicting val‑

ues. For example, Friedman et al. (2017) explained that disclosing value

tensions can narrow the design space by reducing the set of design op‑

tions. Specifically, (technological) solutions can be examined in design

options and whether people reject them due to value tensions. Through

this examination, the essential design options emerge. Investigating value

tensions can provide unforeseen directions for novel technology design

approaches.

Building on the principles of VSD, which emphasize integrating eth‑

ical and moral values into technology design, I considered it necessary

to examine the concept of values in greater depth. While VSD suggests

universal values such as privacy, autonomy, and identity within design

practices, understanding more broadly what constitutes a value provides

me with a more thorough theoretical grounding for this dissertation.

Hence, in the following, I outline how values are defined, how they

guide behavior, and how they are socially and individually constructed
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across different disciplines, before returning to the methodology and

methods of VSD. This sets the stage for a more detailed discussion of

values in relation to VSD. In particular, the conceptualizations of values,

their roles in guiding action, and their interrelations.

Defining Values and How They Define Us

Values shape how we act and judge, influencing what we consider de‑

sirable or essential. Values such as security and benevolence guide our

actions toward achieving goals (Schwartz, 2012) and help gain a broader,

more versatile perspective in specific circumstances (Fleischmann, 2013).

Values, therefore, represent our interests, preferences, duties, and moral

obligations (Williams in Rokeach, 1973), which we prioritize based on

lived experiences and that form the foundation of our moral beliefs, in‑

cluding principles that help us distinguish right from wrong. Ethics, the

study of the moral principles, systematically applies these beliefs to guide

our behavior in specific contexts. In this way, values influence morality,

governing our actions.

In linguistics, Kuße (2012) referred to Najder (1975), who declared

value as something good, and von Heydebrand & Winko (1996) distin‑

guished between axiological and attribute values. Axiological values are

standards that make, for example, an object and its characteristics appear

valuable, such as justice that expects a fair judgment of a person (Kuße,

2007; Woldt, 2010). Attributive values guide action and are regarded as

evaluation standards (von Heydebrand & Winko, 1996). These values

help us to evaluate situations and justify actions. In other words, attribu‑

tive values are indispensable for a decision to act (Lenk, 1994). However,

values are dynamic and may vary across contexts, individuals, and soci‑
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eties. As a result, a value that one person holds might be unimportant to

another (Schwartz, 2012).

Over many years, various disciplines have studied values and their

effects on individuals’ self and behavior. For example, social sciences

argued that values motivate and explain individual decision‑making

(Schwartz, 2007). Similarly, research in psychology has found that values

are intertwined with an individual’s personality type (Schwartz, 2007).

Hence, several definitions of values have emerged, including implica‑

tions about conceptualizing values and what constitutes and matures in‑

dividual values. Kluckhohn (1951, p. 395) defined a value as “a concep‑

tion, explicit or implicit, distinctive of an individual, or characteristic of

a group, of the desirable which influences the selection from available

modes, means, and ends of action.” Guth & Tagiuri (1965, p. 124 ff.) de‑

scribed a value as “a conception, explicit or implicit, of what an individ‑

ual or a group regards as desirable, and in terms of which he or they se‑

lect, from among alternative available modes, the means and ends of ac‑

tion.” Hutcheon (1972, p. 84) stated that “values are not the same as ideals,

norms, desired objects, or espoused beliefs about the ‘good,’ but are, in‑

stead, operating criteria for action.” Rokeach (1973, p. 5) defined a value

as “an enduring belief that a specific mode of conduct or end‑state of exis‑

tence is personally or socially preferable to an opposite or converse mode

of conduct or end‑state of existence.” Similarly, Schwartz (1994, p. 20) ex‑

plicated values as “a belief pertaining to desirable end states or modes of

conduct that transcends specific situations; guides selection or evaluation

of behavior, people, and events; and is ordered by the importance rela‑

tive to other values to form a system of value priorities.” Informed by the

research of Kluckhohn (1951) and Rokeach (1973), Braithwaite & Blamey
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(1998, p. 364) later argued that values “are principles for action encom‑

passing abstract goals in life and modes of conduct that an individual or

a collective considers preferable across contexts and situations.”

By reviewing and comparing these definitions, Cheng & Fleischmann

(2010) found that Kluckhohn (1951) and Guth & Tagiuri (1965) empha‑

sized values as conception. Rokeach (1973) and Schwartz (1994) referred

to values as enduring belief. Braithwaite & Blamey (1998) see values as

principles. By further analyzing these definitions, Cheng & Fleischmann

(2010, p. 3) synthesized a comprehensive understanding of values. From

this comparison, they derived a more adaptable definition: values “serve

as guiding principles of what people consider important in life,” a defini‑

tion that is mirrored in the VSD’s value definition (Friedman & Hendry,

2019). Similar to VSD, Cheng & Fleischmann (2010) intended to capture

the essential role of values in shaping individuals’ priorities and actions.

Reflecting on these definitions of values, the problem remains that,

across disciplines, the term “value(s)” is used and conceptualized in vary‑

ing ways in research (Cheng & Fleischmann, 2010). In this regard, I refer

to the work of Rokeach (1973), which distinguishes between values and

behavior and provides a theoretical understanding of values, for exam‑

ple, by mitigating terminological inconsistencies. Rokeach (1973, p. 2),

who drew on, for example, Williams Jr. (1967, 1968), explained that values

serve as standards or criteria that guide both judgment and evaluation.

Echoing Murray (1938), Rokeach (1973, p. 2) further described values as

“cognitive representations of ‘internal needs’10” caused by external con‑

10 Research in values often adds the term “need.” Nevertheless, no distinction is made between
values and needs, or needs that are even part of the description of values. For clarification, Oxford
Learner’s Dictionaries (2023a) defined a need as “a situation when something is necessary or must
be done,” such as a person’s need for treatment, emphasizing the improvement of social conditions or
care.
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straints. For example, to decide whether to argue something, convince

others of something, or believe in something (Rokeach, 1973). In addi‑

tion, values are considered as norms11 to justify processes consciously and

unconsciously and better rationalize thoughts, judgments, and actions.

Rokeach (1973) concluded that self‑definition and awareness, or gaining

knowledge, can lead to changes in values that occur naturally and result

from individual needs due to the demands and goals of society.

In reflection, these definitions describe values as guiding principles

for decisions, actions, and priorities that influence both the moral and be‑

havioral aspects of decision‑making. Regarding the latter, it is crucial to

recognize that values are not formed in isolation but are inherently social

constructs. Values emerge through interactions within cultural, institu‑

tional, and community contexts, reflecting both shared norms and col‑

lective experiences (Braithwaite & Blamey, 1998; Schwartz, 2007). With a

more social import, I recall Rokeach (1973, p. 210), who assumed that im‑

proved awareness of one’s values and the values of others is achievable.

By considering the social import of values, one can better understand their

situatedness and influence on individual positionality. This perspective

emphasizes that personal preferences, beliefs, and moral judgments are

entwined with broader social influences, including historical, economic,

or political conditions. Consequently, understanding values requires ex‑

amining the interplay between personal dispositions and socially medi‑

11 The Oxford Learner’s Dictionaries (2023b) delineated between, first, “the norm,” i.e., “a situation
or a pattern of behaviour that is usual or expected,” such as “a departure from the norm,” that is also
a synonym to “rule.” Second, “norms” including social and cultural norms, i.e., “standards of behavior
that are typical of or accepted within a particular group or society,” such as “[s]he considered peo-
ple to be products of the values and norms of the society they lived in.” Third, “a required or agreed
standard, amount, etc.,” such as “[t]he government claims that background radioactivity is well below
international norms.” In this context, Rokeach (1973, p. 15) reflected on “normative orientations” of
values that may be complex and vary from society to society. The elements of such normative orien-
tations include norms, such as obligatory demands, expectations, rules, and values, that constitute
“criteria of desirability.”
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ated expectations, rather than treating values solely as internalized guides

for action. I found that integrating this social aspect of values, which vary

from person to person, provides a more comprehensive foundation, en‑

abling both the elicitation of values and critical reflection on how our own

assumptions shape the interpretation and consideration of these values in

research or practice.

Building on this understanding, I turn to the VSD methodology in the

following. Here, I discuss the underlying theory and relevant methods

in light of eliciting values.

Methodology of Value Sensitive Design

In this section, I distinguish between the theoretical foundations of VSD

and the methodological approaches employed within it. This separation

allows a clearer understanding of the theoretical rationale behind VSD

and its methods.

According to Friedman & Hendry (2019), values can significantly in‑

fluence the design of technology. Hence, the underlying theory of VSD is

grounded in the premise that technologies are not neutral artifacts; they

embed the values of designers, users, and society. Friedman & Kahn

(2002a) also posited that designers might implicitly influence the design

process by embedding their values in technology and proposed the tri‑

partite methodology of VSD (Friedman et al., 2017) to address these in‑

fluences in technology design. This methodology comprises three con‑

secutive investigations, namely conceptual, empirical, and technical.

First, conceptual investigations involve exploring a context through

analyses. These investigations enable designers to understand better the

concerns or responsibilities involved within a context (e.g., a project)
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and to make essential assumptions about specific values and align them

among stakeholders12 affected, for example, through interdisciplinary

discourses.

Second, empirical investigations include quantitative and qualitative

methods commonly used in social science research, such as interviews,

surveys, and observations. The aim is to examine which values are con‑

sidered necessary in the socio‑technical context13 by stakeholders and

what value tensions might arise. In these investigations, designers deter‑

mine which methodological approach (potentially incorporating multiple

methods) is appropriate and when to use it.

Third, technical investigations help assess a technology’s suitability

with respect to the values it supports. These investigations examine

how technological properties and design choices shape these values, and

whether a user interface or system’s functionality and algorithms align

with ethical considerations. For example, system operations, user inter‑

actions, or automated decisions might be performed more meaningfully

by prioritizing a specific value. Such an investigation can be retrospective

or prospective, engaging designers to analyze new opportunities for tech‑

nology design while evaluating how different design choices support or

hinder particular values. Prototyping and testing potential solutions are

often part of this process for embedding values in technology.

To blend VSD’s theory into practice and to support investigations of

12 Stakeholders encompass individuals or entities (e.g., organizations, companies, or regulators) sig-
nificantly affected or potentially affected by a technology (Friedman & Hendry, 2019). Stakeholders
differ from users in that they do not focus exclusively on the individual interacting with technology.
VSD therefore distinguishes betweendirect and indirect stakeholders: thosewho interact directlywith
technology and those who interact indirectly with it (rarely or never) but are nevertheless significantly
affected by it; for example, systems in the medical field used directly by medical staff and indirectly
affecting patients’ health outcomes.
13 Socio-technical refers to the interaction and interdependence between social systems (e.g., peo-
ple, organizations, and communities) and technical systems (e.g., tools, technologies, and processes)
in the design, implementation, and evaluation of systems (Suchman, 2012).
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the tripartite methodology, Friedman et al. (2017) introduced 14 meth‑

ods, which were later expanded to 17 (Friedman & Hendry, 2019). No‑

tably, VSD methods can be considered both design and research methods:

as design methods, they guide the creation of technologies that embody

values, and as research methods, they systematically investigate values,

stakeholders, and the relationship between technology and society. This

dual role bridges practical design efforts and theoretical inquiry. Fried‑

man & Hendry (2019) described this theoretical engagement as a dialogic

process in which method and theory inform each other. Friedman et al.

(2017) did not specify how these 17 methods are applied within the tri‑

partite methodology. Still, they point out that the methods are used itera‑

tively and in accordance with the context being examined. Additionally,

they emphasized the descriptive nature of the methods, which serve as a

guide to help designers focus on problematic or critical situations and to

generate, compare, and validate new outcomes.

Given the plethora of VSD methods listed in Friedman et al. (2017), I

will focus on the most relevant methods for my research, as they facilitate

a more designerly practice and align with the objective of my work. By

focusing on the following VSD methods that support iterative, hands‑on

stakeholder engagement, values can be explored in a way grounded in

design practice rather than purely through theoretical analysis.

The stakeholder analysis considers stakeholders such as individuals,

groups of individuals, society as a whole, or even institutions. This analy‑

sis helps to identify stakeholders and the extent to which they are affected

by a context under investigation. The goal is to document the results, for

example, through a stakeholder list that specifies their roles. Nathan et al.

(2008) presented an approach to envisioning long‑term systemic effects,
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i.e., the broader, long‑term, and often unintended consequences that arise

from the design and implementation of a system, based on four specific

criteria, namely stakeholders, time, values, and pervasiveness.14 These cri‑

teria are explored through questions and tasks to support design prac‑

tices. The authors emphasized that considering these criteria promotes

a broader process of envisioning, revealing both the positive and nega‑

tive impacts of technology design. Furthermore, this approach may help

broaden the focus beyond a technology’s functionality to encompass so‑

cial, ethical, and cultural aspects.

The value source analysis examines the implicit values that designers

bring to a project and assesses whether the project’s overall values are

compatible with those of the researchers, designers, and other stakehold‑

ers. However, this analysis also serves as a form of awareness‑raising,

meaning that not all values researchers or designers behold are neces‑

sarily relevant to a project. Examining these potentially divergent values

can prompt reflection on value tensions. Borning et al. (2005) investigated

how a technology incorporating citizens’ concerns and needs could facili‑

tate public decision‑making, for example, measures for structural changes

to districts as part of urban planning. They emphasized that investigat‑

ing technologies helps to reconcile the diverging values of citizens and

project managers. The authors concluded that analyzing stakeholders’

values and expectations can sometimes clarify substantial value tensions.

The value scenario builds on the scenario‑based design method by Car‑

rol (1999), which is widely recognized as essential to design processes.

14 Stakeholders and values follow the aforementioned definitions of VSD (Friedman & Hendry, 2019).
According to Nathan et al. (2008), time refers to the consideration of both short-term and long-term
effects that a system’s design and use can have on individuals and society. Pervasiveness describes
the extent to which interactive systems are integrated into and influence various aspects of daily life
and society.
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Scenarios are narratives that focus on human actions when interacting

with, for example, a technology, allowing for interpretations and re‑

flections on (specific) use cases. Scenarios consider the five elements of

scenario‑based design, namely setting, which captures the environment,

such as place, time, people, and objects; actors, involving the people and

technologies participating in actions; goals, pursued by the actors through

interaction; events, leading to changes in interaction; and changes, which

can influence the goals of the actors. Value scenarios extend scenario‑

based design by incorporating components that enable a socio‑technical

perspective on technology use (Nathan et al., 2007). These components

include direct and indirect stakeholders (the individuals or groups directly

or indirectly affected by technology), critical values (fundamental prin‑

ciples such as privacy, fairness, or transparency that guide design), in‑

direct impacts (unintended consequences or side effects of technology

use), widespread use (the extent to which technology becomes universally

adopted or integrated into society), and systemic effects (the long‑term,

broad impacts that technology may have on societal, environmental, or

economic structures). Czeskis et al. (2010) demonstrated that applying

this method to explore the design space and value tensions in the context

of mobile technologies for parental tracking of teenagers. The authors

argued that, based on the components of value scenarios, parents and

teenagers designed scenarios that revealed new insights into the concep‑

tual design of tracking technologies, extending beyond functionality to

include parental closeness and trust in their child.

The value sketch is a representation that can be understood as a visual‑

ized textual scenario using techniques such as sketching for storytelling.

Such sketches aim to direct attention to the critical aspects of a technology
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design. Friedman et al. (2002b) engaged participants to illustrate the secu‑

rity of web browsers through value sketches. The authors found that this

approach enabled participants to express their security needs regarding

information exchange and the transmission of browser data. They sug‑

gested that such a method can benefit technology design by exploring

new forms of expression and articulating thoughts creatively.

The value‑oriented codingmanual enables the analysis of qualitative data

(e.g., from a value source analysis, value scenarios, or value sketches) to capture

the social aspects of a specific context. Friedman et al. (2008) investigated

in interviews the values and judgments of participants regarding surveil‑

lance in public spaces and direct or indirect stakeholders involved. Based

on the interview data, the authors developed an empirically grounded

coding manual that includes coding rules and categories derived from the

participants’ values, with definitions and examples (Hagman et al., 2005).

They concluded that such a coding manual can improve understanding

of individuals’ conceptions of values in a given context.

In addition, Friedman & Hendry (2019) emphasized that VSD meth‑

ods can be enriched with additional social science methods, such as ethno‑

graphic field studies, surveys, or focus groups, as well as participatory ap‑

proaches, such as co‑design workshops (e.g., Yoo et al. (2013)), to reflect

on how theory‑driven values can be grounded in empirical and design

practice.

Overall, the theoretical rationale of VSD clarifies why specific values

should be prioritized to highlight potential ethical concerns in technology

design. The methods offered, individually curated within the tripartite

methodology, can help to investigate values and possible tensions. No‑

tably, the iterative engagement between theory and methods to anticipate
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value conflicts and iteratively define and refine design ideas or solutions

with stakeholders enhances the thinking about ethical concerns and how

they are considered throughout the design process.

Critiques on Value Sensitive Design

Research has shown that VSD can be a promising approach for investigat‑

ing technologies with respect to values (Le Dantec et al., 2009). Friedman

& Hendry (2019) noted that although values are generally understood as

principles that individuals consider necessary in their lives, it is essential

for designers to investigate and interpret these values within the specific

context of their projects.

As previously noted, VSD provides 13 universal values; however, ap‑

plying this list as a heuristic across projects can lead to overlooking indi‑

viduals’ intrinsic values. Le Dantec et al. (2009) indicated that using uni‑

versal values could result in individuals’ rejection of context‑specific val‑

ues. Borning & Muller (2012) questioned the idea of generalizing values

by creating a fixed list, highlighting concerns about the consistent appli‑

cation of such universal values across various contexts, especially in tech‑

nology design. They pointed out that this approach might lead to prob‑

lems such as decontextualization or difficulties ensuring accurate appli‑

cability when translating values, thereby affecting their meaning. Parvin

et al. (2015) argued that incorporating universal values into the design

process results merely in identification and application logic. Such logic

would miss the idea that values should be uncovered in a design process.

Referring to Flanagan et al. (2008), Parvin et al. (2015, p. 97) explained,

“[v]alues are not applied to situations; rather, values serve situations as

hypotheses.”
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I believe that designers should be conscious of their values, which

they may develop consciously or unconsciously in their work on a project

or context, by actively engaging in dialogue with people affected by the

same (Davis & Nathan, 2015). Such a stance thus helps to distinguish from

prevailing moral values (Albrechtslund, 2007; Manders‑Huits, 2011; van

de Poel, 2009). In other words, by determining these values, designers

might make their own assumptions explicit and externalize them to fos‑

ter a more reflective design practice. In this regard, Flanagan et al. (2008)

highlighted that designers may face challenges in translating values into

design, despite carefully selecting and applying methods. They sug‑

gested deriving suggestions from the decision about necessities (which

values are mandatory or even innovative) and suitability (which values

can be reliably embodied in a design). These decisions are intellectually

demanding, emphasizing exploration throughout the design process of

how and whether values can be successfully mirrored in a design.

Turning to the methodology and methods of VSD, Le Dantec et al.

(2009) challenged the proposed sequence, starting with conceptual, fol‑

lowed by empirical, and finally technical investigations. They argued re‑

search should instead follow an iterative approach, meaning by respond‑

ing to the context under investigation, any of the three investigations can

be initiated (Borning & Muller, 2012). Le Dantec et al. (2009) also noted the

lack of a uniform approach to determining which empirical methods are

most effective for investigating values. This lack of consistency presents a

problem, as it limits the discovery of new values, primarily because con‑

ceptual investigation is often prioritized over empirical methods. As a re‑

sult, the exploration of values in real‑world contexts is restricted, prevent‑

ing engagement with unforeseen values that could offer valuable insights.
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Even if designers’ decisions have systematically captured and evaluated

values, how are they applied to a design, such as a technology?

Reflecting on this question, I realized that although methods for de‑

termining values exist, there are few applicable approaches and tools

for evaluating values to inform design practice. Here, Shilton et al.

(2013) offered another perspective, emphasizing the need to facilitate

value‑sensitive methods. They argued that designers should detail their

methodological approach for eliciting values and understanding its lim‑

itations. On the one hand, Shilton et al. (2013) suggested that deduc‑

tive approaches, which involve testing existing theories through empiri‑

cal research, should be applied. These approaches are beneficial for as‑

sessing the relevance of stakeholder values to a project. On the other

hand, inductive approaches, in which theories are developed from re‑

search such as observations or text analysis, can be valuable for exploring

collective stakeholder values. As a synthesis of these critiques, Borning &

Muller (2012) proposed measures to strengthen VSD that withstand so‑

cietal changes driven by technological advancement and amplify stake‑

holders’ voices in design processes. One approach could be to embed

VSD methods into cooperative practices in the tradition of PD, ensuring

that stakeholder values are not neglected (Shilton, 2018). This coopera‑

tion can dismantle power asymmetries between the diverse stakeholder

views and concerns, such as the workshop of Ballard et al. (2019), com‑

bining VSD and design fiction15 to foster dilemmas.

By consolidating these insights on VSD, I will consider PD as an

15 Design fiction, as coined by science fiction author Sterling (2005) and later extensively expanded
by the technologist Bleecker (2009), is a practice that uses speculative storytelling to explore and
prototype possible futures, as demonstrated by Dunne & Raby (2013). It blends elements of science
fiction, design, and technology to provoke discussion. These speculative explorations help designers
and technologists anticipate societal shifts and challenge conventional assumptions about technol-
ogy’s role in shaping the future.
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epistemic‑driven approach in the following.

5.2 Enabling Participation
in Design Processes

As an approach to action research, PD emerged during World War II. This

foundational period is exemplified by the efforts of the Tavistock Institute

in London, which labored to improve the working conditions of coal in‑

dustry workers in the United Kingdom (Trist & Bamforth, 1951). These

early endeavors focused on the joint optimization of processes, balancing

worker productivity with their needs and requirements, marking an early

recognition of humans as integral to systemic and industrial design.

In the 1970s, design and research practices developed further, lead‑

ing to what became known as the Scandinavian approach, more com‑

monly referred to as cooperative design (Bødker & Kyng, 2018, p. 3). This

approach was distinct in its emphasis on fostering active collaboration

among researchers, designers, people, and other stakeholders through‑

out a project. It thus advocated for participatory processes that engaged

workers and stakeholders directly in shaping their tools and systems.

One notable example of these practices is the work of the researcher Kris‑

ten Nygaard, who collaborated closely with Norwegian trade unions (Ny‑

gaard & Bergo, 1975). Nygaard developed the DELTA programming lan‑

guage (Norwegian for participate), a specific object‑oriented programming

language designed to empower workers by improving their quality of

work (Bannon & Ehn, 2012). Alongside this, other collaborative projects

during the 1970s and early 1980s, such as the Demos project in Sweden

and the DUE project in Denmark, emphasized the development of demo‑
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cratic system design methods (Schuler & Namioka, 1993).

Perhaps the most prominent initiative from this era, the UTOPIA

project exemplified these participatory ideals (Sundblad, 2011). Over

several years, UTOPIA emphasized the development of design meth‑

ods that included users at every stage of the design process. This effort

focused on creating tools, such as novel input devices and layout pro‑

grams, to enhance graphic designers’ skills. To facilitate participation,

the project actively promoted exchanges among diverse stakeholders, in‑

cluding graphic designers, computer scientists, and social scientists. Ac‑

tivities included study trips to institutions such as Xerox PARC, the de‑

velopment of requirements for newspaper layout systems, the piloting of

tools for graphic work, and the distribution of manufactured tools to the

graphic design industry. By highlighting graphic designers’ individual

skills and considering factors such as work organization, collaboration

formats, work environment, and skill development, UTOPIA pioneered

new ways to conduct design exercises for prototype development. More‑

over, it created opportunities for cooperative learning by forming “com‑

munities of practice” (Sundblad, 2011, p. 7). This project demonstrated

the importance of creating spaces in which diverse stakeholders could

actively engage in the design process, thereby setting a precedent for par‑

ticipatory approaches in subsequent decades (Halskov & Hansen, 2015).

The international interest in such collaborative activities, particularly in

North America, led to the emergence of the term “Participatory Design”

during the 1980s.

Recently, Bødker et al. (2022) stressed the matter of gaining a deeper

understanding of what sets PD apart from other design paradigms, such
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as user‑centered or human‑centered design16, emphasizing that PD is fun‑

damentally concerned with the design process rather than the final prod‑

uct (Bødker et al., 2022). To provide a clearer understanding of the chal‑

lenges and evolution of PD, Bødker et al. (2022) outlined four distinct eras.

First Era (1970–1985). This period marked the transition from de‑

signers acting as external observers to becoming activist researchers ac‑

tively engaging with workers. Notable projects during this era included

UTOPIA and the Florence Project in Norway. The latter examined nurses’

work practices to explore how information technology could support

their tasks. Despite emphasizing worker agency, this era lacked estab‑

lished methods and insights for designing cooperative workplace sys‑

tems.

Second Era (1985–1992). PD gained traction as international interest

grew. Unlike in the first era, individuals were often perceived as pas‑

sive entities to be studied through systematic tests. Bannon (1992) later

characterized this shift as moving from a focus on human factors to hu‑

man actors, recognizing people as active participants in technology de‑

velopment. This shift laid the groundwork for various human‑centered

approaches in HCI, such as contextual design (Beyer & Holtzblatt, 1997),

co‑design or co‑creation (Sanders & Stappers, 2008), and VSD (Friedman

& Hendry, 2019).

Third Era (1992–2013). This era witnessed a broad expansion of par‑

ticipatory methods, moving beyond the workplace to other contexts such

16 User-centered design focuses specifically on optimizing usability and functionality for users, in-
volving them primarily through feedback and testing rather than co-creation (Sanders & Stappers,
2008). Human-centered design, in contrast, takes a broad approach to design (technological) solu-
tions that consider users’ needs, behaviors, and experiences, often addressing social and contextual
factors beyond usability (Kling & Star, 1998). Like in PD, where people are treated as active collab-
orators to foster agency, control, and empowerment throughout the design process (Bødker et al.,
2022).
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as architecture and engineering. Politically motivated research became

a significant focus, with PD methods applied to engage citizens in pub‑

lic initiatives, such as the development of education strategies (Binder

et al., 2002). However, Bødker et al. (2022) noted the critical disengage‑

ment from political perspectives within PD, which limited its potential to

achieve participatory democracy.

Fourth Era (2014–Present). This ongoing era reflects the increasing

complexity of PD, with a growing emphasis on developing new methods

to address democratic challenges, enhance critical reflection on values,

and explore new forms of work (Smith et al., 2017). In an era dominated

by companies such as Alphabet and Meta, where data has become a ubiq‑

uitous currency, Bødker et al. (2022) argued that PD retains the potential

to drive meaningful change. For instance, PD can still facilitate the devel‑

opment of innovative technologies that address complex challenges aris‑

ing from political agendas and the growing influence of corporate struc‑

tures, but the prospects for success remain uncertain.

Through these evolving eras, PD has consistently sought to center

human agency and democratic participation in design processes, demon‑

strating its enduring relevance and adaptability in addressing societal

and technological challenges.

Facets of Participation

As mentioned, in recent years, the question of methods has increasingly

emerged, seeking to reflect PD as a primary concern. Regarding the lat‑

ter, Halskov & Hansen (2015) assumed that participation can be generally

defined as an implicit process that seeks to engage with people’s perspec‑

tives, resulting in mutual learning. To address this general definition and
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to set the stage for PD, the authors examined the diversity of PD through a

systematic literature analysis. As a result, Halskov & Hansen (2015) pro‑

posed five fundamental aspects to situate practices in PD. First, politics,

to create opportunities for people to participate in decision‑making pro‑

cesses actively. Second, people, as they have expertise about their lives.

Third, context must be clearly defined for any design process. Fourth,

methods for enabling people to influence design processes, and finally,

product, which improves people’s quality of life by designing alternatives

to the status quo.

While these aspects provide valuable guidance for establishing PD, it

is essential to consider how they can be implemented methodologically.

However, Bødker et al. (2022) noted that a clearly defined catalog was not

possible due to the sheer number of approaches to PD. To create prac‑

tices that align with PD, nonetheless, Bødker et al. (2022) distinguished

five design activities, allowing methods to be subsumed within them and

providing guidance for PD practitioners.

The first design activity, field studies, examines contexts, people, and

other relevant stakeholders. Field studies in PD are not understood as ob‑

servations or interviews, as in user‑centered design, but rather as a mu‑

tual exchange with people that enables critical reflection on their environ‑

ments and activities. For example, Blomberg & Karasti (2012) suggested

that qualitative research, such as ethnography, contributes to a deeper un‑

derstanding of sociality by observing the behavior and interactions of a

specific group of individuals. The authors emphasized that ethnographic

field research can provide important insights for deriving design implica‑

tions from collaboration with people. This deeper collaborative engage‑

ment with contexts and people affected can serve as a basis for the follow‑
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ing four design activities.

The second design activity,workshops, focuses on collaboration among

researchers, designers, participants, and context‑relevant stakeholders.

Workshops are considered the most central activity in PD, supporting

mutual learning and reflection on concerns, knowledge, skills, and needs

among participants, such as designers. The goal is to explore future alter‑

natives and foster a shared vision. Workshops in PD are also firmly com‑

mitted to democracy and empowerment. Muller & Druin (2002) noted

that it is essential to conceptualize processes that enable participants to

move beyond their experiential perspectives, thereby creating spaces for

negotiation. A necessary part of this conception is strategies to promote

participants’ creativity, for example, by providing tools and techniques

that can be flexibly combined, as proposed by Sanders et al. (2010, p. 197).

