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ABSTRACT

In this paper, we examine the stories about philanthropic IT
that circulate via product websites, marketing materials, and
third-party news articles. Through a series of productcentered case studies, we surface these texts’ implicit and
explicit visions about the (near) future of philanthropy. We
detail their prescriptions about how, why, and in service of
what ends nonprofit organizations could, should, and ought
to leverage IT. We also examine their underlying
assumptions about philanthropy: how social good is
accomplished, how philanthropic organizations are—and
might be more—effective, to whom organizations and
beneficiaries should be accountable, and the terms of that
accountability. Analyzing these visions as design fictions,
we argue that they help cultivate unrealistic anticipatory
relationships to the present and entail concomitantly
unrealistic imperatives for the philanthropic sector. We
conclude by arguing for the crucial role of HCI scholars in
disrupting these impossible futures, and by highlighting
areas needing further, re-imagined, research.
Author Keywords

Design fiction; nonprofits; philanthropy; discourse analysis
ACM Classification Keywords

H.5.m. Information interfaces and presentation (e.g., HCI):
Miscellaneous.
INTRODUCTION

I wish we used technology a little bit better.
– Max, nonprofit worker
Max’s lament about technology use that could be “a little bit
better” reverberates through our many experiences with IT in
nonprofit organizations over the last 8 years. As HCI
scholars, we have conducted numerous studies about the
use—and non-use—of information technology in the
nonprofit sector [15, 21 22, 41, 43, 44, 45, 46, 47, 48]. As a
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former nonprofit professional, the second author worked in
nonprofit IT departments for about 4 years before pursuing
academic research in HCI [9]. Throughout these experiences,
we have repeatedly encountered organizations on the cusp of
adopting a new IT system: for staying in touch with
constituents; for recruiting new volunteers or donors; for
publicizing events; or for tracking constituent data. Our
interlocutors were almost always optimistic that the new
system would make things easier, despite that each previous
adoption had ultimately led to a previous (or the current)
state of dissatisfaction:
This [new tool] is going to be customizable, so it should
be a lot easier to do that [the counting task I do manually
right now because even though the current system also
supports it, I prefer to do it myself].
– Taylor, nonprofit worker
Those not (yet) in the process of adopting a new IT system
often told stories about how they ought to be: ought to be
more up to date, ought to be tracking more information,
ought to be taking advantage of a new tool:
I have not [set up Constant Contact] yet…but it might be
something that I should think about in the long run.
– Charlie, nonprofit worker
All too often, we found that newly ‘adopted’ tools were not
truly integrated in daily practices. Instead, workers described
how they imagined that they could be using them:
I just have a list of those people in Excel, but I could
totally put those in Volgistics, I just haven't yet. {laughs}
– Sam, nonprofit worker
Philanthropically engaged members of the public were also
often quick to identify new systems that they thought
nonprofits would benefit from if only they knew about them:
[I] emailed [the Humane Society] since I was setting up
online coupons and when [the grocery store website]
asked if you wanted to add a charity they weren’t listed…
[and I thought] maybe they weren’t aware.
– Jesse, Humane Society donor
Haunting these and many other conversations is a specter of
technology use and adoption as a moral imperative. Despite
numerous trials and tribulations with IT use in practice, our
interlocutors repeatedly expressed views that technology
could be better used, would be beneficial if deployed, ought

to be adopted, or should be leveraged. This paradoxical
coupling of a moral imperative with the maintenance of an
optimistic anticipatory relationship despite repeated failures
inspired the present research. It is clear that stories of
philanthropic IT are shaping the user experience of these
tools as much as the actual moment of use. What are these
stories? How do they hold together? Where do they fall
apart?
In line with other HCI research in this area, our prior research
centered on examining philanthropic practice and the user
experiences of philanthropic IT systems (e.g., [41, 43, 44, 45,
46]). In this paper, we take a markedly different approach,
stepping back from the moment of use to examine the
anticipatory discourse that shapes the user experience before
and beyond the moment of use (see [7, 23, 49]). What
animates anticipatory visions of a technologically-improved
future of philanthropy? What exactly do these visions entail?
What implicit assumptions do these visions make about
philanthropy and social good? Are they realistic? What kinds
of things are elided in their imaginative articulation?
To interrogate these visions of philanthropic futures directly,
we draw on an archive of product websites, marketing
materials, and media articles for a selected set of currently
available philanthropic IT systems as our empirical evidence.
By analyzing these varied texts, we trace some of the
pervasive tropes about philanthropic futures as imagined and
embedded in IT design and marketing. Through a series of
five product-centered case studies, we first articulate
explicitly the visions of a better future promised to those who
would adopt and integrate each tool into their routines and
practices. As anticipatory texts, these visions embody
normative claims about how, why and in service of what ends
nonprofit organizations could, should, and ought to leverage
computing technologies. They outline feature sets and use
cases, and also entail broader normative claims about
philanthropy: how philanthropic organizations should carry
out their work, how organizational practices could be
improved, to whom organizations and beneficiaries should
be accountable, the terms of that accountability, and how
social good is best accomplished in the first place.
Inspired by Wong and Mulligan’s analysis of concept videos
[49], we then analyze these texts’ anticipatory visions
through the lens of design fictions: stories that craft not
isolated use cases, but visions of broader social worlds. In
the discussion, we examine the ways that these tools embody
particular formulations of the problems faced by
philanthropy itself and the social problems in which
philanthropy aims to intervene. We argue that while many of
these visions sound appealing, the underlying problem
formulations to which they respond are not well grounded,
and the solutions they put forward are not realistic. In stark
contrast to our interlocutors’ positivity, we present a more
skeptical position about the impossibility of the
philanthropic futures imagined by the stories and promises
of these IT systems. In foregrounding the rhetoric of false

progress that accompanies these various tools, we argue that
the circulation of these unrealistic fictions has real
consequences: they promote unrealistic imperatives for
nonprofit organizations who struggle to ‘keep up’ by
adopting the latest and greatest tools. In so doing, we respond
to recent scholarship calling for HCI researchers to take
critical and political stances about the broader impacts and
ramifications of the tools we are often complicit in
promoting [4, 31]. We conclude by arguing for the crucial
role of HCI scholars in disrupting these impossible futures,
and by highlighting areas needing further, re-imagined,
research and design.
PHILANTHROPY AND IT

In recent years, a growing area of HCI scholarship has
focused on the use of ICTs within the nonprofit or third
sector: in contexts of volunteering, advocacy, charitable
giving, or the provision of social services. Much of this
research has drawn attention to the numerous challenges
faced by nonprofit organizations in adopting and leveraging
new computing tools [11, 15, 27, 30, 42, 45, 46].
In the face of these challenges, there remains significant
pressure for the sector to find ways to better integrate these
tools in order to “keep up” with technological progress in
other sectors. While some researchers have suggested ways
of ameliorating these issues through the redesign of specific
tools and systems [41, 43, 44, 45, 46], a bigger problem is
beginning to manifest across the breadth of this research.
Beyond the features or designs of particular tools, recent
research suggests that the underlying logics and assumptions
built into these tools may be more broadly out of alignment
with the logics and core values of the nonprofit sector [14,
22, 42, 43, 44, 45]. For example, charity-based approaches
to philanthropic IT fail to support the care work that
characterizes everyday philanthropy [22]; new tools for
“micro-volunteering” stand in contrast to the “philosophies”
of volunteer coordinators [45]; and the deployment of
electronic health record in a volunteer-based clinic was
plagued by an underlying “mismatch between the
technological and human infrastructures” which led “to
diminished volunteer roles, an increased workload for paid
employees, and a negative impact on the quality of patient
care” [42].
In these cases, the issues facing philanthropic IT are bigger
than any one system, set of features, or set of use cases. Such
research suggests the need to interrogate more directly the
underlying logics, assumptions, and problematizations
embedded in philanthropic IT. In this paper, we examine
directly the stories that animate philanthropic IT and its
promise of better futures.
METHODS

