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Abstract 
In this paper, we use the Child-Centred Ethics framework to criti-
cally reflect on the planning, implementation, and impact of twelve 
(2-4 year) projects with children (ages 2-18 years) in Finland, the UK, 
India, Japan, and the USA. Our analysis reveals diverse ethical chal-
lenges and experiences: adapting materials based on the abilities, 
interests and agendas of the children, teachers, and schools, consid-
ering consent and assent as continuous processes, and exploring 
impacts beyond the project duration. We also discuss handling data 
ownership among participants and international collaborators, and 

∗

managing difficult situations that arise, such as, participants push-
ing the boundaries of technology and people, technical breakdowns, 
and in situ negotiations of roles among teachers and researchers. 
We use our analysis to extend the CCE Framework in two dis-
tinct ways; incorporating adult stakeholders and impacts beyond a 
projects’ lifecycle. Our work contributes to research on ethics in 
Child-Computer Interaction (CCI) research, addressing how to plan, 
implement, and create an impact in CCI projects with children. 
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1 Introduction 
The declaration of the Rights of the Child states: "the child, by 
reason of his physical and mental immaturity, needs special safe-
guards and care, including appropriate legal protection, before as 
well as after birth", considering everyone under 18 to be a child1 . 
As the number of publications involving child participants within 
the Human-Computer Interaction (HCI) community has grown, 
this has sparked increasing interest in the ethical issues around 
conducting research with children as well as in ensuring children’s 
participation is well supported. As summarized in literature reviews 
(e.g., [53, 83]), the community has addressed formal research ethics 
practices quite extensively, with some, but slightly less, considera-
tion being placed on participation and design ethics [83]. Several 
general ethics frameworks for co-design with children have been 
proposed [63, 64, 78], and ethical issues around AI and emerging 
technologies have also been explored [1, 23, 30, 40, 74, 87]; but 
within these works practical guidance is limited. In 2025, Read et al. 
[59] brought together key prior work into the Child-Centred Ethics 
(CCE) framework, which provides a practical guide for considering 
ethical issues in the key phases of studies involving children. The 
CCE Framework was published as a living document to be built 
upon by the HCI and Child Computer Interaction (CCI) communi-
ties. 

In this paper, we used the CCE Framework to reflect on twelve 
past and ongoing projects with 2-18-year-old children in Finland, 
the UK, India, Japan, and the USA. Our analysis reveals diverse 
ethical challenges and experiences which both confirm the elements 
in the CCE Framework, and raise new concerns and challenges. We 
contribute these reflections to the community as a series of insights 
and themes as well as deliver two extensions to the CCE framework 
with regard to adult stakeholders and future impact of research 
with children. 

2 Related Work 
In this section, we present related work on the participation of 
children in research, discuss how the CCI community has studied 
ethics, and summarise the use of practical reflections in HCI. 

2.1 Children’s Participation in HCI 
When the HCI community first started embracing the inclusion 
of children in its field, it built on a wealth of literature outside of 
HCI, most notably from social sciences around the participation 
of children in research, where, as early as 1992 questions were 
raised around the optimal ways to capture children’s voices and 
give them as much agency as possible [26]. In 1996, Morrow and 
Richards [51] was already highlighting many practical child-centred 

1https://www.ohchr.org/en/instruments-mechanisms/instruments/convention-
rights-child. Other terms such as teenagers, adolescents, and young children have 
been used in this paper to represent specific ages groups with regards to specific 
projects. 

issues with regard to participation, such as informed dissent and 
the need to acknowledge that there were power differences in such 
work. In CCI and HCI, because children’s participation is almost 
always facilitated by adult gatekeepers [62], close attention has 
been paid to ensure that, where possible, children’s participation 
includes assent and fair means for inclusion. Themes of empower-
ment and inclusion (e.g., [22, 32, 39]) have often been explored in 
HCI work as well as papers on practical ways to enhance participa-
tion (e.g., [63, 64, 78]); many of these papers highlight issues such as 
power dynamics, recruitment, informed consent/assent, attribution, 
ownership, and impact, which are significant issues in any project 
entailing participation of children. The notion of ethical symmetry, 
as an ideal to aim for when working with children Christensen and 
Prout [11], aligns closely with the participatory design tradition in 
HCI, which has also greatly influenced how children participate 
in its work; in seeking to ensure children have a voice, many have 
proposed new methods to engage children (e.g., [31, 45]) and have 
sought ways to maximise the value to children in participatory 
work (e.g., [38, 42]). These papers all carefully consider the child’s 
effort and the child’s contribution as a point of concern, which we 
echo in our own reflection in this paper. 

2.2 Ethics of Participation 
In CCI, ethical questions related to working with children have 
been widely studied, with various approaches and foci. Review 
papers show the community’s concerns with procedural research 
ethics and associated formal ethics reviews and approvals (e.g., 
[83]), as well as concerns about what it even should be designing, 
amplified with the rise of AI [12, 23, 74, 87] and other emerging 
technologies [1, 29, 30, 40]. Our study aligns with the notions of 
micro ethics and everyday ethics, with moral decisions being con-
stantly made and negotiated as part of everyday activities. Such 
approaches underscore the subtle, context-specific, and relational 
aspects of ethics [79] and stress how ethics is intertwined with our 
everyday doings and practices [83]. For instance, Spiel et al. [79] 
reflect on how micro-ethics manifests, and is negotiated, in interac-
tions with children and researchers, especially when it comes to 
more vulnerable and marginalised children, including neurodiverse 
children. Such contexts are very sensitive to the role of adults in 
the context of participation and the power dynamics at play [85]. 
As Vasalou et al. [85] examine in their work with neurodiverse chil-
dren, researchers can be co-designers in one instance, and take on 
the role of care-giver if need be, in another. Then again, work in the 
Global South also reveals the sensitive balance between power and 
participation, within complex social hierarchies [8, 71]. Therefore, 
such ethics is emerging and unfolding in everyday life, in mundane 
situations, without the explicit focus of ‘doing ethics’ [23]. Despite 
the CCI community’s interest in ethics, guidance for application of 
ethics in practice has not gained much interest yet; even though the 
need for guidance beyond passing a formal ethics review has been 
identified [59]. Thus, the CCE Framework [59] was developed to 
provide the CCI and wider HCI communities with inspiration and 
signposting to the practical application of ethics when conducting 
research with children. 

https://doi.org/10.1145/3772318.3793214
https://www.ohchr.org/en/instruments-mechanisms/instruments/convention-rights-child
https://www.ohchr.org/en/instruments-mechanisms/instruments/convention-rights-child
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2.3 Use of Reflection as a Tool in HCI 
Reflecting on past projects is an essential tool for discovery and 
critical analysis. Generally, reflections are done soon after a project 
ends and often look at a single project to distil insights. Reflection 
can assist in determining if a design method was actually employed 
as intended, as in [6] where the extent to which the project could 
be described as participatory was examined. In research through 
design [91], reflection is intended to improve design outcomes and 
this typically leads to better designs. Thinking beyond an individual 
project, Dourish et al. [16] proposed reflection as a means to identify 
issues and challenges around critical technical practice and in CCI, 
Fitton et al. [20] reflected on methods employed in a multi-year 
project to develop nine guidelines for design work with teens. These 
latter uses of reflection mirror our own approach in this paper, 
which is to inform but also to provide practical guidance. We also 
consider reflection necessary to identify where we can learn from 
our actions, similar to Rukmane et al. [66] and Baumer et al. [5]. 