These tools are delineated as “making tangible things” (e.g., creating col‑

lages or 3D artifacts), “talking, telling and explaining” (e.g., using cards

or visual maps to organize and prioritize ideas), and “acting, enacting and

playing” (e.g., through role‑playing or improvisation). Although Sanders

et al. (2010) offered a theoretical framework to facilitate the selection of

tools and techniques for PD, the usability and application for design prac‑

tice and research remain open.

A more practical approach is offered by the well‑established method

of future workshops, developed by Jungk & Müllert (1997) and later ap‑

plied by Kensing & Madsen (2020). Future workshops enable partici‑

pants to develop new visions and solutions to societal problems (e.g., in

urban areas, such as overcrowding, or in healthcare, addressing rising

healthcare costs). Four phases are fundamental to implementing future

workshops: First, preparation phase to deploy methods outlining the work‑
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shop’s process; second, critique phase to examine a problematic situation;

third, fantasy phase to develop a future vision or solution by participants;

and finally, implementation phase to discuss the suitability of a solution.

Jungk & Müllert (1997, p. 12) stated, “[t]he affected parties always come

too late,” and they can only react, if at all, when a decision has already

been made. In other words, designers in such investigations act as an‑

chors for participants, supporting and motivating them. They empower

participants by addressing their questions and uncertainties, ultimately

fostering a trusting environment where unexpected insights can emerge.

Overall, it is vital to make the context concrete, make activities accessible,

and allocate sufficient time for participants to discuss activity outcomes

with facilitators.

The third design activity, collaborative prototyping, is increasingly used

in interaction design processes to test and explore design ideas (e.g., pro‑

totypes or products). It involves finding ways for potential users to con‑

tribute their skills and analyze designs to understand the impact of design

proposals. This includes concrete resolutions and open questions that re‑

quire further reflection on a design. Grønbæk et al. (2017) explained that

pursuing high‑quality products and processes should drive new tech‑

nologies. The authors advocated for a stronger emphasis on collaboration

between practitioners and users in design processes. They concluded that

neglecting collaboration in design processes results in technologies that

are not designed for those who will ultimately use them. For instance,

a lack of user involvement in the development of healthcare technolo‑

gies, such as telemedicine platforms, can result in complex systems for

patients to navigate or in a failure to meet their specific needs. Similarly,

designing innovative city technologies without engaging residents in ur‑
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ban planning might result in solutions that overlook local concerns, such

as data privacy and accessibility.

The fourth design activity, infrastructuring, emphasizes three essential

components: social, organizational, and technical infrastructures. Infras‑

tructuring refers to the creation of physical and digital systems on the one

hand, and, on the other, to the continuous shaping and maintenance of re‑

lationships, norms, and routines that allow a community or organization

to function over time. For instance, in a community project, infrastruc‑

turing might involve establishing collaborative digital platforms, orga‑

nizing recurring workshops, and defining formal roles that ensure that

knowledge and decision‑making processes are shared and sustained be‑

yond the project’s duration. The goal is to create a sustainable, enduring

repository of insights and experiences arising from, for example, a project

that benefits people. Dindler & Iversen (2014) emphasized that PD practi‑

tioners should carefully build and sustain relationships with participants,

stakeholders, and organizations, attending to social and organizational

infrastructures even after a project’s completion. This continuity requires

dedicated expertise, allocated resources, and mechanisms for long‑term

engagement, such as community networks or events. However, a lack

of concrete, widely recognized methods for infrastructuring remains, re‑

sulting in scarce systematic guidance for practitioners.

In this context, Arnstein (1969) proposed the “Ladder of Citizen Par‑

ticipation.” This ladder can serve as a conceptual lens for understanding

how infrastructuring might be enabled to foster genuine empowerment.

While Arnstein did not explicitly focus on PD, her model highlights the

difference between symbolic and meaningful participation. Hence, this

ladder can pave the way for infrastructuring (e.g., organizational rou‑
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tines, access to resources, communication channels) that enable citizens

to ascend from the lower rungs of manipulation or tokenism toward the

higher rungs of partnership, delegated power, and citizen control. The

ladder consists of eight rungs (typologies), representing increasing levels

of citizen control: non‑participation (manipulation, therapy); tokenism (in‑

formation, consultation, placation); and genuine participation (partnership,

delegated power, citizen control). Arnstein (1969) argued that true empow‑

erment requires the redistribution of power so that previously excluded

citizens can actively shape political, social, or economic agendas—a goal

that mirrors the idea of infrastructuring to maintain sustained engage‑

ment and access to decision‑making mechanisms.17

The last design activity, evaluation, emphasizes the assessment of re‑

sults and the quality of a design process, which can be material, such as

a product, or immaterial, such as newly acquired knowledge. However,

evaluations conducted in PD are often opaque or difficult to follow due

to their informal or exploratory character or insufficient documentation.

Kensing et al. (1998) emphasized the necessity of a coherent, systematic

evaluation to achieve sustainable and understandable insights. Similarly,

Frauenberger et al. (2015) argued that accuracy should be considered de‑

spite the diversity of practices, activities, and methods in PD. According

to the authors, this involves creating conditions that enable designers and

17 I want to note that this model is not without limitations. In her critical reflection on the rung-
by-rung participation model, Arnstein (1969) argued that it fails to capture the complex stratification
and inconsistent power dynamics in genuine participatory situations. She also pointed out that there
are circumstances where it is appropriate to inform citizens about decisions that have already been
made or to withhold control from them, particularly when they lack the specialized skills or knowledge
necessary for specific tasks, such asmanaging public funds. Nonetheless, themodel outlines a critical
approach to achieving genuine participation. At its core, this ladder aims to prevent the separation
of power between citizens and decision-makers. Arnstein (1969) assumed that groups comprising
citizens or an institution can encompass divergent viewpoints, interests, and skills that need to be
co-opted for. Jungk & Müllert (1997) similarly emphasized long-term participation and stressed that
infrastructuring should not only produce immediate outputs but also cultivate enduring capacities,
networks, and practices, enabling communities to shape infrastructures over time.
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researchers to establish a common language, thereby informing decisions

and generating actionable insights. Realizing these conditions will lead

to structured and critical reflection on the results from the perspective of

validating and qualifying PD practices.

Remaining Challenges for Participatory Design

PD accounts for democratizing design processes and intervening in con‑

flict situations by enabling the participation of individuals affected by the

conflict. However, participation in PD is increasingly synonymous with

user‑centered design and may have lost clarity and identity (Bannon et

al., 2018). Although the effort to revise PD is underway, emphasizing

empowering individuals to influence significant societal issues (Bødker

& Kyng, 2018), fundamental concepts such as conflict and power, central

to PD, are mostly neglected; for example, leading to increasingly opaque

computing or information processes in technology, as previously men‑

tioned in the fourth era.

As a result, tension persists between the rigor of research and the qual‑

ity of interventions in PD projects, leading to broader challenges in re‑

search and design endeavors (Bannon et al., 2018). Hornecker et al. (2006)

underscored the challenges of engaging with stakeholder values in PD.

Similarly to Bødker (2006), who questioned the limited influence individ‑

uals have in shaping technologies and emphasized the need for greater

democratic control. Furthermore, PD is still influenced by values that

guide the design process, such as those of a project. These values can

sometimes constrain the likelihood of generating new insights (Iversen et

al., 2010). Bannon et al. (2018) argued that the imposition of researchers’

and designers’ values on people partaking in PD requires an ongoing, it‑
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erative process expecting dialogue, collaboration, and adapting PD meth‑

ods in diverse contexts. Bødker & Kyng (2018) assumed redefining rela‑

tionships between researchers, designers, and people might have a last‑

ing impact on increasing the influence of marginalized groups in areas of

importance to them. Building on these aspects, Bødker et al. (2022) em‑

phasized the need for a better understanding of what is being evaluated

in PD, as evaluation in PD has historically played a modest role. They

further added that achieving desired PD outcomes necessitates rigorous

evaluation and reflection on the effectiveness of PD interventions.

In the following, I will expand on these insights regarding research

that integrates VSD and PD into a value‑led approach throughout design

processes.

5.3 GuidingParticipation inDesign
Processes through Values

In Chapter 5.1, I explained how values can be investigated in a design

process through the theoretically grounded approach of VSD. In this con‑

text, Frauenberger et al. (2015) argued that designers must be conscious

of which methods they choose and how they use them when working

with stakeholders’ different values. In Chapter 5.2, I have outlined how

active participation can be realized within the PD tradition and the chal‑

lenges that arise in upholding values through stakeholder involvement.

Research (e.g., Bannon, 1992; Muller & Kuhn, 1993; Schuler & Namioka,

1993) emphasized that researchers, designers, people, and other stake‑

holders should negotiate their values and contribute equally to (technol‑

ogy) design. However, clarifying values through PD can challenge de‑
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signers to reconsider the relationship between methods and participation

(Iversen et al., 2010). Based on insights from the previous chapters, VSD

and PD show weaknesses, reflected first in a lack of structured approaches

to eliciting and evaluating values and second in the dilution of partici‑

pation. Research on value‑led PD and related approaches has aimed to

address these weaknesses. I will reflect on the insights of this research

strand below.

Value‑led PD emerged from the work of Iversen et al. (2010), which

examined how values should be encountered in a design process. This

approach uses values as driving forces for PD activities. As discussed in

Chapter 5.1, Iversen et al. (2010) assumed that values can be partially in‑

definable or interdependent. Hence, emphasizing values in PD requires

rethinking how methods are selected for working with and using values.

While values can, in turn, drive PD activities through dynamic and dia‑

logical encounters. Therefore, the approach to addressing values in PD

requires a more detailed explanation of how to proceed in design prac‑

tice. Participation appears appropriate, yet Iversen et al. (2010) explained

that participation alone is not necessarily sufficient to be understood as

PD—more is needed, namely, opportunities for negotiating individual

values. Critical of the search for suitable methods to elicit values, Iversen

et al. (2010, p. 91) emphasized that the focus should be on how methods

can work with values in design processes to achieve “a core engagement

with values.” Consequently, values should be negotiated dynamically

and dialogically in a value‑led PD endeavor to promote the emergence, de‑

velopment, and grounding of values in iterative design processes (Iversen

et al., 2010).

In the first phase of emergence, the focus is on identifying and under‑
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standing the values that should guide the design process. In the second

phase of development, the identified values are integrated into a dialogical

process, i.e., a collaborative approach for mutual learning and exchange

between researchers, designers, and other stakeholders. The aim is to de‑

velop further, refine, and concretize values by incorporating them into the

design process. In the final phase of grounding, the generated values serve

as guidelines for decisions and actions in the design process, ensuring

that decisions align with and reflect the collective values of researchers,

designers, and stakeholders.

To solidify the approach of value‑led PD, Leong & Iversen (2015) ex‑

panded on their work (Iversen & Leong, 2012b; Iversen et al., 2010, 2012a)

to reveal alternatives, i.e., outcomes, through value‑led PD that enable

novel value‑sensitive design concepts. Alternatives can take two forms:

first, material, i.e., as a designed artifact, such as a product or service; and

second, immaterial, i.e., ways of thinking that provide insights into stake‑

holders’ values, for example, regarding the use of technology. Leong &

Iversen (2015) concluded that designers should pay attention to values

throughout a design process to respond to changing values or possible

value conflicts. For instance, participatory activities can be deployed to

promote the emergence of values in design. The authors also distanced

themselves from the universal values of VSD (Friedman et al., 2006), ar‑

guing that values are not fixed and, therefore, not generalizable; hence,

values must be explored continuously, dialogically, and dynamically. In

addition, to mitigate the influence of researchers’ and designers’ values,

they emphasized that value‑led PD efforts can help carefully align project

expectations with people’s values.

A broader review of the field of value‑led PD highlighted the knowl‑
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edge that can be generated through participation in values. For exam‑

ple, van der Velden & Mörtberg (2015) assumed that values can arise

implicitly and explicitly through co‑creation activities. They further un‑

derscored the benefit of co‑creation methods in design practice, enabling

participants to materialize values and negotiate value conflicts. A more

practical example is provided by Grönvall et al. (2016), which highlights

the continuous negotiation of values through a community‑based PD

approach. In agonistic spaces18, participants negotiate their understand‑

ing of values through the activity of “thinging,” i.e., the formation of

values through collaborative negotiation (Grönvall et al., 2016, p. 41).

They underscored that these spaces enable collective analysis of values

by fostering mutual learning among different stakeholders. Peer (2022)

also emphasized that activities enable participants to critically reflect

on their values, for example, regarding data literacy. Activities such as

creating two‑dimensional data story sketches or three‑dimensional data

sculptures, facilitated in workshops, can reveal new insights into local

communities’ personal and collective values toward data. He indicated

that such activities support researchers and designers in gaining a deeper

understanding and interpretation of community values.

Engaging in the Voice of People

Following on from the previous section, in HCI, the integration of val‑

ues and ethics into design processes has been the subject of extensive

research. For example, Shilton (2018) offered a comprehensive review

of over three decades of scholarship in this domain. She examined the

18 Agnostic spaces can be understood as environments designed to support activities without being
dedicated to a single or fixed objective or purpose (Grönvall et al., 2016).
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controversies surrounding the application of ethical principles in design,

including challenges in defining and measuring values and in determin‑

ing which values should be considered in the design process. Moreover,

Shilton (2018) discussed various frameworks for incorporating values into

everyday design practices, emphasizing the need for designers to engage

critically with the ethical implications of their work. Her analysis under‑

scored the importance of reflexivity and the recognition of power dynam‑

ics in design decisions, advocating for more inclusive and ethically aware

approaches.

Building on these insights, I learned the importance of creating spaces

that facilitate dialogue among researchers, designers, people, and other

stakeholders. To deepen these considerations of dialogical encounters,

I draw on research from experience‑centered design (ECD), a HCI per‑

spective that intersects with value‑led PD. While ECD itself does not in‑

herently require reflection on researchers’ or designers’ personal values,

it enriches my understanding of how to explore people’s lived experi‑

ences and perspectives, which resonate with the principles of value‑led

PD. ECD emphasizes the lived experiences of individuals and communi‑

ties as central to the design process, prioritizing their values, emotions,

and cultural contexts. By attending to the ethical and experiential aspects

of design, ECD can complement and facilitate VSD and PD.

ECD focuses on creating products, services, or technologies by ac‑

tively involving people (McCarthy & Wright, 2015; Wright & McCarthy,

2022). ECD is particularly valuable because it foregrounds users’ subjec‑

tive and emotional aspects, ensuring designs resonate with them person‑

ally. By centering real‑world experiences, ECD fosters solutions that are

not only functional but also ethically and experientially grounded. Un‑
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like VSD, PD, and value‑led PD, ECD places primary importance on un‑

derstanding users’ emotional characteristics rather than merely meeting

values. ECD, therefore, can complement these approaches by offering an

understanding of users’ lived experiences and by responding to them.

McCarthy & Wright (2015) emphasized that by considering ECD in‑

quiries, spaces can be created that foster vibrant, meaningful, and re‑

lational community activities in dialogue (Sullivan & McCarthy, 2005).

Such dialogic practice enables the exploration of various outcomes that

can be reflected upon within a design space. McCarthy & Wright (2015,

p. 20) refer to this as “reflexive awareness,” i.e., the impact of one’s own

experiences on others, which in turn helps recognize the voice of the in‑

dividual (McCarthy & Wright, 2004; Wright & McCarthy, 2022). It is not

merely about the individual having something to say, but about commit‑

ting to their perspective, perceiving differences, and openly articulating

them. Similar to value‑led PD, Shorter (2000) assumed that participants

in ECD are encouraged to realize themselves through dialogue and, in

turn, to go further, for example by acknowledging others’ perspectives,

reflecting on their self‑image, developing self‑confidence, and being em‑

powered to embrace new values.

Considering dialogical relationships, Rancière (1991) emphasized that

participants’ equality is an essential prerequisite. McCarthy & Wright

(2015) further added that the characteristics of participants, expressed

through emotions and experiences, should be recognized. Helping de‑

signers to develop sensitivity to encountering these characteristics before

a person speaks, for example, through their habitus or demeanor. In other

words, ECD aims to capture the individual’s subjectivity through dialogic

negotiation. It is about recognizing the voices of people who otherwise
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fade into the background or cannot express themselves verbally (Ben‑

habib, 2020). Hence, embodying participants’ experiences and insights

through their voices is vital, as these manifest meaning and value that

open new design spaces. For example, by deploying ECD, Jonas & Hanra‑

han (2022) examined how value conflicts can be reconciled among stake‑

holders, including researchers, designers, and stakeholders in a given

context. They focused on reflexivity, especially the designers’ role, and

argued that designers should deepen their understanding of contexts

through critical self‑reflection, particularly when involving marginalized

groups in design processes. In HCI, Sengers et al. (2005) similarly argued

that designers must critically examine the values, attitudes, and perspec‑

tives they unconsciously embed in the technologies they create.

As an objective, Jonas & Hanrahan (2022) called for deliberate efforts

to uncover and address blind spots in design processes, enabling more

informed and reflective decision‑making that could enhance the quality

of life for diverse stakeholders. They suggested that all stakeholders’

values in the design process should be equally acknowledged in a design

that shares different values. For this, commonalities in values must be

evaluated, as in VSD’s “value tensions” (Friedman et al., 2017, p. 99),

and, finally, these values must be reflected upon. The authors concluded

that this approach enables designers’ entrenched values, carried through

a project, to be excluded in favor of incorporating shared values and

responding early to value conflicts. In another example Foley et al. (2019)

focused on the social interactions of vulnerable groups, such as demen‑

tia patients, by investigating shared experiences through participatory

activities. Their research addressed a critical gap in dementia care by

emphasizing the need to empower people to make positive social con‑
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tributions in care homes, thereby enhancing their sense of agency and

autonomy. To explore this, they designed and deployed receipt‑based

print media devices (small printers) to encourage social contributions

and agency in care homes. The authors identified the importance of par‑

ticipation and agency among nursing home residents through two years

of ethnographic research. In various ways, they facilitated participation,

including direct engagement with technology, shared experiences, and

co‑constructive, meaningful interactions among residents. Foley et al.

(2019) argued that such inclusive and integrative design practices con‑

tribute to the care of designers who can support the everyday lives of

vulnerable groups. They emphasized that these practices foster reflection

on individual and collective experiences through cooperative, meaning‑

ful activities. They concluded that designers can promote engagement

among marginalized and vulnerable groups, thereby strengthening their

agency in design processes.

5.4 Conclusions of Participatory
ValueWork

In this chapter, I introduced the theoretical foundations of my work, in‑

cluding value‑sensitive and participatory approaches, which provided

valuable insights into value work.

To recall, VSD has created rich opportunities to stimulate reflection

on values in design processes and has established a methodology and ac‑

companying methods to support the investigation of values in HCI and

beyond. However, research pointed to certain limitations of VSD, for ex‑

ample, including vague guidance on developing empirical tools to elicit,
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assess, critically examine, and categorize these values (Le Dantec et al.,

2009) or shifting the focus from solely identifying and applying values

(Parvin et al., 2015) to more participatory practices that better capture in‑

dividual values of the people.

This is where PD becomes essential. PD has evolved over the years, es‑

tablishing foundational activities that enable participation, as introduced

in Chapter 5.2. Reflecting on the insights of Bødker et al. (2022), it is evi‑

dent that PD aims to involve people in designing desirable futures by ac‑

knowledging their capabilities, concerns, and values; in contrast to VSD,

where diverse, context‑specific values may rely on a predefined list of uni‑

versal values proposed by VSD (e.g., privacy, transparency, or fairness)

without genuine deliberation. Here, PD can serve as a counterbalance

to this limitation of VSD by actively negotiating people’s values through

field studies, workshops, or collaborative sessions, making power rela‑

tions and potential value conflicts visible. Through such negotiations, PD

reduces the risk that values are treated merely as a technocratic checklist,

instead fostering context‑sensitive discussions that are responsive to the

actual concerns and priorities of the people affected.19 PD thus helps to

establish a space for stakeholders to contribute their values actively and

enables their unfolding throughout the design process, instead of treat‑

ing them as universal principles, as in the case of VSD (Borning & Muller,

2012).

As highlighted in Chapter 5.1, values are not merely internalized

guides to action; they emerge through social interactions within cultural,

institutional, and community contexts, reflecting shared norms or collec‑

19 This goal also aligns with the principles of RtD, as described in Chapter 3, which similarly seeks to
engage people in envisioning and shaping future possibilities by using design as a method of inquiry.
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tive experiences. This means also that understanding values cannot be

separated from the positionality of both stakeholders and designers. In

practice, designers cannot simply bracket their own values to achieve neu‑

trality; rather, employing a suitable methodological repertoire enables a

reflexive stance in which designers actively consider their positionality

and the situational embeddedness of a design project. PD can enable this

stance by structuring interactions that foreground stakeholders’ values

while encouraging designers to reflect on how their own assumptions

and social positioning shape their interpretations of those values. This

relational perspective shows how PD can address certain limitations of

VSD. Rather than merely identifying and applying predefined or uni‑

versal values (Parvin et al., 2015), PD situates value exploration within

context‑sensitive engagements that consider the diversity of stakeholder

perspectives and foster critical reflection on the interplay between per‑

sonal dispositions, project‑specific constraints, and broader socio‑cultural

influences.

Despite its promise, however, PD becomes increasingly diluted or

superficially deployed, as evidenced by people’s minimal influence on

decision‑making, often reduced to a tokenistic gesture rather than a gen‑

uine participatory effort. Other challenges remain in providing robust

evaluations that support reflection on values. In this context, I nonethe‑

less learned that the approaches of VSD and PD might complement and

inform one another, with VSD offering methodological approaches to

value consideration and PD providing participatory means to ground val‑

ues in people’s lived experiences.

Insights from value‑led PD and ECD provided complementary per‑

spectives on how designers can work with values in design processes.
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Value‑led PD explicitly foregrounds reflection on designers’ own values,

while ECD further supports the ethical and experiential aspects of indi‑

vidual and societal engagement. Accompanying research helped me to

reflect on my attitudes and responsibilities as a researcher and designer,

and on how I can foster dialogic encounters (e.g., McCarthy & Wright,

2004, 2015; Wright & McCarthy, 2022). This involves promoting ongoing

negotiation of values among participants through activities such as partic‑

ipatory or co‑creation workshops, and determining how participants can

play a significant role in these negotiations (e.g., Iversen & Leong, 2012b;

Iversen et al., 2010, 2012a; Leong & Iversen, 2015). Especially for vulnera‑

ble or stigmatized groups, participation should acknowledge individuals’

perspectives, concerns, and feelings to foster their agency and inclusion

(Foley et al., 2019). In design practice, therefore, spaces should be created

that encourage reflection through meaningful dialogic encounters, as also

reflected in PD.

Although there is a shared ambition to integrate values into design

through value‑sensitive and participatory approaches, I found that there

remains a need for structured methods to elicit and consider values within

design processes (Winkler & Spiekermann, 2021). Furthermore, methods

for assessing the usefulness of such approaches in real‑world projects re‑

main scarce (Le Dantec et al., 2009). Hence, designers might continue to

face the challenge of engaging with values reflectively and deliberately,

ensuring that values genuinely inform their design decisions. In my view,

addressing these challenges requires developing and validating methods

or practical tools that make values tangible for design processes, while

also supporting designers in cultivating ethical and reflexive design prac‑

tices in their work (Shilton, 2018).
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DEFINING THE THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK

In the following, I will combine the insights from this chapter to illus‑

trate how participatory value work can be cultivated within design pro‑

cesses.
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6
Developing a
Method for Participatory
Value Elicitation

In this chapter, I introduce a method for participatory value elicitation

to address the first research question: How can a method for participatory

value elicitation, rooted in research, be realized for design practice to explore and

analyze values of a specific context? The method is delineated in a four‑phase

workshop concept to elicit values and an analysis procedure to examine

the values gathered.

When developing this method, I faced the challenge of synthesizing

extensive knowledge to enable meaningful participation and the variety

of methods for determining values. However, I found no suitable method

for analyzing the values, thereby underscoring the relevance of my work.

I briefly recall further challenges and insights below.

Research in value sensitive design (VSD) offered various methods to

account for values in a design process (e.g., Borning et al., 2005; Czeskis
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et al., 2010; Friedman et al., 2002b). As described in Chapter 5.1, there

is criticism that these methods can systematically capture prevailing or

conflicting values within a specific context, such as in value source analy‑

sis (Friedman & Hendry, 2019), which identifies the values of direct and

indirect stakeholders. Furthermore, it is not clearly described how this

method can be applied in practice. To address this, Le Dantec et al. (2009)

introduced the value‑discovery approach, namely that values should be

examined and continuously reflected upon in context.

In Chapter 5.2, participatory design (PD) has deepened the under‑

standing of participation as an essential means in design practice. For in‑

stance, activities facilitated in workshops can help people affected by a de‑

cision or situation under investigation to articulate their concerns, needs,

and values, thereby strengthening democratic decision‑making (Bannon,

1992; Bødker et al., 2022; Schuler & Namioka, 1993). Nevertheless, a de‑

signer applying PD might hold their values differently across projects,

potentially influencing people’s values.

As discussed in Chapter 5.3, I found further guidance in research on

value‑led PD, which I extended through the lens of experience‑centered

design to understand better how values can guide participation. Iversen

et al. (2010) argued that thinking about eliciting and evaluating values

rather than the methods themselves is more important. In other words,

designers need to take systematic steps to elicit and assess values.

In this chapter, I present, in detail, the method for participatory value

elicitation. This method consists of two essential parts. First, in Chap‑

ter 6.1, a workshop concept comprising four consecutive phases, namely

(1) explore, (2) contextualize, (3) translate, and (4) reflect, and second, in

Chapter 6.2, an analysis procedure to contextualize the data, i.e., values,
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collected in the workshop and to derive value‑sensitive suggestions, for

example, values blended into requirements and resolutions, informing a

context under investigation.

In the following sections, I describe the two parts of the method and

conclude with insights from a pilot study on its deployment.

6.1 Eliciting Values
The overall objective of a participatory workshop to elicit values is to sit‑

uate individual values within social contexts and to consider them in de‑

sign practice.

In conceptualizing the workshop, I decided on approximately 2.5

hours (excluding breaks). At least two facilitators are expected to conduct

the workshop, each fulfilling specific roles and responsibilities. The first

facilitator introduces the workshop context, procedures, and associated

activities, and addresses any questions or concerns that participants may

have. The second facilitator manages the timing of each activity to ensure

the workshop’s progress. In discussion rounds, such as those on activity

outcomes, facilitators should promote dialogue to enhance participants’

engagement and reflection. Overall, the facilitators need to foster a posi‑

tive, supportive, and appreciative environment. In doing so, they should

motivate participants to engage in activities that are tailored to their abil‑

ities. It’s essential to emphasize that there is no right or wrong when en‑

gaging in these activities. Facilitators should provide one‑to‑one assis‑

tance to those who may struggle to understand the instructions. More‑

over, facilitators must inform participants about their rights to sustain

their agency at the beginning of a workshop.
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Figure 4: Material box utilized during the workshop activities, containing a workshop leaflet, color-
coded sticky notes, i.e., yellow for values, pink for stakeholders, and writing and drawing utensils.

In addition to providing this information, which I will describe as a

preliminary measure in Chapter 7, the goal is to convey the value of par‑

ticipants partaking in a workshop. In this regard, explaining the research

ethics, motivation, workshop goals, and procedures at the beginning of

the workshop is essential. This provides participants sufficient time to

decide whether to continue. Additionally, facilitators should maintain

contact with participants even after a project is completed. This ongo‑

ing communication can include updates on the project’s progress, such as

publications, which help acknowledge and appreciate participants’ con‑

tributions and the valuable time they dedicate to the project.

After this briefing, participants are introduced to the workshop con‑

text through a brief presentation that defines the values, explains how

they are described, and suggests what values might exist in contexts be‑

yond the workshop. The introduction concludes with a brief discussion

round to allow participants to express uncertainties or clarify open ques‑
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tions. Each participant then receives a material box, as shown in Figure 4,

which is used during the workshop activities. The material box contains

a workshop leaflet with information about the study, the facilitators’ con‑

tact details, and the workshop agenda, as well as writing and drawing

utensils and sticky notes. The sticky notes are color‑coded by workshop

phase: yellow for values, pink for stakeholders, and green for value con‑

flicts or stakeholder relationships.

Below, I explain the four consecutive phases of the workshop. Af‑

terward, I propose an analysis procedure for the empirical data (values)

collected and conclude with reflections on the method from a pilot study.

Workshop Phases

The following four workshop phases, along with descriptions and exem‑

plary images of activity outcomes, are illustrated in Figure 5 (p. 74).

The first phase, explore, aims to discover participants’ values regarding

a specific (project) context, serving as a workshop objective. This phase

aims to identify which values participants consider particularly impor‑

tant, based on their lived experiences. This phase is vital for establishing a

foundational understanding of participants’ moral and experiential orien‑

tations before engaging in subsequent activities. In alignment with value‑

led PD, an initial exploration of individual values enables a grounded

elicitation process that considers values rather than pre‑imposed theoret‑

ical constructs to guide subsequent phases. According to Alshehri et al.

