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6.1 Introduction

In this chapter, we discuss the nuances of the terms sharing and sharing economy by
looking at practical activities falling under the concept of “sharing”, and the tech-
nologies related to those activities. Specifically, we are interested in how technolo-
gies can support groups of people that call themselves “communities”, and reversely
how communities shape the technology when adopting a triple-bottom line instead
of a single profit line (Elkington, 1997) – getting profit, improving society, and
respecting the environment, without emphasizing one motivation over the others.

Our interest for local communities comes from our reading of literature about
food resilience and projects by communities of farmers, village’s civilians, or little
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Sharing in Local Communities 111

entrepreneurs (Light and Miskelly, 2015; Norström et al., 2020; Ostrom, 1990;
Teli et al., 2017). We investigated two local communities. The first is an engineer-
ing students’ association active in sustainability and social aid fields. The second
one is a village community halfway between a volunteering-based association and
a little enterprise exclusively selling local products. When looking at the missions
and goals of the two associations, we found out that any form of capitalism or plat-
form economy does not fully frame their activities. Members of both communities
neither feel represented by the existing social media and tools available on Google,
nor by the sharing economy platforms’ philosophy, or generally any existing profit-
based platform.

Bringing some practical examples, these associations are particularly concerned
by the protection of members and customers’ data from being sold; both associa-
tions are based exclusively on selling local or 0 km products, but they never ascribed
this choice inside some doctrine or ideology: they just co-decided that this was the
best solution to fully realize themselves as associate members and citizens. Further
examples are the attempts of the students’ association to find alternatives to social
media and advertisements to sponsor, recruit, and engage students, and their choice
of using Discord instead of Whatsapp. In fact, Discord is a proprietary freeware
that offers instant messaging and VoIP features. First used by gamers, it reached
100 million active users in 2020. According to student association’s members, the
advantages compared to Whatsapp are privacy, as it is not “owned by Facebook”,
and the possibility to create a thematic channel inside a group, with participants
voluntarily joining if they are part of the group.

In the remainder of this chapter, we will first discuss the sharing economy for
local communities, before presenting the two communities that we have observed,
delineating their vision and mission, their structure, and the technological artifacts
they are using. We then analyze the motivations of the members of these commu-
nities to participate, identifying four areas of motivation: sustainability, sociability,
politics, and economy. These findings lead us to identify implications for designing
for local communities in the forms of four personas.

6.2 Sharing in Local Communities

The sense of community, which is the sine qua non of every community, can be
seen as made up of four elements (McMillen et al., 2020): membership, influence,
fulfillment of needs, and shared emotional connection. This sense of community
is really contrasting with the platform economy models that are often related to
“sharing economy”: A platform, or a form of data usage that is capitalized, hardly
promotes a sense of community and inclusiveness. In fact, capitalized platforms
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foresee transcending individual needs to recognize a common line of action (Keyes
et al., 2019).

This contrast between the sense of a community and the “sharing economy”
may come from the fact that the term sharing is extremely broad and ambiguous.
It could embrace different forms of sharing (Encyclopedia Britannica): reciprocity,
demand sharing (Woodburn et al., 1998), prosocial behaviours in general, which
embraces mutualism (Feigin et al., 2014) and sharing nicely.

Sharing nicely is the phenomenon we want to explore to offer suggestions on
how to design for local communities. Sharing nicely has been used for the first time
by the anthropologist Woodburn et al. (1998) in contraposition with the demand
sharing. It might also be called altruism; it is innate for more developed species if
not just the human (Lay and Hoppmann, 2015), and partly interiorized. Sharing
nicely is aligned with the work by Mauss (2002) on gift giving. A gift is a con-
nector between the giver and the receiver, acquiring among all, a symbolic mean-
ing, going beyond the object itself, contributing to the strength of the community
and building empathy among strangers. The mechanism to hold this is made of
implicit giving and giving back. As Mauss writes: “In all this there is a succession of
rights and duties to consume and reciprocate, corresponding to rights and duties
to offer and accept. Yet this intricate mingling of symmetrical and contrary rights
and duties ceases to appear contradictory if, above all, one grasps that mixture of
spiritual ties between things that to some degree appertain to the soul, and indi-
viduals, and groups that to some extent treat one another as things” (Mauss, 2002,
p. 17). This form of prosocial behavior might be considered as an elaborated form
of reciprocity, with symbolic meanings and a more complex organization than the
simple “returning the service” characterizing reciprocity. While psychologists still
debate about the existence of pure altruism (Feigin et al., 2014), the gift exchange
might be considered one of the prosocial behaviors.

