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Abstract

The increasing presence of interactive technologies in
children’s lives poses critical ethical questions for
researchers and designers. Discourse specific to these
intersecting topics is nascent, but is spread across
communities and largely developed retrospectively.
This workshop brings together those interested in
ethical issues arising when researching, designing, and
deploying technologies for children. The focus is on
exploring approaches that are emergent and situated,
arising during research or after deployment. Workshop
activities will include: exploring ethical themes
emerging in HCI research for children; synthesizing and
adapting current applicable ethical guidance; identifying
gaps; and developing preliminary methods and
guidance to address these gaps. Outcomes will extend
current best practices in ethics in ways that promote
children’s protection, empowerment and wellbeing.
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Background

From its advent, computer technology has transformed
our world more than any other force [13]. In 2010, the
Kaiser Family Foundation reported that Generation M2,
that is children? (8-18 years), spend about 7.5 hours a
day using digital media [19] and has since increased.
In industrialized nations this generation grew up with
no memory of life before the internet and smart phones
[16] and this digital revolution increasingly impacts
children’s everyday lives in developing countries. For
example, UNICEF found that 40% of Vietnamese
children in rural areas used the internet for educational
purposes [25], and likely many more have access
through family members’ cellular phones.

Through design, research and development, the HCI
community is linked to children’s use of interactive
technologies. The speed of innovation in research
combined with the heightened importance of involving
children as participants in research (e.g. [4,5,22])
raises longstanding and emergent ethical concerns that
may not be known to the HCI community [8].
Children’s rights to participate and be protected in
research has been guided by declarations for over 50
years (e.g. United Nations Declaration of the Rights of
the Child [1959]; Declaration of Helsinki [1964]; United
Nations Convention on the Rights of the Child [1989])
[11]. Yet research in emerging interactive technologies
creates new ethical scenarios that cannot be addressed
using existing guidance. Consider the case in which a
wearable EEG-based mobile neurofeedback app is
developed to help young children living in poverty learn
to self-regulate anxiety and attention in order to

As per the the UN Convention on the Rights of the Child, children
refers to all legal minors below the age of 18 years old.

improve educational outcomes [3]. The case raises
longstanding issues around social justice and children’s
rights to participate, such as: How to adequately get
assent from a population that cannot fully understand
the risks or benefits of research into this new form of
technology? More importantly, the case raises new
questions that move beyond available guidance. For
example: How does these children’s interaction with
neurodata, which represents internal brain states that
may or may not be modifiable, impact (both positively
and negatively) their sense of agency, identity, and
epistemic authority? Addressing such questions
requires methods that focus on the in-situ exploration
of impacts [10] and consideration of trade-offs between
children’s rights to protection, participation and
provision [20]. What is needed is guidance that can
help researchers both anticipate future issues and
impacts of these new classes of technologies, as well as
be sensitive to unforeseen emergent issues.

As the research community expands to include
researchers from a broader spectrum of nations and
cultures, and as researchers work with children from
diverse populations, other underexplored issues emerge
from the cultural and philosophical lenses that we as
researchers have with regards to science, technology
and children, either implicitly or explicitly, when we
plan and implement research [27]). For example in [7],
Frauenberger makes a compelling case for a critical
realist conceptualization of disability (e.g. autism) that
... 'serves the project as a guiding principle in planning
and conducting workshops or studies in an ethically and
morally responsible way.” Scholars of childhood also
urge for the consideration of how children’s interactions
with new technologies are firmly located in the wider
settings of cultural and social processes: the



institutional organization of childhood, schooling,
family, and the different uses of private and public
space [16,21]. It is imperative that we develop ethics
guidance that is sensitive to the (multiple) cultures of
childhood and does not assume either a techno-
determinist or utopian vision of the future.

It is clear that ethics in HCI for children cannot keep up
with the speed in which new ethical scenarios emerge,
often in situ [10]. Yet over the last few years there has
been rising awareness in the CHI community through
keynotes, panels, and SIGs highlighting the importance
of proactively considering ethical issues and moral
perspectives in HCI for children (e.g. [1,8,9,15]). The
challenge to address ethics in HCI is shared with the
rest of the HCI research community — as the CHI 2018
roundtable indicated in terms of its goals ... “the
development of community norms for research ethics in
the face of evolving technology and methods.” We
argue that the time is right for this workshop - it is
imperative to conduct research and develop guidance
purposefully and prospectively; leading to the
establishment of community norms based on actionable
and situation-sensitive guidance for those creating
interactive technologies with vulnerable populations,
such as children. Our motivation for this workshop is
this need for a holistic, situated, culturally sensitive,
and value driven approach to ethics, as part of what
has been called the third paradigm in HCI [10,14].

