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Abstract 

In conducting research, one typically considers the 

potential harms associated with the research and how 

to minimize or mitigate the negative impacts. 

Conversely, it is frequent that researchers are left with 

less time to consider designing for the optimized 

benefits of their research. The definition of positive 

impact relies heavily on the situational power 

structures, culture and social norms of the given 

community. We propose a workshop, GROUP4Good, 

that will give researchers from all disciplines in the 

GROUP community the opportunity to explore how we 

might design or use technologies to maximize wider 

societal benefits, and not just benefits from specific 

users or localized communities. 
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Introduction 

The ACM SIGCHI GROUP community has a strong 

tradition of impactful research, ranging from gender 

inclusive design [11], health-promoting technologies 

[17], to tools that support collaborative and 
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organization knowledge management [5,22]. Yet, what 

we consider a positive impact relies heavily on the 

power structure, culture and social norms of a given 

group [9]. What might be perceived as “good” for 

some, may not necessarily translate to directly to all. 

As a result, the SIGCHI and broader ACM communities 

often focus on mitigating the potential negative impacts 

of our research [13], rather than spending time 

conceptualizing the antithesis – the potential positive 

impacts of ACM SIGCHI research. Therefore, in this 

thought-provoking one-day workshop, we ask and 

attempt to answer the question, “What is ‘Good?,’” as it 

relates to the GROUP research community. 

Background 

Good versus Evil 

There has been a trend of convening workshops on 

meta themes that cut across various research domains 

like ethics [10,11,20,21], sensitive or stigmatized 

populations [7,12], and methodologies [8,9,18] within 

the broader HCI community. Most recently, there was a 

workshop focused on understanding negative impacts 

across HCI research, CHI4EVIL [4]. This workshop 

helped encouraged participants to explore the potential 

future negative impacts of their work and stimulated 

conversations concerning the adoptions of potential 

would-be evil-doers. We build upon these provocations 

to glean insights about how the GROUP community can 

accomplish HCI for good. Therefore, we propose a non-

traditional workshop “GROUP4Good.”  

Conceptualizing Positive Impact 

Too often, we take the stance of technology 

evangelists, assuming that use is better than non-use 

and that the advancement of technology equates to 

societal benefit. Less often, we acknowledge the 

importance of non-use [2,3] and demand 

characteristics (e.g., participants trying to please the 

researcher [6] embedded in almost all user study 

designs adds inherent bias to all HCI studies. 

Convening this workshop at GROUP will allow for the 

ideation of ways to demonstrate positive impact that go 

beyond traditional, and potentially more biased, 

methods (e.g. h-index, publication count).  

Workshop Goals & Outcomes 

As HCI researchers, we should make it our goal to 

inquire and design around beneficial social impact or 

goods of our research. In order to unpack this complex 

political space, we propose a one-day workshop at 

GROUP 2020. This workshop will bring together HCI 

and HCI proximal researchers in an effort to 

understand how GROUP research has intended and 

unintended benefits.  

The overall goal of the workshop will be to convene 

researchers from varying domains across the GROUP 

and HCI community (e.g., health, social computing, 

education, etc.) to explore how we might design or use 

technologies to maximize wider societal benefit and not 

just benefits from specific users or localized 

communities. Specially, we will: 1) explore the various 

mental models and assumptions associated with 

projects that were intentionally designed for societal 

benefit or where there were unintentional societal 

benefits, 2) learn about various aspects of the research 

design, including execution and methods, utilized for 

maximizing benefits, and 3) utilize various techniques 

to create small-group artifacts from group discussions.  

The outcomes of the workshop will include a 

compilation of “societal good” definitions from across 



 

the community and a mapping of various 

methods/techniques that have been utilized in the 

pursuit of increasing societal good through GROUP 

research. We will rapidly produce a poster organizing 

and sharing the outcomes of the workshop to be shared 

at the poster session as a way to broaden the workshop 

conversations to the greater conference audience. 

Call for Participation 

We seek participants from a wide range of personal and 

disciplinary backgrounds. We will recruit participants 

via social media, social media HCI groups (e.g. 

CHIMeta, CSCWMeta), email list-servs, and appropriate 

community boards. We will also send targeted emails to 

authors who are presenting papers at the conference as 

a secondary recruitment method.  