The relationships between different technologies and social practices in a com-
munity have been largely discussed, focusing on either their description, their con-
ceptualization, or the design of technologies to better support social practices. Close
to our interest in the critique of the capitalistic model of platforms for the sharing
economy, Carroll and Beck (2019) have shown how to create a complementary
service to platform capitalism, that they called platform collectivism. Platform col-
lectivism is characterized by ownership and shared data (in contraposition of data
possession), transparency and openness (in contraposition of buying and selling
data), flat hierarchy, and peer-to-peer interaction (instead of pyramidal hierarchy
and profit driven interactions). The central point in platform collectivism is to
increase the value of data by giving priority to stakeholders’ values instead of insert-
ing or proposing new values for the platform. When data reflects stakeholders’ val-
ues and needs, they are shared not just by the ones directly interested to them,
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but even by the community at large, increasing their visibility and access, as well
as their educative value for local residents (Avram et al., 2019; Carroll and Beck,
2019). However, before co-designing a platform conceived in a collective way, it is
necessary to assess if the community, the artifacts, and the relationships between
the two are fertile for a collective use of the platform instead of a capitalistic one
(Bødker et al., 2016).

Two interesting conceptualizations have been offered to describe the relation-
ships between a community and its artifacts. Rossitto et al. (2014) suggest the con-
cept of a “constellation of technologies”, which is the entanglement of a group’s
private and shared artifacts, interactions, knowledge and skills, which take place to
realize a performance. Bødker et al. (2016) define a “community artifact ecology” as
“the particular constellation of artifacts that a community owns, has access to and
uses in its activities. It is characterized by a high degree of shared understanding of
the core activities and the role of the artifacts within the ecology” (Bødker et al.,
2016, p. 1144). The concept of community artifact ecology, then, includes the idea
of a common level of knowledge about the artifacts-in-use. For example, we found
that all students from the association that we have observed were highly skilled in
informatics and at the same time knew a lot about sustainability and data protec-
tion, whereas the members of the village association were more prone to face-to-face
relationships and low technology deployment. Thus, even if both associations have
almost overlapping aims, they deploy very different artifacts ecologies, engaging
with them in different ways, and using different sets of skills and knowledge.

In order to investigate these ecologies or constellations, a deep understanding
of member’s practices is required, especially the embodiment, domestication, rou-
tinization, overuse or, reversely the abandonment of artifacts. In the best cases, an
appropriate community artifact ecology should transform a behavior into a social
practice (Kuutti et al., 2014). The introduction and appropriation of technology is
particularly interesting to study for “low-tech” communities, in particular the way
this appropriation could empower a community. For instance, Jayathilake et al.
(2017) have studied the introduction of technology in subsistence agriculture, out-
lining how some forms of technology deployment give more autonomy and tools
and knowledge to make decisions to a part of the community – like the Sri Lanka’s
farming one – that is usually not taken into account.

6.3 Two Local Associations Dealing with Food

The two associations we met are very different in their composition and their
administration, but they share the same interest in community food and economic
resilience. Both of them act for the reinforcement of local communities, work
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towards a socio-environmental transition, wish to gather multiple and diverse actors
who have the same aim and ideals, and share an interest for participation and local
democracy.

6.3.1 A Student Association

The student association, Ulisse, literally stands for “local union for social, solidary
and environmental engineering” (Union Locale d’Ingénierie Sociale, Solidaire et
Environnementale, in French). Ulisse was created in 2019 and is formed of 90
active members (and 137 participating in online group chats). It is the result of
the merger of five student associations related to the promotion of a sustainable
world, united world, and local ecological initiatives. The document presenting the
merger (displayed on the facebook pages of the different associations) indicates
that these five associations decided to meet because they all have similar values
and projects, and had identified that this could lead to competition problems for
subsidies, and waste of time and energy in administrative tasks. Ulisse conciliates the
environmentalist and the locality causes in particular by managing projects aimed
at supporting local producers and farmers. Most of the time, these farmers come
from the local associations of farmers mostly linked to permaculture and organic
agriculture, firmly opposing modern methods to cultivate and extensive agriculture.

6.3.2 A Village Association

The village association, Le Cerf à Trois Pattes (shortened into Cerf in the rest of the
document), was created in 2018 after the failure of the local bakery. The reason for
failure was very simple: in a 550 souls’ village between two big cities – Reims and
Tours – a bakery has to hire at least 4 people and be available from 7.00 to 18.00
to guarantee the service. As a result, the costs were higher than the gains.

From this experience, some people questioned themselves on how to make the
village survive (“we would like that people here do not feel forced to emigrate to town
because there are no services and opportunities or facilities”), on one side avoiding
that young people abandon it, offering jobs, and on the other, keeping the elderly
engaged with public life. After several meetings, the outcome was a hybrid activity
that has put together volunteering and regular employment, with firstly social and
then economic goals.

6.4 Data Collection and Method

Participant observation (DeWalt et al., 1998) was adopted to study Ulisse: the
first author, who came to Troyes as an exchange student, became a member of
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Ulisse, actively participating in its initiatives, in order to gain their trust and have a
deeper insight of both their culture and their community artefact ecology. We con-
ducted six semi-structured interviews, and we participated in a general assembly.
The COVID-19 pandemic made it impossible to keep performing active partici-
pation, so we pursued a virtual ethnography of both their social media and their
Discord conversations during six months (approximately 1600 Discord messages),
going on interacting with them while the university was closed and most of the
activities suspended (Table 6.1).