(2020), values are often represented by broad or generalized terms (e.g.,

privacy or trust). To avoid this generalization, participants should be en‑

couraged to find keywords or descriptions to articulate the values im‑

portant to them. First, participants write their most important values on
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Figure 5: Workshop concept showcases the four consecutive phases, explore, contextualize, trans-
late, and reflect.

yellow sticky notes to compile a set of values. This approach draws on

Flanagan et al. (2008), Le Dantec et al. (2009), and Shilton (2018) to dis‑

cover and compile individual values within a specific context. Second,

participants explore the advantages and disadvantages, as well as the in‑

dividual and societal impacts, of values for subsequent activities. For this

purpose, participants select the most important value from their set. They
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are then given a value questionnaire comprising a set of questions and

prompts, which allows them to concretize and externalize their values.

Based on an iterative process, I developed this questionnaire with my re‑

search group colleagues, resulting in the following questions: First, How

do you define this value? Second, What does this value mean to you, and why is

this value important to you? Third, Describe a situation in which this value is

given importance. Fourth, Describe a situation where this value is not consid‑

ered. Finally, How does this value possibly affect the workshop context? After

completing the value questionnaire, each participant briefly presents their

answers to the group. Through this, participants are encouraged to alter

value similarities or differences within the group (Iversen et al., 2010).

The second phase, contextualize, aims to situate the values explored

in the first phase within the workshop context. This contextualization

is achieved through a value map, which enables participants to identify

direct and indirect stakeholders responsible for specific values and to es‑

tablish relationships among stakeholders based on those values. Seminal

in this regard, this phase helps translate individual value articulations

into a relational structure that exposes interdependencies and potential

conflicts among stakeholders. By embedding values within stakeholder

constellations, this phase clarifies individual value abstractions by nego‑

tiating their social implications. For example, two or more stakeholders

may share similar values or exhibit value conflicts. I argue that assigning

values to a value map helps participants understand values in context. For

instance, participants can examine the values on a value map and reflect

on their importance and how they can be applied in that context. A value

map facilitates discussion of values relevant to the situation by showing

how they relate to one another, what they have in common, and where
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they might conflict. Below, I explain how a value map is created.

The first facilitator supports the development of a value map by mod‑

erating rather than influencing participants’ actions. Adapted from the

method of direct and indirect stakeholder analysis (Friedman & Hendry,

2019), participants are first asked to identify direct and indirect stake‑

holders in the context of a workshop. Stakeholders are noted on a pink

sticky note and placed on a value map. Second, participants assign the

values they explored in the first phase to the stakeholders. Participants

are then asked to examine and articulate potential value relationships,

i.e., commonalities or value conflicts between two or more stakeholders.

The resulting value relationships are marked with tape and green sticky

notes, which define a brief, precise justification for a commonality or value

conflict. These subsequent steps can be applied recursively; participants

may return to any of them. For example, participants might raise con‑

cerns about stakeholders or how values are assigned, requiring further

negotiation and repositioning of stakeholders or values. Once partici‑

pants acknowledge that a value map is complete, the phase ends with

a discussion. The whole group is encouraged to reflect on the value map

by negotiating the revealed value relationships.

The third phase, translate, aims to materialize values in an idealized

scenario. Participants are engaged in envisioning an ideal state grounded

in values. This phase was deliberately chosen to support the shift of

value constructs into material representations or imaginaries. Drawing

on VSD and value‑led PD, translating values into value scenarios makes

implicit ethical assumptions explicit, enabling participants to externalize

and critically examine how values could shape, or be shaped by, practice.

As a conceptual foundation for value scenarios, I drew on the value sce‑
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nario proposed by Nathan et al. (2007) to consider both direct and indirect

stakeholders. In addition to stakeholders, the long‑term impact and cul‑

tural aspects of societal values are considered, for example, by examining

the positive effects of values on technology use. Since textual elabora‑

tion of a scenario may not be within the abilities and competencies of all

participants, the value of scenarios in the method presented here can be

expanded or even replaced by a visual component. For this purpose, I

considered the value sketches by Friedman & Hendry (2019), which serve

as visual narratives consisting of, for example, drawings or collages that I,

in addition, extended in this phase to three‑dimensional representations,

i.e., physical models that include several objects, making processes more

tangible (Peer, 2022). First, participants receive a prompt to stimulate

their imagination for an idealized scenario. For instance, the facilitator

read aloud the following prompt for the first context on health data do‑

nation, as used in Chapter 7.1: “Please describe an ideal value scenario

for a health data donation process from the patient’s perspective. Select

three values you would like to realize within the value scenario. There

is no right or wrong in creating the value scenario. The scenario can re‑

late to a real or fictional situation.” The idea of the prompt is based on

Merrill (2020), who drew on speculative practices in research to spark a

glimpse into the future (Dunne & Raby, 2013). Second, participants are

divided into subgroups of two to four people. They are then asked to se‑

lect at least three values of the value map from the second phase that they

consider essential to their idealized scenario. To unleash their creativity,

participants are equipped with large‑format blank paper, drawing mate‑

rials, and prototyping materials such as styrofoam and cardboard. Upon

completing this activity, all subgroups are asked to present their value
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scenarios. The other subgroups can provide feedback by identifying sim‑

ilarities to other value scenarios or by questioning ambiguities, such as

how values are materialized within a value scenario.

The fourth phase, reflect, adopts a reflexive stance on applying val‑

ues to the workshop objective. This phase closes the iterative cycle of

value inquiry by enabling participants to reflect. Building on value‑led

PD and ECD, this phase helps participants reflect on their values and criti‑

cally interrogate their reasoning, thereby deepening the understanding of

value tensions and potential trade‑offs between their value propositions

and those of other participants. This phase, in turn, reveals how prior

phases might have influenced participants’ perspectives, thereby fulfill‑

ing a key principle of value‑led PD: continuous reflection on both process

and outcome. To accomplish this, the first facilitator encourages critical

reflection by summarizing and recapitulating the activity outcomes of the

first three phases. According to Sengers et al. (2005), I see critical reflec‑

tion as a vehicle for making participants’ rationales tangible; for exam‑

ple, how they realized an activity outcome, leading to a more profound

awareness on the part of the designer of participants’ attitudes, values,

and concerns, mirroring the broader society. Thus, reflection can help

envision social implications, for example, for technology design and how

it can support human life. Participants can then be encouraged to think

about how a value scenario could improve a situation by resolving stake‑

holder conflicts. They can also consider whether applying values to a

scenario that accounts for other stakeholders’ values has changed their

attitudes toward specific values.

Tailored to the workshop concept, I detail the analysis procedure next.
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6.2 Analyzing Values
To systematically analyze the data (values) gathered in a workshop, I first

focused on the method of value‑oriented coding manuals, such as those de‑

veloped by Friedman et al. (2008) and Hagman et al. (2005). These manu‑

als provide a structured approach to categorizing data based on underly‑

ing values, offering a foundation for identifying and organizing patterns

within qualitative datasets. However, these manuals are context‑specific,

making it difficult to adapt or modify them across contexts. For exam‑

ple, I reflected on how I could use the coding manual by Hagman et al.

(2005) in the context of the method introduced in this work. Yet I realized

that the categories presented in this coding manual are narrowly focused

on values from surveillance‑related investigations, which would have re‑

quired a comprehensive restructuring (e.g., by detaching them from their

original category and subcategory structure) to be valuable for this work.

This consideration led me to assume that adopting such value‑oriented cod‑

ing manuals in other contexts might not be feasible; however, during this

in‑depth exploration, I gained valuable insights into structuring and cat‑

egorizing values that go beyond merely identifying and applying them,

as argued by Parvin et al. (2015).

To develop a more generalizable analysis procedure, I revisited the ac‑

tivities of the workshop phases. I found that two activity outcomes pro‑

vide a preliminary categorization of values. Namely, first, the value map

from the second phase, contextualize, which clusters value regarding spe‑

cific stakeholders; and second, the value scenarios from the third phase,

translate, which demonstrate which values in a context are of concern (e.g.,

of an individual or group of individuals) and how these values might be
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considered within context.

Reflecting on these observations, I considered the work of Mayring

(2014) for qualitative content analysis. Qualitative content analysis con‑

sists of two procedures that can be combined depending on the research

question or hypothesis. First, an inductive approach involves conducting

original research to generate new theories based on empirical findings.

This process begins with observations and data collection, from which

patterns or concepts emerge, ultimately leading to the development of a

theory. In contrast, a deductive approach starts with an existing theory,

derived from prior research or established frameworks. This approach

tests the theory through empirical evidence to confirm or refine its valid‑

ity in a new context. For qualitative analysis, this means that categories

of codes can be developed inductively from the material (e.g., transcripts

or protocols) and deductively assigned to the material based on a the‑

ory (Mayring, 2014). Thus, in inductive coding, categories can remain

open, systematically refined, and expanded step by step. Whereas the de‑

ductive approach should follow a (self‑)developed coding guidelines, the

material is reduced, categories are precisely defined, and examples are

added, such as quotes from the transcript, to make the analysis results,

i.e., the categories, understandable, explainable, and conceivable.

As various inductive and deductive approaches exist, Mayring (2014)

explained that data analysis can be conducted using inductive and deduc‑

tive content analysis methods. For example, open coding, thematic anal‑

ysis, or grounded theory can be employed in inductive content analysis

to identify patterns and generate new insights from data. These meth‑

ods enable the development of theories directly from the data itself, start‑

ing with a minimal predefined structure. In contrast, deductive content
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analysis often utilizes pre‑existing theories, categories, or frameworks to

analyze data. Techniques such as hypothesis testing can be used to as‑

sess the extent to which the data support or contradict established theo‑

ries or themes. These methods enable the application of an existing the‑

oretical lens to new data, thereby confirming or refining existing theoret‑

ical understandings. However, inductive and deductive content analy‑

sis requires a pre‑analysis to provide methodological validity (Mayring,

2014).20

Based on this inquiry into qualitative coding strategies, I observed dif‑

fering views on how methodological analysis should be conducted and

the number of coders required to achieve the reliability of the results.

For example, McDonald et al. (2019) posited that inter‑rater reliability or

inter‑rater agreement of two or more raters, i.e., the agreement among dif‑

ferent raters’ assessments as termed in empirical social research, may be

unnecessary for qualitative analysis procedures. However, they argued

that it is crucial to understand the analysis and its results by detailing the

analytical process and providing insights into how empirical research is

conducted. Similarly, Braun & Clarke (2006) argued that the way qual‑

itative analyses are often conducted is opaque and leads to inconsistent

replication of analysis methods. In addition to advocating more consis‑

tent methods, they also called for recognition of the analyst’s reflexiv‑

ity, achieved through thorough engagement with the material. Mayring

(2014, p. 30) further reinforced this as a relationship between one analyst

20 A pre-analysis refers to the preliminary phase in content analysis, where researchers prepare and
organize the material before applying the analysis methods. This step is crucial for ensuring validity,
as it involves clarifying the research questions, defining the scope of the material to be analyzed,
and establishing the framework or coding structure that will guide the analysis. The pre-analysis
helps ensure that the content analysis is systematic and grounded in a clear understanding of the
data and the theoretical approach used, whether inductive or deductive. It structures the analysis
process, ensuring rigor, and helps identify potential biases or gaps in the data before detailed coding
or interpretation begins. In Chapter 7, I will consider the exploration of the method for participatory
value elicitation as the pre-analysis emphasized by Mayring (2014).
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and the material as meaningful, stating that “qualitative content analysis

remains interpretation. The central step of relying upon categories and

parts of the text material is not an automatic technique but a reflective act

of interpreting meanings [...].”

By consolidating these insights, I present the two‑step analysis proce‑

dure tailored to the workshop phases below.

Analysis Procedure

As previously mentioned, I suggest examining two aspects of the work‑

shop to foster reflexivity. First, participants’ remarks on creating and dis‑

cussing a value map, i.e., the second phase contextualize, which includes

the first phase explore, for inductive analysis. Second, participants’ reflec‑

tion on their value scenarios, i.e., the third phase translate and the fourth

phase reflect for deductive analysis. These two parts can be viewed as

a general analysis procedure that builds on one another and serves as

a guide for evaluating values related to various workshop objectives or

contexts. For further clarity, Figure 6 (p. 83) delineates the analysis goals

by first investigating participants’ contextualized understanding of val‑

ues and, in the second step, how they idealized them. I note that such an

analysis can be quite complex due to the volume of empirical data gath‑

ered (e.g., verbatim transcriptions of audio recordings). Therefore, I used

the software MAXQDA 21 for qualitative coding.

Before the analysis, the collected material, such as value question‑

naires, value maps, value scenarios, and personal notes, must be re‑

viewed. This review helps better understand transcripts that might not

explicitly reveal participants’ expressions but reflect them in activity out‑

21 https://www.maxqda.com/
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Figure 6: Analysis procedure consists of two steps to investigate first, inductively, the contextualized
understanding of values and second, deductively, how values materialize in an idealized scenario.

comes or individual notes.

The first step, i.e., inductive coding, involves extracting values from a

value map and assigning them as codes, words, or descriptions that ex‑

plicitly represent a single value. I argue that value maps can serve as a

coding scheme, since they are already the result of a negotiation process
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among participants, in which they have systematized their values within

a given context and among direct or indirect stakeholders. In this process,

it is essential to account for values that carry the same meaning but are de‑

scribed differently by participants. For instance, values such as purpose,

good purpose, and goal should be grouped under a single code to reflect

their shared meaning. Additionally, values not explicitly addressed in

the value scenarios are not of concern to the participants and can there‑

fore be excluded from further analysis. The resulting codes are then as‑

signed to the parts of the transcripts by coding individual text passages in

which the value maps, i.e., creation and outcome in the second phase con‑

textualize, are discussed. Based on the coded text passages, the codes are

gradually organized into categories, i.e., phrases summarizing groups of

codes. At this stage, facilitators who also conducted a workshop may be

consulted to recap their thoughts and contribute to category refinement.

In these consultations, categories can be reflected upon, carefully restruc‑

tured, or merged if necessary. This analysis step is required to establish

the rationale for the second step by deepening the understanding of how

values are contextualized.

In the second step, i.e., deductive coding, the categories from the first

step serve as a basis. They are assigned deductively to the value scenar‑

ios themselves, on the one hand, and to the part of the transcripts where

participants present their value scenarios, i.e., the third phase translate,

on the other. For example, in the context of health data donation, the

value scenarios revealed favored values (e.g., time or explanation of con‑

sequences) that might enhance patients’ reflective decision‑making, as de‑

tailed in Chapter 7.1. Generally, I consider these favored values as sugges‑

tions, representing broader or overarching ideas that can serve as design
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hypotheses or as a mindset to trigger novel perspectives and discussions

within a given context (Parvin et al., 2015). I recommend reviewing the re‑

sulting value‑sensitive suggestions with the participant’s reflections in the

transcripts, i.e., the fourth phase reflect. This review eliminates ambigui‑

ties and inconsistencies, thereby refining the suggestions. I note that value

scenarios, in their physical form, may provide limited description; there‑

fore, aligning the suggestions with participants’ reflections may be valu‑

able to avoid misinterpretation of how values materialized in the value

scenarios. For example, a value such as user‑friendliness in a value scenario

might initially indicate accessibility. Still, further implications, such as

simple vocabulary, structured content, or visual elements (e.g., symbols

or icons) in a user interface design, might also be revealed in comparison

within the transcript. Similar to the first analysis step, this step can be

completed by discussing the resulting suggestions with other facilitators

who conducted a workshop to reach consensus on their meaningfulness

and to strengthen participant‑centeredness in the analysis results.

In the following chapter, I will critically reflect on the method for par‑

ticipatory value elicitation through a pilot study.
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6.3 Reflections to Enhance
the Method for Participatory
Value Elicitation

Based on a pilot study, I conclude by critically reflecting on the method’s

suitability, particularly with respect to the workshop concept.

Thabane et al. (2010) suggested that methods should be tested in a

pilot study. Hence, in May 2022, two of my colleagues from the Human‑

Centered Computing Research Group at Freie Universität Berlin and I

conducted a participatory workshop for value elicitation with six partic‑

ipants. The participants, with academic backgrounds, included two stu‑

dents in computer science and product design, and four associated re‑

searchers in interaction design, research, and human‑computer interac‑

tion. We separated our roles into two facilitators (one of whom was me)

and one observer who documented the workshop proceedings, including

our (facilitators’) presentations and the activities undertaken by the par‑

ticipants. These observations helped refine the workshop concept and

identify shortcomings, such as participants’ lack of understanding of the

activity descriptions or uncertainty about how to engage with the activi‑

ties. With a duration of 2.5 hours, the pilot study took place in the facilities

of the Cluster of Excellence “Matter of Activity. Image Space Material”22

at Humboldt‑Universität zu Berlin. The workshop addressed the context

of health data donation that emerged from the main study, as presented

in Chapter 7.1. This choice was made because my research focus at the

22 The Cluster of Excellence “Matters of Activity. Image Space Material” is a research initiative dedi-
cated to interdisciplinary studies that examine the interplay betweenmateriality, visual representation,
and spatial contexts. It brings together experts from various fields, including design, architecture, and
the humanities, to explore howmaterials and images influence each other and impact cultural and sci-
entific practices.
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time was on patient‑centered decision‑making in healthcare.

As described in Chapter 6.1, participants were introduced to the con‑

text through a brief presentation at the beginning of the workshop that

highlighted values related to consent for data donation in healthcare.

Subsequently, participants were guided through four consecutive work‑

shop phases, culminating in a discussion.

Through this pilot study, I learned that the carefully prepared presen‑

tation in the first phase, explore, influenced and eventually shaped par‑

ticipants. For example, I focused on the project, identified weaknesses in

the health data donation process, and shared my thoughts. Furthermore,

I observed that the participants engaged with the examples and descrip‑

tions of values, such as data protection and accountability, and applied

them precisely in their activities. I realized that, as a facilitator, one must

tread a fine line in supporting participants’ exploration of values without

steering them in a specific direction. Consequently, I refined the presen‑

tation to focus solely on the overarching context. Additionally, I removed

the presentation’s examples of values to prevent participants from being

influenced by predefined terms or descriptions. Instead, I opted for a

combination of the value definitions from Friedman & Hendry (2019) and

Cheng & Fleischmann (2010), as these provided an approximate reference

point for what values might mean to individuals and for their moral and

ethical implications.

Based on the observation protocols, I further reflected on the facilita‑

tors’ responsibilities and roles. The pilot study showed that we (two facil‑

itators) intervened in participants’ activities. For example, we provided

overly specific answers to participants’ questions, diverting them from

their viewpoints or leaving them uncertain. Additionally, when introduc‑
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ing the descriptions of the activities, i.e., how they should be carried out,

we tended to be too specific, unintentionally limiting participants’ men‑

tal space or leading them to doubt their ability to present their activity

outcomes in discussion. As a result, I contemplated the role of a facilita‑

tor more carefully by revisiting the research of McCarthy & Wright (2015)

and Wright & McCarthy (2022), leading to the following reflections: First,

a facilitator should adopt a more reserved position, for example, support‑

ing but not influencing participants’ decision‑making process on realizing

an activity through intervening based on the facilitator’s perspective. Sec‑

ond, a facilitator should encourage mutual exchange among participants,

serving as a source of encouragement and support to create a trusting and

caring atmosphere throughout a workshop. Welcoming each participant

personally at the start of a workshop will reduce barriers to conversa‑

tion and foster a deeper appreciation of participants. Third, a facilitator

should structure activities to avoid pressured completion, for example, by

accommodating participants’ varying levels of knowledge and by provid‑

ing introverted participants with a space for their voices. In other words,

it is crucial to describe the goal of an activity rather than to over‑detail its

scope, resolution, and outcome to preserve participants’ autonomy and

creativity. Then, participants might feel less pressured when a facilita‑

tor clearly states that there are no right or wrong answers and that every

outcome from the activities is valuable to the workshop’s objectives.

I found that the four consecutive phases helped participants elicit their

values. For example, ambiguities of values in the first phase explore were

reflected upon among the participants in the second phase contextualize.

Furthermore, in the third phase translate, I determined that participants

were encouraged to unleash novel ideas to materialize values as idealized
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scenarios based on the previous phases. One subgroup demonstrated,

through role‑play, how a value scenario highlighted weaknesses in the

health data donation process. This subgroup creatively embodied three

values they deemed necessary from the value map. While they didn’t

provide explicit suggestions, their actions sparked ideas within the work‑

shop group. This process opened up new perspectives on marginalized

and vulnerable individuals facing specific challenges, such as the fear of

losing their profession if their employer learns about their rare health con‑

dition. This representation of a value scenario encouraged participants to

discuss ethical concerns grounded in values and the societal significance

of values in sensitive life circumstances.

In summary, the pilot study has led to valuable considerations for im‑

provement, namely, the development and provision of a method for elic‑

iting values and reflecting on them in dialogic encounters. Expanding on

these reflections, I investigate the method for participatory value elicita‑

tion in the next chapter and explore its versatility across two contexts.
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7
Investigating the
Method for Participatory
Value Elicitation in
Two Contexts

In this chapter, I investigate the method for participatory value elicitation

by deploying it in two distinct contexts: patient values related to health

data donation in Chapter 7.1 and citizen values regarding mobility data

donation in Chapter 7.2.23 These contexts were derived from my ongoing

research at the Human‑Centered Computing Research Group at the Freie

Universität Berlin.24

The structure of the subsequent two chapters follows the same outline.

First, in Encountering Participants, I describe participants’ backgrounds

and roles within each study context. In doing so, I aim to establish why

engaging with their perspectives is valuable to my work and ensure the

23 At this point, I emphasize that the data analyses of the two contexts were conducted exclusively
for this dissertation anddonot originate from the articles Sörries et al. (2023, 2024). While the findings
of both analyses reveal thematic overlaps, this is instead a result of the method’s reproducibility for
participatory value elicitation, demonstrating its suitability.
24 The research group investigates and designs socially responsible interaction concepts by exam-
ining the relationship between data and humans in relevant contexts, intending to foster sustainable
human-AI collaboration.
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Table 2: Overview of the workshop agenda deployed in the contexts.

Activity Objective Duration

Introduction Facilitators explain their research ethics and educate participants
about the (workshop) context and objective.

10 min

Phase 1: Explore

Step 1 Participants arrive at an individual set of values regarding the context. 5 min

Step 2 Participants define the most important value using the value
questionnaire.

10 min

Step 3 Participants articulate their most important value in a brief presentation
within the group.

15 min

Phase 2: Contextualize

Step 4 Contextualizing values from the first phase toward stakeholders of a
workshop context to arrive at a value map, highlighting value conflicts
among stakeholders.

30 min

Phase 3: Translate

Step 5 Participants are prompted to create a value scenario. 5 min

Step 6 Participants develop a value scenario, i.e., an idealized scenario based
on their values of the first phase.

30 min

Phase 4: Reflect

Step 7 Participants critically reflect on the value scenario within the group by
questioning how the value scenario might have improved the context.

15 min

relevance of their contributions to the context under investigation. I also

provide the agenda, which outlines the planning and conduct of the work‑

shops in Table 2, which is almost identical across both contexts.

In the concluding chapter, Contextualizing Participants’ Values, I ana‑

lyze the data collected using the proposed procedure to examine how

participants’ values relate to the specific context. This is essential for in‑

terpreting participants’ values and situating them within their respective

social, cultural, and technological contexts.
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After contextualizing values, in the Findings, I demonstrate how par‑

ticipants’ values can contribute to design processes, for example, by con‑

sidering that technology design aligns with the participants’ values. Ac‑

cordingly, I distill and reflect my empirical findings within each context

in Summary.

Finally, in Chapter 7.3, I outline the method’s refinements based on

the knowledge and experiences gained in the two contexts. By identify‑

ing areas for improvement, I discuss requirements for participatory value

elicitation toward design practice.

7.1 Patient Values toward
Health Data Donation

In Germany, debates on data‑driven healthcare alternate between con‑

cerns about individual data protection and international competitiveness

of the German healthcare system. The Federal Ministry of Health initi‑

ated the development of the “Digitalisation Strategy for Health and Care”

in 2023, with the aim of involving stakeholders, including healthcare ex‑

perts and the broader public, in its implementation (Federal Ministry of

Health, 2023). However, while the digitization strategy encourages peo‑

ple to share their health data through digital applications, further ques‑

tions arise regarding their health literacy, such as understanding the ex‑

tent of data use and the potential risks of re‑identification (Orak, 2023).

For example, implementing electronic health records promises to stream‑

line care delivery to enhance the quality of medical research. Yet these

efforts might fail to capture patient concerns about how their data will

be used. From the tedious, opaque process of opting into the terms of
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digital consent forms, the experience for patients can feel impersonal and

coercive, much like the ubiquitous cookie banners that flood our online

experiences (Machuletz & Böhme, 2020). Although legally compliant,

these digital practices often result in unwilling consent—a consequence of

patients simply clicking through forms without fully understanding the

implications. Nevertheless, data‑driven health technologies are promis‑

ing for Germany’s digitization strategy and could improve personalized

medicine (Jungkunz et al., 2022).

One essential requirement for making health data accessible is en‑

abling the secondary use of routinely collected patient data by repurpos‑

ing information from existing sources, such as electronic health records,

hospital databases, or insurance claims (Shilo et al., 2020). To allow the

secondary use of patient data, a standard form or document, namely the

broad consent, compliant with the General Data Protection Regulation

(GDPR), was approved for use in all German university hospitals by the

Datenschutzkonferenz (DSK) in April 2020 (Zenker et al., 2022). By con‑

senting, i.e., signing the broad consent form, patients agree to the sec‑

ondary use of their data across all participating university hospitals for

purposes other than a predefined medical research purpose. In an iter‑

ative consultation process, the specifications (e.g., scope of data use and

duration of consent) for the broad consent form were established in col‑

laboration with all 52 German ethics committees for medical research and

all 18 German data protection authorities at the federal and state levels

(Zenker et al., 2022, 2024). Surprisingly, there was only one consultation

group with patient representatives from the Federal Joint Committee.

Despite the involvement of relevant interest groups and authorities,

the acceptance of broad consent remains contentious, given patient con‑
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cerns about informed consent for data processing, which may heighten

individual privacy concerns (Maus et al., 2020; Nunes Vilaza et al., 2020).

Furthermore, the consultation process for specifying the broad consent

form in Germany appears to be characterized by asymmetries of engage‑

ment and influence among interest groups. Research, therefore, sug‑

gested that selecting among the requirements of multiple interest groups

with differing objectives and values may be biased by factors such as pro‑

fession, social status, or eloquence (Dahl & Sharma, 2022).

I hypothesize that power asymmetries within the consultation pro‑

cess may have led to the bypassing of patients’ values, particularly with

respect to their autonomy and the risk of privacy violations. Power asym‑

metries are imbalances in authority, control, or influence between stake‑

holders, often resulting in one party having more influence over deci‑

sions, actions, or outcomes than the other (Dahl & Svanæs, 2020). In

healthcare settings, these imbalances are frequently observed between

healthcare professionals and patients, with medical practitioners hold‑

ing greater expertise, knowledge, and authority, while patients may feel

pressured or inadequately informed. For example, in critical cases, when

a physician dominates the conversation, the patient’s concerns or prefer‑

ences regarding treatment options might be overlooked. Furthermore,

implementing medical technologies without adequate patient consent

may raise privacy concerns, including the risk of unauthorized access to

sensitive health data. Such power imbalances, therefore, can undermine

patient autonomy, that is, the right of individuals to make informed deci‑

sions about their medical care. Additionally, these imbalances may inad‑

vertently expose patients to privacy risks due to insufficient protections or

transparency in how their data is handled (Dietrich & Riemer‑Hommel,
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2012; Hofmann, 2009). Especially in healthcare, large‑scale data collec‑

tion requires special attention, as patients may belong to vulnerable or

stigmatized groups (McDonald & Forte, 2020; Walker et al., 2019). Al‑

though regulatory measures like the GDPR set strict requirements for

consent to data disclosure, such as information on the purpose and use

of data, research indicated that digital practices often interpret regula‑

tions vaguely, leading to the design of, for example, consent user inter‑

faces such as cookie banners that induce unwilling consent (Machuletz &

Böhme, 2020). Healthcare, furthermore, often lacks clear guidance on de‑

signing innovative health solutions to digitize paper‑based consent forms,

including the broad consent. Kassam et al. (2023) further discussed the

challenges in creating digital consent solutions that comply with legal and

ethical standards while ensuring patient understanding and engagement.

This situation described originates from my research in the project

“WerteRadar – Donating Health Data with Sovereignty”25 funded by the

Federal Ministry of Education and Research (grant number 16SV8463)

running from July 2020 to December 2023. The primary goal of this in‑

terdisciplinary project was to design a process for health data sharing

by conceptualizing a user interface that enables patients to donate their

data in an informed and thoughtful manner, while also addressing their

privacy needs, concerns, and values. For example, consent forms com‑

ply with regulatory requirements but do not fully incorporate patients’

viewpoints into the consent process. Although consent forms are legally

regulated with respect to content such as data sharing, processing, and

storage, their practical implementation in the digital environment, which

must also address patients’ values and concerns, remains unclear. Thus,

25 https://www.werteradar.org
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questions arise about how paper‑based consent forms should be digitized

in the future to accommodate patients’ values regarding data privacy and

security.