3 Research Design 
Our study aims were to reflect on our past work while also seeking 
new insights that could be used to assist the CCI community in 
their research practice. We chose to use the CCE Framework to 
support our reflections with the aim to also partially validate and 
extend the framework. The authors of the CCE Framework [59] 
recognized the limitations of the initial literature search that in-
formed it and openly advocated the framework as a starting point 
in the process of providing such a resource to the community. They 
see the framework as a living document; and so we aimed to evolve 
it in this work. We apply the legitimate approach of reflecting on 
experience and expertise as a means to develop the framework 
further, acknowledging that other methods, including testing in 
case studies, validation studies, or further literature review may all 
also be beneficial next steps [48]. 

In the following sections we describe the tool used for analysis 
(the CCE Framework), the projects that we examined, the partic-
ipants in the projects, our author positionalities with respect to 
our collective experiences in Child-Computer Interaction (CCI) 
research, and our data collection and analysis processes. 

3.1 A Brief Description of the CCE Framework 
The CCE Framework [59] was informed by a systematically selected 
set of 90 research papers, mainly from the ACM Digital Library. 
Twenty six of those papers contained tangible practical insights into 
the involvement of children in HCI research or described tools that 
could assist; these papers informed the framework. The framework 
is presented as a sequence of eight distinct chronological phases 
to better support the timely consideration of appropriate ethical 
issues (see Appendix A for the framework). These phases incor-
porate the typical planning and Institutional Review Board (IRB) 
application activities (phases one and two respectively), and include 
key concerns to reflect upon before the study, during the study, 
immediately after the study, later after the study, during data anal-
ysis, and after data analysis (phases three to eight). The framework 
also provides questions to prompt reflection and useful resources 
(tools and ideas). For instance, there is a concern regarding "The 
value of inclusion of children" during the Pre-Planning Phase and 

the related question(s) to that concern include "Is it appropriate to 
include children in this work?". 

3.2 Overview of the Projects 
We present an overview of the 12 projects analysed for this paper, 
and then provide some notes on the management of these with 
regard to sensitive topics and other issues. Project and participant 
details for all twelve projects are listed in Table 1. 

3.2.1 Details of Each Project. The projects were selected on the 
basis of them having been completed (at least once in cases where 
these were annually recurring projects), and having been lead by 
one of the authors. With regards to the CCE Framework [59], none 
of them featured in the 26 papers that informed the framework. 

Accessibility of Tablet Games (ATG): This project was com-
missioned by a major UK organisation to investigate how children 
with multiple disabilities used tablet games in their homes. The 
project involved 20 families with children aged 2-14 years with a 
range of cognitive and motor impairments. A mixed method ap-
proach was taken using a combination of surveys, 2 week diaries, 
interviews, and 2 hour observations. The aim of this work was 
to understand the unique needs of these users to help inform the 
inclusive and accessible design of future tablet-based games for all. 
Children and their families acted as informants in this project, with 
the parents playing a crucial role in enabling communication (often 
acting as interpreters) between the research team and the child. 

Designer and Maker Identities (MAD)2: In this four-year 
Finnish project, over 100 children and adolescents from seven 
classes (ages 7-14 years) explored their designer and maker iden-
tities through hands-on tasks involving a local digital fabrication 
lab [34–36, 86]. Working in groups, attending multiple weekly ses-
sions throughout a semester, participants imagined technological 
solutions to reduce bullying in schools and created dramas and 
activism campaigns to present their solutions. Participants acted 
as co-designers, and researchers moderated the sessions with class 
and/or ICT teachers’ support. 

Participatory AI with Children (PAIZ)3: In this three-year 
project, 200 children (10-14 years) from Finland, India, Japan, and 
the USA participated in six-hour workshops spread over multiple 
days [72–74]. They explored Artificial Intelligence (AI) in their ev-
eryday lives through hands-on activities, using Teachable Machine 
and generative AI, imagined future classrooms and created tangible 
artefacts of their envisioned entities, and discussed ethical implica-
tions of these imagined futures. Participants acted as co-designers, 
and researchers moderated the sessions with teachers’ support. 

House of Stories (HStories)4: This two-year project in Finland, 
with 140 teenagers (13-16 years) from 18 classes in six schools, 
supported children’s and adolescents’ reading and writing skills 
through game-based storytelling in a virtual learning environment 
in participatory design workshops [55, 82]. As part of the game 
development process, participants co-ideated, co-designed, and 
tested their games in two 45-minute sessions. They acted as co-
designers, and researchers moderated the sessions with the support 
of class teachers who supervised the pedagogical safety (for virtual 

2Project webpage: https://interact.oulu.fi/mad
3Project webpage: https://interact.oulu.fi/paiz
4Project webpage: https://interact.oulu.fi/tarinatalo-en 
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Table 1: Overview of the projects and participants. *English was used/is used also in non-native-English countries when working 
with an International School or when the research is part of English lessons. 

Project 
Location 

Project 
duration 

No of 
participants 
(ages in years) 

Workshop 
duration 

Language(s) 
used 

Participants’ roles; 
Role of adults 

Accessibility of Tablet Games (ATG) 

the UK 
2 years 
(2016-2017) 

20 families 
(2-14) 

2-week diary 
2-hour observation 
and interview 

English 
Informants; 
Researchers worked with families, 
parents supported participation 

Designer and Maker Identities (MAD) 

Finland 
4 years 
(2019-2023) 

149 
(8-14) 

Multiple weekly sessions 
for one semester 
(7 classes in 3 schools) 

Finnish, 
English* 

Co-designers; 
Researchers moderated, 
class & ICT teachers supported 

Participatory AI with Children (PAIZ) 

India, Japan, 
Finland, and USA 

3 years 
(2021-2024) 

200 
(10-14) 

6 hours over 
2 or 4 days 

Hindi, Japanese, 
and/or English 

Co-designers; 
Researchers moderated, 
class teachers supported 

House of Stories (HStories) 