During the lockdown, the second author met one member of Cerf (during
a meeting of another association), who was telling how prolific Cerf was dur-
ing the pandemic since it was taking care of each customer’s order sending it
in their own house. The second author then asked if it would be possible for
the first author to come to the village and meet the members of Cerf. Indeed,
since both associations presented very similar base ideas but very different ways
of organising, we took the opportunity to follow Cerf to complement our findings
coming from our work with Ulisse. We conducted five semi-directive interviews,
observed how the activities were performed (we joined a local touristic activity and
observed one members’ assembly) when we visited the village during four days
(Table 6.2).

We transcribed the interviews and our notes taken during field observations,
and conducted a thematic analysis (Braun and Clarke, 2006), looking at the moti-
vations of the associates, and the use of personal and community artifacts to realize
community aims.

Indeed, since we outlined how sharing nicely through platforms is not an
opportunism/altruism phenomena, but rather a multifaceted culture-dependent
integration of both (Belk, 2014), and a complex assimilation of social motives and
identities (Ryan and Deci, 2000), it is necessary to point out personal motives and
how they are connected to the use of artifacts inside the community.

6.5 Findings

6.5.1 Organization and Activities of Ulisse

Ulisse has a president, two vice presidents, one for the projects, one for the con-
tacts and the partnerships, one treasurer, one vice treasurer, one secretary, and two
persons in charge of communication. Ulisse members are recruited and attracted
through different means; first, during the general assembly, where at the start of
each semester they introduce themselves and their projects to all the students.
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Table 6.1. Synthesis of data collection for Ulisse.

Role Technique Duration Place Focus

Vice president Face-to-face
interview +

notes

30 minutes University
room

General data
and facts about
Ulisse. His
aims in the
association

Vice president Online
interview

1 hour and 12
minutes

Online
(Discord video
-call)

Ulisse’s use of
technology and
apps, Ulisse’s
changes after
and during
COVID 19

Univ. creator
of a ridesharing
initiative

Face to face +

notes double
check after the
interview

30 minutes Ulisse’s room
at University

General facts
about Ulisse
and the
university
regarding the
ride sharing
initiative:
problems and
ideation phase

2 vice
presidents, 1
treasurer and
three other
members

Presence
during the
assembly +

informal
conversation
after the
assembly

45 minutes Univ. hall Knowing new
projects, 2020
plan and
getting in
touch with
members self-
introduction

Ulisse Discord
members

Written
question on
Discord group
+ screenshot
of each reply

// Online Knowing
motivations,
and
self-perception
as an engineer
and Univ.
member

Ulisse
members

Informal
interviews to 5
members after
the 1st meeting
for a particular
project

Around 30
min

In person,
group
conversation in
University
room

Break the ice,
opinions about
Ulisse and the
association
with the
university
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Table 6.2. Synthesis of data collection for Le Cerf à 3 pattes.

Role Technique Duration Place Focus

President Interview 72 min Online (video
call Whatsapp)

General
information about
association and
artifacts the
association uses

President Interview while
visiting the
association’s
building +

notes (mobile)

1 hour
approx.

Guided visit to
the
association’s
venue

Visiting the
venues, getting in
touch with the
members,
understanding
vision and mission

Members Interviews Several
short
interviews

House of the
member and
e-shop of the
association

Field observation,
technology use
from elderly
associates

Activity owner Interviews 40 min
approx.

WhatsApp
video call

Presentation of his
activity, work
deontology and
why joining Cerf

Website creator Face to face +

recorded
interview

37 minutes Web design
company
venue

Understanding
web design,
economical and
marketing aspects
of Cerf

Once students decide to join, they sign-in with their e-mail address and telephone
number during or after the meeting. Students can also contact the associates, gen-
erally the leader or one of the vice presidents, by e-mail or Facebook, and they give
their email address and phone number in order to be contacted again and, especially,
added to the Discord channels. Indeed, even if Whatsapp and Facebook Messen-
ger are used among some members for personal or informal communications, the
official communication tool inside the association is Discord.

Decision-making happens face to face for most important decisions, and via
Discord, where any member can submit a new idea to the vote and the majority
wins. For important decisions (funding a project, leadership vacancy …), they use
the dot vote and the three winning proposals are re-evaluated, possibly merged and
then (maybe) re-voted. The vice-president calls this process “the one that is really
democratic”.
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Three kinds of meetings are organized:

• Project meetings, in which they discuss how to realize a project after it has
been approved on Discord: people interested just need to join the meeting
and the project channel.

• Head’s meeting gathering the presidents, vice presidents and the accoun-
tant for monitoring the projects and their costs, or to check their progress.
Most of the time, these meetings take place on Discord, but when an issue
is raised for which no consensus can easily be found, an in-person meeting is
organized.

• General meetings: official general assemblies, and thematic presentations.