Our research method is rooted in an understanding that
stories about computing matter as much as technical artifacts
in shaping the user (and non-user) experience of IT (see [20,
23]). Following analyses of technology stories in HCI [23,
33, 49], we explore the logics and promises of philanthropic

tools by examining key texts featuring these systems:
websites, marketing materials, and news articles.
At the outset, we constructed a list of 55 philanthropic IT
systems encountered in our previous research and industry
experience, as well as technologies that had been featured in
nonprofit sector publications (e.g., Nonprofit Quarterly) and
popular American media outlets (e.g., Fast Company). To
better understand the design space, for each technology, we
categorized the intended purposes of the technology (e.g.,
fundraising, volunteer management, outreach), collected a
short description of the tool, and searched for any mentions
of the tool in major news outlets.
In choosing a subset of these technologies and texts for in
depth analysis, we sampled widely to obtain a broad vantage
point over discourses in philanthropic IT. We chose tools that
were either in widespread use, or as evidenced by press
coverage were key players in setting the conversation about
what technology can and should do for philanthropy. We
sought to include tools that represented different segments of
the philanthropic IT sector as well as tools that were aligned
with unique inflection points in technical innovations (e.g.,
the internet, social media, mobile computing).
We draw most heavily on the websites of the applications
and software systems themselves, including both current
websites, and archived versions of prior sites available
through archive.org. Product websites serve multiple roles:
they are a public face of the company outlining key values;
they are a sales pitch to potential clients, customers, or users
outlining features and situating the tool’s purpose and
benefits; they are resources for information about potential
products to use (e.g., comparative information) and an entry
point for product support information after the fact; and they
are sometimes an entry point to using a web-based tool itself.
The websites thus provide direct insight into how the tool is
framed for popular use and consumption, making explicit
claims about how and why the particular computing system
or application should be used, and for whom it is intended.
Our analysis began with an examination of the rhetoric of
technology company home pages and general “about us” or
“learn more” pages. As the project developed, we expanded
our analysis to include other relevant pages, with particular
attention to product specific pages. We complemented this
analysis with an examination of news articles, press releases,
and marketing materials about each company and tool.
In line with our questions about the kinds of futures
envisioned by these tools, we take up the texts and materials
of this research as anticipation artifacts—sites where the
anticipation work (see [37, 49]) of certain people (e.g.,
technology makers, marketers, and public commentators)
condenses into a circulating medium for spreading those
visions—and around which others’ anticipatory visions of
the future might begin to coalesce. Our analytic strategies
thus focused on surfacing and making available for
interrogation the normative claims about philanthropic
organizations and social change that are embedded in these

texts’ rhetoric. Following Feldman and Almquist [19], we
used multiple analytic techniques to surface and tease apart
the implicit and explicit claims about the futures that IT
promises to bring about. In addition to using memoing
practices throughout our analysis (see [12]), we also
conducted a “rhetorical analysis” [19] of key texts for each
technology to surface implicit claims and used semiotic
squares [18] to identify and map internal tensions.
In this paper, we present five cases drawn from our analytic
process that allow us to foreground the futures envisioned by
key players that span the broad space of philanthropic IT. We
chose cases that could create an evidentiary foundation for
the development of a conceptual argument that helps to shed
light on the tensions set up by anticipatory rhetoric and the
ways in which HCI scholars should respond. Notably, we do
not offer a comparative content analysis of these cases, but
rather present an initial exploration of each of these texts as
design fictions. Thus, the presentation of cases that follows
is not strictly parallel—e.g., some have a temporal dimension
and some do not. In this way, our case selection and
argument style follows a more humanistic tradition (see also
[5]) that develops and leverages each case as a means of
further probing the discourse of philanthropic IT and draw
into relief a set of themes for further discussion.
CASES

We begin the cases with an analysis of Blackbaud, described
by a former nonprofit professional as the “300-pound
gorilla” of philanthropic software. With over 35 years of
experience, and an ever-increasing portfolio of offerings,
Blackbaud is the one software provider with which everyone
in philanthropy seems familiar. We give particular attention
to their flagship product, The Raiser’s Edge. We then
examine two other prominent and long-established tools:
Charity Navigator and VolunteerMatch. Our last two cases
focus on newer technologies. Attentive.ly is a social-media
marketing tool, still small, but acquired by Blackbaud in July
of 2016 while this research was underway. We then close
with an examination of the rhetoric of HandUp, a San
Francisco startup that has attracted the attention of a slew of
well-known investors—including Mark Benniof, Alexis
Ohanian, Jason Calcanis, Ron Conway, and Google.org [79,
86, 88]—and reporters for tech [82], philanthropic [85],
mainstream [87, 88], and local [83] media outlets. This
“kickstarter for the homeless” [88] is as an increasingly
prominent figure in public discourse.
Blackbaud’s The Raiser’s Edge

Blackbaud’s website extols its prominence as “the world’s
leading cloud software company powering social good” [57].
Developed in 1981, a year before the company was founded,
Blackbaud’s first product was a homegrown program for
tracking student accounts at a local private school [50]. In the
years since, they have expanded to a broader market, and
today, claim to bring “35 years of unparalleled expertise” to
their work that “serve[s] the entire social good community”
[55]. Employing language like “serving” and “partnership,”

their rhetoric figures technology as a support for existing
social good organizations, not as a change agent for
redefining philanthropy: “[w]e take great pride in providing
nonprofits with the technology and services they need to
operate and communicate more efficiently and effectively”
[55]. Appropriating the language of private sector “Customer
Relationship Management” (CRM) tools, Blackbaud offers
nonprofits
the
“World's
Best
Fundraising
&
Constituent Relationship Management System” [56].
Blackbaud’s flagship product, The Raiser’s Edge, is a
database system for tracking donors and memberships. Over
the last 25 years, promises about what this software offers to
nonprofits has shifted as new technological developments—
from the database, to the internet, to new forms of data
tracking—have taken the rhetorical spotlight.
The 1996 The Raiser’s Edge for Windows product
webpage—the earliest available in archives—proclaims in
large bold font that the “client/server version [is] now
available using the power of Oracle, the world's leading
relational database” [51]. This new database offered to not
only give nonprofits access to “extensive biographical
information” about donors, but to be able to do so “instantly”
[51]. Using this database, nonprofits might improve donor
relationships by “remember[ing] to send birthday greetings
to your top donors or to send follow-up letters to everyone
attending your latest special event” [51]. The ability to
“export data in many formats” makes it easier to “create
personalized acknowledgment or appeal letters” [51].
Integrations with existing phonathon practices offered new
ways of saving time via efficiency and automation: “[Print]
customized phonathon forms that display the data your
callers need. After the call, simply detach the pledge card
from the phonathon form, place it in a window envelope and
the reminder for the donor is on its way” [51].
In 2001, with the growth of the world wide web, Blackbaud
began offering RE:NetSolutions, “a comprehensive suite of
Web-based services that enables you to extend fund-raising
activities to the Internet” [52]. The 2001 RE:NetSolutions
product page calls out the “tremendous potential” of the
internet for fundraising, and promises to “help you take full
advantage of these new opportunities” [52]. The new
product press release opened with a recent radiothon success
story: “listeners opted to use the Internet instead of their
checkbooks to donate $127,000 ... More than 1,100 people
donated online, resulting in a 187% increase over last year”
[53]. This tool promised new avenues for donations and also
to do work on behalf of the nonprofit. Tapping into broader
narratives of technology-enabled automation and mobility
(see also [23]), the 2001 homepage featured a person in a
hammock, on a beach, at sunset, with the headline “Your
Web site can be fund-raising even when you're not” [54].
BlackBaud’s current Raiser’s Edge product likewise plays
into more recent data rhetoric, offering “data health tools”
including a “scorecard” that “evaluates how valid, complete,
and accurate an organization’s supporter contact information

is” [59]. Making this data meaningful and actionable
includes the provision of “a financial impact statement,
which estimates the total budget dollars wasted per campaign
due to inferior contact records” [59]. The software offers to
help organizations “build a 360° view of your supporters”
and leverage “smart segmentation” to “focus your
fundraising efforts on those donors with the greatest capacity
and likelihood to give to your organization” [58].
Over these years, Blackbaud has also developed a broader
range of new products, and acquired several related
companies to grow their portfolio beyond fundraising.
Across these products, we find the reflection of Blackbaud’s
underlying model of philanthropy: social change happens
through the nonprofit organization, and a key role for
technology is in improving the operation and administration
of that organization. Throughout its product line, refrains like
“quick and easy,” “increased effectiveness,” and “easy-touse,” promise that new IT will make useful information more
effortlessly ready at hand. Blackbaud markets itself as
“provid[ing] more value through IT” so that nonprofits can
“spend less time on data hygiene and upgrading systems”
and “spend more time engaging constituents, supporting
your organization's growth and fulfilling your mission” [60].
New systems promise to free up time through new
efficiencies as the original power of the database is further
magnified by integrations that allow nonprofits to carefully
target donation requests and to cultivate those relationships
most likely to lead to an immediate revenue stream.
Blackbaud’s rhetoric illustrates how new possibilities come
with new imperatives: to “take advantage” of new IT. These
systems, however, are rooted in new values and definitions
of what is ‘advantageous’: growth is better than stasis, the
valuable constituent is one who gives the most money in the
immediate present, and a “leading edge” nonprofit is one that
is effective at raising ever-larger funds, one that incorporates
ever-more technology while spending ever-less time using or
maintaining that technology.
Charity Navigator