In collaboration with physicians, medical ethicists, and patients, I

realized that considering patients’ values is essential to the design of

socially responsible healthcare technologies. Therefore, measures should

be taken to better understand individuals’ varying competencies, such

as through direct communication and involvement of stakeholders like

patients and clinical staff, to continuously learn from their respective

experiences and enhance healthcare (Cantner et al., 2023).

Encountering Participants

I conducted three workshops with 16 participants: one with five patient

representatives in May 2022 and two with eleven patients in clinical care

at the psychosomatic department of Charité – Universitätsmedizin Berlin

in September and October 2022. All workshops were held during the on‑

going COVID‑19 pandemic, which required strict adherence to Charité’s

hygiene protocols. Below, I detail the preliminary measures for the work‑

shops with patient representatives and patients in clinical care.

The first workshop with patient representatives from vulnerable and

marginalized groups, such as people with visual impairments or vascu‑

lar malformations, was held in facilities provided by a partner institu‑

tion, the Cluster of Excellence “Matters of Activity. Image Space Mate‑

rial” at Humboldt‑Universität zu Berlin. As this workshop was the first

after the pilot study, I assumed it would take longer to conduct. Changes

were made to the workshop phases and accompanying activities since

participants had no prior experience with participatory workshops. This
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resulted in a longer duration, ranging from 2.5 to 4.5 hours, excluding

breaks.

Recruitment of patient representatives was achieved through a press

article we (Human‑Centered Computing Research Group) published in

the Tagespiegel (Müller‑Birn, 2021). One participant, a patient representa‑

tive, approached us and expressed interest in and support for our research

project “WerteRadar – Donating Health Data with Sovereignty.” Their in‑

terest arose from personal experiences with a chronic illness, which has

necessitated numerous visits to medical facilities and the completion of

extensive consent forms for treatment. Moreover, they are committed to

advocating for people with similar conditions to enhance patient rights

and promote changes that improve individual healthcare.

Following initial contact, we arranged regular meetings that culmi‑

nated in a proposal to conduct workshops with patient representatives.

These meetings lasted over six months to build mutual understanding

and a respectful relationship, eventually leading this contact person to

support recruiting additional participants through their network, who

are also involved in associations for people with rare diseases. We as‑

sumed patient representatives would provide valuable expertise, advis‑

ing patients in emotionally challenging situations related to rare diseases.

Furthermore, they actively mediate between patients, clinical institutions,

and society to amplify patient voices and advance societal awareness of

these diseases. Additionally, patient representatives were affected by de‑

manding health conditions through their own or their close family mem‑

bers’ medical history (e.g., emotionally taxing hospital stays or inpatient

treatments). Given these characteristics and circumstances, I consider pa‑

tient representatives to be patients as well; however, they enriched dis‑
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cussions by sharing their in‑depth expertise on health data donation and

exhibiting a critical perspective toward medical institutions.

The subsequent two workshops were held in an art therapy room

within the psychosomatic clinic at Charité. The second workshop in‑

volved six participants (patients in clinical care), and the third involved

five. In contrast to the workshop with patient representatives, I was un‑

able to participate in recruitment because Charité’s data protection regu‑

lations stipulated that our research partner (a physician and medical re‑

searcher in the psychosomatic department) would conduct the recruit‑

ment. Hence, my two colleagues from the Human‑Centered Comput‑

ing Research Group, who joined me as facilitators, and I prepared for the

workshops by gaining insights into the patients’ characteristics and cir‑

cumstances through preliminary discussions with our research partner.

The research partner also clarified that patients suffering from psychoso‑

matic disorders, such as stress, anxiety, or depression, experience rapid,

acute exhaustion. Furthermore, these disorders can lead to reduced vi‑

sual and cognitive performance, barriers, and fear of failure, necessitating

a profoundly respectful and empathetic approach to this cohort. For ex‑

ample, even dealing with a simple consent form can be mentally challeng‑

ing for these patients, which might lead to resignation or unwilling deci‑

sions. Given these circumstances, I shortened the workshop to 3 hours,

excluding breaks. However, I expected that we (facilitators) would need

to provide more intensive patient support, such as one‑on‑one supervi‑

sion. Furthermore, our research partner was present in a nearby room to

respond to potential emergencies requiring medical assistance.

Three facilitators, including me, facilitated all workshops. To ensure

voluntary participation, participants in the three workshops did not re‑
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ceive monetary compensation. However, patient representatives were

reimbursed for their travel expenses and provided with on‑site catering,

which was also offered to the patients. We also provided participants with

sufficient time to consent to participate in the workshop.26

In the following chapter, I will present the findings of the workshops.

Contextualizing Participants’ Values

In total, I collected nine hours of audio material in three workshops: one

with patient representatives and two with patients in clinical care. I tran‑

scribed the audio material verbatim. In addition to the transcripts, I in‑

cluded the activity outcomes, i.e., 16 value questionnaires, three value

maps, and six value scenarios across the three workshop phases in the

analysis.

To initiate the analysis, I first familiarized myself with the transcripts.

In places where the transcript did not provide a clear indication of, for ex‑

ample, a value placed on a stakeholder on the value map but was hinted

at and not explicitly mentioned by participants, I referred to the activity

outcomes (e.g., value map or value questionnaires) to understand better

which value was at stake and which other values might be associated with

it. Additionally, I continuously compared the prevailing values revealed

by the workshop cohorts with the value scenarios to understand how val‑

26 Freie Universität Berlin does not have an institutional review board (IRB) for research projects.
However, our research group has developed internal guidelines reflecting the values we prioritize in
our research activities, including consent procedures. These guidelines, shaped through an iterative
process, are designed to protect participants’ autonomy and identity while fostering socially responsi-
ble collaboration between researchers and participants (Pimple, 2002). I used the ethical principles of
our research group to draft the consent forms for the participatory workshops. These forms included
essential details such as the research group’s information, contact details, and background on the
study. In response to the ethics committee’s feedback, the forms also outlined how the collected data
would be processed and stored. For example, transcripts are stored on a password-protected server,
and audio recordings are deleted at the end of the project. Additionally, the consent form incorpo-
rated legal requirements, including participants’ rights under the General Data Protection Regulation
(GDPR) (European Union, 2018). Before being used, the form was reviewed and approved by the data
protection officer at Freie Universität Berlin.
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ues were translated within them.

This preliminary process enabled me to empathize, reflect, and inter‑

pret the participants’ perspectives, laying the foundation for a meaning‑

ful interpretation of the materials (Mayring, 2014; Segal & Suri, 1997). To

derive the subsequent findings, I followed two analysis steps: first, con‑

textualization (based on the value maps) and, second, materialization of

values (based on the value scenarios), as introduced in Chapter 6.2. To

begin the first analysis step, the activity outcome of the second phase, con‑

textualize, resulted in three value maps, discussed below and developed

step by step during a moderated session by participants.

I found that the participants indirectly defined their values in the con‑

text of health data donation, i.e., they told a story or provided an example

for each value drawn from their personal health history or that of a close

family member. I realized that describing a value conveyed more mean‑

ing than attempting to achieve a universal definition (Le Dantec et al.,

2009; Parvin et al., 2015).

All participants in the three workshops collaboratively developed a

value map. I engaged participants in freely structuring and orchestrating

a value map aligned with their needs and viewpoints. To support par‑

ticipants, I placed only the main stakeholders patients. I loosely assigned

three predefined stakeholders, i.e., medical researchers, physicians, and uni‑

versity hospitals, to the patients on pink sticky notes. Initially, I asked each

workshop cohort to rearrange the three stakeholders (excluding patients)

if necessary, but no one did so in any workshop. Afterward, I explained

that participants should add and place additional stakeholders in appro‑

priate locations. All cohorts mentioned similar stakeholder groups such

as justice, data protection officers, or health insurance companies. Only the first
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cohort, i.e., the patient representatives, identified noticeably more stake‑

holders than the other two cohorts, i.e., patients in clinical care. I assume

this difference was due to the patient representatives’ expertise in health‑

care data practices, as they mentioned more granular stakeholders, such

as self‑help groups and pedagogues.

Furthermore, I noticed that especially the value map of the patient rep‑

resentatives (see Figure 7, p. 102) differed in the density of values and

stakeholders from those of the patients in clinical care (see Figure 8 and

Figure 9, p. 102). It was also noticeable how the values were distributed

among the stakeholders responsible for implementing them. Specific

stakeholders, such as media, pharmacy, or authorities, were defined using

a pink sticky note. Yet they were not further considered when assign‑

ing stakeholder values. In this regard, all cohorts increasingly focused on

the patients and the stakeholders closest to them. This led specific stake‑

holders to play no significant role or exert no influence on patients when

donating health data.

Upon closer examination of the three value maps in consultation with

the transcripts, I noticed the level of detail with which the patient rep‑

resentatives captured values in the context of health data donation. I at‑

tribute this to the workshop duration with the patient representatives,

as I had planned more time. This workshop was the first one after the

pilot study. I assumed that more time for facilitation was necessary, as

the participants were inexperienced with participatory workshops, un‑

like the pilot study cohort, to which I invited designers. Furthermore,

the two workshops with patients in clinical care had to be significantly

shortened from 4.5 to 3 hours. As mentioned earlier, this shortened du‑

ration was justified and necessary to prevent potential exhaustion among
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Figure 7: Value map 1 of the first workshop with patient representatives shows an obvious density of
values assigned to different stakeholders, leading to several relationships or value conflicts.

Figure 8: Value map 2 from the second workshop with patients in clinical care depicts fewer stake-
holders compared to the workshop with patient representatives, yet a comparable number of values
are assigned across the stakeholders, comprising three relationships or value conflicts.
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Figure 9: Value Map 3 from the third workshop with patients in clinical care reveals that most values
are attributed to two stakeholders, i.e., physicians and patients, showcasing three relationships or
value conflicts.

this cohort. This led me to suspect that engagement in and completion of

the activities, particularly the development of a value map, were affected.

For example, the patient representatives identified over five stakeholder

relationships (in contrast to patients in clinical care, who identified only

two to three). They also identified precise notions that attempt to cap‑

ture or summarize several identical values. In contrast, patients in clinical

care almost avoided committing to a value notion, using short sentences

or keywords. I assume that the patient representatives’ ability to artic‑

ulate and define their thoughts concretely stems from their daily work,

as they continually communicate with medical organizations and insti‑

tutions through their professional and voluntary activities. During the

workshop, I observed their profound knowledge of consent forms and

practices in healthcare, which might facilitate their expression of values.
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Although this approach to capturing the values of both cohorts initially

appeared contradictory, upon further examination, I found that the val‑

ues of the patient representatives and the patients in clinical care were

similar.

I detail these findings from the first analysis step and synthesize them

in the second step. In Table 3 (p. 105), the prevailing values are sorted

into categories and are listed based on their appearance in the workshops.

Each category reflects the overarching concern of the values. The values

are followed by a description of how they should be considered in health‑

care from the patient’s perspective. The categories are structured as fol‑

lows: First, ethical considerations in healthcare; second, enhancing decision‑

making for patients; third, preserving patient autonomy; and finally, promot‑

ing patients’ health sovereignty.

I will describe and elaborate on the values assigned to these categories,

using participant quotes (P1 to P16) to illustrate how these values were

represented in the workshops and to provide the basis for the findings of

the second analysis step.
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Table 3: Overview of values uncovered using the first analysis step. Each value is accompanied by a
description to address the patient’s perspective.

Value Description

Category 1: Ethical Considerations in Healthcare

Integrity Medical institutions ensure that patients' data is used only for the study for
which patients consented to provide their data.

Purpose Medical institutions ask patients if their data can be used for other medical
studies.

Accountability Medical institutions are responsible for protecting patient data and potential
misuse.

Sustainability Patients give one-time consent to use their data for medical research.

Autonomy Patients are enhanced to reflect on their preferences and concerns when de-
ciding, i.e., consent to a data donation.

Category 2: Enhancing Decision-Making for Patients

Comprehensibility Patients with limited reading ability receive information about using their med-
ical data in an understandable form.

Awareness Patients are informed about privacy policies and the importance of data pro-
tection.

Competence Patients can review a decision regarding their previous consent to use their
data for other research purposes.

Category 3: Preserving Patient Autonomy

Voluntariness Patients voluntarily agree that their medical data be used for research pur-
poses.

Transparency Patients are informed about what data is being collected and how it is used in
their privacy policy.

Data Protection Medical institutions protect patients' data from unauthorized access.

Withholding Patients can withhold personal information they deem irrelevant for data do-
nation.

Category 4: Promoting Patients’ Health Sovereignty

Data Sovereignty Patients' data are treated confidentially and are only used for specifiedmedical
research purposes.

Anonymity Medical researchers exclusively use anonymized data to protect patient pri-
vacy.

Equality Measures for barrier-free assessment for non-native patients to understand
the context of a data donation.
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First, ethical considerations in healthcare. Participants across all work‑

shops emphasized the importance of ethical considerations to achieve

fairness and inclusivity in health data practices. For example, proactive

measures to reduce bias and to prioritize the needs of vulnerable groups

are the responsibility of medical institutions that collect and share data

with third parties, thereby promoting social justice and collective well‑

being. I found that this was reflected in an alliance of values, including

integrity, transparency, purpose, accountability, sustainability, and autonomy.

Considering this, participants reflected on how equitable access to health

data practices can be promoted to enhance medical research, for example,

by addressing disparities in the availability and distribution of patient

data among medical institutions. Additionally, participants enforced the

fair treatment of patients throughout the entire data‑sharing process.

Regarding this, I found that participants in this process repeatedly re‑

ferred to the integrity of medical institutions, such as physicians and med‑

ical researchers, as the first point of contact for, for example, a treatment.

It was essential for the participants that patients be treated with respect

and dignity, taking into account their health histories, rather than merely

as study subjects donating data. One participant (P8) linked integrity to a

commitment by medical institutions to sincerity in selecting patient data,

i.e., not collecting vast amounts of data but only those necessary for a

medical study. This participant further elaborated that integrity of med‑

ical institutions entails a responsibility to foster patients’ confidence in

donating health data, for example, by ensuring that data use is transpar‑

ent and serves a meaningful objective.

“[Patients] don’t appear as individuals; then [third parties] can certainly re‑

lease data somewhere, then [medical institutions] should, of course, be serious
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[...]” — P8

I found that transparency was a concern among participants regarding

the collection, use, and sharing of health data, which may ultimately sup‑

port informed consent for health data donation. The participants’ core

concern regarding transparency in data use was not merely compliance

with regulations, but instead fostering a culture of respect, including ac‑

countability and purpose, in which health data practices align with ethical

principles and uphold patients’ rights. Essential here, for example, was

clear communication in paper‑based consent forms, such as how data are

anonymized or processed, as highlighted by one participant (P3).

“So, clarity about the scope of data usage. Objective, purpose, and trans‑

parency within the process and subsequent usage. So, that’s what I under‑

stand transparency to mean.” — P3

In this discussion, I found a recurring demand for meaningful purpose,

i.e., purposeful data usage. In conjunction with transparency, one partici‑

pant (P3) added that data collection should serve a specific purpose that

aligns with patients’ data security needs.

“Important, because we all need security and control, which can thus also [be

achieved through a specific purpose].” — P3

Overall, I observed that participants, to uphold transparency and pur‑

pose, regarded medical institutions as responsible for ensuring accountabil‑

ity in the responsible use of patient data. I found that such accountability

entails preserving patients’ values and needs. One participant (P2) de‑

scribed a balance between the need for data and the sustainability of con‑

sent. For example, patients with chronic illnesses may change medical

facilities and frequently request data from different physicians or medi‑

cal researchers. This means that sustainability eliminates the need for re‑
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newed consent, as the patient has already provided it.

“[With sustainability], I want to give data once and not be asked [repeat‑

edly].” — P2

The participants, in particular patient representatives, discussed how

sustainability can be provided by medical institutions. However, in the

growing discussion, they questioned whether sustainable health data do‑

nation would benefit physicians and medical researchers who rely on

abundant, up‑to‑date patient data. One promising suggestion was auton‑

omy to reconsider, revoke, or modify consent to data sharing over time,

i.e., after a health data donation has been made. For example, partici‑

pants advocated for mechanisms that allow patients to withdraw their

consent or adjust their privacy preferences, such as with whom data is

shared and for what purposes. One participant (P1) emphasized the im‑

portance of mechanisms that enhance autonomy, enabling patients to re‑

view and amend their privacy preferences.

“[Autonomy], so, the expiry of the period for which I provide it; also the re‑

vocation.” — P1

In summary, participants demonstrated deep concern for integrity,

transparency, purpose, accountability, sustainability, and autonomy in the do‑

nation of health data. They emphasized the need for medical institutions

to be accountable for maintaining sustainable data practices and protect‑

ing patient rights for ethical import. For example, approaches should be

considered to allow patients to reflect on a past or upcoming data dona‑

tion in light of their privacy preferences.

Second, enhancing decision‑making for patients. Building on the previ‑

ous category, I found that participants discussed measures in health data

practices to enhance the comprehensibility, awareness, and impact of data
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sharing, eventually favoring competence in consent. To sustain comprehen‑

sibility, one participant (P3) mentioned measures addressing formal as‑

pects of paper‑based consent forms, such as context‑specific information:

“No citizen ever understands the content through the paragraphs. And ac‑

tually, the paragraphs should be removed. I mean, you have to understand

[the paragraphs]. And then you always have to google: What do they mean

by that, yes? Paragraph so and so. What do they mean by that? I mean, 70%

of citizens don’t understand that.” — P3

Similarly, another participant (P 11) emphasized that data donation

situations should be established that do not involve pressure and that ac‑

company or even support the comprehension of consent forms.

“Yes, because I have a problem with reading. And when I read something,

I forget what I read before. And I need an explanation and impulses in the

middle of it. And it would be good if there was someone who [supports] me.”

— P11

I noted that measures of comprehensibility significantly affect partici‑

pants’ awareness of health data donation. Discussions during the work‑

shops revealed that only when comprehensibility is achieved can awareness

of data donation be attained, and that patients are only willing to share

their data when they are confident that their data will be protected. One

participant (P2) reflected accordingly:

“Yes, definitely, only when patients are confident that their data will be han‑

dled securely, processed, collected, etc. Where [the data] are, who has access

to the data.” — P2

Overall, I observed that participants’ thoughts on comprehensibility and

awareness centered on competence, specifically ensuring that all patients
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have equal opportunities to make informed decisions that account for

their individual needs. One participant (P15) emphasized support not

necessarily from a medical institution but from family members who al‑

ready accompany patients in their care and provide ongoing support, in‑

cluding for new treatment measures and for obtaining new consent for

data donation. Institutions should instead create spaces that separate con‑

sent from stressful admission situations.

“[...] often there is no time to understand [consent forms]. And what is

important here, as was repeated, is that you can take it home and have time

to discuss it with someone who can explain it to you. So, it was mainly about

having someone explain it to you, so [...], that you don’t just get it and have to

sign it immediately, but have the opportunity to reflect on it and think about

it.” — P15

In summary, I found that the values of comprehensibility, awareness,

and impact of data sharing have a crucial influence on decision‑making

regarding health data donation. Participants emphasized the importance

of ensuring comprehensibility and awareness among patients about data do‑

nation to facilitate informed consent decisions. For example, participants

suggested more precise, context‑specific information in consent forms to

raise awareness of the implications of data sharing. Additionally, creat‑

ing a supportive environment, involving family members, and separat‑

ing consent from admission situations were identified as ways to support

patients’ decisions.

Third, preserving patient autonomy. As indicated by the two previous

categories, I found that participants in the workshops aimed to improve

voluntariness of data donations, data protection of patient data, and with‑

holding of data sharing that might not be in the best interest of patients,
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such as providing no added value to their healthcare. Participants further

emphasized the importance of patients retaining ownership and control

of their data even after data donation. However, the question of the vol‑

untariness of data donation consistently arose in discussions following the

potential disclosure of health data, for example, to third parties such as

health insurance companies. One participant (P9) stated that consent to

data use should be free of coercion to maintain the voluntariness of health

data donation. Especially for acute treatment, patients should not be pres‑

sured to consent. Instead, the decision should be in the patient’s best

interest, free from influence by, for example, physicians or medical re‑

searchers.

“[...] I had in mind this situation where you usually sign, which often hap‑

pens when you have acute problems and call a physician’s office and then sign

various consents, which is more like a door‑to‑door deal.” — P9

In line with voluntariness, participants viewed data protection as essen‑

tial, emphasizing that data still belong to patients even after donation and

should not be treated as a donation. Participants again questioned data

ownership and third‑party use. I found that this discussion highlighted a

tension between the need for medical research for more data and patients’

need for control over their information to uphold data protection.

“I wrote [data protection]. The data belongs to the patient. This is a donation.

What does that actuallymean? [...] Yes, on the one hand, theywant to use our

data completely, but as far as I remember, it’s not that simple. They can’t just

say they’re using it, but it’s theirs. So, the question is: When do I completely

get rid of my data? Is that even possible? Who is allowed to use the data?’

Can someone profit from it without considering the donor?” — P1

Although all participants expressed distrust and concern about the
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secondary use of patient data, some felt compelled to donate health data,

such as for their own treatment or that of a close family member. How‑

ever, participants expressed distrust and concern about opaque health

data processing, including the potential for third parties to use patient

data. One participant (P9) reflected on patients’ personal motives and

explained, based on the motives, why withholding data might become rel‑

evant at some point, such as due to a lack of information sharing, and

could lead to withdrawal from participation in medical research.

“Maybe also again with the [value conflict of the] patient and [medical] re‑

searcher, and I think a tension arises between the practicality for the re‑

searcher, who of course would like to have a lot of data, a lot of biographical

data, etc., for statistical analyses as widely available as possible and always

use it in follow‑up studies and then, I say, information involvement and revo‑

cability needs of the patients, who would, of course, like to be informed about

every study and every analysis that is to be done with their data at some point

and maybe also have that in hand to then be able to decide again and again

about it, i.e., to be involved, and this leads to a great effort and also to the im‑

possibility of studies and the administrative effort through this information

and consents for the researchers.” — P9

In summary, I found that patient autonomy in health data donation re‑

volves around voluntary participation. Participants emphasized the im‑

portance of patients retaining ownership of their data, particularly con‑

cerning third parties’ secondary use of data. Furthermore, the tension be‑

tween the medical research’s need for comprehensive data and patients’

desire for control over their information underscores the complexity of

balancing data access and privacy concerns.

Fourth, promoting patients’ health sovereignty. An issue driving partic‑
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ipants during the workshops was the maintenance and enhancement of

patients’ health sovereignty and how this can be respected in health data

donation. However, participants expressed concerns that standard con‑

sent forms did not enable patients to achieve an adequate level of data

sovereignty, for example, by allowing them to anticipate potential nega‑

tive consequences of data exposure, particularly for patients with rare dis‑

eases. I found that data sovereignty played a central role for participants.

One participant (P9) emphasized the need for continuous information to

preserve sovereignty.

“[...] the patient might have a right and an interest [to receive continuous

information]. The patient should also be informed if data are repeatedly used

for new studies.” — P9

At the same time, another participant (P16) specifically highlighted

the lack of clarity regarding consequences, such as the absence of treat‑

ment if consent to data donation is not provided, which could undermine

patients’ health sovereignty.

“[...] what consequences does this have for me if I don’t [sign a consent form]?

Then, there is also the fear that I won’t be treated if I don’t sign. And basi‑

cally, every decision has consequences, so it would have a consequence for me

whether I sign it or not. And often it’s like this [...]: ‘Data protection, please

sign,’ and no effort is made for anything. You sign, in my case, out of fear;

if I don’t sign it, then it might be that I won’t be treated, or not properly.

So, the consequence is not exactly stated: what happens if I do it or don’t?

That’s already a big decision for me, whether I sign now or not. Most of the

time, you sign because you have the feeling: It’s not going to continue here.”

— P16

In this regard, participants offered another perspective: they high‑

113



INVESTIGATING THEMETHOD FOR PARTICIPATORY VALUE ELICITATION IN TWOCONTEXTS

lighted that anonymity could help protect patients from social and pro‑

fessional consequences, such as an employer learning of an illness

and it affecting the employment relationship, and could promote data

sovereignty. Participants emphasized that patients could be identified

through their data, underscoring the importance of anonymity, especially

in the context of rare diseases, to avoid negative consequences. One par‑

ticipant (P9) reaffirmed:

“For me, it is important that it cannot be [traced] back to the specific natural

person.” — P9

I found that participants repeatedly reflected on data sovereignty and

anonymity, i.e., they sought to contextualize their values beyond their

health experiences. I realized that the values of data sovereignty and

anonymity converged in equality, i.e., equal access to information about

medical research as patients contribute their data. One participant (P9)

called for enhancing equality by handling information about medical re‑

search results and ensuring their dissemination to third parties. An‑

other participant (P1) viewed medical institutions, rather than physicians

or medical researchers, as responsible for addressing the uncertainties

raised by consent forms. While physicians or medical researchers may

play a role in promoting equality by obtaining consent, they do not set the

terms and conditions that enable patients to understand data donation.

This responsibility aligns more with the role of medical institutions.

“[...] in the end, it is approved by the university hospital, which comes out as

a [consent] form, and not the individual physician who hands it over, who is

then the messenger. And in the end, [the physicians] are just the representa‑

tives for all the researchers who stand behind.” — P1

In summary, participants emphasized the importance of contin‑
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uous information provision, which might empower patients’ health

sovereignty. Such education, facilitated by medical researchers (acting

on behalf of medical institutions), can foster equality in health data dona‑

tion between patients and medical institutions.

In the following, I leverage the insights through the findings of the

second analysis step to arrive at suggestions for patient‑centered health

data donation.

Findings

As described in Chapter 6.2, the first step of the analysis clarified how

participants contextualized their values regarding the donation of health

data. I was able to delineate in detail the prevailing participants’ values,

as shown in Table 3 (p. 105), and synthesized them into four categories:

ethical considerations in healthcare; enhancing decision support for patients; pre‑

serving patient autonomy; and promoting patients’ health sovereignty.

This synthesis served as the basis for the second step of the analysis,

which aims to derive value‑sensitive recommendations to inform the de‑

sign of patient‑centered user interfaces for health data donation. These

suggestions primarily stem from the value scenarios articulated by par‑

ticipants in subgroups of two to three. When dividing participants into

subgroups, I aim for an even distribution to balance their divergent char‑

acteristics, considering, for example, extroverted participants alongside

more reserved ones to ensure that participants could contribute their in‑

sights equally within each subgroup. The subgroups utilized at least three

values from a value map to create the value scenarios. A total of six value

scenarios emerged; two from the workshops with the patient representa‑

tives, i.e., the first subgroup with P1 and P3 and the second subgroup with
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P2, P4, and P5; and four value scenarios with patients in clinical care, i.e.,

the third subgroup with P9, P10 and P11, the fourth subgroup with P6, P7,

and P8, the fifth subgroup with P12 and P13 and the sixth subgroup with

P14, P15, and P16. I present the value scenarios and suggestions below.

The subgroups generally focused on the three values they considered

inevitable in health data donations. They also linked the values to stake‑

holders they argued were responsible for a particular task in the health

data practices. The subgroups regarded physicians or medical researchers

as the primary contacts for consent to donate data or for providing infor‑

mation on medical research purposes, data processing, and data use.

I encouraged the subgroups to approach the creation of the value sce‑

narios freely and at their discretion. In other words, they could determine

how to design value scenarios to envision patient‑centered health data do‑

nations that embody those values. Accordingly, different representations

were realized in the value scenarios of the subgroups: The first and fifth

subgroups opted for an overview of information flows to establish value

responsibilities for stakeholders, as shown in Figure 10 (p. 118) and Fig‑

ure 14 (p. 120). The second and fourth subgroups used a timeline to recall

values at specific points in the health data donation process, as shown

in Figure 11 (p. 118) and Figure 13 (p. 119). The third subgroup orches‑

trated values in a color‑coded matrix to distinguish challenges and solu‑

tions in sustaining values in health data donation, as shown in Figure 12

(p. 119). The sixth subgroup attempted a comprehensive approach, with

additional stakeholders (besides physicians and medical researchers) such

as data protection officers, health insurance companies, and healthcare providers

arranged around the patients at the center, primarily responsible for the

same values, as shown in Figure 15 (p. 120). In this value scenario, un‑
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derstanding how individual stakeholders account for values was difficult

since the same values were assigned to multiple stakeholders. It seemed

that responsibilities were being diluted, as all stakeholders appeared to

have the same level of discretion. In comparison with the contextualized

values from Table 3 (p. 105), I found in the first analysis that some values,

such as competence, equality, or withholding, were less discussed compared

to, for example, transparency and purpose. Yet, in the value scenarios, com‑

petence, equality, or withholding found increased resonance. I attribute this

to the subgroups’ challenge of ensuring the practicability and appropri‑

ateness of the health data donation process in patients’ interests. For ex‑

ample, transparency serves as an overarching construct to disclose how

data are collected, processed, and stored. In contrast, equality facilitates

data donation for patients from diverse socio‑demographic backgrounds.

Informed by the discussions from the fourth workshop phase reflect

(see Chapter 6.1) and culminations of how the subgroup distinguishes be‑

tween values as an overarching construct to encompass patient‑centered

health data donations on the one hand and on the other values that sup‑

port patients in their health data donation, I differentiate the resulting

suggestions into two essential areas that emerge from the second analysis

step: First, strengthening patient literacy in health data donation and second,

promoting patients’ accessibility in health data donation processes.