Ulisse has different activities: projects, debates and lectures, and events.
Projects can be of different types (engineer without border, influencer – for

instance supporting a hitchhiker and his YouTube channel, local food consump-
tion, ride sharing). Project work is mainly accomplished using Discord, in which
each project has a specific channel. Any student can decide to join a channel dedi-
cated to a project. The proposer of a project will assume the role of coordinator of
the Discord channel. When a project is concluded, the channel is dismissed. Ulisses
members also create thematic Facebook pages for their projects. An example is the
“Potager” (vegetable garden) group, in which members share information about
University allotment, how to cultivate and how to compost, or the group “Panier”
(basket), in which each Wednesday people put orders for seasonal and local food.
The payment is done once they pick up the basket: in some exceptional cases the
basket is left to the students common room (which is run by another association)
and the sum is handed to the person in the entrance.

Debates and lectures are an important part of their activity and well reflect
Ulisse’s ideology – which they want to diffuse – and activism. They are held by
an expert and are attended by the members who are passionate on the many topics
that are discussed. Sometimes, associates intervene in external lectures to tell their
experience or what they do for the community (ex: promote an “eco-responsible”
food consumption).

The last type of activity are the events. Usually they do it “Just to have some fun”
or to raise money for their projects. It might consist of any kind of initiative: selling
crepes, mask parties, hitchhiking marathons, etc.

6.5.2 Ulisse’s Ecology of Artifacts

When it comes about the artifacts they use, Ulisse has an Instagram and a Facebook
account accessible to all the members. Although they would rather not use social
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media, especially “If owned by Zuckerberg” (Ulisse vice president), they use social
media to:

• Advertise their events (debates, lectures, public speeches, parties charity
fundraising and projects’ fundraising) and projects.

• Invite to “presentation meetings” and recruit new members.
• Communicate about social engagement, environment and sustainability,

especially through posters, ads and leaflets created with a shared Canva
account.

• Show the weekly basket of available vegetables to order online and buy at the
University every Wednesday.

• Present stories on Instagram, and follow other people.

When it comes to official communications among members, they use Discord
since it is possible to create thematic channels and privacy is respected. There, they
propose projects, meetings and thematic conversations: each project has a dedicated
channel and ends with a face-to-face meeting. Every member of Ulisse has access to
the Discord group, and sometimes, even non-members can join some channels if
they have the possibility to contribute somehow to the association. They collectively
participate in the conversation, and they make “group calls” when they cannot do it
in person. Only some of the newcomers are familiar with Discord (usually gamers),
so others take time to show the newcomers how to use it. Some others do not get
familiar and they rather keep themselves updated through friends or Messenger
conversations.

Lastly, as one goal of Ulisse is to spread as much knowledge as possible, each
week a different member records a fifteen minutes podcast in a studio made avail-
able by the university (examples of topics are: collapsology, permaculture, ocean
pollution, freedom of speech in France). The podcast is publicized on Facebook
and the university radio. It is accessible free for all Ulisse’s members.

6.5.3 Organization and Activities of Cerf

Le Cerf à 3 pattes owns a shop, where they sell food, drinks and handmade products
from 30 local producers. If a consumer wants to substitute the mainstream products
from big chains (toothpaste, soaps, Coca Cola etc.) they can find alternatives there.
The shop is temporary and has an outdoor part with flowers and plants, and an
indoor part. They want to base their selling only on local and well-selected products
which production respects nature; they carefully choose their partners and visit
their places. They even pay attention to the way their partners present themselves
to sellers and engage clients. In the shops, there is the highest attention to the way
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packaging is used (at the minimum level and often of recycled materials), every
product has the origin, and the main features reported: a casual customer would
easily understand the boutique identity. Another aspect of their economy is that
they want to promote local and sustainable tourism, especially out of the usual eno-
gastronomic tourism, since their area is famous for Champagne production. They
would like to prove that there is a lot more to be discovered like the mountain,
panoramas, countryside tours, outdoor sports etc. Children and families are their
main targets and the activities they offer foresee contact with nature, discoveries
and learning by doing (and having fun).

Out of the shop itself, the associates organize a “socio-cultural or touristic enter-
tainment, proposed at least once per month: convivial dinner, theater, concert, night
walk, philosophic café, producers’ open air market … we’re among 60 to 500 partici-
pants, depends on the event”.

They also have a meeting room “recycled” from the local school’s space that is
used for decision-making processes.

When it comes to ordering, an offline solution is still used for elderly and people
who usually swing by the shop. They use a paper-based list with all the seasonal
items they might order: the customer makes the order and handles it to the shop
assistant in the boutique.

6.5.4 Cerf’s Ecology of Artifacts

In terms of artifacts, Cerf has a Facebook page and a website to give them visibil-
ity, and a newsletter sent every two weeks to keep the most affectionate customers
informed.

Facebook is mainly used to sponsor the events that are organized and the touris-
tic or educational activities. Some special announcements are made for last minute
selling and special offers presented as a full-page picture with few words to explain
the post. The ones who have access to the shop’s laptop run the page and by the
closest associates; it gives a sense of belonging and creates interest and curiosity
among association’s sympathizers but even enthusiasts of local products and sus-
tainable tourism. Paraphrasing what the associates said in their meeting, they do
not share the page management but they share the involvement, the values and the
knowledge (especially related to local economy and environment) among whoever
is interested in.