Like Blackbaud, Charity Navigator also embodies an
understanding that positive social change happens through
the work of nonprofit organizations. However, while
Blackbaud focuses on supporting organizations’ own work,
Charity Navigator— “your guide to intelligent giving” [63]
— focuses on helping donors make informed decisions. The
tool grew out of its founders’ anxieties about the scandalous
misuse of funds by some charities:
[T]hey were witnessing reports of scandals at a variety
of local and national charities. Since many of these
charities were household names that people assumed did
good work, they concluded that they needed an
independent and objective source of information to rely
upon. [65]
One of six rotating header images on today’s Charity
Navigator website warns visitors of “FAKE CHARITIES”

offering the ability to “See the list here!” Another advertises
their updated “CN Advisory System” which classifies
charities on a “concern advisory” list at a “low” “moderate”
or “high” level of concern [63].
The Charity Navigator website debuted in 2002, just as the
internet was gaining mainstream adoption in the United
States. Their mission follows in the path of other nonprofit
watchdog services, most notably that of Guidestar, which has
offered a searchable database of detailed reports and copies
of nonprofits’ tax returns since 1994. By contrast, Charity
Navigator promises a simpler four-star rating system—
“easy to understand and freely available to the public” [61].
At launch, Charity Navigator claimed to be “the largest
independent charity evaluating service in the world” [64]. It
remains a popular service whose ratings exert significant
influence in the sector today [70]. Nonprofit organizations
understand their rating on Charity Navigator as “absolutely
critical to attract new resources and donors” [70].
Charity Navigator evaluates organizations along two
dimensions: “financial health” and “accountability and
transparency” [64], metrics that serve as a proxy for
organizational worthiness.
The financial health dimension aims to “show donors how
efficiently we believe a charity will use their support” [68].
It is based on a combination of “short-term spending” and
“long-term sustainability” and is computed through the
evaluation of each charity along seven “performance
metrics” [67]. From these metrics, we can learn much about
how Charity Navigator expects a ‘good’ philanthropic
organization to operate. Four of the seven metrics are about
“efficiency” in spending, directing more funds to the mission
than administrative costs, and three metrics are about
“financial capacity,” with organizations working toward
financial growth and maintaining a responsible asset to debt
ratio, “as do organizations in other sectors” [67]. The
“accountability and transparency” dimension is based on
further information gleaned from tax forms, as well
“information collected from a review of the charity’s
website.” An organization is scored along seventeen metrics
to “assess whether it follows best practices of governance
and ethics, and whether it makes it easy for donors to find
critical information about the organization” [68].
Though they have long expressed a desire to be able to tell
donors “how effective the charity is at maximizing what they
do” [62], this has been difficult to accomplish. Putting a
primacy on “only reviewing quantifiable and reliable data,”
and originally finding that IRS tax forms were “the only
piece of publicly-accessible information available,” Charity
Navigator has used financial and transparency measures as
the sole basis for their star ratings [62].
However, in recent years, Charity Navigator—alongside
Guide Star and the Better Business Bureau’s Wise Giving
Alliance—has faced significant criticism for relying on
financial data—and “overhead measures,” in particular—as

the primary metric for assessing a nonprofit’s worthiness
[71]. As the editors of Nonprofit Quarterly wrote in 2013,
[T]he use of overhead as a primary proxy has always
been intensely flawed and has brought unfortunate
consequences. Organizations have starved themselves of
necessary infrastructure in a misguided attempt to fit a
single formula. What’s worse, many nonprofits feel that
they have to fudge their numbers to fit, which means
obfuscating the real information about how much it costs
to serve a variety of organizational needs across size,
stage of development and field. [71]
In the last year, Charity Navigator has begun revamping its
metrics. Although the seven criteria for financial health have
not changed, the mathematical formulae for computing these
metrics have been reworked to allow for a greater range of
administrative expenses. The addition of a third “results
reporting” dimension is in the works, as part of a “multi-year
project,” but not yet live [68]. In the future, it is promised
that new metrics will remedy the flaws in current rankings,
without losing the simplicity of a zero-to-four-star system.
In sum, Charity Navigator envisions a future in which
increased transparency and accountability—operationalized
unproblematically in an easy-to-use star system—will
facilitate better outcomes. As explained in their mission
statement, guiding intelligent giving means “advanc[ing] a
more efficient and responsive philanthropic marketplace in
which givers and the charities they support work in tandem
to overcome our nation’s and the world’s most persistent
challenges” [66]. Rather than being swindled by fake
charities—or wasting money on inefficient charities—
donors can direct their money to the places where their dollar
will have the most impact.
VolunteerMatch

Tracing its origins back to 1998, VolunteerMatch was early
on the scene of technologies designed to leverage the internet
in innovative ways. Per a 2008 report from the Carnegie
Foundation, which funded VolunteerMatch in its early years,
the original inspiration for the organization grew out of the
Silicon Valley NetDay event—a day of service when
technology industry workers would install internet wiring
and hardware in local schools [73].
Today, 18 years later, the rhetoric of VolunteerMatch
remains much the same. The homepage announces to
visitors: “We bring good people & good causes together”
[72]. Between the headline and the “Join Us” button,
potential volunteers are compelled to: “Find a cause that
lights you up. Get in touch with a nonprofit that needs you”
[72]. A three-part infographic farther down the page explains
the “Why,” “How,” and “Who” of the service.
The “Why” of Volunteer Match reads as more of a
description of what the service is: “We are a community: we
connect people who want to change the world together” [72].
Nonetheless, the problem implied by this rhetoric is one of

social disconnection. The Carnegie Foundation report made
this explicit, telling the story of the organization as such:
What prevents millions of would-be volunteers from
getting involved in causes they care about? Connecting
with the right organization or volunteer opportunity can
be a time consuming and frustrating experience. … At the
same time, most nonprofit organizations are focused
solely on their missions and cannot afford the time or
resources it takes to get more people involved. … In
short, there is a longstanding knowledge gap between
worthy organizations that need help and individuals who
want to provide that help. [73]

of social media posting tools. Its features center on
identifying and targeting social media users who have large
audiences, and who talk about issues relevant to the
organization and its mission. As the homepage calls out to
visitors, the central goal of using Attentive.ly is to “Convert
Supporters into Social Media Ambassadors” [74]. Instead of
Volunteer Match’s millions of volunteer matches or
Blackbaud’s 35+ years of experience, they advertise that
they have identified “20 million+ influencers” for a selected
set of well-known organizations “including the World
Wildlife Fund (WWF), United to End Genocide,
Greenpeace, and the Dallas Morning News” [75].

The “How” part of the infographic explains the use and
impact of VolunteerMatch in a simple 3-row diagram with a
line snaking between the nonprofit’s actions on the left, and
the volunteer on the right, mediated by VolunteerMatch, in
the center. The first step is for a nonprofit to “list [an]
opportunity,” on VolunteerMatch. Volunteers come to the
website to “find what you love.” Upon locating a suitable
opportunity, a prospective volunteer contacts the associated
nonprofit, who contacts them back in return, and then both
volunteers and nonprofits end their usage of the tool with a
“Happy Face.” After the initial “contact” between volunteer
and nonprofit, the diagram implies that the problem of
disconnection is solved [72].

Although Attentive.ly does not clearly articulate a ‘problem’
to which their technology responds, the first menu option on
their website is “Solution,” which takes one to the
Attentive.ly product page [74]. The implied problem,
suggested by the product, is one of the organization not
understanding their constituent base, not reaching out in
productive ways, not identifying the right portion of their
base to target with marketing and outreach. Traditional
means of marketing and communication are no longer viable
in the world in which Attentive.ly is born. As described in
the Blackbaud acquisition press release, Attentive.ly offers
nonprofits new opportunities to “engage” “people on the
front lines” and develop “real-time passion” for “social good
movements” [76]. Each of these terms deserve unpacking.

The final third of the infographic, the “Who,” gives only a
count of people matched: to date, over 11.4 million
volunteers have been “matched” by the website with over
109,000 participating organizations [72]. Irrelevant here is
any description of organizations, causes, volunteers, or the
people and places impacted by the volunteers and
organizations in question. Rather, what matters is a simple
tally of the newly facilitated connections.

As a social media analytics tool, Attentive.ly operationalizes
public “engagement” in terms of social media statistics:
numbers of likes, retweets, shares, and clicks in response to
organization emails. Notably, it does not provide any way to
operationalize and link these statistics to other forms of
“engagement”—showing up to volunteer or responding to
solicitations for donations.