This workshop is the first formal gathering to address
these challenges within the broader HCI community. In
alignment with the SIGCHI Ethics Committee our aim is
to facilitate discussion around research ethics within the
community, yet drawing on previous works in other
communities (e.g. [6, 11,17,21]). We seek to bring

together individuals who work closely with children in
various contexts through research, design, and
deployment of interactive technologies in both
industrialized and developing countries. Specifically, our
goals are to:

e Bring forward and discuss cases that reveal new
ethical challenges that may arise during research
and after deployment;

o Identify ethical priorities (see Themes below) to
direct the development of a research agenda in
ethics of HCI and children;

e Identify and adapt existing guidance and begin to
develop new guidance where possible;

e Highlight the role values, culture and philosophical
perspectives play in developing guidance;

e Formalize a preliminary working group with
members from HCI and other concerned
communities;

e Commit to the dissemination of results (e.g. ACM
Interactions, special issue of IJCCI on Ethics).

Themes

Our themes build on issues, opportunities and ethical
questions that were identified in the authors’ previous
works as well as through previous panels, SIGs, and
roundtables. The following preliminary set of themes
are those we hope to address:

Benefits of Co-Design and Evaluation Participation

HCI researchers who work with children in design or
evaluation processes have rarely focused on ethical
aspects of their work (see [22,28] for exceptions). In
[2], Antle raises a fundamental question - rarely
addressed openly - which is: what do children gain
from participating in our research and what constitutes



evidence of those benefits? Despite the Interaction
Design for Children (IDC) Conference requirement for
authors to include a section discussing ethics (e.g.
selection and participation), most IDC papers cite
formal ethical procedures designed to assess risk such
as those required by many ethics board applications
(which vary across countries: e.g. IRB - USA, REB -
Canada, or no formal ethics committee in parts of
Europe). Following from [20], we see a need to educate
and encourage researchers to examine and document
the trade-offs between children’s protection and
participation alongside provision and benefit in these
discussions. In parallel, we see a need to move beyond
static, formal ethics processes, which do little to guide
situated ethical dilemmas that arise and judgements
that must be made during research [10]. For example,
in a mental health study young children quickly became
strongly attached to a smart toy prototype; requiring
researchers to reframe the deployment narrative and
change the target age for subsequent research [23].

Data, Privacy and Security

In a recent CHI SIG [15], participants discussed and
debated how ubiquitous computing and big data are
impacting the lives of children. Questions arose
including: What are the ethical issues of children’s
rights to control and own data about themselves? How
does that change as they age? How does the
information that is tracked affect children’s values?
While some guidance can be taken from medical ethics,
the impact of private technology companies versus
health authorities complicates this one among the
many issues that have entered the discourse around
data, privacy and security (e.g. [28]) and must be
addressed relative to children.

Identity, Agency, and Authority

Research has shown that technological artifacts, like
medical devices (e.g. glasses, inhalers) that predate
interactive technologies play an important part in the
construction of identity [16]. Ethnographic studies in
schools suggest these objects can both have an impact
on their context of use and be modified by the complex
layers of practice encountered there. Both participation
in research and use of new technologies can impact
children’s sense of who they are [12], raising ethical
questions such as, what is the impact of big data that
effectively quantifies children and impacts on self-
perception and epistemic authority? Or the previously
mentioned question, how might neurodata impact a
child’s sense of agency [17]?

Equity, Access and Social Justice

Another important theme involves social justice, which
requires community norms that ensure that children
who may most benefit are included in research even if
they are difficult to access or work with [1]. This again
raises the need for ethical guidance, which may be
adapted from non-HCI sources (e.g. [26]) but must
also be responsive to situational specific factors. For
example, in one work in sensitive settings conducting
activities with marginalized children, the authors were
confronted with moral dilemmas in real time, which
were not foreseen in formal ethical reviews and
required them to make judgements on the spot, which
may contradict overarching ethical principles [24].

Impact of Researcher’s Philosophical Stance

A researcher’s philosophical position, and associated
values, whether explicit or implicit, includes
assumptions about how they view and value science
and technology (e.g. beneficial, neutral, deterministic).



This in turn impacts how they view their research
and/or design problem and how they think about the
impact of their work on children. As a result, their
stance forms a foundation for what they see or do not
see as ethical issues. We include this theme in order to
highlight the philosophical foundations of ethical issues
rather than focus merely on the pragmatics of ethics.

Organizers

The organizers represent different disciplinary
backgrounds, cultures, and experiences of conducting
HCI research with children, and each has experience
chairing, organizing and/or participating in previous
ACM workshops (e.g. CHI, IDC, CSCW).

Alissa N. Antle is a professor, innovator and designer,
whose research pushes the boundaries of computation
to explore how technical innovations can improve,
augment, and support children’s development.

Christopher Frauenberger is a Senior Researcher at
the Human-Computer Interaction Group, TU Wien. He
designs technology with and for marginalized user
groups, in particular autistic children.

Monica Landoni is a Senior Researcher in the Faculty
of Informatics at Universita della Svizzera Italiana. She
has worked on national and European projects
investigating technology to support children when
searching, writing and reading.

Jerry Alan Fails is an Associate Professor in Computer
Science at Boise State University. He focuses on HCI
and participatory design, with interest in connecting
children with one another, getting them active, and
encouraging real-world exploration.