In strengthening patient literacy in health data donation, as in the first anal‑

ysis step, I identified tendencies that challenged the relationship between

patients and institutions that collect health data. From the subgroups’

perspective, physicians or medical researchers represented medical insti‑

tutions, which were seen as patients’ first point of contact for donating

health data. Evidence for this was primarily found in the value scenarios
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Figure 10: Value scenario 1 shows a process-like visualization to capture information flows after a data
donation; each flow (arrow) incorporates a specific value

Figure 11: Value scenario 2 shows a timeline considering values with a certain time stamp.
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Figure 12: Value scenario 3 shows a color-coded matrix, supporting values around data protection;
each sticky note color indicates a data protection criterion.

Figure 13: Value scenario 4 shows a color-coded matrix on a graph starting from receiving a consent
form to disclosing health data; each sticky note color indicates a value that should be incorporated
into this process.
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Figure 14: Value scenario 5 shows a process-like visualization considering specific touchpoints, i.e.,
circles, advocating specific values.

Figure 15: Value scenario 6 shows a radial graphic with patients in the center surrounded by multiple
stakeholders, each responsible for multiple values.
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of patient representatives, i.e., proposals to support patients in data dona‑

tion, as shown in Figure 10 (p. 118), and to increase transparent data do‑

nation processes through decision support, as shown in Figure 11 (p. 118).

The first subgroup, furthermore, critically examined the importance

of informed decision‑making in health data donation to improve pa‑

tients’ understanding of data donation. However, they assumed that

neither physicians, medical researchers, nor hospital staff are adequately

equipped with resources to provide patient information. The subgroup

suggested that decision support could help physicians and medical re‑

searchers educate patients. This support could take the form of human ex‑

perts (e.g., consultants with extensive knowledge of institutional health‑

care practices) or non‑human solutions (e.g., digital assistants), both op‑

erating independently. An example of the latter is the integration of chat‑

bots into applications designed for health data donation, which facilitates

patient understanding and engagement. Such decision support would

then incorporate values such as integrity and accountability to prioritize an

ethical stance in safeguarding patient well‑being:

“The decision support has [values like integrity and accountability]. [...]

Here we have these ethical values.” — P3

I also found that across the first and second subgroups, decision sup‑

port should primarily benefit patients’ well‑being by enabling them to

make health data donation decisions in their best interests. For example,

the first subgroup argued that physicians or medical researchers must

provide accurate information about the research purpose, i.e., the purpose

of the research, as well as the use and processing of data. This information

would be relayed and revised by a decision support:

“And [the medical researchers] have to say what they want to do, for what
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purpose, and only then are they allowed to access [patient data].” — P3

The second subgroup drew similar conclusions in their value scenario

and confirmed the assumption of the first subgroup that decision support

could significantly promote mutual exchange between physician and pa‑

tient:

“I found the idea [...] of [gaining literacy through decision support], whether

you call it a mediator or advisor or educator, quite interesting. Because I

think much more trust can be built [compared to] a physician who sometimes

misspeaks verbally.” — P2

Additionally, the second subgroup relied on the value data sovereignty

to reduce patients’ uncertainty, potentially leading to a decision to do‑

nate health data (e.g., regarding data use and processing). The subgroup

advocated for a patient‑supporting entity to increase transparency about

health data donation processes:

“[A decision support] doesn’t have to be the physician, but people who are

qualified and also have time for [consultation]; also an explanation of the

process of such data donation [...].” — P5

Interestingly, I found a similar concern in the value scenarios of pa‑

tients in clinical care, although these scenarios did not directly require

decision support. For example, the third subgroup was concerned with

informing patients about relevant results for their healthcare, as shown

in Figure 12 (p. 119), which indicated support for decision‑making that

favors a data donation to improve patients’ healthcare.

“[...] patients have the right to receive feedback on [medical] research results

achieved with their data. So that if [patients] have contributed to the devel‑

opment of a groundbreaking new therapy, they will be informed accordingly
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[...].” — P9

In summary, exploring patient health data donation competence high‑

lighted challenges in the patient‑hospital relationship, particularly re‑

garding patient education and the potential consequences of data dona‑

tion. Subgroups emphasized the need for decision support to enhance

transport health data practices and patient well‑being. These insights un‑

derscore the importance of empowering patients with accurate informa‑

tion about how their data are used and processed, thereby fostering trust

and facilitating mutual exchange between patients and medical institu‑

tions.

In promoting patients’ accessibility in health data donation processes, I

found that the value scenarios of the third to sixth subgroups, i.e., pa‑

tients in clinical care, aimed to facilitate patients’ accessibility in consent

processes for health data donation.

The subgroups noticeably incorporated their emotionally charged ex‑

periences stemming from their health history. These experiences ul‑

timately shaped their value scenarios to support patients in decision‑

making regarding health data donation and to embed values in health

data donation processes. For example, in Figure 12 (p. 119), the third sub‑

group considered withholding as a type of privacy traffic light to support

selection based on individual privacy preferences. In Figure 13 (p. 119),

the fourth subgroup materialized equality, where contents of typically

lengthy consent forms are structured and presented in simple language.

In Figure 14 and Figure 15 (p. 120), the fifth and sixth subgroups recom‑

mended autonomy on consenting to health data donation.

By synthesizing the value scenarios, I found that the subgroups priori‑

tized values that would make health data donation processes more acces‑
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sible to patients. All subgroups of the workshops with patients in clinical

care negotiated to enable the revocation of a data donation, for example,

even before the end of the storage period set by the medical institution.

The third subgroup devised an unconventional way of withholding that

resembles the idea of decision support from the first and second sub‑

groups. The third subgroup proposed an alternative, namely a privacy

traffic light, to support patients at the time of consent in understanding

the implications of health data donation and to provide an opportunity

to object to data donation.

“[...] introduce a kind of data traffic light on the [consent forms]: green,

yellow, and orange. Each explains something about the storage period, the

usability of the data, and the degree of personalization.” — P9

Similarly, the fifth subgroup considered providing a time‑

independent opportunity for autonomy with respect to consent, or re‑

vising consent and the associated privacy options, such as sharing data

with third parties or using secondary data. To further support acces‑

sibility through autonomy for patients, the subgroup proposed visual

elements paired with appropriate content structure in the value scenario:

“[...] I could imagine filling out a questionnaire on a tablet and just clicking,

and sometimes, when I have to fill out questionnaires like this: ‘And now

evaluate and do that.’ So, sometimes, I would prefer a yes/no answer. Of

course, sometimes differentiation is necessary [...].” — P13

Similarly, regarding a patient‑centered structure for a data donation

process, the fourth subgroup responded that compliance with equality is

essential to counteract language barriers and exclusion in the consent pro‑

cess.
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“In the overall context, it was particularly important for us in the [subgroup]

that the whole [consent form] be kept short and understandable and offer op‑

tions for simple language [...].” — P8

In summary, enhancing patient accessibility in health data donation

processes was emotionally salient to patients’ experiences. Subgroup

recommendations included innovative approaches, such as introduc‑

ing a privacy traffic light and empowering patients to understand and

control their health data donation. Strategies discussed ranged from

simplifying consent forms to incorporating visual elements to enhance

the transparency of patient data donation.

Summary

As disclosed in Chapter 7.1, the data‑driven healthcare system faces chal‑

lenges rooted in the need for ‘more’ data for medical research to improve,

for example, individualized medicine for patient care. Therefore, ad‑

dressing patients’ privacy concerns through regulatory measures is cru‑

cial. However, the significance of these measures in healthcare, includ‑

ing consent forms that reflect patients’ values, remains uncertain. Hence,

this context critically reflects on these circumstances and examines how

health data donation can be made more patient‑centered in the future.

Based on the proposed method in Chapter 6, I derived value‑sensitive

suggestions (see Findings, p. 115) from empirically collected data to open

a design space to support this context.

The three workshops provided participants (patients and patient rep‑

resentatives) a platform to contribute to the growing efforts to digitize

healthcare. These efforts acknowledge the importance of including di‑

verse perspectives, especially those of patients directly affected by health‑
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related decisions who may have little or no discretion to voice their opin‑

ions. The suggestions for patient‑centered health data donation high‑

lighted the need to uphold patient autonomy, transparency, and decision‑

making in health data practices. To be more precise, the proposed sug‑

gestions to strengthen patient literacy in healthcare data donation align

with the rapidly evolving digital health initiatives. As the healthcare sec‑

tor increasingly relies on data‑driven technologies, initiatives such as the

German “Digitalisation Strategy for Health and Care” (Federal Ministry

of Health, 2023) aim to enhance patients’ understanding of data use and

privacy. Nonetheless, the suggestions may provide more concrete strate‑

gies to bridge the gap between patient values and institutional require‑

ments in healthcare.

Furthermore, these suggestions underscore the need for patient‑

centered user interfaces for health data donation. Patients in clinical care,

especially those with psychosomatic disorders, face unique challenges in

navigating consent forms and understanding the implications of data do‑

nation. For example, this can be addressed by simplifying language, pro‑

viding visual aids, and creating opportunities for reflection to accommo‑

date diverse socio‑demographic backgrounds, needs, and abilities. In ad‑

dition, the emphasis on decision support underscores the significance of

empowering patients with context‑specific information to make informed

decisions about their data donation.

In this context, my inquiry demonstrated that the participatory value

elicitation method can yield valuable findings by addressing patients’

inner values and concerns, on the one hand, and by recognizing broader

systemic challenges in healthcare, on the other. For example, the com‑

plex interplay of regulatory requirements, technological advancements,
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and ethical considerations demands ongoing dialogue and collaboration

among stakeholders. As mentioned, the consultation process for speci‑

fying the broad consent form might have led to an asymmetry in patient

engagement and participation. Thus, further efforts are needed to foster

greater patient involvement that prioritizes their values and the right to

participate in healthcare decisions. I argue actively involving patients in

shaping health data practices fosters a culture of empowerment within

the healthcare system, but sustaining this requires ongoing efforts to

promote a patient‑centered approach at all levels of care.

7.2 Citizen Values toward
Mobility Data Donation

Citizens’ involvement in political and economic decision‑making is piv‑

otal in fostering active participation, including contributions to scien‑

tific research. This form of public engagement is known as citizen sci‑

ence (CS). CS encompasses scientific research activities involving vol‑

unteers’ collection, analysis, or interpretation of data and spans vari‑

ous domains, such as mobility (Puussaar et al., 2022), biodiversity (Sul‑

livan et al., 2014), and healthcare (Diethei et al., 2021). By generating

substantial volumes of data, CS can provide and accelerate localized in‑

sights that enhance research and decision‑making, for example, through

“mit:forschen!” projects of Wissenschaft im Dialog gGmbH (2023). For

instance, community‑led environmental monitoring initiatives can track

air quality, enabling local governments to make informed decisions about

pollution control. Similarly, health studies involving individuals who

contribute health data can support advances in disease understanding
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and the development of treatments.

Many CS initiatives rely on the involvement of thousands of vol‑

unteers, often engaged through crowdsourcing activities facilitated by

smartphones or wearable devices (Curtis et al., 2017). While CS aims

to improve societal well‑being by collecting and connecting data, such

as mobility information, critics have raised concerns that it may exac‑

erbate power imbalances between companies and government agencies

by sidelining citizens’ privacy concerns (Cooper et al., 2021). Address‑

ing these imbalances requires examining contexts where citizens’ values

and concerns may conflict with those of other stakeholders, such as gov‑

ernment agencies, healthcare providers, and private corporations (Hsu

& Nourbakhsh, 2020). For example, while citizens may prioritize access

to affordable healthcare, private healthcare companies might emphasize

profitability, creating tensions in policy discussions.

To enhance citizens’ clarity of CS data practices, it is essential to ex‑

plore mechanisms that promote citizen governance, such as establish‑

ing clear guidelines for (digital) participation. This consideration leads

to the hypothesis that meaningful public participation can be facilitated,

primarily through mobility data donation practices that reflect citizens’

values in CS projects. In this context, the responsible collection and use

of mobility data should be a central focus of CS, including initiatives led

by public institutions and private companies. For instance, co‑designing

data collection technologies with local communities can help appreciate

that citizens’ values, needs, and concerns are adequately addressed (Hsu

& Nourbakhsh, 2020). In turn, eliciting these values is vital to develop‑

ing new approaches to data practices in CS, particularly regarding the

donation of mobility data. Such efforts can support the integration of cit‑

128



INVESTIGATING THEMETHOD FOR PARTICIPATORY VALUE ELICITATION IN TWOCONTEXTS

izens’ priorities into project design and implementation, fostering trust,

inclusivity, and accountability. Eventually, these efforts can enhance CS

initiatives aimed at addressing societal challenges.

This context arises from the research project “freemove – Privacy‑

Centered Urban Mobility Data”27, funded by the BMBF (grant number

01UV2090B) from January 2021 to June 2024. This transdisciplinary

project, where I conducted qualitative research, explored the privacy‑

conscious provision of movement data for sustainable urban mobility.

The project aimed to develop a scientifically grounded framework speci‑

fying requirements for the fair, practical, secure, and understandable use

of mobility data for public benefit (e.g., by citizens and institutions). For

instance, mobility data donation is increasingly significant for generating

scientific insights and supporting policymaking. However, citizens are

often unaware of the sensitivity of the data they donate or how it is

managed. Consequently, ensuring the ethically required protection of

citizens’ privacy, aligned with their values and beliefs, presents a promis‑

ing avenue for designing mobility data donation processes that offer new

perspectives and insights.

Encountering Participants

In three workshops I conducted with 13 participants in total that took

place in March and April 2023 at the partner institution CityLAB Berlin28.

Based on my experience from the workshops in the previous context (see

Chapter 7.1), I reduced the number of facilitators from three to two, which

included a research project partner and me. I also shortened the work‑

27 https://www.freemove.space
28 The CityLAB Berlin is an innovation hub that unites government, academia, industry, and the com-
munity to explore digital solutions to enhance urban development for the benefit of society.
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shop duration to two hours, excluding breaks, as the workshops were

held in the evening on weekdays. Below, I describe the preliminary mea‑

sures for the workshops.

Recruitment was conducted through an open call via newsletters,

network referrals, and postings on CityLAB’s social media channels. An‑

ticipating an unexpected dropout rate (e.g., cancellations due to illness or

other commitments), we extended the workshop call to the websites of

local universities in Berlin. Unlike the previous workshops, participants

received a €25 voucher for a local bookstore. However, the research

partner and I did not disclose this incentive during our call to ensure that

participants joined voluntarily. The recruited participants, i.e., citizens,

had diverse educational backgrounds and professional fields (e.g., social

science and urban planning students, digital policy experts, and volun‑

teer workers). In contrast to the previous workshops, this recruitment

led to an uneven distribution of participants across the workshops: four

in the first, seven in the second, and only two in the third. Initially, I was

concerned that fewer participants in the first and last workshops might

lead to less exchange among participants and, consequently, fewer data

points for analysis. Although I initially aimed for at least six partici‑

pants per workshop, I discovered that smaller groups facilitated deeper

exchanges and relationship‑building. The following sections further

support this observation.

Contextualizing Participants’ Values

I conducted the three workshops with engaged participants. In talks at

the beginning of each workshop, I found that participants sought to pro‑

mote social change and improve democratic processes through voluntary
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activities, such as joining associations or foundations, and to enhance peo‑

ple’s quality of life in their neighborhoods or work settings. This attitude

of engagement is strongly reflected in the findings.

During the workshops, I recorded a total of nine hours of audio, which

I transcribed verbatim. Similar to the context of health data donation, as

described in Chapter 7.1, I analyzed the empirically collected data fol‑

lowing the procedure outlined in Chapter 6.2, i.e., the transcripts and the

outcomes of the workshop activities, including 13 value questionnaires,

three value maps, and six value scenarios.

I familiarized myself with the transcripts and the value maps. Dur‑

ing familiarization with the transcripts, I found that I had to consult my

notes or value questionnaires much less frequently than during work‑

shops with patients in clinical care. The participants were more precise

in articulating or describing values. Unlike the citizens, I assume the pa‑

tients, especially those in clinical care, struggled more with their ongoing

depression or exhaustion at the time of the workshops, hindering them,

for example, from expressing their thoughts concisely.

Recall that, due to the two‑hour workshop (held in the evening dur‑

ing the week), participants were unevenly distributed: the first workshop

had four participants, the second had seven, and the third had only two.

However, the participants’ involvement was active, open, and lively in all

four workshop phases. These characteristics are also reflected in the ac‑

tivities undertaken by each cohort. The participants needed less guidance

in developing the value maps. In all workshop cohorts, participants as‑

signed values to the value map with minimal prompting, and additional

values were added in discussion during the realization of the value map,

or even expanded with new values that were not disclosed in the first
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phase explore. I observed the same level of engagement with four or fewer

participants in both the first and last workshops. During the third work‑

shop, with two participants, I observed that they were deeply immersed

in the discussion of value map development and seemed to spur one an‑

other on, indicating that a value map could also be created with a minimal

group size.

The value maps of the first two workshops showed five (see Figure 16,

p. 133) to six value relationships among stakeholders (see Figure 17,

p. 133). In contrast, the value map of the third workshop (see Figure 18,

p. 134) led to seven. I attribute this difference to the dynamics of the re‑

spective cohorts when creating a value map. In the first and second work‑

shop cohorts, some relationships or value conflicts were excluded from

the value map because participants deemed them non‑essential or unpro‑

ductive and thus not worth further consideration. In contrast, the third

cohort achieved a more apparent and unanimous consensus on these is‑

sues. All value maps showed nearly the same level of detail regarding

group sizes.

As shown in Table 4 (p. 135), the participants’ overarching values re‑

garding mobility data donation are categorized and listed according to

their appearance in the workshops. In conducting the first analysis step,

however, I initially assumed that participants across the three cohorts

held profoundly different values and needs. After reviewing and reflect‑

ing on the values, I realized that the participants formulated their values

in distinct ways (e.g., privacy, dignity, or autonomy). As I became more

familiar with the participants’ statements, i.e., the descriptions of their

values, I realized that seemingly contradictory values concealed a joint

underlying value, for example, the assurance that shared information is
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Figure 16: Value Map 1 from the first workshop highlights values not directly assigned to stakeholders
or linked to others, instead reflecting an overarching mindset, which values should be sustained in
mobility data donation.

Figure 17: Value Map 2 from the second workshop features an equal distribution of values across
stakeholders. Yet, some stakeholders are assigned values that appear unrelated or show no potential
for value conflict.
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Figure 18: Value map 3 of the third workshop illustrates equally aligned values across stakeholders.
Nearly every stakeholder demonstrates either a relationship or a conflict arising from these values.

kept secret and protected from unauthorized access.

Next, I consolidate the participants’ values into four categories: first,

striving for genuine infrastructures; second, safeguarding citizens’ data; third,

promoting ethical data use; and finally, enhancing citizens’ data literacy. Each

category incorporates and is informed by a specific set of values and is

strengthened by participant quotes (P1 to P13).
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Table 4: Overview of values uncovered using the first analysis step. Each value is accompanied by a
description to address the citizen’s perspective.

Value Description

Category 1: Striving for Genuine Infrastructures

Equality Public institutions create data infrastructures that are independent of socioe-
conomic status or demographic factors to avoid data biases.

Transparency Public institutions openly and transparently inform citizens about the purposes
and methods of data collection.

Purpose Public institutions openly declare the goals of mobility data donation practices
to citizens.

Fairness Public institutions ensure that marginalized groups or communities are not dis-
advantaged in data donation processes.

Category 2: Safeguarding Citizens’ Data

Anonymization Public institutions apply techniques to anonymize personally identifiable infor-
mation from mobility data before sharing it with third parties.

Data Protection Public institutions uphold legal measures and minimize the risks of data
breaches or misuse.

Category 3: Promoting Ethical Data Use

Common Good Public institutions significantly utilize mobility data to optimize all citizens'
transportation infrastructure.

Awareness Public institutions raise awareness among citizens that data donations can
have ecological impacts on transportation infrastructures.

Sustainability Public institutions should use data socially and economically sustainably to
avoid harming communities or future generations.

Participation Public institutions empower citizens in mobility policies and acknowledge the
integration of their contributions to urban mobility.

Category 4: Enhancing Citizens’ Data Literacy

Comprehensibility Public institutions present data in a way that is easily understandable for citi-
zens.

Reliability Public institutions anticipate citizens' needs for adequate information dissem-
ination.

Autonomy Public institutions enable citizens to reflect on their mobility behavior through
their data donated.
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First, striving for genuine infrastructures. Citizens should be encour‑

aged to question imbalances, including those in urban societal structures.

Accordingly, I found that participants expressed a desire for equality in

the distribution of mobility data donation resources, including represen‑

tation of population groups in public spaces (e.g., neighborhood inhab‑

itants). As one participant (P1) expressed, prioritizing spatial equity re‑

flects the aspiration for citizens to have unrestricted access to public data

spaces.

“Yes, and why is this topic, this value important to me, [equality], because

I’ve always felt that there is a great injustice [...] in our society.” — P1

Another participant (P3) elaborated on this, noting that, to achieve

equality, data collection methods should be communicated to citizens and

that transparency is a requirement.

“So it is clear which data is being collected and what it is being used for

in principle. Why important? Well, the donation is voluntary, so I need

transparency first to decide whether I want to donate at all.” — P3

Thus, transparency is a fundamental requirement for voluntary data

sharing, encompassing the disclosure of data collection methods on the

one hand and the intended uses on the other hand, to foster trust and

willingness to participate in mobility data donation, for example, in CS

projects, as explicitly stated by a participant (P2):

“And how do you define [transparency], if [mobility data donations] were

transparent everywhere, they would enable measures to improve situations,

either individually or through citizen councils.” — P2

I, furthermore, found that disclosing the purpose of data use is crucial

from the participants’ perspective to ensure that their data are used only
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for legitimate, predetermined objectives of a CS project. Aligning with

transparency, one participant (P12) reinforced purpose by suggesting that

only the data necessary for research in CS should be collected.

“So, that it’s appropriate [...]: yeah, if you already have the connection to the

consumer, well, then I also grab which age they have, even though I’m only

interested in whether they take the bike or the car.” — P12

Similarly, participants agreed that pursuing fairness includes disclos‑

ing collected data and ensuring transparent and responsible handling of

citizens’ data. Bundled as fairness, I found that one participant (P11) ar‑

gued that data should only be used for legitimate purposes, and eventu‑

ally, findings from CS projects should be fed back to the participating cit‑

izens, for example, in the form of infrastructure renewal for an improved

quality of life in a district.

“I feel like if I donate data, I also want something from the results.” — P11

In summary, participants highlighted a societal demand for equitable

distribution of resources and access to public data spaces, as expressed

by participants advocating for equality. This quest for fairness extends to

data sharing, where transparency and purpose serve as cornerstones, en‑

abling citizens to make informed decisions about a data donation and its

rationale.

Second, safeguarding citizens’ data. Anonymity and the protection of

citizens’ data emerged as crucial aspects of data exchange in public spaces

during the workshops, thereby helping citizens resist feelings of surveil‑

lance in their personal lives. Accordingly, anonymization of donated data

was a central aspect of ensuring citizens’ privacy and security, for exam‑

ple, in CS projects. The definition of anonymization also includes protec‑

tion against the unwanted disclosure of movement or location data, as
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summarized by participants (P6 and P4).

“Primarily, it’s about self‑protection and not feeling spied upon.” — P6

“So when we walk around the city. Why is anonymization important? For

many people, [...] it is pleasant not to be watched.” — P4

Moreover, according to participants, data protection is closely linked to

anonymization to safeguard citizens’ identities in large datasets. One par‑

ticipant (P11) stated that data protection includes the right to know who has

access to which data and how it is used. In contrast, another participant

(P8) emphasized the need to take precautions when donating mobility

data to ensure that third parties, such as the government, have restricted

access.

“So I know who sees and gets access to it [...].” — P11

“[...] the transparent citizen should not exist, and the state should only be

able to access information to a very limited extent.” — P18

In summary, participants emphasized anonymity and data protection

in CS data exchange, thereby fostering citizens’ resistance to surveillance.

Anonymization, particularly in civic engagement projects, was highlighted

for safeguarding privacy and security. Participants also stressed the im‑

portance of data protection to uphold citizens’ rights while advocating for

limited access (e.g., of third parties) to personal information.

Third, promoting ethical data use. As noted in the previous category,

pursuing the common good through mobility data donations requires the

ethical and responsible use of collected data for societal benefit. However,

I found that participants advocated for more cooperative approaches, pri‑

oritizing community well‑being while also considering concerns about

data practices and fair access. In addition, the use of mobility data in CS
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to promote the common good was a recurring focus of discussions at each

workshop.

Building on this, questions arose about who is responsible for data

collection in projects such as CS. Consequently, raising public awareness

of the importance of donated data and the risks of misuse, such as sharing

them with third parties, became essential. To uphold both common good

and awareness, one participant (P2) argued that educational measures are

necessary to inform the general public about the potential risks, such as

data breaches.

“Conducting [common good and awareness] campaigns [...], educating the

population again about the benefits, but also the misuse [of donated data].”

— P2

Accompanied by common good, participants reflected on sustainability

in the context of mobility data donation. The challenge discussed was

the implementation of methods to assess public understanding and edu‑

cation regarding mobility data donation. One participant (P2) suggested

that a bold approach, similar to the World Debt Clock, could also be prac‑

tical.

“[...] enablingmeasures to improve situations individually or through citizen

councils. I imagine it like this: there used to be this big display [in public].

There should be such a display everywhere on major streets or districts, [...]

to sensitize people.” — P2

This participant added that societal and ecological change can be

driven, enabling citizen control over donated data:

“[...] ecological sustainability. By that, I mean [the] science, as I mentioned

earlier, [so that citizens can] better control it.” — P2
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I found, despite the lack of clarification on data use after donation,

participants associated the concern with promoting a willingness for par‑

ticipation in mobility data donation. Participants advocated for CS coordi‑

nators to minimize restrictions such as formal barriers or inconsistencies

when consenting to CS projects for acquiring more citizens to support ur‑

ban mobility research, as one participant remarked (P11):

“I have participation, so as few conditions as possible should be set [to not]

restrict individuals. So that you also get as representative results as possible.”

— P11

In summary, participants underscored the need to pursue the common

good through mobility data donations, emphasizing societal benefit while

addressing concerns about ethical data practices. Participants also valued

cooperative approaches that prioritize community well‑being. Further,

they advocated for greater public awareness of the benefits and sustain‑

ability of these efforts to help prevent potential misuse of donated data.

Building on these ideas, the discussions led to educational strategies and

fewer restrictions, both intended to encourage meaningful participation in

mobility data donation.

Fourth, enhancing citizens’ data literacy. Given participants’ profes‑

sional backgrounds, such as urban planning and information science, and

their voluntary commitment to civic participation, discussions focused on

promoting data literacy to empower citizens and encourage critical reflec‑

tion on data practices. Based on this, participants emphasized the impor‑

tance of comprehensibility to enable citizens to understand the implications

of data collection and usage and to promote agency in data‑driven envi‑

ronments.

I found that comprehensibility, from the participants’ perspective, leads

140



INVESTIGATING THEMETHOD FOR PARTICIPATORY VALUE ELICITATION IN TWOCONTEXTS

to retaining control over citizens’ data and to its practical use; in other

words, if data processing practices become more controllable and under‑

standable, citizens can take actions, for example, to restrict third‑party

reuse of their data. One participant (P7) suggested that comprehensibil‑

ity helps citizens understand the potential and risks associated with their

data donations, thereby empowering them to participate actively in data

practices, a point echoed by another participant (P8) regarding data liter‑

acy.

“So, my point is comprehensibility. Why is it important to me? Because I

want to gain an understanding of something, or I want to classify it in my

knowledge [...].” — P7

“Yes, I agree quite well because I wrote down the value, let’s say, comprehen‑

sibility. And why is this value important? Only those who understand what

it’s all about understand what data is. So, it also goes a bit to the point from

the side that donates, so a bit to the point of data literacy.” — P8

However, due to diverse socio‑demographic backgrounds, citizens’

acquisition of data literacy may pose challenges, as participants’ discus‑

sions suggested. As a solution, the value of reliability emerged in the

workshops to facilitate access to data‑processing practices, such as in CS

projects, as noted by participants (P11 and P13).

“Because I’ve written down reliability as a value. While I agree with all of

you in some way. But the value was important because it’s the fundamental

incentive to participate at all [...].” — P11

“Data donation processes should not be complicated.” — P13

Participants were willing to facilitate the donation of mobility data.

However, this raised concerns about the possibility of unintentional data
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donations or those made without careful consideration. They supposed

that even if citizens prefer simplified data donation, they should critically

reflect on their behavior and interpret it in light of their needs and inter‑

ests. Interestingly, one participant (P7) described autonomy as the acqui‑

sition of a profound understanding of the subject, such as the donation of

mobility data.

“I also define [autonomy] similarly, that it is the acquisition. Promotes un‑

derstanding and helps me orient myself.” — P7

Supplemented by another participant (P8), autonomy can improve data

literacy and promote citizens’ informational self‑determination, includ‑

ing future participation in CS projects.