This part of the VolunteerMatch story illuminates the
conjoining of conventional wisdom about a central promise
of the internet—connecting people—with an identification
of the most central problem facing nonprofits—a lack of
connection to the right people. When the key problem of
philanthropic organizations is operationalized in this way,
the particular tool appears as a natural and obvious remedy:
VolunteerMatch is perfectly poised to leverage a
technological potential in service of fixing recruitment. Yet,
as we will discuss more later, this promise also entails a new
imperative for organizations to generate volunteer
opportunities that might be easily posted and advertised.
Attentive.ly

Attentive.ly is a social media marketing tool for missiondriven and philanthropic organizations. Launched in 2012,
Attentive.ly was recently acquired by Blackbaud (in July of
2016, during this research) [76]. Attentive.ly represents a
new generation of philanthropic IT, centered around the
affordances of social media rather than databases and the
internet. Attentive.ly comprises a social media analytics
system—including a visual statistics dashboard—and a suite

The “people on the front lines” who Attentive.ly helps
organizations target are “key influencers” [76]. Attentive.ly
operationalizes this construct through metrics like the “Klout
score”—a third-party metric that claims to represent an
individual’s “influence” on social media platforms, derived
from things like “the ratio of reactions you generate
compared to the amount of content you share” [77]. Unlike
other tools, Attentive.ly is not focused on courting donors or
engaging volunteers, but instead focuses on courting people
who speak to large audiences. The presumption is that these
key influencers will act as marketers, “influencers whose
social posts can drive clicks… and donations… and action”
[74] (ellipses are from Attentive.ly site, and do not denote
elisions in our quoting).
Attentive.ly promises to help organizations tap into “real
time passion” [76], something that happens in-the-moment,
and can be leveraged by organizations—but only if they are
paying attention. As header text on the homepage prompts
visitors, “Your People Are Talking. Are You Listening?”
Attentive.ly features tools to help the organization reach out
with just the right timing. As explained on the homepage,

“When a supporter says ‘I just love this!’ you send a
triggered email that says ‘Here’s how we help that.’” [74].

strategies are fundamentally broken. A San Francisco Gate
profile of Broome, HandUp’s CEO, recounts the inspiration:

In targeting outreach based on Attentive.ly alerts for certain
keywords and hashtags, the organization can tap into broader
conversations and further the growth of “the entire social
good movement” to which an organization belongs [76].
Like engagement, this social good “movement” is
operationalized primarily in terms of the growth of a
discourse. Despite a rhetoric of “movements,” the concrete
outcomes Attentive.ly claims to provoke (and allows the
nonprofit to measure) are not features of a social movement
as defined by, for example, social movement scholars (e.g.,
[13, 34]). Rather, the concrete outcomes of using this tool—
and the implicit definition of what constitutes a ‘movement’
and ‘mobilization’—are rooted in an understanding of the
internet as a marketing medium. The movement can be
understood as measurable through discourse analytics, and
the conversation is, itself, a manifestation of a ‘movement.’

Broome got the idea for her startup one freezing winter
night in 2012 as she was walking along Market Street.
She passed a woman shivering, asleep in a doorway on
top of a thin blanket. … “I just stopped and thought, ‘Why
are things not adding up here? Why doesn’t this woman
have a place to stay?’”

An undercurrent of anxiety about the technological present
is developed through descriptions of Attentive.ly as poised at
the “beginning of a transformation” garnering organizations
new “abilities” and “empowering” them to be “good
listeners.” Without adopting a “modern marketing tool” like
Attentive.ly, the implication is that organizations risk
operating in the past, stuck on the wrong side of a sweeping
sociotechnical transformation. In this new world,
conversations happen online. “Listening” means
eavesdropping or monitoring, being always aware of the
conversations that are happening on social media which one
is not actively part of and interjecting organizational
solicitation into broader forms of public discourse.
HandUp

Our final case examines a San Francisco-based tech
company, HandUp, which offers “direct giving for the
homeless and others at-risk” [78]. Growing out of a 2012 app
for direct giving via SMS-based mobile payments, today the
public benefit corporation is primarily centered around a
homelessness-specific crowdfunding site, “a kickstarter for
the homeless” as the Wall Street Journal described it [88].
They also offer a gift-cards that individuals can give in lieu
of cash to people asking for money on the street. Whereas
the technologies discussed so far have all been domainagnostic and designed in ways that work alongside existing
organizations in the philanthropic sector, HandUp takes up a
specific social problem, homelessness and poverty, and aims
to intervene more directly. In Silicon Valley language,
HandUp is about “hacking homelessness” [84].
In contrast to organizations like Blackbaud that aim to
“serve” and “partner” with existing organizations, HandUp’s
mission statement roots the technology company itself in a
moral obligation to “do something…about the problems we
see in the world… to leverage technology and the power of
human relationships to fight urban poverty” [79]. Given that
poverty still exists—despite years of work by existing
organizations—the implication is that existing intervention

“I thought, ‘In this city with all this innovating, all this
building, here’s a problem that needs to be solved, and
maybe I can do something about it.’”[83]
HandUp thus promises to disrupt the space of poverty
solutions directly. Understanding the power of computing to
be fundamentally transformative, HandUp asserts that, with
it, “new solutions to poverty are within our reach” [79]. The
promise of technology is realized in a vision of a future
characterized by reduced barriers and the power of the
crowd: “everyone has to jump through so many hoops
normally to get help, but we just want it to be easy. … what
we’ve come up with is really pretty simple—crowdfunding,
connecting people with the crowd” [83]. While the website
imagery foregrounds a direct interaction between an
apparent donor and recipient—with a cell phone mediating
between the two individuals—the HandUp process is notably
indirect. HandUp operationalizes “fighting poverty” through
monetary transfer from those who have more to those who
have less via organizational intermediaries.
Despite the promise of “new solutions,” this practice of
charity is well trod in the nonprofit sector. However, in the
specifics of the transfer, we find some differences. The
HandUp-mediated transfer of money is neither wholesale nor
without strings attached. Donors do not give a blanket
amount “directly” to a nonprofit or individual for spending
as their expertise deems best. Instead, the system mediates
donations through the crowdfunding platform and specific
agreements with partner nonprofits. For donors, HandUp
offers a two-part promise: “give directly” and “see your
impact.” Donors “get total transparency through our partner
nonprofits who serve those experiencing poverty” [78].
As explained in a Forbes article celebrating the “uber-cool B
Corp,” HandUp offers an alternative to “panhandling for
spare change” [86]. Instead, “people in need” create a
crowdfunding profile, and “give passersby a card which
contains a URL” [86]. Individuals’ online profiles are
“verified” by specific local nonprofits, and donors can be
certain that “100% of the money will be applied to removing
obstacles which are keeping the person in poverty” thanks to
the mediation of HandUp and these local organizations [86].
For example, after an individual’s fundraiser for a security
deposit, “HandUp collects the money and then provides it
directly to the landlord, ensuring that the donors’ funds are
properly deployed” [86]. In addition to crowdfunding,
HandUp also offers a gift card. In this case, the donation is
again fully supervised by HandUp and its nonprofit partners:

The HandUp gift card is redeemed with our local
nonprofit partner for equal value in food, clothing,
transportation, bills, or nearly any other basic need. …
Cash is never exchanged and the funds are managed via
the case manager at the nonprofit. [80]

pure reading of something that might be considered a
contemporary “science fact”—or a far-out “science fiction”
future—a design fiction is “a conflation of design, science
fact, and science fiction” [8]. It is a temporal conflation of
designed present and future.

In addition to fundraisers for individuals experiencing
poverty, HandUp also offers crowdfunding campaign
capabilities to nonprofits. These campaigns are also meant to
be “transparent” to donors. Notably, it is permissible to use
the system to “raise money for their clients, operating
expenses, and special projects,” though many campaigns
tend towards specifics around which a funding narrative can
easily be developed in the required video-centric format: a
“youth services van” or a “holiday food drive.”

The worlds crafted through the texts that we have analyzed—
the world that philanthropic IT promises to bring about—are
far from realistic. They are design fictions, as Bleeker
describes: “assemblages of various sorts, part story, part
material, part idea-articulating prop, part functional
software.” They are “puzzles of a sort”—certainly to those
people who struggle to successfully adopt them year after
year. These texts are “stories that speculate about new,
different, distinctive social practices that assemble around
and through these objects” [8]. In taking these visions of
philanthropic IT—and philanthropy—as design fictions, we
ask, as prompted by Bleeker: What are the implied
“questions, activities, logics, culture, interactions and
practices of the imaginary [philanthropic] worlds in which
such a designed object might exist?” [8].

