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Abstract 
Today,	it	has	been	broadly	acknowledged	in	the	CCI	
community	that	children	are	not	only	active	learners	and	
users	of	technology,	but	can	also	actively	participate	in	the	
design	process.	However,	it	remains	challenging	to	analyze	
children’s	experiences	and	creative	contributions	resulting	
from	co-design	activities	(e.g.	stories,	paper	prototypes,	
enacted	ideas).	Broadly	speaking,	a	distinction	can	be	
made	between	researchers	looking	for	inspiration	in	the	
form	of	useful	design	ideas,	and	researchers	that	take	a	
more	interpretative	stance	by	looking	beyond	the	surface	
level	of	children’s	ideas	to	better	understand	and	
empathize	with	them.	This	knowledge	about	children	is	
often	used	to	more	accurately	define	the	problem	space	at	
the	early	stages	of	design.	Both	perspectives	to	co-design	
can	be	seen	as	the	opposite	ends	of	the	same	continuum,	
and	many	researchers	combine	aspects	of	both	depending	
on	where	they	are	in	the	design	process	(e.g.	defining	the	
design	problem,	prototyping	stage).		

This	workshop	will	explore	different	ways	to	analyze	
children’s	(0	to	18	years)	experiences	and	contributions	in	
co-design	activities,	the	perceived	benefits	and	challenges	
of	these	approaches,	and	will	serve	as	a	venue	for	
synthesizing	productive	practices	that	will	move	the	CCI	
community	forward.		
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Introduction 
Participatory Design (PD) is often described as a set of 
theories, practices and studies related to the design of 
technology, aiming to give those that will ultimately be 
impacted by the technology a voice in its design [1][2]. 
Although PD lacks a strict definition or set of rules, PD 
aims at establishing partnerships with future users and 
other relevant stakeholders. Important principles to 
establish these partnerships are the sharing of 
decision-making power and establishing a process of 
mutual learning. Moreover, in PD, future users are 
typically involved in the creation of the technological 
artifact and the practices surrounding it [3]. 

One way to engage participants in the design process is 
through the use of generative techniques such as co-
design. These techniques are used to collectively 
explore and express future ways of living [4]. The basic 
principle of co-design techniques is to guide 
participants in small steps to construct designerly 
artifacts with 2D and 3D visual components that are 
often ambiguous in nature. Afterwards, the participants 
explain what they have made and why. These stories 
are then analyzed to inform and inspire the design 
process [5]. 

Under the influence of PD, the role of children in design 
processes has changed tremendously [6]. Whereas 

children were initially involved passively as technology 
users, their role was gradually broadened to that of 
active participants using a variety of co-design 
techniques. Nevertheless, it has been acknowledged 
that it is not easy to involve children as design partners 
in open-ended, future-oriented work [7]. The particular 
challenge that will be addressed in this workshop is 
how to analyze children’s experiences and creative 
contributions resulting from co-design activities. This 
challenge has been a topic of much debate in the Child 
Computer Interaction (CCI) community.  

Broadly speaking, a distinction can be made between 
researchers looking for inspiration in the form of useful 
design ideas [8][11], and researchers that take a more 
interpretative stance by looking beyond the surface 
level of children’s ideas to deduce insights and 
knowledge embedded in children’s creative 
contributions [12][15]. In previous work, we used the 
terms descriptive and knowledge perspective to refer to 
this distinction [16]. Another way to think about this is 
in terms of co-design as a practice and research 
through co-design akin to research through design. 

If there is not yet a well-defined design problem, 
approaches that fall under the knowledge perspective 
may be more appropriate as they provide researchers 
with profound insights in what drives and motivates 
children. In later design stages, the descriptive 
perspective may be preferable as the focus will have 
shifted from problem to solution finding. At this point, 
researchers may be more interested in quickly 
developing one or more prototypes based on a 
descriptive analysis of children’s ideas, focusing on 
functional elements (e.g. product features) and 
aesthetic characteristics [16]. The knowledge and 



 

descriptive perspective can be seen as the opposite 
ends of the same continuum.   

Within the descriptive perspective, different approaches 
have been developed. An often used technique in 
Cooperative Inquiry [8] is to give participants a bag 
with materials to build low-tech prototypes. Each team 
then presents their prototypes to the other teams and 
an adult takes notes on the big ideas on a white board. 
Big ideas are the ideas that are most surprising, most 
repeated among groups and evoke most reaction from 
the whole team. These big ideas are then developed 
into working prototypes [9]. Another approach 
developed by Mazzone and colleagues [10] aims to go 
beyond an inspirational understanding of children’s 
perceptions and interests. The authors propose a 
quantitative method to analyze children’s creative 
contributions in co-design activities. Children’s ideas 
resulting from a brainstorming exercise are 
thematically clustered and counted to reveal the 
number of ideas produced by each group for each 
category of contents [10].  

Similarly, Read et al. [11] have looked for better ways 
to include and represent children’s ideas and to help 
children understand how their contributions are used in 
the further design process. Their TRAck (tracking, 
representing and acknowledging) method encourages 
careful scrutiny of children’s designs, and allows 
researchers to distill useful design ideas in a 
quantitative manner. Researchers evaluate children’s 
designs by identifying a predetermined number of 
candidate ideas per design and per team. Afterwards 
they make a final selection of winning ideas whereby 
each team is equally represented. With TRAck, a more 
inclusive PD process can be ensured, because the ideas 

that come through and are developed into working 
prototypes are those of the majority of children rather 
than those preferred by the designers [11].  