Finland 
2 years 
(2023-2025) 

140 
(13-16) 

2 x 45-min sessions 
(18 classes in 6 schools) Finnish 

Co-designers; 
Researchers moderated, teachers, 
experts, uni students supported 

Technology Protagonism (FutuProta) 

Finland 
4 years 
(2022-2026) 

40 
(11-12) 

9 weekly sessions, 
20 hours 
(2 classes in one school) 

Finnish, 
English* 

Protagonists; 
Researchers moderate, 
class teacher supports 

Research Methods with Young Children (YoungRM) 

the UK 
3 years 
(2023-2026) 

100 
(2-4) 

Multiple weekly sessions, 
40-50 minutes English 

Informants; 
Researchers moderate, teachers 
and preschool staff support 

Critical Change Labs for Building Democratic Cultures (Critical ChangeLab) 

Finland 
3 years 
(2023-2026) 

83 
(11-18) varied from 2-10 hours Finnish, 

English* 

Co-researchers; 
Researchers moderate, teachers 
and youth workers support 

Justice-oriented data literacies (Critical DataLit) 

Finland 
4 years 
(2023-2027) 

84 
(11-17) 

Multiple sessions 
of 3-4 hours 
(5 classes in 3 schools) 

Finnish, 
English* 

Co-researchers; 
Researchers moderate, 
teachers support 

6G Smart Schools (6GSS) 

India, Finland 
4 years 
(2023-2027) 

98 
(12-14) 2-hour workshops Hindi, 

English* 

Co-designers; 
Researchers moderate, 
class teachers support 

Transformative Agency & Emergent Technologies (TakeOver) 

Finland 
4 years 
(2024-2028) 

18 
(14-15) 

45-min sessions 
weekly for 12 weeks 

Finnish, 
English** 

Protagonists; 
Researchers moderate, 
ICT teacher supports 

AI Awareness Talks (AITalks) 

Finland 
3+ years 
(2023-onwards) 

100s 
(10-16) 20-30 min expert talks Finnish, 

English* 

Participants; 
Experts present to classrooms, 
class teacher supports the q&a 

AI Youth Ambassadors (YA) 

Finland 
3+ years 
(2023-onwards) 

78 
(15-17) 

2-week program 
(60 hours total) 

Finnish, 
English* 

Co-researchers; 
Researchers moderate, 
participants come to the university 
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environments). In addition, several bachelor and master students 
and experts, with backgrounds in pedagogy, game design, sound, 
graphics, and coding, supported the game design process. 

Technology Protagonism (FutuProta)5: This ongoing four-
year project in Finland focuses on exploring how future citizens, as 
private persons, employees, entrepreneurs, or policy makers, take 
an active role with technology in order to question the use of tech-
nology, ask for socially sustainable solutions, or even design such 
technologies themselves. 40 children (ages 11-12) have participated 
so far in examining their own daily technology use practices in nine 
weekly design workshop sessions [25, 43, 44, 75]. The project also 
engages youth and young adults. Participants act as protagonists, 
and researchers moderate the sessions with teachers’ support. 

Research Methods with Young Children (YoungRM): This 
ongoing three-year project in the UK explores the design and adap-
tation of research methods when conducting research with very 
young children (2-4 years). The work focuses on ethical areas such 
as consent, assent, and anonymity. The research is conducted in 
the classroom during multiple 40-50 minute long weekly sessions 
using new and novel methods of data collection with a focus on 
informing the community of the unique characteristics of conduct-
ing research with children of this age group. A hundred children 
have participated in this project so far. Children act as informants, 
and researchers work closely with teachers and preschool staff who 
manage the experience of the children (and researchers) and act as 
co-researchers where appropriate. 

Critical Change Lab (Critical ChangeLab)6: This ongoing 
three-year project in Finland focuses on strengthening youth par-
ticipation in society using participatory, creative, and critical ap-
proaches with 83 children and youth aged 11-18 years [18, 28, 44, 52]. 
The participants from both formal and non-formal education orga-
nizations are actively engaged in reflecting on past, present, and 
future of societal challenges that are relevant to them and are invited 
to rethink democratic systems and make justice-oriented transfor-
mations. By positioning children and youth as active contributors, 
it explores how democratic culture can be fostered within educa-
tional and societal contexts. Participants act as co-researchers, and 
researchers moderate the sessions with teachers’ and youth work-
ers’ support. The youth workers are part of an external organisation 
participating in the project. 

Critical Data Literacy (Critical DataLit)7: This ongoing four-
year project in Finland explores youth’s data literacies, with an 
emphasis on supporting social justice in the context of digital citi-
zenship educatio [2, 3, 18, 24, 44]. The project uses creative practices 
building on storytelling and critical making, as well as futures meth-
ods, to understand how young people (11-17 years) perceive their 
futures in data-driven systems and to foster their capabilities of 
action in the futures they want to live in. 84 participants from five 
classes in three schools have taken part so far in multiple sessions 
acting as co-researchers. Researchers moderate the sessions with 
the support of the class teachers. 

6G Smart Schools (6GSS)8: This ongoing four-year doctoral 
research project in Finland and India explores the role of emerging 

5Project webpage: https://interact.oulu.fi/futuprota
6Project webpage: https://interact.oulu.fi/critical-changelab
7Project webpage: https://interact.oulu.fi/critical-datalit
8Project webpage: https://interact.oulu.fi/6gsmart-schools 

technologies, such as Generative AI, AR/VR, and Robots, on the 
future of schools and schooling with children (ages 12-14 years) 
and teachers [69, 70]. Participants imagine future schools and class-
rooms and critically examine what learning will entail in the future 
through two-hour workshops. Participants act as co-designers, and 
researchers moderate the sessions with the support of the ICT 
teachers. A total of 98 participants have taken part so far. 

Transformative Agency & Emergent Technologies (Take-
Over): This ongoing four-year project in Finland empowers chil-
dren to develop transformative agency, that is, the ability to think 
critically about technology, imagine alternative futures, and take 
action to improve the society they live in. The project integrates 
ethics, critical thinking, and activism to inspire participants to shape 
technology for a more just, sustainable, and inclusive world. Weekly 
workshops with eighteen 14-15-year-olds have been conducted over 
one semester (twelve 45-minute sessions as part of the ICT class). 
Participants act as protagonists for social change, and researchers 
moderate the sessions with the support of the ICT teachers. 

Outreach AI Awareness Talks (AITalks): While technically 
not a project, several researchers participate in the annual spring 
AI Awareness Talk where experts visit local schools and classrooms 
for short (20-30 minute) talks in Finland. These talks started in 2023 
and have continued since with tens of talks, reaching hundreds of 
children (grades 4th - 9th / 10 - 16 years old) each year. Children 
and adolescents are participants in these expert held sessions, while 
class teachers support the q&a parts. 