“[...] it’s data literacy, that the person somehow knows what data are and

[...] that the person is also enabled to apply this knowledge in the situation

again or draw the information from the situation that they can classify and

process.” — P8

In summary, participants highlighted the pivotal role of comprehensi‑

bility in empowering citizens to understand and control their data, foster‑

ing data literacy in data‑driven environments. However, challenges in in‑

dividual data literacy acquisition were recognized, prompting the emer‑

gence of reliability as a value to facilitate access to data practices. Though

streamlined mobility data donation processes were advocated, I noticed

participants’ concerns about unintentional or careless data sharing. This

highlighted the need to emphasize autonomy, fostering a deeper under‑

standing of and encouraging informed participation in CS projects.

In the next chapter, I expand on these findings by offering value‑

sensitive suggestions for enhancing mobility data donation practices

from a citizens’ perspective.
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Findings

The participants’ core values, discussed in the previous chapter, are sum‑

marized below as value‑sensitive suggestions to guide reflections on the

practice of mobility data donation in CS projects. To achieve this, I refer

to the second analysis step outlined in Chapter 6.2 to illustrate how par‑

ticipants embedded their contextualized values from Table 4 (p. 135) into

value scenarios.

To recall, I instructed subgroups to select at least three values from

the value map for their value scenarios. The distribution of participants

across subgroups was as follows: the first subgroup consisted of P1 and

P4, the second of P2 and P3, the third of P5 and P6, the fourth of P8 and

P11, the fifth of P9 and P10, and the sixth of P12 and P13.29

The participants in the respective workshops demonstrated equally

active engagement and commitment in creating their value scenarios. The

subgroups considered, for example, creative three‑dimensional represen‑

tations to articulate their visions of future mobility data donations, in con‑

trast to the workshops with patient representatives and patients in clinical

care in the first context, as described in Contextualizing Participants’ Values

(p. 99). Next, I examine each value scenario before introducing sugges‑

tions for enhancing citizen donations of mobility data.

The six subgroups successfully created one value scenario each. Gen‑

erally, the subgroups imagined a context close to reality in which values

are essential for citizens in donating mobility data. Overall, the value sce‑

narios illustrated specific situations: the first subgroup addressed resi‑

29 One participant (P7) was not included in the results due to an unforeseen personal event, leading
them to withdraw from the workshop participation before subgroup allocation.
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dents in a particular urban district, and the second subgroup considered

marginalized groups, such as minors or youth, in a neighborhood. The

third, fourth, and fifth subgroups developed a comprehensive set of data

protection requirements for Germany, including smartphone apps that

collect data. The sixth subgroup considered a broader range of citizens

and governments. These situations and their accompanying stakehold‑

ers were reflected in the envisioned value scenarios.

The value scenarios of the first subgroup in Figure 19 (p. 145), the sec‑

ond in Figure 20 (p. 145) and the sixth in Figure 24 (p. 147) used tangi‑

ble and interactive elements such as figures or small polystyrene pieces

for data representing inhabitants of an urban area and how their data is

collected and processed by a public institution. In contrast, the third sub‑

group in Figure 21 (p. 146) and fifth in Figure 23 (p. 147) used a more

procedural two‑dimensional representation to consider values embedded

in the visual design of a digital application or a data donation platform

storing a large amount of citizen data. The fourth subgroup in Figure 22

(p. 146) stands out from the other subgroups by defining a value scenario

as a criteria catalog (e.g., a step‑by‑step guide) detailing how citizens’ val‑

ues can be maintained when using public transit mobility applications.

The subgroups generally followed the activity guidelines by selecting

three values they considered essential for mobility data donation. Sim‑

ilar to the value maps, they also linked values to stakeholders, such as

data‑collecting companies or public institutions. I also found that the sub‑

groups primarily relied on all values from Table 4 (p. 135) to substantiate

their concerns regarding citizen‑centered mobility data donation. Some

subgroups, such as the first and second, subsumed these values under

the overarching value of participation to facilitate equitable data donation
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Figure 19: Value scenario 1 shows an urban district. It uses small figures representing citizens to
indicate when and where they donate data in public spaces, through interactive elements such as
movable objects that show citizens’ interactions.

Figure 20: Value scenario 2 shows round colored zones pointing to secure mobility data donations of
a neighborhood using interactive elements similar to Figure 19.
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Figure 21: Value scenario 3 shows an interaction concept for digital applications, such as user inter-
faces for mobility data donation.

Figure 22: Value scenario 4 shows conceptual value guidelines for mobility data donation through
digital applications.
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Figure 23: Value scenario 5 presents an overview of stakeholder responsibilities that should be con-
sidered when designing with values for mobility data donation.

Figure 24: Value scenario 6 shows a tangible interaction concept for a user interface, i.e., data dona-
tions symbolized through small polystyrene balls. Values are incorporated at certain steps of interac-
tion to ensure that citizens’ rights toward a mobility data donation.
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in urban areas. In contrast, the third subgroup integrated these values

into an interaction concept, subordinated to the value of reliability. Sub‑

sequently, these values were used to explore and develop proposals for

designing mobility data donations to strengthen citizens’ perspectives.

However, the values sustainability, common good, and awareness were not

directly incorporated into the value scenarios. I assume these values are

implicitly reflected in the subgroups’ underlying tenets. For example,

during discussions on creating the value maps, I observed that partici‑

pants viewed sustainability as a long‑term goal that could not be fully ad‑

dressed within a value scenario. Similarly, the common good was regarded

as a core concern, making it challenging to depict in a value scenario, as

it embodies a broader societal benefit or mindset.

I therefore found that the subgroups proposed two distinct sugges‑

tions, as reflected in the value scenarios: first, improving mobility data prac‑

tices through community‑centered approaches, and second, strengthening citi‑

zens’ agency in mobility data practices.

In improving mobility data practices through community‑centered ap‑

proaches, I found the subgroups aimed to strengthen citizens’ data

sovereignty in data donation initiatives such as CS projects. This included

prioritizing data protection and participation to effectively align local safety

concerns with citizens’ community‑specific needs, such as transparency

and fairness. One participant of the second subgroup (P3) emphasized

this community‑centered approach to underline how citizen motivation

for data donation in urban areas can be enhanced.

“Data donation occurs on different levels. So, we asked ourselves, how do we

collect data at which point? What needs are particularly present? And then

we said, yes, does something like this happen through a microcensus, or can
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something like this also be achieved through data donation? In a way, much

is resolved by the fact that we said: The decision for the neighborhood block

has been made. And then it’s somehow much easier with data donation to

motivate and clarify what the data will be used for afterward.” — P3

I noticed that this participant’s reflection underscored the need to

frame mobility data donations in CS in ways that are sensitive to the chal‑

lenges and preferences of different communities; subsequently, another

recommendation focused on transparency in data collection by public in‑

stitutions. The subgroups emphasized the importance of transparency

in developing mobility data donation processes that accommodate the

needs of a district’s citizens or urban community, including marginalized

or underrepresented groups (e.g., older adults or minors).

One participant (P1) in the first subgroup clarified this point, empha‑

sizing the need for transparent, scalable solutions to enable data donation

initiatives to adapt effectively to communities’ evolving needs over time.

“[...] it’s a bit the idea that you don’t always go everywhere and leave your

data somewhere and then of course completely lose track of it, because I mean,

how often in the week, in the month, do you always create a new account

somewhere and leave data there, but that there is a central place where you

deposit your data and request it there because that way you have a bit of an

overview.” — P8

The subgroups emphasized the importance of clear governance struc‑

tures and communication channels to promote effective data donation

processes. By establishing such structures and channels, public institu‑

tions, for example, can promote equality and fairness, ultimately improv‑

ing the effectiveness and inclusivity of data donation initiatives. One par‑

ticipant in the sixth subgroup (P12) discussed the potential of data dona‑
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tions to address community needs and placed this responsibility on data‑

collecting institutions.

“[Institutions] set the standards, [...] theymight also develop procedures, and

have control over how [mobility data practices] are conducted [...].” — P12

In this context, the subgroups emphasized the importance of autonomy

on mobility data practices, enabling a deeper understanding of data protec‑

tion regarding CS projects. One participant from the third subgroup (P8)

emphasized the need for simplified data practices, specifically highlight‑

ing the importance of providing clear and understandable information.

“[...] that [citizens] automatically receive a report from an organization once

a month. Basically, about the data that has been collected.” — P12

In summary, improving mobility data donation practices in urban ar‑

eas should include community‑based approaches to strengthen citizens’

data sovereignty, focusing on data protection and participation to address

community‑specific needs such as local security and privacy concerns.

The subgroups also emphasized the need for transparent, scalable frame‑

works that can be adapted over time to meet the community’s evolving

needs. These considerations underscore the importance of governance

structures in promoting, for example, equality and fairness in data dona‑

tion initiatives. In addition, promoting autonomy on handling mobility

data can deepen understanding of data protection and improve the compre‑

hensibility of data donation processes, ultimately contributing to greater

citizen engagement.

In strengthening citizens’ agency in mobility data practices, I found that

the value scenarios primarily indicated practical proposals to enhance cit‑

izens’ agency in mobility data practices, as seen in Figure 21 (p. 146) and

Figure 23 (p. 147). This suggestion includes strategies to promote data

150



INVESTIGATING THEMETHOD FOR PARTICIPATORY VALUE ELICITATION IN TWOCONTEXTS

protection, such as the design of accessible digital data donation appli‑

cations. Hence, the subgroups highlighted the importance of actively in‑

volving citizens, particularly to enhance collaboration in CS projects. An‑

other crucial aspect was the need for transparent communication about

data collection and usage. This communication should primarily convey

the purpose of the data collection, justify how the data will be used, and

allow citizens to make informed decisions about their data contributions.

One participant from the third subgroup (P8) exemplified this as inter‑

acting with a digital application to support citizens’ decision‑making re‑

garding data donation.

“Then another thing we thought would be cool is to have real‑time access via

an app to see which organization, for example, has what data from me. So

that I can click on the organization, and then there’s another click, and then

I’m shown a list in understandable terms, not completely in coder language.

Still, it says, for example, ‘your name was queried,’ then, ‘your address was

queried.’ So that I can see how much the organization has from me.” — P8

Following this, there was a recurring concern about the importance

of accessible designs for mobility data donations on CS platforms. For

example, the third subgroup indicated that intuitive data donation inter‑

faces could reduce barriers to promote greater citizen involvement in CS

projects. One participant from the third subgroup (P11) highlighted the

reliability, which was further elaborated by participant (P8) to implement

meaningful data protection measures for empowering citizens to retain

control over their data before, during, and after donation:

“But [citizens] then have control over [mobility data donations] themselves,

right from the start [of a data donation]. This could also be implemented

directly [...]. And [citizens] could also infer personally identifiable data and
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what goes beyond that. What might be more sensitive data? And that such

things are displayed directly, and [citizens are] warned without having to,

let’s say, inform themselves and read ten articles of law first.” — P11

“[...] then we have the [reliability] setting, where one says. It would be prac‑

tical if you could set categories from the beginning. One could say that one

category is personally identifiable and sensitive data. The third category con‑

tains only the most essential things, and there’s also a middle one. Then you

can unlock from the beginning, saying: I never want my data to be used for

commercial purposes [...], and for example, [...]: Do I want science to have

access to it, and so on. So you set levels from the beginning, and then the

thing can run in the background.” — P8

The sixth subgroup viewed control, i.e., reliability, as a means of deter‑

mining the handling of personal data. Interestingly, the subgroup consol‑

idated this under anonymization. One participant (P13), supported by an‑

other (P12), argued that maintaining anonymity is fundamental for data‑

collecting institutions to safeguard citizens’ identities, thereby alleviating

concerns about losing control over data donations.

“So anonymity makes it possible for me, for example, to consider whether I

give or donate data or not.” — P13

“Exactly, and anonymity was a bit of a synonym for citizens having a say.

So, do I want to remain anonymous? Or if yes, to what extent? Or for

whom?” — P12

In summary, the value scenarios offered practical suggestions that

public institutions and CS project coordinators can apply to improve

accessibility and control, thereby enhancing participation in mobility

data donation processes. In particular, the suggestions promote active
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involvement in mobility data practices through citizen‑centered design

approaches, such as user interfaces for CS initiatives that incorporate

transparent communication, thereby supporting informed decision‑

making and protecting citizens’ identities.

Summary

As outlined in Chapter 7.2, fostering community‑centered approaches

in mobility data practices and ensuring the responsible collection and

processing of mobility data are essential for enhancing citizens’ agency

and data literacy. However, within the context of CS projects, these ap‑

proaches may necessitate varying levels of participation.

Currently, CS relies on digital data collection, marking a shift in how

research is conducted. This evolution aims to democratize scientific pro‑

cesses by engaging citizens at every phase, from data collection to anal‑

ysis and interpretation. Nevertheless, this democratization faces several

challenges. Notable among these are power imbalances between data‑

collecting institutions and citizens, concerns regarding data privacy, and

instances of merely symbolic participation, such as in expert forums.

These issues can compromise the integrity and inclusivity of CS projects.

Furthermore, emphasizing community‑centered approaches under‑

scores the need to recognize and address citizens’ diverse values, needs,

and concerns within their specific life contexts, such as neighborhoods

or districts. For example, a community‑centered approach in an ur‑

ban neighborhood might focus on understanding residents’ unique chal‑

lenges, such as inadequate public transportation or high levels of air pol‑

lution. In contrast, a rural community might prioritize issues like access

to healthcare or the preservation of local agricultural practices. By ac‑
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knowledging these diverse contexts, community‑driven projects can sup‑

port solutions that are relevant and impactful for each specific group.

Therefore, CS projects should adopt scalable strategies tailored to the

unique needs of different communities. For example, a citywide air qual‑

ity monitoring program could leverage advanced technologies, such as

sensor networks and data analytics, to collect and analyze environmen‑

tal data across neighborhoods, thereby identifying pollution hotspots and

informing local policies. Still, it must also consider local concerns, such as

how the data will be used to improve health outcomes for distinct neigh‑

borhoods. Similarly, a citizen science project on biodiversity in rural areas

might involve local farmers in data collection about species conservation

while incorporating their traditional ecological knowledge. In contrast,

in a project aimed at reducing waste in a community, involving citizens

in the design of the waste management system ensures that their values,

such as convenience or environmental impact, are considered, increas‑

ing the likelihood that they will adopt the proposed changes. Such ap‑

proaches not only enhance the relevance and acceptance of CS but also

empower citizens, transforming them from passive participants into ac‑

tive collaborators in the scientific process. CS can then maximize societal

benefits without compromising research objectives by co‑designing ini‑

tiatives with citizens and prioritizing their values and needs.

Engaging in dialogue with citizens has significantly deepened my un‑

derstanding of their concerns and needs. I believe future CS initiatives

should prioritize genuine participation, transparency, and community in‑

volvement to effectively address the complexities of today’s data land‑

scape while upholding citizens’ values. However, addressing these val‑

ues can only be achieved through ongoing dialogue with citizens, policy‑
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makers, and CS researchers to uncover the lived experiences arising from

the data‑driven realities citizens face.

In response to the latter, I promoted active citizen participation in mo‑

bility data donation within CS projects. Through three workshops with

citizens, I applied the method for participatory value elicitation, yield‑

ing value‑sensitive suggestions for improving mobility data practices, as

presented in Findings (p. 143). From the citizens’ perspective, transparent

communication regarding mobility data practices is crucial for holding

data‑collecting institutions accountable to the public. Moreover, commu‑

nicating the purpose, methods, and potential impacts of data collection in

CS projects can help empower citizens to make more informed decisions

about data donation.
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7.3 Requirements to Navigate
Value Elicitation and Analysis
in Design Practice

After investigating the method in two different contexts, I will synthesize

my knowledge and experiences from a design practice perspective by

reflecting on the workshop concept and its facilitation to elicit values and

then reviewing the analysis procedure used to evaluate empirical data,

i.e., the values collected.

Elicitating Values in Design Practice

To recall, the workshop concept I developed is designed to elicit and an‑

alyze the values of individuals directly affected by a given context. The

goal is to create a space where facilitators, such as designers, can promote

and spark conversations about values, guide participants through reflec‑

tion, and help translate values into value‑sensitive suggestions, such as

hypotheses or requirements that support design ideas from a value per‑

spective. The latter is crucial, as understanding people’s values can sig‑

nificantly shape the conception and design of, for example, a technology,

ensuring it aligns with individual needs, concerns, and ethical consider‑

ations.

The workshop, structured into four distinct phases, is paired with

specific activities: explore, featuring the value questionnaire; contextual‑

ize, involving the value map; translate, using the value scenario; and re‑

flect, which revisits and reviews the previous three activities. Each phase

serves a distinct objective, but from a design practice perspective, the key

challenge is how designers facilitate each phase to help participants en‑
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gage meaningfully to yield practical insights for a design.

When devising the first phase, explore, I envisioned it as a starting

point for participants to reflect on their values in the context under dis‑

cussion. The challenge for designers in this phase is to help participants

articulate their values thoroughly. The process involves administering

a value questionnaire that prompts participants to identify the most im‑

portant value for them based on their experiences. As a designer facili‑

tating this phase, I quickly realized that it wasn’t always easy for people

to express their values, especially when it came to abstract concepts like

donating health data. I noticed that values are difficult to grasp, often in‑

terwoven with beliefs and experiences, and can be hard to pin down with

a simple answer. The questionnaire, while helpful, is not a one‑size‑fits‑

all tool, and the facilitator’s responsibility is to create freedom for partic‑

ipants to explore their values introspectively rather than merely identify

them. Also, I recognized that some participants might struggle to verbal‑

ize their values. As a facilitator, it is essential to be aware of individuals’

abilities and to guide them, without imposing influence, to reflect more

deeply. The value questionnaire may help frame the discussion. Still,

for designers, it’s really about facilitating a conversation that encourages

participants to engage with their values in a way that feels personal and

grounded. In my experience, this engagement was as much about help‑

ing participants articulate their values as about assisting them, without

influencing them, in reflecting on why these values matter to them.

Once values are explored, the contextualize phase begins. This phase

involves allowing participants to externalize their values and situate them

within a broader context. In the workshops, participants created a value

map to identify stakeholders and understand how their values intersect
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and are assigned to them. I found this phase crucial for enabling par‑

ticipants to grasp the broader context and to recognize how their values

relate to those of other participants and to the context itself. For example,

participants might acknowledge the need for privacy in health data dona‑

tion, but understanding which stakeholder in this context is responsible

for safeguarding privacy is a separate layer. The value map becomes a tool

for visualizing these layers. However, facilitating this phase might not al‑

ways be straightforward. Not every participant is comfortable speaking

up in group settings; therefore, for designers, it is crucial to create an en‑

vironment in which participants feel at ease sharing their thoughts. This

is not only to encourage a group but also to recognize that, for exam‑

ple, more reserved participants may have the latitude to contribute their

thoughts. I also had to be mindful of the intricacies that arise when values

conflict or when participants interpret them differently. A well‑facilitated

discussion can help clarify misunderstandings and foster productive di‑

alogue about shared objectives and ideals, but it can also surface difficult

conversations. Designers should be prepared for this and remain impar‑

tial, assisting participants in navigating these tensions respectfully.

The translate phase involved prompting participants to generate ideas

and consider how a given context could be enhanced from a values per‑

spective. In this phase, participants are divided into subgroups and

tasked with creating a value scenario. Essentially, a value scenario illus‑

trates how at least three selected values from a value map can be realized

in a specific context. I found that this phase can disclose what partici‑

pants value most. Some subgroups chose for two‑dimensional visualiza‑

tions, such as sketches or diagrams, while others took a more hands‑on

approach, building three‑dimensional models with cardboard and other
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materials. Reflecting on this, the choice of visualization type was often

implicitly determined by the context and participants’ conceptualization

of it. For example, subgroups focused on urban mobility data were more

likely to opt for three‑dimensional value scenarios because the physical

space of cities felt more graspable than in two‑dimensional visualizations.

For designers, this phase can be both exciting and challenging. They need

to know that this phase allows participants to let their ideas flow and con‑

sider how values can be translated into something tangible and meaning‑

ful to them. However, subgroups must be consulted in this activity to

ensure their ideas don’t get too far off track. The creative freedom sub‑

groups I experienced were also noteworthy. Still, there was sometimes a

chance that subgroups would try to do the right thing they thought I, the

facilitator, would expect of them. In such cases, designers should gen‑

tly guide the subgroups while sustaining and promoting their freedom

to create, aligning with the workshop’s primary objective.

In the final reflect phase, subgroups review their value scenarios and

discuss them within a group. This is where insights into value elicitation

emerge, as reflecting on the value scenarios provides participants with an

opportunity to critique and refine their thinking. It also allows them to

reflect on the values that are vital to them within a workshop cohort and

context. I found this phase valuable since it helps uncover the challenges

of translating values into more practical means. In this phase, designers

might need to acknowledge participants’ ideas, carefully challenge them,

ensure they are valued, and encourage constructive reflection. For ex‑

ample, designers might deem aspects of a value scenario inconsistent or

unclear, expecting more explanation without conveying that participants

did something inappropriate.
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Reflecting on the phases, I believe the workshop can benefit a value‑

sensitive design practice and help designers adopt a more mindful stance.

One of the biggest hurdles I faced was managing group dynamics. Some

participants are naturally more vocal than others, and as a facilitator, it’s

crucial to support participants so that they feel included and heard. The

workshop also relies heavily on the facilitator’s ability to maintain group

focus, particularly when the discussion turns to other topics related to

the context. The balance between guiding the conversation and allowing

free expression is delicate but essential. I also realized that, while the

workshop offers a structured process, the phases are sufficiently flexible

to adjust timing so that participants don’t feel rushed. Some participants,

for example, may struggle to articulate their values. In contrast, others

might be more comfortable with having more time to reflect on a task

or activity, to ask questions, or to feel more secure in completing it. In

addition, for design practice, I believe the workshop concept should be

adaptable and accessible, helping participants and designers alike over‑

come challenges as they approach the activities in each phase.

Blending Values into Design Practice

As Shilton et al. (2013) suggested, inductive approaches to eliciting values

are particularly useful for uncovering implicit individual and collective

values. In contrast, deductive approaches examine how these uncovered

values manifest within a context. Similarly, the proposed analysis proce‑

dure combined inductive and deductive coding to explore the collected

values across two contexts. Beyond deriving inductive and deductive

coding findings, I increasingly anticipated the participants’ life realities,

concerns, and needs. In particular, deep engagement with the data, i.e.,
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transcripts, through qualitative coding provided rich insights and helped

me internalize the participants’ perspectives and values.

My years of experience in qualitative research have lowered the

threshold for in‑depth analysis of empirical data. However, designers

may face challenges in data analysis, such as being unfamiliar with, or

even neglecting, qualitative research tools, including coding software

such as MAXQDA. While the strength of design practice lies in the practi‑

cal, vivid application of design principles and tools, it typically provides

limited exposure to qualitative research methods, such as content analy‑

sis, thematic analysis, and other interpretive approaches. Designers may

find qualitative data analysis demanding. Qualitative coding, crucial for

extracting meaningful insights from data, often requires resources, repe‑

tition, and attention to detail, which may hamper carefully scheduled de‑

sign processes. As a result, designers may feel overwhelmed, hindering

their ability to engage meaningfully with the data through such qualita‑

tive research approaches.

Expanding on this, the time required for qualitative data analysis

presents another significant barrier. Tight deadlines often bind design

projects, and designers are usually expected to deliver tangible results

quickly. In contrast, qualitative analysis is a time‑consuming process

that requires careful transcription, reading of transcripts, and data coding

across multiple rounds, followed by synthesis and interpretation. Before

initiating coding, designers should be aware that transcription, especially

when done manually or with transcription software that requires results

to be checked verbatim, can be labor‑intensive and require careful atten‑

tion to detail. Transcription errors, for example, can lead to inaccurate

representations of participants’ perspectives, thereby affecting the qual‑
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ity of the analysis. Another challenge in qualitative coding that designers

face is identifying themes or patterns in large volumes of data. In my ex‑

perience, repeatedly reading through workshop transcripts revealed in‑

sights that were not immediately apparent, such as participants’ motiva‑

tions or how their values related to one another. However, this process

of engagement requires significant patience and critical thinking. For de‑

signers unfamiliar with qualitative methods, the subjectivity inherent in

data interpretation can be challenging, as they must distill meaningful

findings to inform design processes.

This process may take valuable time away from more immediately

visible design aspects, such as prototyping and testing. Designers may

struggle to justify the time required for in‑depth qualitative analysis, es‑

pecially when the results do not immediately yield clear design resolu‑

tions. This tension between the need for immediate outcomes and the

deep engagement required for qualitative analysis might lead to reluc‑

tance to adopt such qualitative research. For example, the sometimes ab‑

stract qualitative findings can be problematic for designers to grasp. In

design workflows, the emphasis is on creating compelling outcomes, such

as functional or non‑functional prototypes. Qualitative data, however,

often leads to conceptual or theoretical insights that are less immediately

tangible. In my case, even if I were to arrive at well‑formulated, consis‑

tent, value‑sensitive suggestions, they might still be too vague for design‑

ers, requiring further clarification before they can be translated into con‑

crete designs. This disconnect between supposedly abstract qualitative

insights and the practical demands can be tiring for designers. Despite

these challenges, the potential benefits of qualitative analysis in design

are considerable. By profoundly engaging with participants’ values and
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perspectives, designers can create more reflective designs (Sengers et al.,

2005).

Additionally, in investigating the method, I discovered that the anal‑

ysis of workshop data primarily centers around two key phases and their

associated activities. First, in the second workshop phase, values are con‑

textualized using a value map. Specifically, the contextualize phase al‑

lows participants to articulate and refine their values within a value map,

thereby forming value clusters or categories. Second, values are depicted

in a value scenario based on the value map in the translate phase. This

phase revises and organizes these categories into a value scenario. All

in all, I realized that the phases and activities themselves act as a form of

analysis, as the very act of engaging in them begins to shape and structure

the data.

In summary, the method for participatory value elicitation, as I have

found in my work, offers a meaningful way to reflect and understand

the values that shape people’s experiences. This method enables design‑

ers to move beyond shallow assumptions and to adopt viewpoints that

resonate with people, thereby addressing their concerns and aspirations.

However, for this approach to become more widely adopted in design

practice, I believe there is a need for accessible, intuitive, and tangible

tools that support this method by lowering the threshold for facilitation

and engagement with qualitative analysis. The latter would involve ad‑

vancements that align with designers’ expertise and recognize and lever‑

age their skill set.

In the next chapter, I will reflect on the knowledge I gained to refine

the method for participatory value elicitation in design practice.
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8
Refining the Method
for Participatory Value
Elicitation in
Design Practice

“[M]ethods are like toothbrushes.

Everyone uses them, but no one likes to use someone else’s.”

—John Zimmerman cited in Harrison & Tatar (2011, p. 11)

As a student, I was encouraged to pursue novel interaction design con‑

cepts, often without consulting valuable design methods to strengthen

my design processes, mainly because I was unaware of them. When I did,

I worried that adopting them might make my designs seem less original

or that my limited skills would prevent me from using them effectively.

However, my supervisors encouraged me by emphasizing that what truly

mattered was how I applied them in unique ways.

These concerns, which I believe affect not only design students but

also experienced designers, prompted me to consider how a method for
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participatory value elicitation from research could be translated into de‑

sign practice. In a talk at Carnegie Mellon University, Zimmerman em‑

phasized that the use of methods is integral to learning in design (Harri‑

son & Tatar, 2011). He noted that designers learn through their use and

modification of methods as they are repeatedly applied and adapted to

different contexts. This perspective inspired me and helped address my

second research question: How can amethod for participatory value elicitation

be embedded in and contribute to design practice?

To address this question, I synthesized the method for participatory

value elicitation outlined in Chapter 6 with the insights gained from the

contexts discussed in Chapter 7. This synthesis forms the foundation of

my primary contribution, namely the be part toolkit, which makes par‑

ticipatory value elicitation tangible and adaptable for designers within

their design processes. In the following, I first establish the relevance of

design practice to the concept of toolkits in Chapter 8.1. Then, I introduce

the be part toolkit in Chapter 8.2 and conclude this chapter in Chapter 8.3.

8.1 Toolkitting as Means for
Participatory Value Elicitation
in Design

In my view, toolkitting is a practice close to design, as designers carefully

curate and deploy design methods such as personas, user journeys, or

storyboards to guide their creative efforts. This reflective act of assem‑

bling, contextualizing, and applying tools throughout design processes

mirrors the idea of toolkitting. In other words, an intentional and adap‑

tive approach to equipping oneself with the means to address and reflect
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on design challenges.

Defining Toolkits

The term “kit,” which has evolved into the modern “toolkit,” originated

in Middle Dutch as “kitte,” meaning “wooden vessel” (Oxford Learner’s

Dictionaries, 2025). Initially referring to wooden containers, the term

later, in the 18th century, extended to denote collections of items, such

as a soldier’s gear organized for specific tasks. Mattern (2021) further de‑

veloped this understanding, highlighting that toolkits go beyond mere

practicality; they structure tasks, influence interactions, and shape under‑

standing. For example, a sewing kit not only provides the tools for mend‑

ing but also organizes them to make the process intuitive. Even in cultural

practices, the Japanese bento box serves as a toolkit, organizing meals into

compartments that blend aesthetics and mindfulness, transforming din‑

ing into a curated experience. Toolkits, therefore, are thoughtfully crafted

to guide users through tasks, often transcending utility by shaping iden‑

tities and inspiring narratives (Mattern, 2021). They combine and em‑

body aesthetic and rhetorical elements, reflecting values and assumptions

about the world while promoting specific ways of thinking and acting.