A Google folder is used for listing the available products; the association’s admin-
istrators in charge of selling the products are the ones who manage this folder.

Customers who see these announcements, online documents, or receive the
newsletter and want to buy some products, can put an order by sending an email
and paying by transferring money to the bank account of the association.
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The website has involved a web design agency and is now run by the President
and the most motivated and expert associates. The agency followed the directions
given by the President and tried to create a website that is easy to run (in their words:
“very front office based”). The website presents the association in order to attract
people, and gives the possibility to get in touch with Cerf ’s staff, to ask questions
and know the events hosted by the association (Facebook posts about the events are
depicted). But the aim of the website is mostly to sell the products from the little
autonomous local enterprises that cooperate with the association.

6.6 Analysis – Motivations for Sharing Nicely

What has been clear since the very first interviews was that the economic activity of
the association and the members’ aims were perceived as “for good” and ethical: there
was no perception of discrepancy between opportunistic goals (meet new people,
make money and learn new skills), and altruistic ones (environment, society and
volunteering).

An emblematic example is the way Cerf chooses local businesses to create a part-
nership with their shop: ‘We visit all the enterprises, which must work in a specific
way … Before any contract, we take our time, we investigate and then we base our rela-
tionship even on trust and dialogue’. Another example is the will to find other people
who share the same ideals: “I am in a lot of associations here and I try to do some good
around me […] Moreover I had a band and I’ve been playing for 6 years now: if there
are some eco-social-musicians we can try some riffs during the weekend!”

By analyzing the interviews, we found four main motivations for Ulisse and Cerf
members: sustainability, sociality, technology and economy.

6.6.1 Sustainability

Sustainability can be a consequence like in Cerf ’s case, or a cause, like in Ulisse.
In the first case, sustainability is not always what associates seek, but it comes out
when actors follow the precise and ethical steps required by a local and volunteer-
oriented association. Sustainability as a cause implies that it is the cause of members’
actions. In this case, sustainability is learnt and studied because, as many students
affirm, they look for a “change of paradigm”.

The president of Cerf often mentioned a sustainability shift as the main drive
of their customers: “our customers are willing to pay even a little bit more (not too
much) to have a reliable and good quality product, linked to the environment and the
territory”. Sustainability is a very rooted drive for Cerf: for example, they are build-
ing an electric car park to encourage carpooling and green mobility as the president
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said “This car park has been thought specifically for environmental and sustainability
purposes. Germaine’s citizens must think about the environment. This is perfectly in line
with our beliefs and at the very base of community’s survival”.

These pieces of conversations correspond to the “planet” motivation in (Böcker
and Meelen, 2017). As a customer of Ulisse said: “I try to live a life as consistent as
possible with my ideas…I think this is the strongest revolution we can propose […] I
could go to the local market but the Ulisse knows better than me, they select the sellers, I
wouldn’t be able to choose the right seller at the local market since I would like to respect
millions of criteria: independent farmer, no pesticide, km0 etc. I refuse to buy from big
chains and eat fast food, even if sometimes I am extremely tempted by 50 cents tomatoes
from the supermarket wrapped in 1 kg of plastic”.

Words appear to be followed by practice since in the field observation we had
the opportunity to observe how vegetables are grown in the University’s yard with
their own compost, and also how the vegetables used to be picked from the farmer’s
house on the way back home by one of the members: these two practices aim to cut
the carbon emissions of selling local products. Discord is always used to agree on
who is “driving around there” (the farmer’s house). Another example is the absence
of plastic in Cerf ’s shops and in all Ulisse’s initiatives.

The idea of a local community is always related with the issue of sustainability:
to start something sustainable or to oppose lobbyism and consumerism – which
are both not conform to the sustainability principles – it is necessary to start from
a local community or from a group of stakeholders which have an expertise on the
ongoing situation. The concept of sustainability is fundamental, not just because
of the recent challenges and emergencies, but even as an idea that should always be
included and embedded in every social or socio-technical research (Volpato et al.,
2019; Poderi and Dittrich, 2018; Dourish, 2010; Cinderby et al., 2014).

Whether as a cause or as a consequence, having members motivated in making
the world more sustainable, lead both associations to have behaviours labelled as
“sustainable”, which is aligned with the kind of products they sell.

6.6.2 Sociality

“We’re not just an enterprise”. Social motivation is slightly different for the two asso-
ciations. While Ulisse’s members want to find new friends with a similar vision or
with which being engaged in projects, Cerf members are oriented towards socio-
economic mutual aid, with the aim of reinforcing the local community through a
sense of community and relationships among members. An example from Ulisse is
The Discord channel group for organising a Secret Santa “all in line with our ide-
als and food km0” and the requests to “have a beer with someone downtown because
tonight I am bored”.
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While a member of Cerf said “We’re partners with two Foundations that deal with
social and solidarity economy […] We’re mostly made up of volunteers and each one of
them has a different position. There is the café group that organises all related to the
bistro; there is the shop group […], there is the tourism group […]. We take care first
of our citizens and we want to take care of youngsters’ needs. We want to promote links
and connection among people. Not by chance meetings are always in physical presence,
we talk face-to-face, especially because we can take advantage of our spatial proximity.
Human links are important”.