AI Youth Ambassadors (YA)9: This two-week (in total 60 
hours) program on critical AI literacy in Finland has run every 
summer since 2023, where so far 78 teenagers (15-18 years) have 
participated in diverse workshops [23]. Participants explore techni-
cal, ethical, and societal implications and impact of AI, including 
technical deconstruction of LLMs and training their own babyGPTs, 
developing business plans and ideas for solving real-world issues 
using AI (or other types of technologies), and critically scrutinizing 
biases and discrimination in existing AI applications and systems. 
Participants act as co-researchers while the researchers moderate 
the sessions. 

3.2.2 Notes on Management of the Projects. Some projects involve(d) 
potentially sensitive themes such as bullying and racism (e.g., MAD, 
Critical ChangeLab, TakeOver), for these we work closely with class 
teachers or youth workers to assess whether particular groups are 
appropriate to involve [35, 86]. Teachers help identify and recruit 
groups where there are no active or acute cases of bullying, dis-
crimination, or conflict, to reduce any risk of triggering distress or 
amplifying existing issues. Session plans are shared with teachers 
and other adult facilitators and modified according to feedback to 
ensure clarity and appropriateness of tasks and language, and to en-
sure all activities approach sensitive topics at a general, community 
level rather than at the level of personal disclosure. Participants 
are introduced to sensitive themes using anonymous tools (refer 
e.g., [47]) that allow them to comment broadly, in a detached way, 
on issues such as how bullying or racism affect their environment, 
who should respond and what support exists. At the outset of each 
session, researchers emphasis that participants are not expected or 

9Project webpage: https://interact.oulu.fi/ai-ambassador 
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required to share personal experiences and that contributions must 
remain general or hypothetical. 

Our project activities are designed to minimise emotional risk, 
but we recognise that these discussions can evoke strong reactions. 
The teachers and youth workers at the schools (for projects MAD, 
TakeOver, Critical ChangeLab) have direct access to counsellors 
and can refer children if concerns arise. These adults know individ-
uals’ histories and needs, and monitor wellbeing, while researchers 
guide the activities and adjust the pace or content as needed. We 
acknowledge that the absence of dedicated mental-health profes-
sionals on site is a limitation. More broadly, this highlights the need 
for CCI researchers to plan for potential emotional escalation, to 
establish referral pathways, and to consider, with support from 
frameworks such as the CCE, whether sensitive-topic research is 
appropriate in contexts without embedded professional support. 

In our projects, we are also sensitive to the linguistic and cogni-
tive skills, as well as the cultural experiences of the children. We 
have adjusted language in e.g., TakeOver, YoungRM, PAIZ, and 
6GSS to meet the needs of the children; including translation where 
appropriate. We are aware that language barriers and cross-cultural 
nuances are areas that require careful planning. 

3.3 Participant Recruitment and Demographics 
Participants of the projects examined are children and young peo-
ple from Finland, India, Japan, the UK, and the USA. They par-
ticipated as co-designers, co-researchers, and as protagonists of 
their technologies-imbued presents and futures [32, 39]. Table 1 
presents an overview of the projects and participants. In ten of the 
projects, schoolteachers volunteered their classes to participate, 
often from schools where the CCI researchers had / have ongoing 
collaborations. For ATG, recruitment was carried out through a 
national charity, a specialist play centre, and a specialist school. 
For YA, an open call for participation was advertised in the local 
city webpages for local teenagers applying to the city-supported 
summer jobs program. Except for YA there was no compensation, 
whether monetary or in-kind. In YA, teenagers (ages 15-17 years), 
were provided vouchers from the local city to gain employment 
experience for two weeks (60 hours in total) and were compensated 
for those work hours (minimal salaries). 

3.4 Authors’ Positionality 
Authors of this study are senior, mid-career, and initial stage re-
searchers. The senior researchers each have over two decades of 
experience working with children and young people. All the mid-
career researchers have over a decade of experience conducting 
participatory design, and/or STEM-style workshops with children 
and youth, and the initial stage researchers have between two to 
five years of experience conducting participatory work with chil-
dren. All the authors have practical experience of planning and 
conducting participatory design workshops with children in many 
different countries including Finland, the UK, Iceland, Malaysia, 
India, Japan, UAE, and USA. In addition, the authors have diverse 
educational (cultural anthropology, humanities and education, in-
formation systems, computer science) and cultural (Finnish, Indian, 
British, Pakistani, Iranian, Spanish) backgrounds giving them a 

wide perspective to view ethical considerations and, with their indi-
vidual experiences and accustomed practices, the ability to provide 
diverse perspectives to the research in focus. 

3.5 Data Collection and Analysis 
Data were collected and analysed in two phases using collective and 
individual reflections over two months. In the first phase, we met 
weekly for an hour for collective decision-making and reflection, 
and spent several hours each outside of these meetings on individual 
reflection. There were at least eight authors present in each meeting 
and each author participated in at least one weekly meeting. There 
were follow-up emails every week after the meetings with the 
next tasks and summary of discussions, thus, discussions were 
also held over emails. Initially, we met to discuss the different 
perspectives of the CCE Framework [59] to ensure all authors were 
familiar with it and had a shared language around ethics. We then 
used a shared Excel sheet, with the CCE phases and concerns as 
column headings, to capture our individual reflection for projects 
we were involved in, adding one new row for each experience 
and/or example. In subsequent weekly meetings, we went through 
the rows of examples and collectively reflected on the experiences, 
challenges, and insights that arose from those challenges, making 
notes of other similar experiences in other projects. This process 
of individual and collective reflection continued for five weeks. 
In addition, we also reflected on the roles and experiences of the 
various adult stakeholders in each project. Since some reflections 
were made several years after the projects ended, discussions also 
included experiences and examples of impacts beyond the project, 
which were then added to the Excel sheet. 

In the second phase, the collated findings from phase one were 
categorized into eleven insights (subthemes) using thematic analy-
sis [9]. This was done in several steps, where first we collectively 
started to categorize our phase one findings, then continued indi-
vidually to categorize the remaining data. Lastly, in our final data 
analysis meeting, we went through those individual categorisations 
to collectively agree on a final set of insights. In the process of 
writing this paper, for which the authors continued to meet online, 
we collectively grouped the insights into five overarching themes: 
1) Impacts Beyond the Project; 2) Adapting to Abilities, Interests, 
Agendas for Teachers and Children; 3) Consent and Assent as a 
Continuous Process; 4) Navigating Difficult Situations and Impro-
vising in Situ, 5) Data Sharing, Reporting, and Ownership During 
and After the Project. We discuss and present the five themes and 
eleven insights next. 