HandUp offers a system for mediating donations promising
new degrees of transparency to assure that donors’ money is
“properly” spent. This crowdfunding offers a new technical
means of fundraising, but also creates new demands for
nonprofits and the individuals they might serve—each
donation coming only in response to a produced video ask.
THE DESIGN FICTIONS OF PHILANTHROPIC IT

We opened this paper with a brief description of the broader
inspiration for this research: the recurrence of a pattern of
coulds, shoulds, oughts, and woulds in our many
conversations about IT use, adoption, and non-adoption in
philanthropic contexts. Each of the IT systems examined in
the cases above draw into relief slightly different facets of a
vision of how philanthropy ought to be carried out in the near
future. They all convey promises to augment and improve
philanthropy. Some of these systems support existing
practices; but many seek to more dramatically transform the
sector. They anticipate a world in which technology shapes
and facilitates a qualitative difference in the practice of
philanthropy. Yet, while anticipatory in character, these texts
claim to be telling a story about a possible present. The tools
they describe are readily available for purchase, sometimes
even for immediate use through the website-as-product itself.
The tensions inherent in these narratives, then, are wrought
from this positioning of philanthropy as simultaneously both
a future and present. The present is always imperfect, and in
need of augmentation and improvement; the anticipated
possible present that current tools promise instead manifests
as a near future, always just out of reach. It is in these
tensions that we argue the coulds, shoulds, and oughts of our
many prior interlocutors materialize1. In reflecting on this
temporal tension, we find the concept of a ‘design fiction’ to
be a useful analytic provocation (see [38, 39, 49]). While the
technical artifacts on which our cases center do in “fact” exist
for purchase and use, we find that the visions of philanthropic
IT crafted in their accompanying texts are more aligned with
Bleeker’s definition of a design fiction. Positioned against a
1
Fitting that these words are derived from the past tense
conjugation of other verbs, while they themselves inhabit a

There has been a surge of attention to design fiction within
HCI in recent years [10, 32 39, 49]. Yet, to date, most writing
on design fictions has explored their usefulness for stretching
creativity, opening new speculative spaces for envisioning
possible futures. In this paper, we suggest a less optimistic
reading—that design fictions also exist counterproductively.
Suspending a reading of these philanthropic ICTs as
contemporary ‘realistic’ products, and reading them instead
as design fictions, we foreground their provocative,
anticipatory, and imaginary dimensions. We interrogate what
future it is that they are promising to materialize, and reflect
on a series of disconnects between these visions of the future
and the realities of philanthropic work and IT.
Impossible Futures

Together, these tools envision futures characterized by a set
of familiar tropes of computing. They envision a future in
which automation and efficiency free up time. They envision
a future in which technical innovation necessarily implies
social innovation. They envision a future in which
technology facilitates continuous growth—in the spread of a
message, the size of a cause, and in the financial coffers of
organizations—through efficiencies, the amplification of
speech via new platforms, improved targeting and tailoring
of messages to interests surfaced and made knowable by new
forms of data. They envision a future in which bigger and
stronger communities are realized through technical
capacities for connecting people with each other, with
causes, and with information. They envision a future in
which increased transparency, accountability, and
measurement leads to bigger and better impacts. They
envision a future in which philanthropy is more successful
because it is easier to do—good design and convenient tools
space of meaning that concerns obligations to a present or
future.

break down barriers to participation. They envision a future
characterized by the end of the longstanding social issues in
which philanthropy has aimed to intervene—brought about
by a new approach, by some innovation that finally harnesses
the transformative power of computing to bring about the
change that has eluded prior approaches.
In isolation, any one aspect of these future visions might
appear achievable. Automated birthday emails to donors
seem like an easy way to save time without neglecting
important relationships. Increased transparency about how
money is spent would seem to benefit legitimate
organizations and help prevent donors from being swindled
by a “fake charity.” Yet, within these visions we find
numerous elisions of the realities of both philanthropic and
systems work. The messy and irreconcilable intersections of
these competing promises are most troubling, especially in
that they ultimately manifest as imperatives: things an
organization must take advantage of to be ‘good.’
If one has a volunteer database, then getting a count of the
number of clients served in order to respond to a survey from
a ratings agency might be a 5-minute exercise in pulling a
simple report. The database offers—and can deliver on—
saving one from an hour (or longer) exercise in counting the
same number from a paper record. Yet, setting up that
database requires work in advance. Entering the data requires
work in advance. Maintaining the software and the technical
infrastructure requires work in advance. Training new
employees on how to use the tool requires work in advance.
Automation and efficiency reconfigure and relocate the time,
place, and practice of work, but do not eliminate it altogether
[17]. In CSCW, articulation work [36, 40], the work of
maintenance and repair [26], and emotional labor and care
work [1, 35] are increasingly acknowledged as part of
systems work. Yet, the pervasiveness of these forms of work
go unacknowledged in visions of friction-free futures.
Recall from the introduction, the example of a donor upset
that her nonprofit did not participate in a new donation
system on her grocery store’s website. If nonprofits were to
participate in every new system for accepting donations, they
would need to devote significant time to managing these
multiple accounts. With the emergence of every new tool like
HandUp, nonprofits find themselves with yet another system
to manage and “take advantage” of. The gift cards and crowd
funding sites may be easier for the public, but what about for
the nonprofit who must now manage gift cards, create
compelling video campaigns, and micromanage the spending
of a beneficiary? The great irony of HandUp as an
“innovative” tool is that it ultimately works through existing
social service organizations and through the provision of
basic charity. Yet, it creates new processes, new mediators,
and new overhead for these organizations. The newness,
ultimately, is in the tool used, not the solution itself. The
problem framing centered on replacing old remedies with
new efficient versions (but ones still about charity) does not
address systemic problems in a radically new way. Crucially,

there is no attempt to better identify or target the causes that
gave rise to the problem of poverty in the first place. Instead,
it is yet another tool of amelioration, chasing symptoms.
An emphasis on growth and expansion seems logical, but
subtly neglects the day-to-day work of retaining and
nurturing existing supporters and maintaining ongoing
donation levels. An emphasis on constant “listening” to
constituents’ social media conversations, and the triggering
of targeted emails neglects any attention to possibilities of
information overload. An emphasis on collecting ever more
data about constituents—to build a “360° view”—neglects
the ways that an overabundance of data can itself be blinding
and distracting from one’s ability to locate salience.
As new technological opportunities present themselves,
nonprofits face new imperatives to take advantage of these
opportunities. If a birthday note might be automated, then it
appears to cost nothing, and becomes a basic requirement. If
reporting data appears “easier” because of more userfriendly and sophisticated databases, then the demand for
more reporting appears more reasonable. This vision about
leveraging technology in service of more “efficient”
philanthropic performance is particularly problematic when
it intersects with the simultaneous demand for less overhead.
Performance metrics that discount the value of spending
money on technical infrastructure investments and
administrative costs undermine organizations’ abilities to
live up to the very reporting that these metrics demand. When
ratings agencies like Charity Navigator look to nonprofits to
provide ever-more details about their operations, they
simultaneously penalize these same organizations for
spending resources on anything—like technology—that is
not clearly in direct service of their mission. Transparency is
lauded as a value without attention to the work it takes to
construct other work as visible and measurable (see also [9]).
Moreover, these tools promote the notion that individual
donors somehow know how nonprofits should be spending
their money. These systems dismiss expertise and undermine
possibilities for trust, in suggesting that the public is in a
position to rightfully judge which of the projects on the
HandUp website are most deserving of their crowdfunded
dollars. Per the fiction of CharityNavigator, transparency
means that nonprofit work should be boiled down as
accurately as possible and also represented as 0, 1, 2, 3, or 4
stars. This fiction neglects the fact that stars cannot represent
different types of overhead or qualitatively differentiate
between work which is valuable and that which is wasteful.
Meanwhile, terms like community, engagement, support,
and movement are being redefined in terms of what is most
actionable in a computational way of working. These
concepts are simplistically operationalized as a number of
initial contacts. Once a ‘connection’ is made—i.e., a shared
interest between organization and volunteer has been
identified—the IT system provides no follow-through for the
substantive work of maintaining relationships and nurturing
communities. The fallacy of mistaking computability for

meaningfulness is a particularly dangerous fiction in the
systemically-implicated design domain of philanthropy.
What Can HCI Do?