Marina Jirotka is Professor of Human-Centred
Computing at the University of Oxford. She investigates
technologies that are more responsive to societal
acceptability - recently awarded an EPSRC Established
Career Fellowship focused on Developing Responsible
Robots for the Digital Economy.

Nalin Tutiyaphuengprasert is the co-founder and
senior vice provost of Darunsikkhalai School for
Innovative Learning in Thailand. She has worked in
schools with teachers and students on constructionism-
based projects including DSIL FabLearn in conjunction
with Stanford University.

Helena Webb is a Senior Researcher of Human-
Centred Computing at the University of Oxford. Her
projects explore contextual interaction with and
innovation of technologies by focusing on impact of
setting and social action. Projects include: Digital
Wildfire, UnBias, LabHack, and RoboTIPS project.

Link to Website

The workshop website will include a description,
schedule, preparation, and organizers. We will post
selected position papers and suggest readings including
relevant ethical discourse and cases from HCI and other
disciplines (e.g. [10,11,17,18,20,22,24]).

URL: antle.iat.sfu.ca/chi-2020-workshop

Pre-Workshop Plans

This workshop will accommodate 10-25 participants.
Before the workshop potential participants will submit a
2-page position paper in the form of a mini-case study
related to their experiences with workshop issues,
themes and goals. We will distribute the CfP to HCI
mailing lists (e.g. CHI Announcements, CHI-Kids, the
active Child-Computer Interaction IFIP and Facebook



groups, and social media) and reach out to child-
focused ethics research centers involving (e.g. Oxford
Internet Institute, UNICEF-IRC) and industry
representatives (e.g. Sesame Workshop, Lego,
Google). The position papers will be screened by the
organizers for clarity and to ensure we have multi-
cultural perspectives. We will solicit input into a shared
annotated bibliography (AB) of children’s ethics before
the workshop. This will direct some of the workshop
discussion. Participants are expected to read all
accepted submissions and the AB in advance.

Workshop Structure

This one-day workshop is split into six sections. The
first section (45 minutes) includes introductions of
participants, an explanation of workshop themes
(including new ones that might arise from position
papers) and a review of ethical stances and
philosophical worldviews from other communities on
the influence of science and technology. The second
section (45 minutes) includes group activities for
deeper exploration of the existing (or new) themes
focused on balancing protection, participation and
provision, and asks participants to consider what is
known (retrospective) and what we need to know
(prospective). After a morning coffee break, the third
activity (60 minutes) involves a whole group session to
share and prioritize issues raised. After lunch there will
be two sequential activities separated by a coffee break
(45 minutes each). In these working groups
participants will discuss relevant guidance within a
prioritized area. Where no guidance exists, groups will
generate considerations and questions that must be
addressed. We will repeat this activity so participants
can join two working groups. During the final section
(60-75 minutes and carrying on over dinner), the whole

group will come together to share, weave together and
record our findings.

Post-Workshop Plans

Workshop outcomes will include a revised annotated
bibliography with statements of best practices and a
research agenda for the community. The workshop
serves to create a preliminary working group and a
network for attendees to access when ethical issues
arise in future work. Follow-up action items include
identification of opportunities for a symposium to
address unanswered questions raised in the workshop.
Outcomes for the broader community will include a
plain language report hosted on the website. The
organizers will work with the editorial board of the
International Journal of Child-Computer Interaction
(Antle, Frauenberger and Landoni are on the Editorial
Board) to create a special issue on ethics in HCI for
children and youth. In addition we will create a forum
for ACM Interactions similar to [2,15].

Call for Participation (250 words)

The increasing role of interactive technologies in
children’s lives, poses critical ethical questions for the
creators of these technologies. Despite many concerns,
ethical guidance is largely lacking. This workshop brings
together researchers, designers, psychologists,
educators, and industry representatives who work with
and for children. This one-day workshop has the
following goals: (1) Bring forward and discuss cases
that reveal new ethical challenges; (2) Identify a
research agenda to address gaps where existing
governance and guidance does not apply; (3) Reveal
the role cultural and philosophical perspectives play in
developing guidance; (4) Develop preliminary
actionable guidance that focuses on emergent, situated



and prospective guidance that can inform research
practice; (5) Formalize a preliminary working group.

Participants are invited to submit a 2 page position
paper in the SIGCHI Extended Abstracts format. Papers
should take the form of a mini-case study related to
experiences with the workshop focus, themes and
goals. Our themes provide inspiration for authors to
think past existing ethical issues to consider emergent
and unique aspects of ethics in HCI for children. We
welcome the suggestion of new themes in the position
papers. We strongly urge workshop applicants to
explicitly state their cultural and philosophical stance.
The organizing committee will select submissions based
on the quality and diversity of the contribution. Please
send your submission by May 15 2020 to
aantle@sfu.ca. URL: antle.iat.sfu.ca/chi-2020-
workshop. One author from each accepted paper must
register for the workshop and one day at CHI.
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