4 Findings 
In this section, we present the five themes and 11 insights emerging 
from our thematic analysis. For each insight, we also highlight the 
concerns and key findings that became additions to the original 
CCE Framework (discussed in section 5). 

4.1 Theme 1: Impacts Beyond the Project 
The projects analysed in the paper are of different durations and 
start times, including three projects that ended several years ago 
(ATG, MAD, PAIZ) and one that is about to end (HStories). We 
reflected on the short- and long-term impacts of these projects (and 
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others) on the participating children and teachers, on schools, and 
on the community overall. 

4.1.1 Insight 1: Impacts on Participating Children and Their Parents, 
Teachers, and the School Community. In general, impact beyond the 
project is challenging– it is seldom something that can be designed 
and it is typically not well understood when a project begins. 

One of the most straightforward ways of impacting the partici-
pating children and the school community is by defining impactful 
goals and themes for a project. For example, in MAD, after talking 
about bullying with children in research sessions regularly for sev-
eral months, the children recognized bullying incidents at school, 
tried different mitigation strategies, and started to intervene and 
report it to teachers using expert vocabularies. Thus, the project in-
spired children’s behaviour and attitudes, and this impressed teach-
ers and parents. Projects can also potentially impact others; in PAIZ, 
children’s designs were displayed in their classrooms to showcase 
to the school and parents in the upcoming parent-teacher-meeting. 
In MAD, the laser-cut anti-bullying slogans and signs and in Crit-
ical ChangeLab posters on bullying and racism were showcased 
on corridor walls to seek impact on the whole school community. 
In ATG, the research findings changed the way the company built 
children’s software and made that software more accessible. 

We have also sought impact through gifting things and opportu-
nities to teachers. For example, in MAD and PAIZ, we designed the 
research materials, the assignments, and tasks so that they could be 
published on the project webpages and made available for teachers 
to share with others, for example, participating teachers sharing 
with their colleagues. In MAD, researchers also made a video of 
the children’s dramas and other activities that the teacher shared 
with parents during festivals at the school, extending the impact 
on parents. In PAIZ and 6GSS, we demonstrated the Nao robot to a 
large number of school children after finishing a workshop with 
one of the classes. 

Another way of strengthening the impact beyond project is 
by maintaining the connection between the researchers and the 
participating children. In PAIZ, we printed information booklets 
for children (in English and Japanese), which included the main 
workshop topics and names of all the tools used, and researcher’s 
name, details, project webpage link (with a QR code). Building on 
our relationships with schools, we also actively give expert talks 
on various topics (AITalks), which is another great way to inspire 
children. 

Key findings: We consider impact on the children, school, and 
community in different ways, where some of have been more fruit-
ful than others, such as considering impactful goals and themes for 
the project and what can we gift to the teachers or leave for others 
to see and use. We also encourage researchers to consider how to 
maintain a connection with the children we worked with. These 
considerations do not fit within the existing phases of the CCE 
Framework, thus we proposed a new phase, which is discussed in 
section 5. 

4.1.2 Insight 2:Impacts to Society and the Future. While short-term 
impacts to participating children and teachers are often embedded 
within the goals of the projects, long-term impacts of participation 
often go beyond the classroom. Our reflections highlighted that 
much of our work in CCI is education focused and making an 

impact beyond the local context is difficult. One approach is to 
extend projects into other areas with pan-national studies but even 
then, impact into curricula and such is difficult. 

At the societal level, sharing research with a broader audience, 
building rapport with the local community, and inspiring the younger 
generation are important goals for researchers as these goals have 
the potential to impact society at large. For instance, in MAD, chil-
dren’s changed attitude towards bullying potentially impacts them 
and their (non-participating) peers and siblings long-term, leading 
toward futures where bullying is handled expertly and maturely. 
Engaging participants as experts, as co-researchers and panellists 
(Critical ChangeLab), also has the potential to create lasting positive 
change in the way they see and act in the world. By exhibiting and 
sharing children’s designs and ideas outside of the school (Criti-
cal ChangeLab), and building on those ideas to develop real world 
applications (MAD), researchers can impact the entire community. 

Key findings: Creating lasting impact with our research can be 
country-specific, with differences in curricula being one example of 
that. Researchers also often consider that collecting, analysing, and 
reporting data from projects moves research forward and that is a 
central impact of their work. However, we believe that researchers’ 
role within society goes beyond projects and we should share with 
broader audiences and inspire the younger generation. As we dissem-
inate to children, we should remember to disseminate also to their 
parents and their communities. 

4.2 Theme 2: Adapting to Abilities, Interests, 
Agendas for Teachers and Children 

The theme of matching and adapting to the abilities, interests, and 
agendas for children emerged in multiple projects. This insight 
appeared throughout the research process, from planning and in-
formed assent to participation and post-study impact. We also 
extend this to teachers in particular and their possible agendas. 
Projects navigated these tensions by addressing communication, 
inclusion, activity alignment, tool selection, and recognition of 
children’s contributions. 

4.2.1 Insight 3: Adapting Research Work to Teachers’ and School’s 
Teaching Curriculum and Activities. In most of the projects, partici-
pants were recruited with the help of teachers or city administrators 
via personal and professional networks. These stakeholders bring 
their own agendas and expectations to the research with children, 
and it can often be unclear how teachers or schools wish to inte-
grate the research sessions into their curriculum or how to tailor the 
research topics, activities, and goals to fit their agendas. Teachers 
might have agendas that do not fully align with the researchers’ 
proposed topics, making it necessary to invest significant time 
to identify overlapping goals. Teachers might provide a list of re-
quirements, such as tools to use or topics to cover, to researchers 
to incorporate in the sessions; or they may want a certain group 
to participate– in such instances the researchers need to be flexi-
ble. For instance, the TakeOver project was integrated in the ICT 
lessons for 12 weeks in the Spring semester. Therefore, researchers 
worked closely with the ICT teacher to ensure that the learning 
objectives for the ICT course were met through the project activi-
ties. In YoungRM, the initial content had to be revised after it was 
found that the children had already progressed beyond that stage 
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in their curriculum. In PAIZ, the Japanese school wanted to include 
all three 6th grade classes in the research work, while originally 
the researcher had only planned to work one class. While this was 
a happy surprise, working with three classes impacted the project 
budget, such as, materials required, costs for services, and the travel 
duration. 

Teachers can also become allies of researchers, especially when 
a research team works with them over several years– in this way 
we can develop champion teachers. In AITalks, every year the same 
teachers reach out to the project team for a new series of talks, and 
in YoungRM the school had previously held two STEM sessions 
thus becoming known to the research group. In PAIZ, participants 
in Finland were recruited with the help of teachers from the MAD 
project, since the one of the researchers worked in both projects. 
In another such instance, the teachers involved in the AITalks 
proposed their class for involvement in the Critical ChangeLab 
project. 