Another very important part related to Ulisse sociality is linked to the way they
use Discord conversations. In the general channel or sometimes in thematic ones,
they ask for recommendations related to environment or eco-friendly behaviours,
like some permaculture techniques, for instance: “has someone bought a BeeHotel?
Do you know if it is better to orientate them to the north or to the south?” or “You
should pass from Bank X to bank Y, which have very interesting projects related to
wildlife conservation, even if unfortunately they are very small […] everything is better
than banks A and B”. This means that Discord and informal conversations ended
up being a huge and very important knowledge repository.

The attention of social and relational aspects led members to create very close
ties whether friendship-like (especially in Ulisse) or more supportive like in Cerf,
enhancing the sense of community among members.

6.6.3 Technology

“Close to reality”. This sentence has been said by the website designer when she
explained the kind of technology Cerf needed. We think that a human-centered
vision of technology is what Ulisse and Cerf have in common. For Ulisse, the ecol-
ogy of artifacts is technology-centric, tries to be independent, and extremely cre-
ative and open source thanks to every contribution: “we’re a little bit nerds” as one
member said. For Cerf the ecology of artifacts is low tech, both as an ideological
choice – “we want to rely on people” – and a forced choice, since a lot of members
and customers are not familiar with digital technology.

Technology is even seen as a challenge: some members of Ulisse are intrigued
by the perspective of matching their passion for coding, design or technology with
the possibility to be useful. Members would like to be independent, both techno-
logically and ideologically: “We wouldn’t like to use Facebook or Whatsapp to com-
municate: we do not see ourselves on the same page […] But it’s impossible so far not
to use them, especially because we are small and we want to be reached by everyone”
said the organizer of the ride-sharing project. Similarly, a piece of Discord conver-
sation shows: “Oh, if you know how we could share documents without Google, you’re
welcome!”. But even on the choices people make for their everyday life, both for
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themselves and inside the association, like “I don’t have Whatsapp, actually I don’t
even have internet on my mobile” (showing a very old mobile). The members of
Ulisse also agree on “… using Discord. First of all your data is protected there. And
you can create textual or voice channels for different topics. You can find people with
your interests faster. You can even make video conferences. The problem is that it is not
free and not open source”.

All the members agree to use their own device for “public benefit” and to share
the meeting rooms they manage to book at the university with others so that they
can have spaces for meetings or debates.

Their initiatives as an association are moved by their values: social benefit, sus-
tainability, and human centered technology: “We believe in an Engineering that can
change how things are now, in engineers’ engagement”. Said the president of the stu-
dents association.

Similar to technological independence is the right claimed by the president of
Cerf of being disconnected and not using technology. More than technological
independence here is a wish for an independence from technology, but these are two
faces of the same medal. Indeed, online interactions can be seen as a complement
and a support of offline ones, and often, what is classified online such as social
coordination, invitation, offer, request, or collective action, encourage offline action
(López and Farzan, 2015). As assessed by Lòpez and Farzan, the local activities are
mostly off-sites (“we privilege face-to-face relationships”, confirms the president of
Cerf ) and community goals are achieved by an entanglement of on-site and off-
site, rising at any rate, users’ social capital. This is even synthetized by the President’s
words: “our advantages are mostly based on people’s energy, their competences, especially
from our partners and the volunteers […] The importance is harmonizing logistic and
conviviality”.

We observed that Facebook was used as an update tool (like a newsletter) for
off-site actions, and the low response level on Cerf ’s Facebook page did not corre-
spond to an equal low participation in events and activities taking place offline: the
President himself stated that their events ranged from 50 to 120 participants and
their touristic events are as well very popular.

Moreover, as noticed by (Satchell and Dourish, 2009), non-use is a form of use
and can have a nuanced meaning, instead of being “labelled” or “pathologized”.
In Cerf, some forms of non-use happened because of lagging, especially with elderly
members: “I have Whatsapp just to communicate with my daughter in Scotland, and
some younger expert friends help me with computer and smartphone problems”. Some of
them might even be discouraged by some form of physical impairment like illness
or low sight, falling partially in the category of the disenfranchisement (Satchell and
Dourish, 2009). The website creator for Cerf said that she kept in mind to create
a website that leaves the possibility to have a paper substitution to internet orders.
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The second non-use category happened with the displacement, very familiar to
rural HCI and technological stewardship (Jayathilake et al., 2017; McMillen et al.,
2020). In our case, people decided to rely on others, namely sons/daughters or
neighbours when it came about using the technology, especially buying online.
Similarly, in Cerf the “heavy” use of technology (design, website, creation of adver-
tisements …) is mostly on the hands of the professionals, namely the website cre-
ators.