Within the knowledge perspective, different types of 
knowledge have been revealed with co-design 
techniques. According to Sanders [17], the act of 
making in co-design activities enables participants to 
reflect upon their experiences and express deeper 
levels of knowledge that would not have surfaced 
without such concrete materials. With deeper levels of 
knowledge she refers to people’s tacit and latent needs. 
These needs cannot readily be expressed in words, as 
they relate to silent knowledge that is practiced in 
everyday life or to future needs that are difficult to 
identify in the present [18]. To unravel these deeper 
levels of knowledge, Sanders [18] focuses on the story 
that comes along with the design. A common approach 
to analyze these stories is to center on identifying the 
themes that occur most frequently in transcripts of 
participants’ verbal explanations. The recurring themes 
are believed to reflect participants’ tacit and latent 
needs and are used to inform design [4]. 

Other researchers have focused on using co-design 
techniques to elicit values, a particular kind of 
knowledge [19][20]. The concept of value has been 
used in psychology to explain the motivational basis of 
attitudes and behavior. Approaches that fit within this 
strand see the co-design process as a negotiation of 
values that participants bring to the table [21]. A core 
task for researchers is to mediate this process and 
facilitate dialogue between participants. Since not all 
values emerge by explicit means, careful observation 
and interpretation are required, also with regard to the 
artifacts that are being created. To this end, Van 



 

Mechelen et al. [16] developed the GLID method 
(Grounding, Listing, Identifying, Distilling). With GLID, 
verbal and material co-design outcomes are integrated 
in a coherent and multimodal analysis. The method 
aims to go beyond the surface level of ideas, by 
identifying children’s values embedded in co-design 
outcomes. Despite these valuable contributions in the 
field of CCI, some challenges remain, at least partly, 
unresolved. These challenges include the risk for 
confirmation bias and a lack of coherence when 
analyzing different semiotic resources. 

Confirmation Bias and Limited Decision-making Power 
Taking a knowledge perspective to analyzing children’s 
contributions implies a process of interpretation. Since 
interpretation is not value free, multiple and equally 
valid interpretations can co-exist. This increases the 
risk for confirmation bias and ventriloquism whereby 
the researchers’ own views are stated as if they were 
articulated by the participants. Mitigating this risk when 
deducing knowledge embedded in children’s creative 
contributions requires a systematic and transparent 
approach. Moreover, when children are not involved in 
the analysis, they should be debriefed about the results 
and give their opinion. This is a challenging endeavor 
because the resulting knowledge is often far more 
abstract than children’s initial ideas. Children may no 
longer recognize their input and/or may experience a 
lack of decision-making power due to this abstraction.  

Coherent Analysis of Different Semiotic Resources 
Although this problem has recently been addressed by 
some researchers in the CCI community (e.g., 
[16][22]), it remains challenging to integrate different 
semiotic resources or modes of communication into a 
structured and coherent analysis. For instance, a 

tendency in both the descriptive and knowledge 
perspective is to focus primarily on what participants 
say about their creations, neglecting other modes, such 
as the visual and tangible dimensions of the artifacts. 
This focus on participants’ verbal explanation assumes 
that co-design artifacts are regarded as a transparent 
means to access children’s perspectives, something 
Buckingham [23] has referred to as naïve empiricism. 
The question is how we can move away from this 
unilateral focus on the verbal explanation and, instead, 
analyze a wide variety of semiotic resources.  

These challenges will be addressed during the 
workshop at IDC 2017 in Stanford. In addition, other 
challenges will be identified and discussed based on 
participants’ contributions. 

Workshop Goals and Expected Outcomes  
In this workshop, we reflect on the analysis of 
children’s creative contributions and experiences in co-
design activities. We intend to explore and map out the 
ways in which researchers and practitioners in the CCI 
community have approached this in academic and 
industry settings alike. We seek case studies of how 
children’s contributions have been analyzed in different 
stages of the design process and specific methods 
appropriated or developed for doing so. We are 
interested in critical reflections on challenges that 
emerged, how these were dealt with, and lessons 
learned for future practices. In particular we welcome 
visuals to illustrate these narratives.  

The workshop will define and prioritize a future agenda 
for analyzing children’s contributions and experiences in 
co-design activities. This will be fostered before, during 
and after the workshop through a number of forums. A 



 

dedicated website will serve as a portal for forming and 
discussing this agenda within and outside the 
workshop. If possible, we will also organize a special 
issue for the International Journal of Child-computer 
Interaction after the workshop. 

Workshop Schedule 
Before the Workshop 
The call for participation will be distributed via HCI, 
child-computer interaction mailing lists as well as 
specialized ones (e.g. ACM SIGCHI, British HCI News). 
The workshop organizers will also publicize the 
workshop via a WordPress website. Submissions will 
consist of short papers on key workshop questions (2- 
4 pages). Accepted participants’ papers will be made 
available and shared with other participants through 
the website. All participants will be asked to read each 
other’s papers and to add comments, questions or 
sum-up what they took away from these contributions. 

During the Workshop 
Participants will briefly present their narratives (5 
minutes). Challenges and current practices will be 
identified from participants’ submissions. The workshop 
will be structured to explore and discuss these 
thematically. In the second part of the workshop, the 
practices and challenges will be explored in a more 
focused format. Participants will be asked to pick a 
theme they affiliate with. The resultant subgroups will 
lead on particular concepts. The purpose of this will be 
twofold: (1) teams will be encouraged to find cross 
links between their case studies toward collaborating on 
joint submissions for the special issue; (2) given the 
expertise within teams we will push the agenda further 
by formulating new research questions and plans to 
advance the respective themes. 

After the Workshop (Dissemination) 
The website will be maintained after the workshop to 
foster a community of interest for those interested in 
co-design with children, and in the analysis and 
interpretation of children’s contributions in particular. 
Additionally, the workshop organizers are planning to 
propose a special issue in the International Journal of 
Child-computer Interaction. The call will be advertised 
to the CCI, HCI and PD communities. 
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