This perspective emphasizes the ethical dimension of toolkits, which are

designed not only for functionality but also to encourage particular be‑

haviors and mindsets.

Toolkits have been employed across domains to serve diverse objec‑

tives. In the 1970s, Goddard’s Rape Kit transformed forensic evidence col‑

lection by providing standardized tools such as nail clippers and combs,

coupled with support service cards, effectively challenging harmful so‑

cietal assumptions about rape and its victims (Mufarech, 2022). Simi‑
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larly, in 1988, Johnson & Johnson’s First Aid Kit revolutionized emer‑

gency care by providing railway workers with sterile supplies in portable

packaging, as showcased in Johnson & Johnson (2017). Educational ap‑

plications of toolkits further demonstrate their versatility. The PIIQUE

(2021) toolkit, for instance, supports children’s learning about media use

through pedagogical guidance. Incorporating self‑monitoring materials,

such as a diary, enables children to integrate structured and reflexive

learning with exploratory play. Similarly, the Viva Toolkit, designed by

IDEO for MEDA (2019), assists Latin American families in managing fi‑

nances with culturally sensitive tools such as budgeting worksheets and

goal‑setting checklists. These resources contain practical advice and re‑

flections on personal and community values, fostering a deeper under‑

standing of economic decisions. Another example is the COVID‑19 test,

which is not immediately recognizable as a toolkit, but was used by al‑

most everyone at some point. These kits, particularly at‑home rapid anti‑

gen tests, were implemented individually, step by step, and became es‑

sential for enabling individuals to monitor their health and prevent the

spread of the virus.

These examples show that toolkits are far more than practical aids;

they can be instruments of cultural, educational, and political reflection.

Due to sensitive topics, a toolkit might serve, it requires thoughtful de‑

sign and deployment to address diverse contexts while mirroring the

values and assumptions that guide their use.

Utilizing Toolkits in Design Practice

Toolkits can be pivotal in design practice, fostering creativity, encourag‑

ing reflection, and facilitating problem‑solving. Hoban (2018), in this re‑
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gard, argued that toolkits should accommodate both guided and inde‑

pendent use while maintaining a specific objective. In participatory de‑

sign (PD), toolkits are described by Sanders et al. (2010) as curated sets of

tools designed to achieve particular goals through combined use. Tools

are the tangible components of these toolkits, whereas techniques spec‑

ify how they are applied. As Sanders et al. (2010) elaborated, a method

integrates tools, toolkits, and strategies into a structured approach to

problem‑solving. They also noted that methods could enable individ‑

ual engagement, such as sharing insights verbally or in writing, creating

tangible artifacts that externalize ideas, or simulating real‑life scenarios

via role‑playing or performance. However, as noted by Meissner et al.

(2018), the success of a toolkit depends on its rhetorical design to provide

a meaningful application. Without such intentionality, toolkits risk be‑

coming disconnected from their intended purpose. Reflecting on this, I

focused on toolkits with greater ethical significance, either directly aimed

at design practice or integral to the design process.

The Participatory Development Kit by Kelty (2017), for example,

demonstrates rhetoric, as mentioned by Meissner et al. (2018), through

its activity cards or guidebooks that promote community engagement in

collaborative problem‑solving. Despite its strengths, it also prompts re‑

flection on how institutional agendas might influence participatory out‑

comes. Similarly, the Social Design Toolkit resists exploitative practices

by empowering communities with cultural probes and critical readings,

ensuring local agency remains central to the process (Lamadrid, 2019).

Portable network kits, as demonstrated by Community Tech NY (2024),

showcase how a suitcase equipped with various components to create a

wireless networking system can empower individuals to understand how
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the internet operates and is governed.

To stimulate different challenges in design practice, such as support‑

ing ideation, concept development, or design sprints, the IDEO (2015) De‑

sign Kit offers an accessible entry point for designers, distilling facets of

design processes into practical tools, including how‑to guides and tem‑

plates. Its aspirational framing encourages creative adaptability, making

methods approachable and engaging. Another example includes the so‑

called ToolboxToolbox, which acts as a meta‑toolkit, curating resources

for diverse challenges such as decolonization and remote work, show‑

casing a breadth of toolkit applications (Thakurata, 2020). Card‑based

approaches also belong to toolkits and are commonly used in idea gen‑

eration for technology development among designers or for reflecting on

individual needs. As part of developing my method, rooted in value sen‑

sitive design (VSD), I also considered the Envisioning Cards by Friedman

& Hendry (2012). These cards facilitate ethical reflection by helping stake‑

holders articulate and explore values across various topics, with accom‑

panying prompts. I also came across additional examples through be‑

friended designers, such as the AI & Ethics Cards by IDEO (2019), which

promote ethical and responsible design of and with data. Similarly, the

Ethical Explorer Pack focuses on pressing challenges like algorithmic bias

and surveillance, prompting users to reflect on ethical considerations in

technology and design (Drinkwater, 2020). Others I identified through in‑

dependent research include the MethodKit (2025) decks, which address

topics ranging from workshop planning to public health, and the Method

Cards by IDEO (2003), which spark ideas in design practice through vari‑

ous prompts. More broadly, the New Metaphors card deck by Imaginar‑

ies Lab (2023) encourages designers to rethink collective futures through
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metaphorical exploration, fostering imaginative and reflective practices.

What stood out to me—and what all these toolkits have in common—

is the carefully crafted visual presentation of their content, designed to

make them engaging, accessible, and intuitive. A prominent aspect of

card‑based toolkits is their modularity: specific cards tailored to a partic‑

ular topic can be omitted if they are irrelevant to the reflection or activity

at hand, such as in a workshop setting.

Reflecting on the diverse realizations of existing toolkits, several in‑

sights emerge that inform the design of the be part toolkit and address

the challenges identified in developing the method for participatory value

elicitation, as discussed in Chapter 7.3. First, many toolkits demonstrated

careful curation of materials and clear visual presentation to support ac‑

cessibility and intuitive use. This use addressed my observations from

the workshops in both contexts (see Chapter 7.1 and Chapter 7.2), where

participants were unsure how to engage with the activities. By designing

the be part toolkit with visually distinct materials, participants can more

easily navigate each workshop activity, understand them independently,

and maintain agency in articulating and exploring values. Second, ex‑

isting toolkits often integrate structured guidance with creative freedom,

balancing a scaffolded process with room for improvisation. This consid‑

eration informed the be part toolkit in two ways: facilitators provide over‑

arching objectives rather than detailed prescriptions, and participants are

encouraged to externalize their values. This approach mitigates the prob‑

lem of inadvertently steering participants’ reflections, as observed in the

pilot study (see Chapter 6.3). Finally, several toolkits emphasized reflex‑

ivity and dialogue, enabling participants to examine their assumptions

and decisions. This insight informs the inclusion of reflection tasks in the
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accompanying materials for the be part toolkit, prompting participants to

reflect critically on their values throughout the workshop activities.

In conclusion, my inquiry of existing toolkits provided both concep‑

tual guidance and visual design aspects that inform the components

and materials of the be part toolkit. The challenges identified in method

development (e.g., maintaining participant agency, enabling reflection,

supporting abilities, and grounding abstract values in tangible exercises)

can be addressed by drawing on and adapting principles from these

toolkits, as noted above. Regarding the be part toolkit, I aim to integrate

these insights and make the method practical for design practice. How‑

ever, a key issue I identified is that existing toolkits, while often detailed

and visually appealing, are primarily designed to explore ideas or facili‑

tate exchange, offering limited opportunities to apply them in practice or

to analyze their outcomes systematically. Particularly motivated by the

latter and inspired by the insights gained, I introduce the be part toolkit

in the following.

8.2 Introducing the be part Toolkit
While developing the be part toolkit, I reflected on the insights from Chap‑

ter 8.1 regarding existing toolkits to support meaningful design practices.

One key insight was the need to balance structure, facilitation, and adapt‑

ability. In this regard, the PIIQUE (2021) toolkit offers a compelling ex‑

ample of how thoughtful design can enhance usability. Its compact box

format includes carefully selected activities, each accompanied by brief,

comprehensible instructions and a visual layout that guides facilitators.

The Envisioning Cards demonstrate how visually engaging, card‑based
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tools with concise descriptions or questions can stimulate reflection and

imagination (Friedman & Hendry, 2012). These examples showed me that

toolkits help delve into a topic and engage with it intuitively.

In designing the be part toolkit, I prioritized meeting the needs of both

participants and facilitators, such as designers, when using the method

for participatory value elicitation. While participants should be enabled

to explore and articulate their values in a specific context through activi‑

ties, it is equally vital for facilitators to understand how to deploy these ac‑

tivities within a workshop. Facilitators need resources that explain an ac‑

tivity and how to approach participants respectfully, conduct workshops

responsibly, and create an environment conducive to meaningful collab‑

oration. Another crucial consideration was addressing the gap I observed

in many toolkits: the lack of guidance on reflecting upon and analyzing

the outcomes of toolkit activities. Toolkits such as the Envisioning Cards

inspire designers to approach contexts creatively but often fall short of

supporting their processing and evaluation of the insights they generate.

I wanted the be part toolkit to fill this gap by not only eliciting values and

fostering engagement but also equipping designers with strategies to or‑

ganize, interpret, and act upon their findings. This includes reflecting and

categorizing values and aligning them with design objectives.

Looking back at Chapter 2, my experiences teaching design students

also shaped the development of the be part toolkit. Many students strug‑

gle to blend theoretical research or design methods with their application

in design projects. They often seek intuitive, adaptable, and relevant

tools for their needs. With this in mind, I designed the be part toolkit,

which can be seamlessly integrated into various phases of the design

process, such as ideation and prototyping. The be part toolkit embodies
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these design rationales, which I elaborate on in the following section.

Unboxing the be part Toolkit

I developed the bepart toolkit to enhance design practice through a value‑

sensitive approach. It is important to me that the method for participatory

value elicitation can be seamlessly integrated into different stages of the

design process. For example, referring to Figure 1 (p. 8), the bepart toolkit

can be used in the ideation phase to gather participants’ concerns, needs,

and values in a specific context. It can also be used during the prototyping

phase to uncover the values of stakeholders such as designers, coordina‑

tors, or developers in a project, thereby fostering discussions that help

align potentially conflicting values. Building on this, I aimed to provide

a toolkit that can adapt to different design scopes. Although the bepart

toolkit includes a guide for collecting and analyzing values, it is designed

to be expandable. I will revisit and reflect in Chapter 8.3.

The be part toolkit consists of a box, as shown in Figure 25a (p. 174).30

Inside the box, there are four inlays: How‑To Guide, Value Map, and Value

Scenario, to guide the systematic execution of the four workshop phases:

explore, contextualize, translate, and reflect. Furthermore, the inlay Analysis

Kit supports the manual data analysis, i.e., values gathered in a work‑

shop, as shown in Figure 25b (p. 174). These inlays are flexible and can

be adapted to a workshop’s specific investigations or objectives. They can

be arranged or deployed individually, as illustrated in Figure 25c (p. 174).

For example, an inlay introducing a particular workshop phase can be

30 The be part toolkit, which includes printable materials (shown in Appendix 10), is available as
open-source in German. These files can be accessed via a wiki on OSF. The files are licensed under
the Creative Commons Attribution-ShareAlike 4.0 International License (CC BY-SA 4.0), permitting
sharing and adaptation with proper attribution, provided that derivative works are licensed under the
same terms.
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(a) The be part toolkit box.

(b) Toolkit box containing the inlays. (c) Four modifiable toolkit inlays.

Figure 25: The be part toolkit.

omitted, or the sequence of phases can be modified. Below, I detail each

inlay; the inlays and corresponding materials are summarized in Table 5

(p. 175).

The first inlay, How‑To Guide, as shown in Figure 26 (p. 178), primarily

focuses on the careful planning and execution of a workshop, emphasiz‑
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Table 5: Overview of inlays and accompanying materials of the be part toolkit.

Inlay Purpose Materials Included

How-To Guide Provides detailed guidance on planning
and conducting a workshop, informing
participants, offering clear instructions,
and fostering a supportive environment
between facilitator(s) and participants.

• Facilitator Information, Appendix A.1
• Workshop Leaflet, Appendix A.2
• Consent Form, Appendix A.3
• Value Questionnaire, Appendix A.4

Value Map Enables participants to capture and
cluster values concerning stakeholders
through activity cards toward a (work-
shop) context.

• Activity Cards, Appendix A.5

Value Scenario Provides participantswith a prompt card
and necessary materials (e.g., drawing
and prototyping utensils) to help them
focus on and develop an idealized sce-
nario, ensuring alignment of values with
a context.

• Prompt Card, Appendix A.6

Analysis Kit Provides a structured, hands-on pro-
cess for designers to analyze workshop
outcomes to arrive at value-sensitive
suggestions without using qualitative
coding software.

• Analysis Cards, Appendix A.7

ing informing participants, providing clear instructions, and fostering a

supportive environment throughout. This inlay includes several critical

materials that support participation: first, facilitator information, which

outlines the four workshop phases, their objectives, duration, and the ma‑

terials needed for each phase (see Appendix A.1). An adapted, shorter

version of this guide is available to participants as a leaflet that includes

information on the workshop facilitators, the agenda, and the workshop

context (see Appendix A.2). Second, a consent form that clearly explains

the workshop’s scope, the methods of data collection, processing, and

storage, and the participants’ rights, such as the freedom to withdraw

from the workshop at any time (see Appendix A.3). Third, a revised ver‑

sion of the value questionnaire regarding the formulation of questions for

the first phase explore (see Appendix A.4).

The second inlay, Value Map, as shown in Figure 27 (p. 178), con‑
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tains the activity cards, including value cards in blue, stakeholder cards

in green, and conflict cards in orange (see Appendix A.5). To recall, in

the workshops on participatory value facilitation that I conducted in two

contexts, as described in Chapter 7, I provided color‑coded sticky notes

for participants to write down their values in phase explore, as well as

stakeholders, and conflicts as part of the value map in phase contextual‑

ize. I evolved from sticky notes to newly created activity cards. During

the workshops, for example, I observed that participants often captured

their values in a single word or described them in terms of a specific ex‑

perience. I incorporated these observations into the activity cards to en‑

courage participants to document their thoughts more thoroughly. As

a result, the activity cards are divided into two sections: the value card

first asks participants to determine a value and then describe it with an

example; the stakeholder card asks participants to name a stakeholder in

one word and explain their role in the context of the workshop; and the

conflict card cues participants to express a value conflict and explain its

origin concerning two or more stakeholders. This allows workshop facil‑

itators to understand better how a value, expressed through one or more

terms, is exemplified in a person’s life. Moreover, this refinement of the

conflict cards helps participants articulate relations.

The third inlay, Value Scenario, as shown in Figure 28 (p. 179), in‑

cludes the prompt card (see also Appendix A.6). This card contains a one‑

sentence prompt that describes the context to be explored, helping partici‑

pants focus when developing a value scenario. Unlike in the two contexts

I investigated, where I presented the prompt as a slide in the presentation

or read it aloud only once at the beginning of the translate phase, I chose

to include a prompt card in the toolkit. This decision was based on my
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observation that participants frequently requested the prompt during this

phase. The advantage of a prompt card is that participants have it readily

available, allowing them to align their thoughts with it on their discre‑

tion. For example, they can discuss and reflect on the relevant values in

subgroups, focusing on those critical to the prompt. Additionally, this

inlay includes essential drawing tools, such as felt‑tip pens or markers.

Additionally, this inlay can be expanded with comprehensive prototyp‑

ing boxes, such as the Protobox31, which include small building blocks,

styrofoam shapes, or modeling clay.

The fourth inlay, Analysis Kit, as shown in Figure 29 (p. 179), is a

new addition that enables analog or hands‑on analysis of workshop data

through analysis cards (see also Appendix A.7). Unlike the qualitative

analyses I conducted with coding software in the two contexts, as de‑

scribed in Chapter 7, the analog analysis directly evaluates the workshop

outcomes of the contextualize phase, i.e., the value maps, and the trans‑

late phase, i.e., the value scenarios. Designers then analyze only the out‑

comes of these phases, which has the advantage that the workshop need

not be recorded, thereby making transcripts unnecessary. Designers ap‑

proach qualitative analysis by following the step‑by‑step instructions on

the analysis cards, coding outcomes with colored tokens, and using the

requirement cards to derive suggestions that inform the context.

Based on this conception of the be part toolkit, I describe its use in the

next section.

31 https://protobox.eu
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Figure 26: First inlay, How-To Guide, containing facilitation information, consent form, workshop
leaflet, and value questionnaires.

Figure 27: Second inlay, Value Map, containing the activity cards, i.e., value cards in blue, stakeholder
cards in green, and conflict cards in orange.
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Figure 28: Third inlay, Value Scenario, containing the value scenario materials, such as the prompt
card and an expandable set of drawing and writing utensils.

Figure 29: Forth inlay, Analysis Kit, containing the analysis cards, requirement cards, and colored
tokens for hands-on coding.
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Engaging in Values through the be part Toolkit

As described in Table 5 (p. 175), the phases of the be part toolkit take shape

as inlays, each accompanied by visually engaging materials. In particular,

using the activity cards, especially those for exploring values, shown in

Figure 30 (p. 181), can be a pivotal step in analyzing values for the follow‑

ing reasons. Based on my experiences contextualizing values across the

two contexts, as detailed in Contextualizing Participants’ Values (p. 99 and

130), I recognized overlaps in how participants described values across

the six workshops. I also noticed that pre‑structuring values would have

significantly improved my investigations and facilitated analysis of the

transcripts regarding participants’ values. This observation led me to the

idea that values should be structured and prepared before coding, which

is also helpful for developing the values map shown in Figure 31 (p. 181),

rather than relying on qualitative coding.

To further reflect on this, I now turn to two key insights I mentioned

in Chapter 7.3, namely, the analysis of workshop data largely centers on

two critical phases and their related activities. First, in the contextualize

phase, values are explored and structured using the value map. Second,

in the translate phase, these values are translated into actionable insights

through a value scenario. The contextualize phase is notable for guiding

participants in articulating and refining their values through the value

map representation. This activity naturally yields value clusters or cate‑

gories, providing an organized understanding of the values within a spe‑

cific context. In contrast, the translate phase further extends this by re‑

visiting and reorganizing these categories into a cohesive value scenario.

Through facilitating these phases, I realized that they serve as a kind of

pre‑analysis, instrumental in developing the Analysis Kit.
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Figure 30: Overview of the activity cards, including stakeholder, value, and conflict cards.

Figure 31: Using the activity cards to create a value map.
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The Analysis Kit builds upon the analysis procedure outlined in Chap‑

ter 6.2. Unlike the two‑step analysis procedure, this approach focuses on

deriving value‑sensitive suggestions, i.e., requirements incorporating val‑

ues to inform a specific context by following the analysis cards, preparing

and proceeding, A marking, B applying, and C sorting, stepwise, as shown in

Appendix A.7. As they guide the analysis process, these cards must be

completed thoroughly or repeated as needed to yield usable results. This

approach to analysis offers an alternative for design practice to conduct

qualitative research systematically, eliminating the need for specialized

skills, such as audio transcription or the use of qualitative analysis soft‑

ware for coding empirical data. In the following, I provide a detailed

description of this step‑by‑step analysis process.

To initiate the analysis, the preparation and procedure card is consid‑

ered. All relevant analysis cards covering steps A to C are laid out al‑

phabetically, as shown in Figure 32 (p. 184). The value cards represent‑

ing the values are placed below, along with the value scenarios in which

these values will be examined. This approach provides a clear overview

of the analysis process by using all necessary materials (e.g., workshop

activity outcomes), such as value cards and value scenarios. The prepa‑

ration concludes with a thorough review of the materials to ensure that

one or more persons, such as the designers who conduct the analysis,

are familiar with the analysis kit’s procedure and the materials. Once all

materials are prepared, the analysis can begin. Each analysis card pro‑

vides specific instructions for actions to be performed. It is essential to

read these instructions carefully and follow them. Once an analysis step

is completed, a card is flipped over to proceed to the next step. An in‑

dividual or a group can conduct the analysis. After each analysis step,
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the results should be critically reflected upon and thoroughly discussed

in both cases. The study’s duration depends on the number of workshop

outcomes. Based on a trial in which the following descriptions and pic‑

tures emerged, I conducted the analog analysis using materials from the

first workshop on health data donation. As a result, I estimate that the

analysis would take approximately 60 minutes to examine a value map

with three distinct value scenarios.

In step A, marking, the values are carefully examined, as shown in Fig‑

ure 33 (p. 184). This step aims to ensure that the values represented in the

value scenarios are reflected. For this, values are linked to specific color

markings, i.e., tokens provided with the fourth inlay of the Analysis Kit,

similar to the coding process used in qualitative analysis software. The

person conducting the analysis should carefully examine the values, i.e.,

the value cards and their descriptions. In this step, any values used in the

value scenarios are marked with a token (one specific‑colored token for

each value). The token is placed at the relevant point in the value scenario

where a value appears. If a value is not considered to be applied mean‑

ingfully within a value scenario, it will not be marked with a token. This

procedure helps ensure that the analysis remains focused on the partici‑

pants’ relevant values. Once all values have been marked, the person or

group conducting the analysis should reflect critically on the results and

discuss them so that no important aspects are overlooked. After review‑

ing the marked values, any adjustments to the token distribution should

be made by relocating or removing tokens as needed. Once complete, the

analysis proceeds with the next step.

In step B, applying, the marked values are thoroughly examined, in

other words, their relevance or intended use in a context, as shown in Fig‑
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Figure 32: Preparing the analog analysis by placing the analysis cards alphabetically.

Figure 33: Assigning the value cards to value scenarios using the colored tokens.
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ure 34 (p. 186). This step ensures that the analysis results can be applied

in design practice. To achieve this, the potential applications of the val‑

ues in a given context are explored by formulating requirements based on

the value conceptions expressed by participants and aligning them with

their contextualization of the respective value cards. This step begins with

a token color previously used to mark a value. A requirement card is

used, and the relevant and marked value, a description, and an example

of a related requirement for a context are documented. When document‑

ing, it is possible to merge one or more similar values when they demon‑

strate comparable participant objectives within a given context. Once all

marked values are reported on a requirement card, the analysis proceeds

to the next step.

In step C, sorting, the resulting requirement cards are sorted by their

emergence within a context. First, all requirement cards are laid out

and carefully read. Unclear or redundant requirement cards are sorted

out, and similar cards are re‑evaluated and consolidated into a new re‑

quirement card if necessary. The outcome is a refined set of requirement

cards that accurately reflect the practical suitability of the values for a

context. After the requirement cards are sorted, the person conducting

the analysis should reflect on and/or discuss the sorting by comparing

the requirement cards with the value scenarios to determine whether the

sorting is reasonable, i.e., relevant to the context and has not shifted in

focus. Finally, the value cards should be assigned to the correspond‑

ing requirement cards representing those values to strengthen their

emergence. Once this assignment is completed, the analysis process is

finished. As shown in Figure 35 (p. 186), I recommend documenting

or storing the final results of this step, as they can be used to present
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Figure 34: Reviewing values toward design practice using requirement cards.

Figure 35: Documenting the results of the analog analysis by storing the final sorting of requirement
and value cards, for example, by taking pictures.
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outcomes to other project team members and serve as a foundation for

design sprints or additional co‑creation workshops.

8.3 Key Contributions and
Future Directions
of the be part Toolkit

As outlined in Chapter 5.4, I identified a specific desideratum regarding

value work: the lack of documented, systematic methods within par‑

ticipatory and value‑sensitive design approaches for eliciting, evaluat‑

ing, and integrating values in design processes. Existing approaches, al‑

though they have produced a variety of valuable contributions, often re‑

main difficult to apply in subsequent use. This starting point motivated

me to develop a method for participatory value elicitation and finally the

be part toolkit, a resource applicable to design practice. The toolkits’ pur‑

pose, however, is not to replace existing participatory and value‑sensitive

approaches but to augment them by translating theoretical discussions of

values into more tangible outcomes.

The development of the method for participatory value elicitation (see

Chapter 6), and thus the be part toolkit as well, draws on VSD and PD,

along with other related approaches (see Chapter 5) that, although dif‑

fering in orientation, similarly emphasize embedding values into design

processes. For example, VSD provides a structured framework for con‑

ceptual and empirical reflection on values, but has been criticized for

methodological deployment and suggesting universal values. PD, on the

other hand, foregrounds participation, co‑creation, and negotiation, but

typically lacks explicit procedures for determining and analyzing values.
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The method for participatory value elicitation, and thus the be part toolkit,

was developed to address these shortcomings by integrating VSD’s value

focus with PD’s core concern, namely, meaningful participation.

As the case studies in Chapter 7 showed, the method for participatory

value elicitation can be adapted to different contexts. Expanding the me‑

thodical insights of these case studies to the be part toolkit, I aimed for a

toolkit to be used in different phases of a design process, such as during

the ideation phase to identify participants’ concerns, needs, and values,

and during prototyping to elicit values in different design contexts. The

carefully developed toolkit materials, including guides for conducting

workshops and accompanying activities, support both facilitators, such

as designers, and participants. With these materials, the toolkit creates a

space for dialogue and reflection by mediating between theoretical con‑

ceptions of values and participants’ lived experiences of the same. How‑

ever, as I learned in the course of this work, participatory value elicitation

is not neutral. In other words, facilitators co‑construct meaning with par‑

ticipants. Consequently, facilitation should be reflexive, acknowledging

the potential for bias. This insight had direct implications for the be part

toolkit, which I considered to encompass not only procedural guidance

but also reflexive elements, such as activity cards that support facilitators

and, of course, participants in critically reflecting on values throughout a

workshop.

Another critical point concerns the translation of workshop insights

into design decisions. Without an analysis procedure, elicited values risk

remaining abstract or symbolic. Against this background, I developed

an analysis procedure to address this shortcoming. Unlike conventional

qualitative research methods, which often rely on coding software, the
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analog, hands‑on analysis of the be part toolkit encourages engagement

with workshop outcomes through systematic evaluation. When the anal‑

ysis procedure is used collaboratively, it can enhance team discussions,

stimulate critical reflection on current projects, and generate ideas for fu‑

ture design sprints.

Nevertheless, the current version of the be part toolkit remains con‑

ceptual. The workshops referenced in the case studies occurred before

the toolkit’s final development; therefore, a systematic empirical compar‑

ison between the method for participatory value elicitation and the toolkit

itself remains pending. I am thus aware that such a comparison is vital to

demonstrate whether and how the toolkit contributes to value work in de‑

sign practice. The absence of an extended evaluation in this dissertation

is a limitation, even though the iterative development process following

research through design (RtD) of the toolkit was reflexive and took place

in real‑world contexts. While this might represent a weakness of the be

part toolkit, it simultaneously prompted me to consider how its future

application could be supported.

At this point, the be part toolkit, which I further developed after com‑

pleting my dissertation, as shown in Figure 36 (p. 190), can be understood

as an exploratory design probe (Gaver et al., 1999).32 Based on the idea of

a design probe, the toolkit is structured in two parts, namely theWorkshop

Kit (see Figure 37, p. 190) and Analysis Kit (see Figure 38, p. 191).

In my view, designers can treat the next iteration of the be part toolkit

as a living artifact and iteratively use its materials, prompts, and analy‑

sis methods across different domains, cultural contexts, or organizational

32 The be part toolkit-boxes, which include assembly files, are available as open-source. These files
can be accessed via a wiki on OSF. The files are licensed under the Creative Commons Attribution-
ShareAlike 4.0 International License (CC BY-SA 4.0), permitting sharing and adaptation with proper
attribution, provided that derivative works are licensed under the same terms.
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Figure 36: The next iteration of the be part toolkit, structured into two complementary components:
the Workshop Kit and the Analysis Kit.

Figure 37: The Workshop Kit contains the activity cards and supporting materials for workshop facili-
tation, including facilitator guides and prompt cards.
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Figure 38: The Analysis Kit provides all materials required for hands-on analysis, including instruction
cards, tokens, and requirement cards.

settings. In professional teams, for example, the toolkit can catalyze col‑

lective reflection, helping to establish shared mindsets and negotiation

practices regarding values before concrete design decisions are made. De‑

signers could first conduct small exploratory sessions with the Workshop

Kit to collect initial values, and then use the Analysis Kit within the team

to map connections, conflicts, and gaps among values. Beyond this in‑

ternal reflection, the analysis could also involve participants or users as

co‑analysts to collaboratively generate insights. The be part toolkit thus

serves as a medium for co‑experimentation, not only for value elicitation,

but also for enabling designers to test how different interpretations of

values are expressed in concrete design concepts. In educational con‑

texts, Workshop Kit and Analysis Kit can help design students develop

critical sensitivity to value tensions and ethical questions of people af‑
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fected in their design projects. Students could use these insights to pro‑

totype value‑oriented interventions and evaluate trade‑offs through val‑

ues, thereby refining their designs iteratively. This exploratory framing

augments the method for participatory value elicitation into a toolkit for

learning, experimentation, and co‑creation, enabling designers to exam‑

ine the interplay between values and design decisions.

With the be part toolkit, situated between values and participation, I

aim to create a space in which values can be discussed and acted upon.

From a critical perspective, the strength of the toolkit lies precisely in its

openness. To recall, it can make implicit, everyday values visible and

discussable that might otherwise be overlooked. Although validation of

the toolkit falls beyond the scope of this dissertation, I demonstrated in

two contexts that participatory value elicitation provided insights that I

have incorporated into the be part toolkit. The foundations for integrating

value‑oriented methods using the be part toolkit into design practice are

thus laid; it is now up to designers, researchers, and other practitioners to

adopt the toolkit, expand their practices, and actively incorporate values

through participatory processes.