Key findings: Co-developing activities and agendas with teach-
ers through open and early communication helps ensure that re-
search meets both the schools’ curricular needs and the children’s 
learning goals, reinforcing the importance of collaboration early in 
the process. This ensures that participation is valuable to schools 
and teachers, and thus, also to the children. It also enables re-
searchers to enter a classroom, which is otherwise quite challenging, 
thus directly impacting children’s inclusion in research projects. 
Being flexible to be able to adjust the research plan if things change 
and minimising additional work for the teachers, both help in build-
ing a rapport with teachers and schools, who then welcome us to 
their classes also in the future. 

4.2.2 Insight 4: Adapting Research Work with Children’s Interests 
and Abilities. A main theme in many projects was ensuring that 
project activities align with children’s interests and abilities, and 
their access to tools and technology, as also mentioned in the CCE 
Framework. During the planning phase, challenges included re-
searchers not knowing participants’ interests, technology skills, 
and language preferences beforehand (Critical ChangeLab, Critical 
DataLit, HStories), adjusting activities for non-reading children 
(YoungRM), and going ‘cold’ into families of children with disabili-
ties entirely unaware as to how the child might manage the planned 
activity (ATG). There was also uncertainty about which digital 
tools were allowed in classrooms and homes (Critical ChangeLab, 
TakeOver, AITalks, ATG). In an ideal world, we would have knowl-
edge of children’s interests and preferences and be able to adapt 
activities to align with them. In the Critical ChangeLab project, 
we conducted co-design sessions with the different project stake-
holders – researchers, teachers, and youth workers (who were part 
of a participating public organisation) and subsequently replaced 
podcasts with collage-making, and negotiated tool choices with 
schools. In several other projects (PAIZ, Critical ChangeLab, Critical 
DataLit, TakeOver, AITalks), teachers shared children’s interests 
with the researchers to guide the project activities. 

Inclusion can be further supported by adapting activities to spe-
cial needs, and by managing multilingual contexts; for instance, in 
PAIZ and 6GSS, when working with children in India, both Hindi 
and English are used since classrooms in India are multilingual. 
Similarly, for PAIZ sessions in Japan, both Japanese and English 

were utilised. In multilingual, multi-national projects (PAIZ, 6GSS), 
the research team also consists of multilingual, multi-national re-
searchers who speak the local language(s) with native proficiency. 
In ATG, there had to be an entirely flexible approach to the planned 
evaluations on iPads as this task was too challenging for some 
children– in these cases we substituted the official planned activity 
with an alternative– offered just for fun. We also reflected on diver-
sity in engagement, recognizing that not all children participated 
equally and that flexibility was required (FutuProta, TakeOver, PAIZ, 
6GSS). That is, we cannot expect all participants to be engaged and 
contributing to every activity, especially since it is crucial that par-
ticipants know that their participation is voluntary, and that they 
can decide how and when to participate. 

Another way of inclusion that we have been practising is pro-
viding multiple accessible means of participation. For example, 
freedom to write, draw, doodle etc. This is important as partici-
pants are not always interested in writing while sharing their ideas 
and thoughts or might have varied writing skills and experiences. 
Writing also gives a more rigid, school like, feeling to the activities 
when it is crucial for children to be more critical and curious dur-
ing these workshops. In the 6GSS project, participants presented 
their imagined future classrooms as drawings or writings, or a com-
bination of both. In YoungRM, writing was not even considered 
and children contributed through physical activities rather than 
on pen and paper. Even if able, some participants might be hesi-
tant to present, discuss, or share their ideas in front of their class, 
in which case, using digital tools, like Menti or Padlets, allowed 
for anonymous replies without any sign-ups, enabling students to 
share their ideas and voices without fear of being judged (as was 
done successfully in MAD). 

In some projects (TakeOver, Critical ChangeLab, YA), partic-
ipants were included as co-researchers where they selected the 
topics that are interesting to them for the project activities. This in-
cludes the Critical ChangeLab project where participants collected 
data (via screenshots), analysed that data (using thematic analysis), 
and decided which topic they were most interested in analysing 
and exploring in detail. 

Key findings: Greater inclusion can be facilitated by being 
adaptable and accessible in regards to abilities, needs and contexts, 
by having alternative activities ready and multiple means of par-
ticipation to ensure all can participate, even if they cannot do the 
planned activity, and recognising that some children will choose to 
not participate and that is okay. Inviting children to be co-researchers 
and decision-makers within a project’s topics and themes increases 
children’s agency with regards to their participation. 

4.3 Theme 3: Navigating Difficult Situations and 
Improvising in Situ 

The CCE Framework, in phase five, asks the researcher to imme-
diately reflect on what might have gone wrong. There is far too 
little written about things that do not work [66], yet learning from 
mistakes is essential. Even with the best planning, there can still 
be difficult situations that arise during the sessions that require 
improvisations in situ. In projects involving children, researchers 
are often placed in challenging situations related to the participants, 
teachers, and/or the technology used. 
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4.3.1 Insight 5: Participants Pushing Boundaries. When given high 
levels of creative freedom, participants may sometimes knowingly 
or unknowingly push the boundaries of what is socially acceptable. 
Underage participants might produce inappropriate or questionable 
content such as vulgar or disrespectful or racist language, or even 
pornographic imagery while receiving approval and validation from 
their peers. 

We need to be mindful that some activities might increase the 
risks of boundary pushing. Our experiences suggest that tasks 
involving the use of generative AI tools may be a risk factor leading 
to these dilemmas. As an example, when a teenaged participant 
in the TakeOver project experimented with prompting different 
language models, participants decided to attempt “jailbreaking” the 
models to respond in unintended ways. One participant wanted 
to see how different models would respond to a prompt to fill in 
the blanks to the word “n_gge_.” As the predictive models assumed 
that it was asked to respond with a racial slur, it refused to fill 
in the blanks on that basis. The participant then stated that the 
word they were looking for was in fact nugget, to which the models 
responded in a reaffirming and apologetic fashion. Even though 
the participant appeared to be critically testing if the models were 
biased to either interpret or use such language without a racist or 
discriminatory motive of their own, even alluding to such loaded 
terminology risks coming across as highly offensive or upsetting, 
especially in workshop settings with multicultural demographics. 
In MAD, children co-opted the anti-bullying activity and turned it 
around; using the anonymous Padlets designed for anti-bullying 
activities to call each other names. 