Potential participants should share a 2-4 page interest 

statement in the ACM extended abstract format. This 

statement should include the following:  

 demonstrate they have worked in the socio-technical 

space  

 articulate the broader societal impacts of their work, 

including examples of societal good from their own 

experiences  

 describe challenges and ethical implications of their 

work 

 state the direct and indirect benefits of the research  

Participants will be selected based on the quality of the 

position paper, its engagement with the workshop 

theme, and their potential to meaningfully contribute 

productive workshop discussions. Workshop organizers 

will coordinate to ensure that each participant receives 

feedback on their submission from at least two 

organizers.  

Website 

The website for the workshop is located at 

www.group4good.wordpress.com. It hosts the call for 

participation, the background/rationale for the 

workshop, workshop goals and outcomes, and 

information about the organizers. Once participants 

have been selected, it will also host the accepted 

position papers and logistical information. 

Workshop Activities 

The workshop will have two main components: a group 

session for stage setting and consensus on how we 

define societal good and small group working groups. 

Session 1 (Early Morning): The workshop will start 

with a brief welcome from the organizers and self-

introductions from workshop participants. The group 

will have an open discussion of how we define the 

concept of societal good and examples from the 

participants’ research on the translation of societal 

good into research domains. In preparation for this 

group discussion, organizers will disseminate the major 

themes from the position papers to the participants.  

Session 2 (Mid-morning): Based on the major 

themes previously identified, we will recommend topics 

for group breakout discussions for the afternoon 

sessions or groups can select their own topics. Groups, 

which include organizers, will discuss challenges, 

processes, ethics, etc. in regards to their topic. Before 

breaking for lunch, participants will be prompted for the 

afternoon design activities. 

Workshop Schedule 

9:00-9:15 Welcome/ 

Opening 

remarks 

9:15-9:30 Introductions 

9:30-10:30 Session 1 

10:30-

10:45 

Morning  

break 

10:45-

12:00 

Session 2 

12:00-1:00 Working Lunch 

1:00-3:00 Session 3 

3:00-3:15 Afternoon 

break 

3:15-4:45 Session 4 

4:45-5:00 Concluding 

remarks 

6:00-8:00 Dinner 

(optional) 

http://www.group4good.wordpress.com/


 

Session 3 (Early Afternoon): Groups from the 

morning will create a 1-page design for the workshop 

poster based on the discussions and/or conclusions 

they have reached. Potential designs include mind-

maps, quad charts, bulleted text, process maps, flow-

charts, etc. Participants will have access to a laptops 

and office supplies to support their preferred process. 

Session 4 (Late Afternoon): Everyone will reconvene 

to share their creations and arrive at a consensus for 

the workshop GROUP poster. The groups will have the 

ability to modify their contribution based on the full-

group discussion. To conclude, the organizers will direct 

a group discussion to identify next steps and elicit 

feedback from the participants about the workshop. 

Resources required: This workshop will require 

standard conference room facilities including AV 

equipment. Ideally, the seating would be in rounds or 

individual long tables. We will also need access to a 

printer which could be provided via the conference 

organizers or through the hotel’s business office. 

Post-Workshop Plans 

Immediately following the conclusion of the workshop, 

the organizers will integrate the designs into a poster to 

be presented during the GROUP poster session. A 

digital copy of this poster will later be emailed to 

workshop participants as well as uploaded to the 

workshop website. Additional outputs like blogposts and 

articles will be explored by the workshop organizers.  

Organizers 

Jessica Pater is a PhD Candidate in Human-Centered 

Computing (HCC) at Georgia Tech and a Research 

Scientist at Parkview Health. Her research examines 

how mobile and social technologies influence mental 

health and how technology use of patients connects 

into clinical practice. 

Karla Badillo-Urquiola is a McKnight Doctoral Fellow 

in Modeling and Simulation at the University of Central 

Florida. She leverages her interdisciplinary background 

to examine better training and intervention strategies 

for the online safety of teens, especially those who are 

underrepresented. 

 

Pamela Wisinewski is an Assistant Professor in the 

College of Engineering and Computer Science at the 

University of Central Florida and director of the Socio-

Technical Interaction Research (STIR) Lab. Her 

research interests are situated at the juxtaposition of 

Social Computing and Privacy. 

 

Nicolas Lalone is an Assistant Professor at the 

University of Nebraska at Omaha. His research focuses 

on the growing fragility of computer technology and 

how that fragility is concurrently lowering the resilience 

of society as a whole.  

 

Maia Jacobs is a Postdoctoral Fellow in the Center for 

Research on Computation and Society at Harvard 

University. Her research involves the design, 

deployment, and evaluation of adaptive computing 

systems to improve access to personalized and timely 

information. Her recent work assesses the influence of 

tailored health information on patient barriers to care. 
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