Interrogating these philanthropic visions as design fictions
and unpacking the temporal tensions between presents and
futures illuminates a series of impossible futures for
nonprofit organizations and members of the public.
Presented as possible to achieve immediately upon the
purchase and adoption of a new technological tool, these
stories cannot be realized by users in the sociotechnical
contexts in which they live. These design fictions prime users
with unrealistic expectations of what computing can do that
we argue contributes to a continual sense of inadequacy and
leads to a continual state of churn (see also [46]).
As Wong and Mulligan have written, design fictions about
close-to-market products can set up anticipatory
relationships that foreclose possibilities when they are more
narrowly prescriptive of technology use. Such fictions
prescribe appropriate ways of enacting work and life with
and around that technology, and “signal lessened space and
receptiveness for critique and discussion” than the positively
understood speculation that is typically associated with
design fiction [49].
In this research, we find that some of the problems facing
philanthropic IT are likely rooted in disconnects far beyond
the interface and moment of interaction. Thus, responding to
the ways that IT does not work well in the nonprofit sector
requires that we not only suggest changes to the designs of
artifacts based on our understandings of how tools are used,
but also that we work to change the stories that set the bar.
Can we find ways to resist anticipatory regimes? How might
we support design that does not rely on “logics of expansion,
in which new territories for speculation must be continually
found to keep the anticipatory logic moving” [1]?
The temporal tensions surfaced in this research also
foreground how essential it is for HCI scholars to recognize
the inherent activism of their research and to adopt new
vantage points from which to understand technology’s
unanticipated consequences, particularly as they impact
marginalized populations—demographics, geographies, and
sectors. This research, then, bolsters arguments about
interventionist stances and the moral obligations of
researchers that are increasingly being made in the
burgeoning body of HCI research aimed at understanding
and designing technology for “social good” [3, 14, 24, 25].
If we, as a community, want to be user advocates, then we
must find new ways to intervene in the crafting of the
technological narratives and in the over-promising of
technological interventions. We must to find ways to insert
our voices into the broader processes, practices, markets, and
decisions that shape the user experience. We must do more
than offer critique and feedback at the level of interaction or
the site of use, and we must seek out new audiences for our
research (see also [25]). The problems that this research

surfaces are not rooted in misunderstandings of what users
want or need or of their work practices, as much as they are
rooted in more pervasive and pernicious fictions about the
power of technology. These are not problems that are created
by poor engineering decisions; they are bigger picture
disconnects between the circuits of technology production
and the sites of its impact and experience.
As a discipline, we have long been complicit in narratives of
technological progress [31], and this research joins Aylett
and Lawson [4] in calling for HCI scholars to take more
critical stances on contemporary computing tools. We have
an ethical obligation to resist narratives of technological
‘quick fixes,’ to offer political support for non-use, and to
short-circuit the over-simplistic ‘design implication’ in our
own research. It is our responsibility to rearticulate the
problems of philanthropy—or any other domain—from
alternative perspectives. Simultaneously, we must
acknowledge up front that new technologies—new
techniques, new practices—will undoubtedly create their
own new problems, overheads, and things to work around.
Our repositioning of design fictions as potentially harmful
rather
than
progressively
speculative
highlights
opportunities for HCI to intervene by destabilizing the false
promises of technology rather than attempting to offer better
promises, especially when the implication may be not to
design [6]. Through the tools that we design, the research we
publish, and the courses we teach, we must convey more
realistic presents and more realistic futures that do not overindulge in unbridled optimism.
CONCLUSION

In this paper, we have examined discourses of philanthropic
IT to explore the visions they craft about the (near) future of
philanthropy. We examine the rhetoric of five philanthropic
IT offerings through case studies that explore their
understandings and assumptions about philanthropy, and
about how, why, and in service of what ends nonprofit
organizations could, should, and ought to leverage IT. We
examined these visions through the lens of design fictions,
demonstrating how they cultivate unrealistic expectations
about impossible futures and entail concomitantly unrealistic
expectations and imperatives for the nonprofit sector. We
argue that HCI scholars have an ethical imperative to unseat
unrealistic narratives of technological progress and the
technological ‘quick fix.’ We call for scholars to lend their
expertise in rearticulating the problems of philanthropy—
and other domains—to convey more realistic presents and
visions of the future in our research and design.
ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

Many thanks to Vera Khovanskaya, Wendy Norris, and our
anonymous reviewers for their feedback. This material is
based upon work supported by the National Science
Foundation under Grant Number 1602660. Any opinions,
findings, and conclusions or recommendations expressed in
this material are those of the authors and do not necessarily
reflect the views of the National Science Foundation.

REFERENCES
1. Amelia Abreau. 2016. Towards an Ethics of Care:
Understanding and Acknowledging Care Work in Technology
Companies. Talk at Open Source Bridge. June 21-24, 2016,
Portland Oregon. Text available at:
https://medium.com/@ameliaabreu/towards-an-ethic-of-care26769966feca

2.

Vincanne Adams, Michelle Murphy, and Adele E Clarke.
2009. “Anticipation: Technoscience, Life, Affect,
Temporality” Subjectivity. 28: 246. doi:10.1057/sub.2009.18

3.

Morgan G. Ames, Jeffrey Bardzell, Shaowen Bardzell, Silvia
Lindtner, David A. Mellis, and Daniela K. Rosner. 2014.
Making cultures: empowerment, participation, and
democracy - or not?. In CHI '14 Extended Abstracts on
Human Factors in Computing Systems (CHI EA '14). ACM,
New York, NY, USA, 1087-1092.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1145/2559206.2579405

4.

Matthew P. Aylett and Shaun Lawson. 2016. The
Smartphone: A Lacanian Stain, A Tech Killer, and an
Embodiment of Radical Individualism. In Proceedings of the
2016 CHI Conference Extended Abstracts on Human Factors
in Computing Systems (CHI EA '16). ACM, New York, NY,
USA, 501-511. http://dx.doi.org/10.1145/2851581.2892581

5.
6.

Jeffrey Bardzell and Shaowen Bardzell. 2016. Humanistic
HCI. interactions 23, 2 (February 2016), 20-29.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1145/2888576
Eric P.S. Baumer and M. Six Silberman. 2011. When the
Implication is Not to Design (Technology). In Proceedings of
the SIGCHI Conference on Human Factors in Computing
Systems (CHI '11). ACM, New York, NY, USA, 2271-2274.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1145/1978942.1979275

7.

Genevieve Bell and Paul Dourish. 2007. Yesterday’s
Tomorrows: Notes on Ubiquitous Computing’s Dominant
Vision. Personal Ubiquitous Comput. 11, 2 (January 2007),
133-143. http://dx.doi.org/10.1007 /s00779-006-0071-x

8.

Julian Bleeker. 2009. Design Fiction: A Short Essay on
Design, Science Fact, and Science Fiction. Near Future
Laboratory. Available at:

9.

Chris Bopp, Ellie Harmon, and Amy Voida. 2017.
Disempowered by Data. To appear in Proceedings of the
ACM Conference on Human Factors in Computing Systems
(CHI 2017). New York: ACM Press.

10. Mark Blythe. 2014. Research through Design Fiction:
Narrative in Real and Imaginary Abstracts. In Proceedings of
the SIGCHI Conference on Human Factors in Computing
Systems (CHI '14). ACM, New York, NY, USA, 703-712.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1145/ 2556288.2557098

11. Ryan Champagne, Julio Guerra, Chun-Hua Tsai, Jocelyn
Monahan, and Rosta Farzan. 2015. Fuzziness in LGBT Nonprofit ICT Use. In Proceedings of the Seventh International
Conference on Information and Communication
Technologies and Development (ICTD '15). ACM, New
York, NY, USA, Article 30 , 4 pages.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1145/2737856.2737893

12. Adele Clarke. 2005. Situational Analysis. Sage Publications.

13. G.F. Davis, D. McAdam, W.R. Scott & M.N. Zald (Eds.),
Social Movements and Organizational Theory (pp. 41-68).
Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press.

14. Lynn Dombrowski, Ellie Harmon, and Sarah Fox. 2016.
Social Justice-Oriented Interaction Design: Outlining Key
Design Strategies and Commitments. In Proceedings of the
2016 ACM Conference on Designing Interactive Systems
(DIS '16). ACM, New York, NY, USA, 656-671.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1145/ 2901790.2901861

15. Lynn Dombrowski, Amy Voida, Gillian R. Hayes, and
Melissa Mazmanian. 2012. The Labor Practices of Service
Mediation: A Study of the Work Practices of Food
Assistance Outreach. In Proceedings of the SIGCHI
Conference on Human Factors in Computing Systems (CHI
'12). ACM, New York, NY, USA, 1977-1986.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1145/2207676.2208342

16. Anthony Dunne and Fiona Raby. 2013. Speculative
Everything: Design, Fiction, and Social Dreaming. The MIT
Press.

17. Hamid R. Ekbia, Bonnie Nardi, and Selma Sabanovic. 2015.
On the Margins of the Machine: Heteromation and Robotics.
iConference 2015. http://hdl.handle.net/2142/73678

18. Martha Feldman. 1995. Strategies for Interpreting
Qualitative Data. Sage.

19. Martha S. Feldman and Julka Almquist. 2011. Analyzing the
Implicit in Stories. In Varieties of Narrative Analysis. J.
Holstein and J. Gubrium (Eds.). Sage Publishing.