General class management can be problematic when working 
in schools and this is mitigated by having experienced researchers 
in the research team and the right level of teacher support: Par-
ticipants may be aware of the fact that researchers are not in a 
position of authority in relation to the school and use this to ex-
ert their own agency. With teens, the authority in a room can be 
very fragile. In one of the sessions from the Critical ChangeLab 
project where a teacher was not present, one participant left the 
class for a long period of time for undisclosed reasons, making it 
clear to the researchers that the researchers could not make them 
stay in the classroom. In certain situations, researchers can be at 
a loss as to what to do– in one instance, when using Virtual Real-
ity technology (HStories), one student seemed to have difficulties 
orienting themselves back to reality and appeared excited and over-
stimulated by the experience. The participant kept walking back 
and forth and repeating “how impressive” the experience was. This 
observation highlights the need for careful monitoring of partici-
pants and preparedness for unexpected reactions, particularly when 
implementing new, in this case immersive, technology in school 
contexts. 

Key findings: In cases like this, preparations such as checking 
that the activities will not introduce additional risk factors to poor 
behaviour and getting the right team with the right level of teacher 
support can help. Ultimately though, CCI researchers are faced with 
the difficult ethical decision of where to draw the line when deciding 
whether or not to intervene. Even if they choose to intervene, as 
researchers do not have direct authority over the participants, they 
rely on cooperating with the teachers to keep the sessions on track 
in cases of disruptive behaviour or otherwise unexpected situations. 

As such, it is up to the teachers, who also know the students and 
their backgrounds, to prioritize when to intervene. In some cases, 
researchers may even be frustrated by the teachers choosing not to 
intervene in perceived problematic situations, as described next. 

4.3.2 Insight 6: Negotiating Roles and Responsibilities Between Teach-
ers and Researchers. Our findings show that the division of roles 
between teachers, researchers, and facilitators requires careful ne-
gotiation both before and during project activities with children. 

During the study phase, the boundaries of responsibility become 
blurry. For instance, in the Critical ChangeLab project, which had 
researchers, facilitators (adults from a participating organisation 
who were not researchers), and teachers present in the sessions; in 
some cases, youth workers who were facilitating the session had 
to step in to manage sensitive emotional moments, such as when a 
participant became upset. Here, the facilitators’ training in handling 
challenging situations was invaluable, as researchers lacked the ex-
pertise to provide immediate support. In this instance, negotiations 
of roles was pre-planned– there were co-design sessions before the 
actual workshops with researchers and youth workers from the 
partner organizations. 

Other examples highlighted the limits of researcher authority 
and skills. For instance, in some cases not all children were equally 
engaged (FutuProta, TakeOver), and researchers faced dilemmas 
about whether to push for inclusion or focus on those more willing 
to participate. In some multilingual contexts, researchers had to 
rely heavily on assisting staff, but language barriers raised concerns 
about research validity when the lead researcher could not fully 
evaluate the interactions with children (FutuProta). Further compli-
cations arose when teachers stepped away from classrooms, leaving 
researchers to handle situations such as physical fights (FutuProta). 
Similarly, children’s spontaneous demands—such as using GoPros 
for unrelated filming tested researchers’ ability to maintain both 
order and trust. In one of the workshop sessions (FutuProta), we 
encountered a situation where a group of boisterous students began 
to misbehave, including the use of profane language and behaviours 
that disrupted the session’s activities. Initially, the research team 
attempted to manage the situation by redirecting attention to the ac-
tivity and reminding participants of the task at hand. However, this 
quickly proved challenging, as the disruptions affected the rhythm 
of the session and the overall atmosphere. The class teacher, who 
was present, intervened only when the behaviour had escalated 
considerably. 

Key findings: Reflecting on these incidents, it is evident that the 
roles of researcher and teacher are distinct. The primary responsi-
bility of the researcher is to engage participants, scaffold activities, 
and ensure that data collection proceeds in a respectful and in-
clusive manner. In comparison, the teacher holds the authority 
and familiarity with the students necessary to address disciplinary 
issues effectively. It is preferable to ensure all parties understand 
each other’s roles with pre-planning. When teachers step in earlier 
to establish behavioural boundaries, researchers are better able to 
concentrate on their facilitation role and maintain the session. 

4.3.3 Insight 7: Technological and Logistical Issues. Researchers 
conducting research with schools, children, and teachers often 
encounter technical challenges as these workshops unfold in the 
dynamic setting of homes, classrooms, or computer labs where 



CHI ’26, April 13–17, 2026, Barcelona, Spain Sharma et al. 2026 

disruptions are common. Even seemingly minor technology issues 
can affect the flow of activities. 

In most cases technical mishaps can be foreseen and good plan-
ning should reduce their occurrence. In one school we visited in 
India for the 6GSS project, the absence of an HDMI cable prevented 
researchers from showing visual material that was meant to prime 
and scaffold participants[69]. This technical gap not only disrupted 
the session plan but also impacted the quality of discussions and 
the depth of the designs (artworks) the children produced, as they 
were not adequately guided into the creative process. In such situa-
tions, improvisation becomes essential. In this example, the team 
returned the following day better prepared, not just with the neces-
sary technical equipment, but also with strategies to scaffold the 
design activities and ease participants into the workshop. In an-
other instance, just before the planned travel to India for 6GSS, the 
Nao robot malfunctioned and required technical maintenance by its 
parent company, which took several weeks, requiring researchers 
to use a different robot. In the ATG project, a home with no wifi 
proved complicated for iPad tasks; this was circumvented with a 
personal hotspot and indeed personal hotspots are often the saviour 
of researchers trying to navigate internet connectivity. 

Accounts can also be challenging to create; in YA and TakeOver, 
several participants had a difficult time setting up their accounts 
and laptops for a two-week summer job program to contribute to 
the workshop activities in the first session. In this case, participants 
were provided temporary login credentials to work in the univer-
sity’s IT environment, while they had their school laptops, and 
thus, had to manage and navigate two O365 environments at the 
same time. This was not an easy process and it took multiple trips 
to the IT help-desk, slowing down day-one activities for certain 
students. In the Critical ChangeLab project, participants uninten-
tionally turned off a video camera during their group interview 
activity, and had to repeat the activity again the next day when 
researchers found the recording to be interrupted. 

Key findings: As most technical mishaps can be foreseen it is 
important to focus on them in the planning stage as the more 
mundane practicalities can easily be overlooked. Getting accounts 
for children can be tedious, logging them in can prove very time-
consuming. Wifi cannot be relied upon in many situations, so a 
back up plan of downloaded content and / or personal hotspots is 
often essential. For every workshop, both technical preparedness 
and researchers’ sensitivity are crucial for ensuring that workshops 
remain meaningful and enjoyable while maintaining the session 
plans and activities schedule. Furthermore, several participants 
might require additional help in setting up their access to the tech-
nical devices or applications, which can also impact the timings 
and schedule, and what is possible in a session. 