In summary, the be part toolkit should not be understood as a finished

solution; however, it reflects my efforts to systematize participatory value

work with contextual sensitivity. I thus argue that the future of be part de‑

pends on its continuous iteration and application across diverse contexts,

including educational, professional, and research environments, where

its strengths, weaknesses, and potential can continue to be tested, ques‑

tioned, and expanded. Only through critical engagement can the toolkit

evolve from a conceptual contribution to a mature resource in design

practice. I hope the be part toolkit will inspire designers to integrate value
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elicitation and analysis into their practice, and that its use will extend be‑

yond design to influence other disciplines.

Building on these contributions, I extend the reflections of my work in

the following discussion.
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Discussion

My research journey for this dissertation has been both challenging and

rewarding, revealing the potential of research through design (RtD) to ad‑

vance design practice through a value‑sensitive lens. By exploring value

sensitive design (VSD) and participatory design (PD) enhanced through

value‑led PD and related approaches, I sought to contribute to these fields

by developing a method for participatory value elicitation. This method

was applied in two contexts to uncover values and illustrate the impor‑

tance of engaging with values in design practice. In reflection, I consoli‑

dated the insights gained throughout this process into the be part toolkit.

My ambition is not to overhaul the entire design process but to offer

new methodological prospects through the be part toolkit, which design‑

ers can adopt seamlessly and without barriers in their practice. However,

I encountered great resonance and interest in my work. For example,
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I had the opportunity to introduce my work to design students in the

lecture series “Mitgestalten” at the Burg Giebichenstein University of Art

and Design Halle. Based on this and other experiences I gathered while

conducting this work, I critically reflect on the RtD process deployed in

Chapter 9.1 and discuss challenges encountered in facilitating participa‑

tion and working with values in Chapter 9.2.

9.1 Reflecting on
Research through Design

In Chapter 3, I detailed how RtD is situated within the research and de‑

sign practice. To recall, Frayling (1993) described the evolution of RtD as

we know it today and how it is recognized as a legitimate approach to

research (Redström, 2021; Zimmerman et al., 2007). Initially, RtD consid‑

ers an artifact (e.g., an object or technology) the primary research subject,

explored through an iterative inquiry process, thereby constituting a sig‑

nificant contribution to RtD. Over the years, however, RtD has evolved,

with Gaver (2012) asserting that new forms such as methods and their

careful documentation also count as contributions.

To reflect on my work’s contribution to RtD, I draw on the four criteria

proposed by Zimmerman et al. (2007): process, invention, relevance, and

extensibility. Each of the four criteria is introduced with a guiding ques‑

tion and a brief description of its objective, which I use to contemplate

my efforts in this work.
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Process

The criterion process defines the level of detail and reasoning behind an

RtD work by asking:

How thoroughly is the process of work documented, including the methods

used and their specificity, and how well‑founded is the reasoning for choosing

these methods?

In RtD, a work should document each step carefully to explain how

approaches, methods, or ways of acting fit together and why they were

chosen. This documentation helps others follow the process, understand

its rationale, and potentially replicate it. The focus should be on demon‑

strating how RtD was implemented by outlining how data were collected

and analyzed throughout the process, thereby enabling others to follow

these steps if necessary.

Breaking this down, I employed a four‑stage approach, as shown in

Figure 3 (p. 27), namely defining, developing, investigating, and refining.

This structure helped me progress from one stage to the next while main‑

taining focus, namely, by developing a method for participatory value

elicitation suitable for design practice. Below, I critically reflect on the

stages and how the decisions made in each stage shaped my work.

The first stage, defining, required me to dive into the research areas of

PD, VSD, and value‑led PD, as well as related approaches. I needed a solid

theoretical foundation to understand how participatory methods could

bring out people’s values. In Chapter 5, I engaged with this issue and fo‑

cused on how VSD methods could genuinely address and amplify values.

I also critically examined how participatory activities can create, evaluate,

and validate interventions to elicit values. Based on this, I researched and
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discussed how PD can help better understand individual values. How‑

ever, I grappled with how participation is sometimes diluted in practice.

For example, participation is often reduced to mere interviews, which

may not align with PD, thus limiting genuine collaboration. This situ‑

ation not only undermines the depth of people’s engagement but also

risks overlooking critical insights. True PD requires active involvement,

with participants contributing meaningfully beyond passive responses,

shaping design outcomes through shared decision‑making and creative

exploration. This led me to focus on value‑led PD that preserves the in‑

tegrity of people’s values, ensuring that design practice does not simply

impose the values of the designer or the project, but those of the people

who participate in and guide design processes through their values. This

theoretical grounding provided me with a better understanding of the in‑

terplay among values, participation, and design practice. It shaped my

approach to participatory value elicitation by emphasizing reflexivity in

design. These considerations directly informed the development of my

method, ensuring it aligned with the principles of VSD, PD, and value‑

led PD.

The second stage, developing, shifted from theory to practice. My goal

was to translate the insights I had gained into an actionable method for

participatory value elicitation, which I described in Chapter 6. I designed

a workshop concept to guide participants in articulating their values and

developed a procedure to analyze the values they provided. To test the

method, I ran a pilot study. Although the method development was con‑

cise, I identified during this stage that some descriptions of workshop

activities required improvement. For example, I understood that clarity

in the activity descriptions was necessary. Still, I had to leave room for
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participants’ creative expression. I realized that the way activities, such

as the value map or value scenario, were presented affected how partici‑

pants approached them. I therefore had to find ways to help participants

feel more confident, especially when discussing sensitive topics such as

health data donation. This also led me to implement methodological ad‑

justments to minimize the risk of facilitator bias during a workshop. This

stage marked a key shift from theoretical concepts to a practical, struc‑

tured method. The pilot study enabled me to reflect on how to conduct

participatory value elicitation. These insights shaped how I adapted the

method in the subsequent stage, investigating, ensuring it would be flexi‑

ble in use across different contexts and with diverse participant groups.

In the third stage, investigating, I deployed the method in two real‑

world contexts. As outlined in Chapter 7, I conducted six workshops on

the donation of health and mobility data. Also, I showed that the two‑step

analysis could yield value‑sensitive suggestions that inform both con‑

texts. The workshop activities, like the value map, helped participants

articulate abstract or deeply personal values and make sense of value re‑

lationships. The value scenarios prompted consideration of how values

can be embedded in real‑world contexts. This stage validated the method,

showing that it could generate actionable insights. It nonetheless pointed

out areas where I needed to refine the method to make it more practi‑

cal for design. I mainly recognized the need for analysis that bridges the

gap between value discussions and design resolutions, which became a

central consideration for the final stage. By reflecting on these insights,

I proceeded to the final stage, in which I focused on making the method

more adaptable for designers in practice.

The final stage, refining, culminated the previous stages into the be part
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toolkit, which I described in Chapter 8. The toolkit facilitates the inte‑

gration of participatory value elicitation into the design process and can

be adapted across various design phases. It also provides a streamlined

analysis procedure that designers can utilize to examine and use work‑

shop outcomes. The toolkit blends qualitative research methods with in‑

tuitive workflows, helping designers make sense of abstract insights and

turn them into actionable requirements. By synthesizing the lessons from

earlier stages, I created a toolkit that bridges the gap between value elic‑

itation and the practical demands of design practice. Hence, I paid close

attention to making the toolkit engaging for designers.

Overall, my work demonstrates a strong commitment to RtD by

engaging deeply with the RtD process itself and thoughtfully docu‑

menting each stage. I have carefully detailed my actions across the four

stages, enabling others to follow and adapt my approach to their own

purposes. This process also involved ongoing reflection on my role as a

designer and researcher, and I maintained a critical awareness of how my

perspective influenced the design process. This self‑awareness helped

refine the method for participatory value elicitation through continuous

engagement and thoughtful consideration. I carefully articulated how I

prioritized concepts, approaches, and methods from VSD, PD, and value‑

led PD, as well as related approaches. By critically reflecting on these

foundations concerning design practice, I established the rationale for my

RtD‑based work. Regarding the latter, my considerations of reflexivity

have deepened the process, highlighting how my insights have shaped

the method’s development. In doing so, I provided clear descriptions

of how I implemented and synthesized my knowledge, making it more

transparent how my work contributes to design practice.
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Intervention

The criterion inventiondefines the novelty of work about existing research,

addressing the question:

How does a work demonstrate significant innovation through the new inte‑

gration of various fields to support a specific situation?

A work should highlight how different disciplines have been inte‑

grated in a novel way that has not been explored before. To demonstrate

its progress, a work should be situated through a literature review, for ex‑

ample. This review should reference existing theories and clearly outline

how the current state of research can be improved by providing empirical

evidence, such as through qualitative studies.

The invention of my work, which embraces VSD, PD, and value‑led

PD, was already implicitly evident from the criterion process. However,

I note that I have not created a new field; instead, I acknowledge the

decades‑long efforts to develop and refine the concepts and theories of

PD, VSD, and value‑led PD in my work. These three research areas have

brought valuable directions to create discourse by letting people partake

who are affected by decisions of a context. I outlined that VSD offers

a variety of methods for determining values within the design process.

These methods include, for example, value source analysis, stakeholder anal‑

ysis, value scenarios, and value‑oriented coding manuals, which are explained

in Methodology of Value Sensitive Design (p. 38). PD encompasses activities,

such as observations and workshops, to explore individuals’ experiences,

life situations, and concerns, thereby capturing their implicit knowledge,

as discussed in Facets of Participation (p. 50). Value‑led PD and experience‑

centered design focus on reflexive dialogues between designers and par‑
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ticipants, as discussed in Engaging in the Voice of People (p. 60). Despite the

plethora of research in these three areas, I did not find guidance on adapt‑

ing a specific methodological approach for eliciting and analyzing values.

Instead, I had to deduce it from many theories, concepts, and methods.

I therefore see a significant challenge for all designers who want to en‑

gage in participation and value elicitation in design processes but do not

want to stray from their design practice into intensive research. Accord‑

ingly, I observe a novelty in my work: the unification of research methods

within the be part toolkit. Specifically, I offered a thoroughly documented

method for participatory value elicitation and analysis, enabling design‑

ers to apply it across different design situations without delving deeply

into the research literature.

Furthermore, I believe that integrating existing research to support

designers’ design processes should not be discouraged by extensive

engagement with qualitative research methods. For example, while ex‑

amining the methodological work of design students, as discussed in

Chapter 2, I discovered that the students appreciated the effort to un‑

derstand what people, i.e., users of an imagined design, genuinely want.

Achieving this is often challenging in design processes due to limited

user contact or reliance on methods such as personas, especially in short‑

term design projects. To move beyond these design methods and help

designers gain a deeper understanding of the people they design for, I

aimed to make the method for participatory value elicitation tangible to

designers through the be part toolkit.
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Relevance

The criterion relevance combines the motivation and application of work

in the real world under the question:

How well does a work articulate a current situation or design problem and

the significance of this preferred state that could be considered valuable for

the community?

Here, it is crucial to investigate how a work transitions from validating

what is true to establishing what is relevant regarding its impact. For

example, contexts can illustrate the benefits or relevance that can emerge

from a given work.

I clarified the transition from investigating the validity of my work to

its relevance to design practice by applying the method for participatory

value elicitation in two contexts: health and mobility data donation. To

recall, in the first context on health data donation, as outlined in Chap‑

ter 7.1, the aim was to design the sharing of health data through user

interfaces that account for patients’ values and needs, thereby enabling

them to make an informed and reflective consent when donating their

data. Considering patients’ values offers a promising perspective for re‑

thinking consent procedures and developing novel data donation pro‑

cesses in the medical context. The second context regarding mobility data

donation, outlined in Chapter 7.2, focused on how citizens provide mo‑

bility data by donating sensitive information for research projects, such

as citizen science initiatives. This practice can conflict with citizens’ val‑

ues regarding data protection, raising concerns about data practices and

underscoring the importance of incorporating citizens’ perspectives.

Both contexts prioritized the exploration and disclosure of people’s
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values affected by these contexts and recognized them as essential

premises for design practice. Based on these two contexts, I demonstrated

that the method for participatory value elicitation can serve as a blueprint

for various endeavors. Furthermore, my analysis of the empirical data

showed that the method could yield value‑sensitive suggestions. These

suggestions, which serve as requirements or resolutions, can inform the

design of socially responsible technologies and underscore the benefits of

integrating participatory value elicitation into design processes.

To further support this relevance, in late 2022, I responded to a request

from patient representatives who participated in the first workshop on

health data donation. They expressed interest in promoting the method

as a promising approach to empower marginalized and vulnerable pa‑

tients in their communities. As a result, an article was first published in

the magazine of PRO RETINA33, a self‑help association that supports in‑

dividuals with retinal degeneration caused by the gradual loss of retinal

cells. A second article was published in the magazine of the Bundesver‑

band Angeborene Gefäßfehlbildungen e.V.34, an organization dedicated

to assisting people with congenital vascular defects, which can lead to

symptoms such as pain, swelling, skin discoloration, and potentially se‑

vere complications like organ damage.

Moreover, participating in the conference “Mensch und Computer

2023 – Building Bridges” enabled me to present my work as a short pa‑

per Sörries et al. (2023a) and a workshop paper Sörries et al. (2023b). This

experience led to a collaboration between the Human‑Centered Comput‑

ing Research Group of the Freie Universität Berlin and the independent,

33 https://www.pro-retina.de/
34 https://www.angiodysplasie.de/
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internationally recognized research center Roessingh Research and De‑

velopment (RRD)35 in Twente, which focuses on patient‑centered tech‑

nologies for rehabilitation and telemedicine. This opportunity to engage

with experts in the field was valuable to my efforts, as it allowed me to

discuss my work and gain insights from a more practical perspective.

Also, I had the chance to present and reflect on the method for

participatory value elicitation with experts from various fields, such

as business, politics, research, and civil society, at several key events,

such as the congress of the Plattform Privatheit on the topic of “Data

Sharing – Datenkapitalismus by Default”36; the “Privacy & Mobility

2023 Symposium”37 at the Technologiestiftung Berlin; or an invitation

to the closing conference of the research project “FAIRDIENSTE – Faire

digitale Dienste: Ko‑Valuation in der Gestaltung datenökonomischer

Geschäftsmodelle”38.

Extensibility

The final criterion, extensibility, captures building upon the results of work

following the questions:

How does a work describe the possibility of building on its results by applying

a process to future design problems?

Therefore, a work should be organized so that designers can use it

for their projects and adapt it, for example, through structured design

templates and detailed instructions that allow them to adopt the work’s

methods to investigate a given context.

35 https://www.rrd.nl/en/
36 https://plattform-privatheit.de/
37 https://www.technologiestiftung-berlin.de/profil/blog/privacy-mobility-2023-freemove
38 https://www.uni-kassel.de/forschung/iteg/forschung/fairdienste
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Beyond the comprehensive documentation of the method for partic‑

ipatory value elicitation, which I have detailed throughout this work, I

assume that conducting the workshop is not a challenge for designers.

Emerging from my stance and experience, designers possess qualities that

manifest, for example, in the openness to organizing and facilitating par‑

ticipatory activities and engaging with people. However, I argue that

designers might face challenges in analyzing empirically collected data.

In other words, designers may reject the adoption of qualitative research

methods, including coding software. Therefore, with respect to adapta‑

tion, I found significant value in developing and providing the Analysis

Kit, as described in Chapter 8.2. This kit offers a systematic methodology

for conducting workshops and analyzing empirical data, while acknowl‑

edging and supporting designers’ expertise.

Although the development of the be part toolkit occurred after the

method exploration discussed in Chapter 7 was completed, researchers

and practitioners showed interest in adapting the method for participa‑

tory value elicitation, indicating its extensibility. For example, in the re‑

search project “FAIRDIENSTE – Faire digitale Dienste: Ko‑Valuation in

der Gestaltung datenökonomischer Geschäftsmodelle,” the method was

also applied in the context of online journalism to derive stakeholder val‑

ues, including those from law, design, and journalism. In this project,

Draude et al. (2024) assumed that business models in the data economy

operate within an interdependent ecosystem in which seemingly conflict‑

ing values might coexist. They argued that if these values are not consid‑

ered in digital services to which business models belong, such services

may result in deceptive designs39 that nudge users toward unintended

39 Deceptive design, better known as “dark patterns,” originated in 2010 by Harry Brignull, are, for
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decisions. Referring to Horn et al. (2022), the project members empha‑

sized that digital business models should be designed to identify and re‑

flect the values of all stakeholders within socio‑technical systems that em‑

phasize and support the interaction between social (e.g., people, culture,

organizations) and technical (e.g., tools, technologies, processes) compo‑

nents. To incorporate values acceptable to their stakeholder groups and

empower them to participate in value‑sensitive business models, Draude

et al. (2024) adopted a participatory approach to system design. To real‑

ize this approach, they adapted my workshop concept on participatory

value elicitation. Specifically, they developed a two‑part workshop con‑

cept (Engert et al., 2023), in which the first part involved an in‑depth ex‑

ploration of values inspired by the phases explore, contextualize, and trans‑

late; the second part aimed at the concrete development of novel business

models. First, the participating stakeholders prioritized their values in

the first workshop part, then translated them into a business model to

address customer values and needs. Second, the business models were

critically examined with respect to their purpose as revenue models40, a

key component of business models. Draude et al. (2024) highlighted that a

value‑sensitive approach could be used both to discuss a current business

model within a company, on the one hand, and, on the other, to reveal the

relationships among categories of data in business models (e.g., time, use,

or products) that can have a significant impact on a models’ development

and design.

Beyond this, I was invited to conduct a workshop on value elicitation

example, elements of a user interface that deliberately deceive users into manipulating their ability to
act (Brignull et al., 2023).
40 A revenue model is a framework that defines how a business generates income by identifying its
revenue sources, pricing strategies, and value proposition to customers.
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at the “INFORMATIK 2023 – Designing Futures” conference organized

by the Gesellschaft für Informatik e.V. during the session titled “Zukun‑

ftswerkstatt Informatik & Gesellschaft”41. This exciting opportunity

represented the first deployment of my method beyond data donation,

specifically nuclear waste disposal. Interestingly, the workshop did

not focus on deriving value‑sensitive suggestions, such as actionable

requirements, for nuclear waste management. Instead, the aim was

to raise participants’ awareness through a lively, inspiring discussion

of their values regarding information processes for identifying nuclear

repository sites, especially for residents in sparsely populated regions of

Germany. The participants critically reflected on the opportunities and

challenges of implementing information processes that necessitate resi‑

dent participation. Participants developed a variety of value scenarios,

including participation spaces that could be utilized in online, offline,

and hybrid formats, as shown in Figure 39 and Figure 40 (p. 208). A

crucial element of these spaces was the role of information mediators

among stakeholders, such as community members and politicians, who

enabled residents to vote directly on the issues at hand. The discussion

highlighted that current participatory approaches to information and

decision‑making about nuclear waste disposal tend to function more as

venues for exchange than avenues for political co‑determination. For in‑

stance, participants reflected on future public narratives that could foster

genuine participation of residents affected by nuclear waste disposal, as

well as the broader public, to educate them about impending political or

infrastructural changes.

41 https://informatik2023.gi.de/
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Figure 39: Exemplary value scenario of the Zukunftswerkstatt that envisions participation for resi-
dents in sparsely populated regions by combining online, offline, and hybrid solutions.

Figure 40: Exemplary value scenario of the Zukunftswerkstatt that depicts information mediators fa-
cilitating communication between, for example, residents, community members, and politicians, also
allowing residents to vote directly on relevant issues.
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In summary, my four‑stage RtD process, including defining, develop‑

ing, investigating, and refining, helped me to gain a deeper understanding

of VSD, PD, and value‑led PD. I began by developing a strong theoretical

foundation for incorporating people’s values into the design process. I

translated these insights into a method that demonstrates the importance

of making participatory activities engaging for participants. When I in‑

vestigated the method in real‑world contexts, I recognized its feasibility

and identified areas for improvement. Pulling together experiences and

insights, I designed the be part toolkit to augment designers’ practice.

Throughout this process, I carefully documented each step and justified

my choices at each stage. This reflexivity at the core of RtD enabled

me to closely examine how my perspective shaped the process, thereby

contributing to RtD and design practice at the intersection of research

and design.

9.2 Challenges in Facilitating
Participation andWorking
with Values

This work has significantly shaped my perspective as a designer and re‑

searcher. It enabled me to anticipate how to see and understand the

world from people’s perspectives across different contexts, as presented

in Chapter 7. Investigating these contexts led me to conclude that design

should be approached more thoughtfully and responsibly by actively in‑

volving those affected by a specific situation.

Although the method for participatory value elicitation provides

guidance for value elicitation, I argue that critical considerations are
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needed regarding how participation can become a meaningful part of

design practice. Overall, the method promotes democratic processes

without diluting the concept of participation or exhausting designers’ re‑

sources. Regarding the latter, there is a need to address uncertainties

about how participation can be created and facilitated, so that this knowl‑

edge can be seamlessly integrated into design practice or even design ed‑

ucation. In doing so, I believe that designers can responsibly create and

approach desirable futures. However, this may be possible only if the

people we design for participate in designers’ endeavors. But can this

succeed in the future?

Arising from their research on future workshops, Jungk & Müllert

(1997) noted that people are the last link in co‑determining decisions.

Whether technical or economic, the outcome is determined by selected

protagonists, such as researchers, designers, or decision‑makers, who

may seek to reflect people’s values and needs but do not do so comprehen‑

sively. People, therefore, should join and contribute to (design) processes

from the beginning—that is, participation.

I pursued a similar mindset in both contexts, as described in Chapter 7.

Both contexts highlighted areas for improvement from a human‑centered

perspective. However, such a human‑centered approach requires revital‑

izing democracy (Jungk & Müllert, 1997). In other words, protagonists

who want to promote participatory structures must encourage people to

co‑determine the future. I encountered similar challenges, particularly in

the first context, with patients in clinical care at a psychosomatic clinic (see

Chapter 7.1), who exhibited a less proactive attitude than citizens in the

second context (see Chapter 7.2). Often, such vulnerable or marginalized

groups, like patients with physical or mental disabilities, are underesti‑
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mated in their capacities or contributions to explicate opinions and artic‑

ulate viewpoints. In this regard, Jungk & Müllert (1997) referred to people

who are supposedly put in a drawer because their level of education or

foresight is considered insufficient, and their concerns are inadequately

expressed. They nevertheless argued that supporting these individuals

in their participation and in thoughtfully bearing their life experiences

should be made possible.

I understood the importance of taking participants seriously, as they

shared valuable and personal insights into their life experiences with me

in both contexts. There were moments in all workshops when I had to

respond to unforeseen situations. For example, one participant spoke

limited or broken German and felt nearly excluded from the workshop,

thinking they had little to contribute. Another participant frequently

interrupted the activities to share personal backgrounds and thoughts.

Although their participation disrupted my carefully planned workshop

agenda, it reminded and compelled me to create opportunities for them

to be heard.

These insights helped me better understand the concept of facilitation.

As defined by Oxford Learner’s Dictionaries (2024), the term “facilitate”

involves more than just moderating participatory activities; it means “to

make an action or a process possible or easier.” I view a facilitator as a re‑

liable and committed companion who supports participants in articulat‑

ing their (often unspoken or implicit) goals, needs, and concerns without

imposing personal opinions or perspectives.

The latter justifies facilitation as a necessary and responsible means

of democratic decision‑making, particularly in asymmetrical stakeholder

relationships, such as those between patients and physicians or between
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patients and medical researchers. Asymmetries likely arise from indi‑

viduals’ difficulty communicating effectively, stemming from language

barriers, differences in social status, or gaps in professional or institu‑

tional knowledge, thereby diminishing their ability to influence a situ‑

ation. Such asymmetries in dialogical encounters may be disempower‑

ing for weaker or less verbally assertive people at a given time (Dahl &

Svanæs, 2020), thereby contradicting PD principles intended to uphold

democracy (Schuler & Namioka, 1993).

Based on my work, I assume a facilitator’s neutrality or objectivity

can be uncertain and sometimes challenging to maintain. For example,

even if a facilitator is mindful of fully engaging with participants’ per‑

spectives, their expertise or manner may still influence and potentially

restrict participant behavior during discussions. Thus, it is critical to con‑

sider the facilitator’s approach to engagement and the degree of author‑

ity they hold over participant involvement. I encountered similar chal‑

lenges, especially during the pilot study (see Chapter 6.3), where I tested

the workshop concept for value elicitation. For example, I confused and

limited participants by sharing my perspective on how to perform an ac‑

tivity correctly, focusing on what I considered right or good. I often in‑

tervened during activities and even proposed solutions, which led me to

appear as if I were influencing them. This undermined participants’ au‑

tonomy in carrying out activities based on their own interpretations and

understanding. Reflecting on these experiences, I found it essential to

consolidate my insights for designers, particularly those with limited or

no experience in facilitating participatory activities. Hence, my intention

in this work is to help them learn from my mistakes by offering guidance

that underscores the importance of self‑reflection in facilitation.
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Dahl & Svanæs (2020) emphasized that self‑reflection enables facilita‑

tors to be aware of both implicit and explicit actions and ethical respon‑

sibilities that may unintentionally affect participants in ways that are not

immediately visible, potentially harming participation. Adopting a self‑

reflective stance involves continually subjecting facilitators’ practices in

PD activities to rigorous, critical evaluation, ensuring that their oversights

do not affect participation. In a subsequent article, Dahl & Sharma (2022)

summarized their earlier insights, emphasizing the facilitator’s role as an

inquirer into participants’ values, including the identification and filter‑

ing of conflicts among them.

Regarding facilitation and promoting participation, I am aware that,

in reflection, my work reveals a certain tension. While the practical im‑

plementation and facilitation of the participatory workshops produced

tangible, context‑sensitive insights, the methodological focus remained

essentially pragmatic and, in some respects, uncritical of the conceptual

foundations of participation itself. A more thorough engagement with

how participation and values were determined within the workshops

could have uncovered blind spots. For example, who was actually em‑

powered by the method I proposed to determine relevant values, and

whose voices remained unheard despite my participatory measures. De‑

spite the intensive engagement with the theoretical foundations of PD,

which emphasize the democratic potential of participation and its mean‑

ingful implementation, I argue that there remains a risk of underestimat‑

ing structural constraints, such as power asymmetries between facilitators

and participants, institutional barriers to access, or the limited scalability

of the developed method and the be part toolkit. For my future work, I

consider these aspects valuable as they call for a more explicit recogni‑
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tion of PD, particularly when it encounters organizational, temporal, or

cultural barriers within a specific context. I therefore see possibilities for

addressing this by deepening the theoretical foundation, for example, by

engaging more closely with ongoing debates on research ethics and the

politics of knowledge production within future contexts of my research.

A more critical engagement with these discourses, I believe, would equip

me with and strengthen my understanding of participation as a socio‑

political practice and, at the same time, reinforce the argument for reflec‑

tive facilitation as an ethically demanding stance, rather than merely a

procedural skill enabled through a methodologically guided approach.

In retrospect, I argue that the first step toward promoting participation

may appear demanding. Yet it remains meaningful at both the individual

and societal levels because participatory and value‑sensitive practices, re‑

gardless of the number of participants or the political and organizational

hurdles they face, can yield value for design practice and beyond.
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Inspired by my design, research, and teaching background, I developed

a deep curiosity about blending values into design practice. To me, this

dissertation has been a journey throughout nearly the last five years of in‑

trospection, unraveling and combining the unique contributions design

practice and research methods can offer one another, on the one hand,

and, on the other, to carefully reflect on both disciplines in their respec‑

tive uniqueness and ensure that the rigor of my work was met. I was con‑

fronted with varying demands across design studies, human‑computer

interaction, and design practice, which sometimes made it challenging

to balance these viewpoints and address their respective demands in my

work.

Reflecting on these perspectives led me to adopt a research‑through‑

design process to engage with this triad in a meaningful way. By employ‑
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ing this process, I engaged in value sensitive design and participatory de‑

sign, expanded by approaches on value‑led participation. I identified a

critical gap: Despite the availability of numerous methods, there is a no‑

table lack of systematic, participatory inquiry for eliciting and analyzing

values, particularly in design practice. These explorations led to the dis‑

sertation’s primary contribution: the be part toolkit.

Designers often excel at dynamically prototyping, iterating, and

evolving ideas and visions through creativity and hands‑on exploration.

However, the design process can reach new heights when research meth‑

ods are incorporated, and real people are actively involved. By using

the be part toolkit, I emphasize that incorporating people’s values and

needs can enrich design processes, resulting in artifacts that serve their

intended users. By adopting this mindset, designers can more meaning‑

fully engage with and address the social, cultural, and ethical implications

of their work. Furthermore, this mindset is not confined to design prac‑

tice; it applies to any domain in which individuals’ values are at play. In

this regard, Frauenberger et al. (2015, p. 94) insightfully stated: “[...] a

‘tool‑to‑think with’ [...] guides designers, researchers and practitioners in

incorporating phases of critical reflection with the goal of giving them the

means to reify the rigour inherent in their practice.”

My efforts to augment designers’ skill sets may help them advance

their profession and remain attuned to the broader societal impact of their

work. The future of design is not only about what we create but also how

we create things thoughtfully and with deep respect for the values that

shape our shared world.
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