20. Claude S. Fischer. America calling: a social history of the
telephone to 1940. University of California Press, March
1992.

21. Jeremy Goecks, Amy Voida, Stephen Voida, and Elizabeth
D. Mynatt. 2008. Charitable Technologies: Opportunities for
Collaborative Computing in Nonprofit Fundraising. In
Proceedings of the 2008 ACM conference on Computer
supported cooperative work (CSCW '08). ACM, New York,
NY, USA, 689-698.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1145/1460563.1460669

22. Ellie Harmon, Matthias Korn, and Amy Voida. 2017.
Supporting Everyday Philanthropy: Care Work in Situ and at
Scale. To appear in Proceedings of the 2017 ACM
Conference on Computer Supported Cooperative Work
(CSCW '17). ACM, New York, NY, USA.

23. Ellie Harmon and Melissa Mazmanian. 2013. Stories of the
Smartphone in Everyday Discourse: Conflict, Tension &
Instability. In Proceedings of the SIGCHI Conference on
Human Factors in Computing Systems (CHI '13). ACM, New
York, NY, USA, 1051-1060.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1145/2470654.2466134

24. Lilly Irani and M. Six Silberman. 2014. From Critical Design
to Critical Infrastructure: Lessons from Turkopticon.
interactions 21, 4 (July 2014), 32-35. DOI:
https://doi.org/10.1145/2627392

25. Lilly C. Irani and M. Six Silberman. 2016. Stories We Tell
About Labor: Turkopticon and the Trouble with "Design". In
Proceedings of the 2016 CHI Conference on Human Factors
in Computing Systems (CHI '16). ACM, New York, NY,

USA, 4573-4586. DOI:
https://doi.org/10.1145/2858036.2858592

26. Steven J. Jackson and Laewoo Kang. 2014. Breakdown,
Obsolescence and Reuse: HCI and the Art of Repair. In
Proceedings of the SIGCHI Conference on Human Factors in
Computing Systems (CHI '14). ACM, New York, NY, USA,
449-458. http://dx.doi.org/10.1145/2556288.2557332

27. Sunyoung Kim, Jennifer Mankoff, and Eric Paulos. 2015.
Exploring Barriers to the Adoption of Mobile Technologies
for Volunteer Data Collection Campaigns. In Proceedings of
the 33rd Annual ACM Conference on Human Factors in
Computing Systems (CHI '15). ACM, New York, NY, USA,
3117-3126. http://dx.doi.org/10.1145/2702123.2702378

28. John Kolko. 2010. Sensemaking and Framing: A Theoretical
Reflection on Perspective in Design Synthesis. In
Proceedings of the 2010 Design Research Society
Conference.

29. Matthias Korn and Amy Voida. 2015. Creating Friction:
Infrastructuring Civic Engagement in Everyday Life. In
Proceedings of The Fifth Decennial Aarhus Conference on
Critical Alternatives (AA '15). Aarhus University Press 145156. http://dx.doi.org/ 10.7146/aahcc.v1i1.21198

30. Christopher A. Le Dantec and W. Keith Edwards. 2008. The
View from the Trenches: Organization, Power, and
Technology at Two Nonprofit Homeless Outreach Centers. In
Proceedings of the 2008 ACMCconference on Computer
supported cooperative work (CSCW '08). ACM, New York,
NY, USA, 589-598.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1145/1460563.1460656

31. Ann Light. 2011. HCI as Heterodoxy: Technologies of
Identity and the Queering of Interaction with Computers.
Interact. Comput. 23, 5 (September 2011), 430-438.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.intcom. 2011.02.002

32. Joseph Lindley and Paul Coulton. 2015. Back to the Future:
10 Years of Design Fiction. In Proceedings of the 2015
British HCI Conference (British HCI '15). ACM, New York,
NY, USA, 210-211.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1145/2783446.2783592

33. Melissa Mazmanian, Ingrid Erickson, and Ellie Harmon.
2015. Circumscribed Time and Porous Time: Logics as a
Way of Studying Temporality. In Proceedings of the 18th
ACM Conference on Computer Supported Cooperative Work
& Social Computing (CSCW '15). ACM, New York, NY,
USA, 1453-1464. http://dx.doi.org/10.1145/
2675133.2675231

34. Porta, D.D. & Diani, M. 2006. Individuals, Networks and

Participation. In Social Movements: An Introduction. (2nd ed).
Malder, MA: Blackwell Publishing.

35. Noopur Raval and Paul Dourish. 2016. Standing Out from
the Crowd: Emotional Labor, Body Labor, and Temporal
Labor in Ridesharing. Proceedings of the 19th ACM
Conference on Computer-Supported Cooperative Work &
Social Computing. 97-107.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1145/2818048.2820026

36. Schmidt, K. & Bannon, L. 1992. Taking CSCW Seriously.
Computer Supported Cooperative Work, 1(1-2), 7–40.

37. Stephanie B. Steinhardt and Steven J. Jackson. 2015.
Anticipation Work: Cultivating Vision in Collective Practice.
In Proceedings of the 18th ACM Conference on Computer
Supported Cooperative Work & Social Computing (CSCW
'15). ACM, New York, NY, USA, 443-453.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1145/2675133.2675298

38. Bruce Sterling. 2005. Shaping Things. MIT Press.
39. Bruce Sterling. 2009. Design Fiction. interactions 16, 3 (May
2009), 20-24. http://dx.doi.org/10.1145/1516016.1516021

40. Lucy Suchman. 1995. Making Work Visible. Commun.
ACM 38, 9 (September 1995), 56-64.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1145/223248.223263

41. Katie G. Tanaka and Amy Voida. 2016. Legitimacy Work:
Invisible Work in Philanthropic Crowdfunding. In
Proceedings of the 2016 CHI Conference on Human Factors
in Computing Systems (CHI '16). ACM, New York, NY,
USA, 4550-4561.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1145/2858036.2858110

42. Charlotte Tang, Yunan Chen, Bryan C. Semaan, and
Jahmeilah A. Roberson. 2015. Restructuring Human
Infrastructure: The Impact of EHR Deployment in a
Volunteer-Dependent Clinic. In Proceedings of the 18th
ACM Conference on Computer Supported Cooperative Work
& Social Computing (CSCW '15). ACM, New York, NY,
USA, 649-661. http://dx.doi.org/10.1145/2675133.2675277

43. Nitya Verma and Amy Voida. 2016. Mythologies of Business
Intelligence. In Proceedings of the 2016 CHI Conference
Extended Abstracts on Human Factors in Computing Systems
(CHI EA '16). ACM, New York, NY, USA, 2341-2347.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1145/ 2851581.2892379

44. Amy Voida, Lynn Dombrowski, Gillian R. Hayes, and
Melissa Mazmanian. 2014. Shared Values/Conflicting
Logics: Working Around E-government Systems. In
Proceedings of the SIGCHI Conference on Human Factors in
Computing Systems (CHI '14). ACM, New York, NY, USA,
3583-3592. http://dx.doi.org/10.1145/ 2556288.2556971

45. Amy Voida, Ellie Harmon, and Ban Al-Ani. 2012. Bridging
Between Organizations and the Public: Volunteer
Coordinators' Uneasy Relationship with Social Computing.
In Proceedings of the SIGCHI Conference on Human Factors
in Computing Systems (CHI '12). ACM, New York, NY,
USA, 1967-1976.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1145/2207676.2208341

46. Amy Voida, Ellie Harmon, and Ban Al-Ani. 2011.
Homebrew Databases: Complexities of Everyday Information
Management in Nonprofit Organizations. In Proceedings of
the SIGCHI Conference on Human Factors in Computing
Systems (CHI '11). ACM, New York, NY, USA, 915-924.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1145/1978942.1979078

47. Voida, A., Harmon, E., Weller, W., Thornsbury, A., Casale,
A., Vance, S., Adams, F., Hoffman, Z., Schmidt, A.,
Grimley, K., Cox, L., Neeley, A. & Goodyear, C. 2017.
Competing Currencies: Designing for Politics in Units of
Measurement. To appear in Proceedings of the 19th ACM
Conference on Computer-Supported Cooperative Work &
Social Computing.