A more complex example of non-use comes from Ulisse: despite they are all
engineers’ students, they try to limit the technological part of their community
ecology of artifacts because of their environmental convictions. Even more inter-
esting is their collaboration with a group of university professors and philosophers
which are part of the low-tech movement. Taking an example of a Discord conver-
sation about a new Facebook post on reading recommendations for the summer,
a member said: “I recommend Philippe Bihouix: Low tech age and Happiness was for
yesterday. We must promote our adhesion to the low–tech movement. And then a little
bit of Collapsology won’t harm anyone: read some books from Pablo Servigne”.

The very wide range of technology related behaviours make it difficult to predict
and label a typique user’s relationship with his/her constellation of technologies:
each time is necessary to “go to the field”, interview, and avoid oversimplifications
of this very complex issue.

6.6.4 Economy

Cerf is supporting forms of sharing that do not fall into two opposite poles – capi-
talized sharing economy or pure altruism. The president of Cerf presents the asso-
ciation as aiming to revive the local economy; he says that they have created the
association/community to help people and their territory, and even that they are
not just economy-based, implying that the economic and generally opportunistic
component is present. As shown even by Bødker et al. (2016), to speed up or make
possible some necessary processes in order to make a volunteering association work
properly, some members had to be externally motivated: altruism (volunteering in
this case) and ideals was not enough. Specifically they report the example of the web
designer, which had to be paid in order to have the right mix of intrinsic (beliefs
and ideas) and extrinsic (reward) motivation to pursue his job which had become
too demanding and time consuming to be done in due time just in the name of
ideals (which anyway, were present).

Cerf and Ulisse’s sellers have chosen such partners and they do not sell to other
more lucrative lobbies, already embed sustainability and local-loyalty values. The
president of Cerf is clear on this purpose: their partners are strictly selected and very
highly motivated to pursue a certain idea of production and marketing.
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A stable and self-run infrastructure would allow members of local communities
to be in line with their motivations, and, reversely, it would allow members to shape
their artifacts ecology. Our aim is then to go from this analysis of motivations to
implications for designing for a community ecology of artifacts.

6.7 Motivation-centered Design

The first way to support local communities in designing their ecology of artifacts
may be to help them in identifying the different motivations that drive their mem-
bers to act in the community. For so doing, we suggest four personas (Nielsen,
2018) that represent the four kinds of motivations that we have identified. Per-
sonas should help the communities to combine motivations, the artifacts in use and
socio-economic background, in order to co-design meaningful products or services,
aligned with their common mission, and to define a common future.

Motivations are what represent the stakeholders’ push to participate in the com-
munity, leaving very little space for assumptions. In addition, clearly defined moti-
vations can be tested and refined in successive design phases, during workshops for
instance.

Concretely, we think that the four personas could be used in role-play work-
shops1 (Seland, 2006) with some of the community members to allow them both
to identify themselves with the various personas and to reflect on what they want as a
community at large. This kind of workshop could even take place without the pres-
ence of a professional designer. The advantage of role-playing is that participants
have to adopt different points of view: It would be a precious resource for associ-
ations with members having very different aims, and to foster discussion among
stakeholders. This could help different stakeholders to understand each other, to
be able to frame a common problem (Steyaert et al., 2007), and to be able to cre-
ate a story usable in other situations, for instance in marketing and social media
management of the association.

The four personas we have identified from our analysis of motivations to partic-
ipate in local communities are: user (Figure 6.1), volunteer (Figure 6.2), producer
(Figure 6.3), and worker (Figure 6.4). We now explain the link between motivations
and personas, and describe each persona.

The sociality motivation consists of a desire for affiliation, a wish for networking,
for feeling part of a community, a group or something more close-knitted than
society-at-large. We then created a persona called volunteer since volunteering is

1. https://www.designkit.org/methods/36?ref=publicdesignvault

https://www.designkit.org/methods/36?ref=publicdesignvault
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Figure 6.1. Persona volunteer.

the best way to fulfill all the listed aims consistently with one own values (in Ulisse
and Cerf cases, environmental-related values).

The sustainability motivation led us to suggest a persona named the user, in
other words the consumers of the associations.

The political motivation is related to mature political consciousness mixed with
active social engagement: the person is conscious and concerned that his/her action
has both political and social consequences. Both user and volunteer personas cor-
respond to this motivation.

The economic motivation describes the profitable and more opportunistic part,
so we created a persona called the seller, and another one called the worker, specifi-
cally referring to Cerf, which aim is even to “give a job to people”.

The following sensitizing scenario (Waern et al., 2020) that involves the four
personas illustrates the complex and multifaceted issues local communities face.