48. Amy Voida, Zheng Yao, and Matthias Korn. 2015.
(Infra)structures of Volunteering. In Proceedings of the 18th

ACM Conference on Computer Supported Cooperative Work
& Social Computing (CSCW '15). ACM, New York, NY,
USA, 1704-1716.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1145/2675133.2675153

49. Richmond Y. Wong and Deirdre K. Mulligan. 2016. When a
Product Is Still Fictional: Anticipating and Speculating
Futures through Concept Videos. In Proceedings of the 2016
ACM Conference on Designing Interactive Systems (DIS '16).
ACM, New York, NY, USA, 121-133.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1145/ 2901790.2901801
TEXTS

50. “Blackbaud History” Blackbaud Website. Archived on
October 30, 1996. Available at:
https://web.archive.org/web/19961030085538/http://www.bla
ckbaud.com/aboutbb/hist/history.htm

51. “The Raiser’s Edge for Windows” Blackbaud Website.
Archived on October 30, 1996:
https://web.archive.org/web/19961030085954/http://www.bla
ckbaud.com/PRODUCTS/rewin.htm

52. “Blackbaud – Products – NetSolutions” Blackbaud Website.
Archived on June 4, 2001:
https://web.archive.org/web/20010604171929/http://www.bla
ckbaud.com/products/NetSolutions/default.asp?ID=solns

53. “Blackbaud – About Us – October 19 Press Release”
Blackbaud Website. Archived on June 4, 2001:
https://web.archive.org/web/20010604160011/http://www.bla
ckbaud.com/aboutus/pressreleases/PR_Radiothon.asp

54. “Blackbaud, Inc. – Welcome” Blackbaud Website. Archived
on June 4, 2001:
https://web.archive.org/web/20010604201722/http://www.bla
ckbaud.com/

55. “Blackbaud Overview” Blackbaud Website. Accessed
September 2016: https://www.blackbaud.com/company/

56. “Nonprofit CRM, Constituent Relationship Management –
Blackbaud” Blackbaud Website. Accessed September 2016:
https://www.blackbaud.com/CRM

57. “Fundraising for Nonprofits, Nonprofit Software Blackbaud” Blackbaud Website. Accessed September 2016:
https://www.blackbaud.com/

58. “Raiser’s Edge: Fundraising & Donor Management
Software” Blackbaud Website. Accessed September 2016:
https://www.blackbaud.com/fundraising-and-relationshipmanagement/raisers-edge

59. “Data Health Scorecard” Blackbaud Web Materials.
Accessed September 2016:
https://www.blackbaud.com/files/resources/re-data-healthscorecard-0714.pdf

60. “Luminate Nonprofit CRM Software | Blackbaud” Blackbaud
Website. Accessed September 2016:
https://www.blackbaud.com/fundraising-crm/luminate-crm

61. “Charity Navigator – Guiding Intelligent Giving – Charitable
Donations” [Our Mission] Charity Navigator Website.
Archived on August 2, 2002:
https://web.archive.org/web/20020802122956/http://charityn
avigator.org/index.cfm/bay/content.view/catid/1/cpid/17.htm

62. “Charity Navigator – Guiding Intelligent Giving – Charitable
Donations” [Our Vision] Charity Navigator website.
Archived on August 2, 2002:
“https://web.archive.org/web/20020615135008/http://www.c
haritynavigator.org/index.cfm/bay/content.view/catid/1/cpid/
27.htm

63. “Charity Navigator – Your Guide to Intelligent Giving |
Home” Charity Navigator Website. Accessed September
2016: http://www.charitynavigator.org/

64. “The Timeline of Charity Navigator : Charity Navigator”
Charity Navigator Website. Accessed September 2016:
http://www.charitynavigator.org/index.cfm?bay=content.vie
w&cpid=1957

65. “Video: The History of Charity Navigator : Charity
Navigator” Charity Navigator Website. Accessed September
2016:
https://www.charitynavigator.org/index.cfm?bay=content.vie
w&cpid=1535

66. “Mission : Charity Navigator” Charity Navigator Website.
Accessed September 2016:
http://www.charitynavigator.org/index.cfm?bay=content.vie
w&cpid=17

67. “How do we rate Charities’ Financial Health? Charity
Navigator” Charity Navigator Website. Accessed September
2016:
http://www.charitynavigator.org/index.cfm?bay=content.vie
w&cpid=35

68. “How do we rate Charities? : Charity Navigator” Charity
Navigator Website. Accessed September 2016:
http://www.charitynavigator.org/index.cfm?bay=content.vie
w&cpid=1284

69. Wallace, Nicole. 2002. “New Watchdog Group Puts Charity
Ratings Online.” The Chronicle of Philanthropy. May 14,
2002. Archived version available without a paywall at:
https://web.archive.org/web/20020603152455/http://www.ch
aritynavigator.org/index.cfm/bay/content.view/catid/38/cpid/
67.htm

70. Carnes, Ann. 2016. “Charity Navigator Tweaks Its Rating
System” May 28, 2016. The New York Times. Your Money.
Accessed September 2016:
http://www.nytimes.com/2016/05/28/your-money/charitynavigator-tweaks-its-rating-system.html?_r=0

71. The Editors. “Guidestar, Charity Navigator, and Wise Giving
Alliance Call for End to Overhead Obsession” June 17, 2016.
Nonprofit Quarterly (NPQ).
https://nonprofitquarterly.org/2013/06/17/guidestar-charitynavigator-and-wise-giving-alliance-call-for-end-to-overheadobsession/

72. “VolunteerMatch – Where Volunteering Begins”
VolunteerMatch Website. Accessed September 2016:
http://www.volunteermatch.org/

73. Carnegie Corporation of New York. 2008. “VolunteerMatch:
An Online Service Helps Everyone Find a Great Place to
Volunteer” Carnegie Reports. Available for download as of
September 2016:
https://www.carnegie.org/media/filer_public/22/d3/22d37609
-0b2f-404c-b9e8-299311853b13/ccny_
cresults_2008_volunteermatch.pdf

74. “Attentive.ly” Attentive.ly Website. Accessed September
2016: https://attentive.ly/

75. “About Us | Attentive.ly” Attentive.ly Website. Accessed
September 2016: https://attentive.ly/team/

76. “Attentive.ly Acquired by Blackbaud | Attentive.ly”
Attentive.ly Website. Accessed September 2016:
https://attentive.ly/press/better-together/

77. “Klout Score” Klout Website. Accessed September 2016:
https://klout.com/corp/score

78. “HandUp - Direct Giving for the Homeless and others At
Risk” HandUp Website. Accessed September 2016:
https://handup.org/

79. “About HandUp” HandUp Website. Accessed September
2016: https://handup.org/about

80. “FAQ” a javascript popup, accessible via “HandUp Gift
Cards” HandUp Website. Accessed September 2016:
https://handup.org/giftcards

81. Lee Clifford. 2015. “Here’s the Right Way To Give Charity
This Year” December 10, 2015. Fortune.
http://fortune.com/2015/12/10/right-way-give-charity/

82. Stacy Donahue. 2015. “Civic Tech Brings Power And
Positivity To The People” November 14, 2015.
TechCrunch.https://techcrunch.com/2015/11/14/civic-techbrings-power-and-positivity-to-the-people/

83. Kevin Fagan. 2016. “Rose Broome Uses Crowdfunding to
Offer Hope to Homeless” March 9, 2016. SF Gate.
http://www.sfgate.com/visionsf/ article/Rose-Broome-usescrowdfunding-to-offer-hope-to-6857696.php

84. Christina Farr. 2013. “Hacking Homelessness: HandUp Lets
You Help Out Via Mobile Phone Donations” August 20,
2013. VentureBeat. http://venturebeat.com/ 2013/
08/20/hacking-homelessness-handup-ensures-your-donationgoes-toward-food-and-shelter/

85. Michael Gentilucci. 2014. “Okay, We Hear You: Google
Steps Up Focus on Bay Area Poverty” Inside Philanthropy.
http://www.insidephilanthropy.com/ techphilanthropy/2014/12/18/okay-we-hear-you-google-steps-upfocus-on-bay-area-poverty.html

86. John Greathouse. 2015. “Why Google Backed This UberCool B Corp” February 2, 2015. Forbes.
http://www.forbes.com/sites/johngreathouse/2015/02/02/why
-google-backed-this-uber-cool-b-corp/ #29a2f17832a1

87. Richard Taylor. “Social Start-up Gives Homeless People a
Helping Hand” July 5, 2015. BBC.
http://www.bbc.com/news/technology-33325407

88. Lora Kolodny. “A Crowdfunding App for the Homeless,
HandUp Raises $850,000” July 16, 2014. Wall Street
Journal. http://blogs.wsj.com/ venturecapital/2014/07/16/acrowdfunding-app-for-the-homeless-handup-raises-850000/