Leo wants to change his habits and he feels it is time to be more useful to other
people: for this reason, for months now he is reading about non-profit organiza-
tions and associations aiming to help people and the planet. He has found an online
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Figure 6.2. Persona user.

article from Sarah, a freelance journalist, about a local association where she is a
regular customer, dealing with zero-waste products to replace polluting or dispos-
able ones. Since during the past year Leo has been spending a considerable amount
of his time looking on the Internet for anything that would have replaced little by
little all the tools and items that do not conform to his environmentalist values, Leo
decides to visit the website of the association. He finds it very business-oriented;
the association owns a few shops that are run half by volunteers, half by workers
that sell only local “replacement” products. The Facebook page of the association
depicts pictures of a usual workday with some comments of colleagues or regular
customers, and posts of the latest news related to the shops and the events. Scrolling
down the products’ list from the main website, Leo decides to visit the closest shop,
and before, he asks to the official Instagram profile of the shop, ran by a volun-
teer, Lucas, if he can bring some old jars (in case they would find it useful for
containing zero-packaging food). Lucas asks by SMS to the president of the associ-
ation if it is possible. The president wants to push the association more and more
towards a “green” vision and she specifically enjoys being personally in contact with
the associates. The President then replies that yes, they might need as many jars as
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Figure 6.3. Persona seller.

possible: not because there is a plan for them, but who knows which amazing idea
those jars would inspire to the associates. For this reason, she decides to share pic-
tures of the jars in the group conversation, asking for suggestions. According to
her, every member should share ideas and unused objects. Thus, Leo goes to the
shop to give his jars. While visiting the shop, he notices that there is even the pos-
sibility to fill paper surveys, positioned right close to the cash register. So before
leaving people can write a feedback on a piece of paper and leave it in a big box. He
is very impressed by the range of products available, way more than the ones dis-
played online, so he reports his opinion directly to the shop assistant, Lucas, which
encourages him to contact the web developer, who works for an enterprise. Leo
decides to talk with the web developer and since he has some web-design skills, he
decides to join the volunteers’ group just to change some features and some colors of
the landing page. He then asks the approval of the Association main runners. Once
he has done this, he remembers that he saw some very creative beer bottles and he
would like to buy some. He checks the catalog of the main sellers of the Associa-
tion and he finds Marie, a producer specialized in hop cultivation. Leo decides to
contact her through the association and he makes a request. Marie responds that



130 Designing for Motivations

Figure 6.4. Persona worker.

it is possible and asks her bottle supplier for an out-of-order. Then, the product is
sent to the shops as “reserved for Leo” while the payment already happened online,
using the website as an intermediary.

If local communities could benefit from the work of designers, web designers or
user researchers, the personas presented should be taken into account when design-
ing artifacts. Indeed, conformity to community’s ideals and needs is necessary to
move towards platform collectivism, which, as mentioned in Section 2, fosters a
sense of community and is more sensible to issues that are important for the mem-
bers we have interviewed: privacy and participative democracy. Platform collec-
tivism is intimately related to Woodbourne’s idea of sharing nicely, in contrast to
the “capitalistically platformised sharing”. The four personas give a snapshot of the
users’ motivations and attitudes that might be found in a local community inter-
ested in social, economic, and environmental sustainability. Therefore, taking all of
them into account when designing the artifacts ecology should allow to align this
ecology with users’ values and to pursue community and users’ motivations.
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6.8 Conclusion

In this chapter, we started by discussing sharing in local communities, stating
that we are interested in the way an ecology of artifacts could support shar-
ing nicely. We then described how two associations with common characteris-
tics (strong sustainability ideology, involvement in the local economy, minded
alike users and infrastructures, locality, strong autonomy) share nicely through
their community’s ecology of artifacts. Our analysis led us to identify four kinds
of motivations for sharing nicely: sustainability, sociability, politics, and econ-
omy. We then derived four personas and a scenario from these motivations, and
explained how we envision the use of personas and scenarios for supporting the
design of a community ecology of artifacts that would embrace all the different
motivations.

The contribution of this chapter is then twofold: On one side, we shed light on
the motivations of participants in grassroots initiatives, understanding what pushes
them to share nicely. In the cases that we studied, the ideals related to the protec-
tion of the environment and socio-political change co-exist with the need to earn
money, get a job, and health improvement through better food. Those findings
are consistent with the existing work about the triple bottom line model, which
foresees that sustainability can only be realized through the coexistence of three
interwoven factors: environment, society and economy (Elkington, 1997). Even if
our approach aims at supporting the design of a community ecology of artifacts,
the technology is not the focus, nor the “user” is, but we rather pay attention to
the diverse motivations of participants. We consider motivations the first thing
to address when conducting design research with communities, and throughout
the community’s life and evolutions. Consequently, the second contribution con-
cerns how to address those motivations in grassroots initiatives that, as said, are
strongly ideals and/or needs driven. The personas we propose aim at re-thinking
technology both for society and communities, focusing on people instead of plat-
forms (Avram et al., 2019; Srnicek, 2016). Therefore, we offer the personas to
anyone who can make the difference in a local context: designers, NGOs, pol-
icymakers, and not for profit organizations. On this wavelength, as Ann Light
and colleagues (Light et al., 2017) state, design should not accept things to be
done “as usual”, since we are facing extraordinary times characterized by a “wave
of change and uncertainty”. CSCW and HCI have their role in changing soci-
ety and imagine a better future to pursue and realize through design and human-
centered technology. Targeting the right change-makers is fundamental to start this
process.
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