4.4 Theme 4: Consent and Assent as a 
Continuous Process 

We reflected that consent and assent were typically not one-time 
events, but a process that continued before, during, and after the re-
search activities. In all our projects, initial permissions from adults 
allowed for children’s participation in the research activities, how-
ever children’s voices, parents’ roles, and schools’ responsibilities 

highlight that consent/assent should be revisited throughout the 
lifecycle of a research project. 

4.4.1 Insight 8: Child Assent and Dissent with Regards to Their Par-
ticipation and Data. Informed assent and inclusion are key concerns 
when it comes to ethical practices in CCI. Issues arise such as how 
researchers can share relevant information with children and how 
children’s contribution can be valued and shared respecting their 
privacy. Researchers must also be observant about how children 
show their assent and dissent during the research activities, and 
be prepared to handle situations when participants change their 
minds. 

In our projects, several initiatives were used to make assent 
child friendly. In the Critical ChangeLab project, accessible con-
sent/assent processes were developed. Researchers designed a comic 
strip to share the projects goals and agendas, expected outcomes, 
and participant rights and used youth-made videos to explain con-
sent/assent. With small children in YoungRM, assent was facilitated 
in the design of the activities as the children were too young to 
understand – the activities all allowed children to wander off and 
do something else if they wanted to. There are complications when 
assent and consent don’t align that need careful navigation. In the 
TakeOver project, we encountered a situation where a child first 
verbally indicated willingness to participate, but then repeatedly 
failed to return a signed consent form that they claimed had been 
signed by their legal guardian. As the research progressed, they 
eventually became visibly uncomfortable when asked about this, so 
we stopped asking and did not collect any data from this participant 
or their group. This reveals how children may be caught between 
balancing parental authority, researcher expectations, and their 
own wishes. 

Reminding children that assent is not static needs to be de-
signed into the study with an active focus on providing children 
the means to assent and dissent. When recording audio or video 
(MAD, TakeOver, PAIZ, and 6GSS), we intentionally announce the 
starting of video and audio recordings, giving the participants a 
chance to decide in situ, if they want to be recorded or not and 
place video cameras in such a way that only half the classroom is 
recorded. We should also be prepared for children to change their 
minds. In Critical ChangeLab, for instance, a child who had not 
assented at first later wanted to join fully, showing that children’s 
agency evolves over time. It is also crucial to protect participant 
privacy while valuing their contribution. For example, when partic-
ipants’ work on sensitive topics, such as racism and bullying, was 
planned for an exhibition (Critical ChangeLab), we had to reflect on 
issues of privacy, recognition, and possible long-term consequences 
for participants. It was decided only to show the school’s name, a 
decision we believe balanced visibility with protection, while still 
valuing the children’s contributions. 

Key findings: We have learned that it is not enough to collect 
forms; children’s wishes regarding their participation in research 
must be prioritized with child friendly assent mechanisms, and even 
if parents have provided their consent for their children’s partic-
ipation, children need to be given the means and opportunities to 
assent and dissent. We emphasise here that it is crucial to ensure 
children understand they have agency to withdraw from research, 
and that we as researchers need to also be observant of dissent. 
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With regards to participation; privacy vs. recognition also requires 
attention and we need to protect participant privacy even while 
wanting them to be recognised for their work. Ongoing discussions 
about e.g., data ownership, sharing data, or opening it, and using 
AI tools for transcription or analysis exemplify that consent/assent 
remains relevant long after data collection has ended (discussed in 
section 4.5). 

4.4.2 Insight 9: Permissions and Consent from Adults - Parents, 
Guardians, School Principals, and IRB Processes. Sending consent 
forms to parents is not without its own challenges. From selecting 
paper, online, or email based solutions to contacting parents, who 
might be too busy to respond, to collecting consent only from school 
principals. 

While some parents still prefer printed forms, strategies like 
shifting towards digital consent forms, preparing translations in 
different languages, and explaining and reminding teachers about 
the importance of the forms before starting any sessions, moves 
us closer to making participation both inclusive and transparent. 
While practical solutions such as using digital consent forms can 
make it easier for parents to give permission, we realised through 
our reflections, that this may also reduce the pressure on children 
to mediate between researchers and parents (TakeOver, FutuProta). 
In HStories, teachers who were unfamiliar with the practicalities of 
research were handling the consent process. This resulted in incon-
sistent parental involvement and few signed consent forms being 
received. These experiences highlight the importance of recognis-
ing teachers as gatekeepers who themselves also need support and 
guidance. 

In some cases, it can be challenging for teachers to reach out to 
parents to explain the research consent process and ask for signed 
permission slips. In our work in India (PAIZ, 6GSS), we follow a top-
down approach for permission to work with a school, explaining 
the project to district level administrators through our local Indian 
collaborators. These administrators then decide which school we 
can work with, without sharing the basis of their decision. We then 
contact the school’s principal and share the project information 
again, this time asking for signed permission from them. Thus, 
informed consent is collected from the school’s principal, and the 
process of sending home consent forms is skipped due to varying 
levels of parental literacy. 

An interesting observation was made about IRB processes, which 
differ considerably across different countries. Local laws and regu-
lations around data privacy might also vary across regions. Navi-
gating these differences is challenging and so it is something that 
should be checked early especially if different IRBs need differently 
designed consent processes for the adults. We did note that IRBs 
tend to not enquire about children’s assent and assume, in most 
cases, that all legalities are covered by a parent’s signature. 

Key findings: Overall, our experiences show that seeing consent 
and assent as a continuous process creates more respectful and fair 
relationships between researchers, children, parents, and schools. 
It moves the focus from only following rules to also caring for 
participants: listening to their voices, protecting their rights, valuing 
their contributions during and after the research, and ensuring 
inclusion. We should strive to make informed consent from parents 
and care givers as transparent and easy as possible while recognising 

the very important role that teachers play as gatekeepers. While in 
some cases it might be difficult to obtain parental consent, we 
believe that to deny children participation, because of their parents’ 
diverse levels of literacy, further propagates exclusion of those 
already more vulnerable and marginalised. 

4.5 Theme 5: Data Sharing, Reporting, and 
Ownership During and After the Project 

Across all of our projects, the questions of who owns data, how can 
it be shared, and what can be reported to different audiences have 
been a recurring ethical tension. The CCE Framework encourages 
transparency, reciprocity, and respect for children’s contributions 
(phase seven), yet we repeatedly encountered moments where these 
values conflicted with institutional demands, logistical barriers, or 
practical constraints. 

4.5.1 Insight 10: What to Report, to Whom, When and How. This 
relates to the uncertainties surrounding the reporting of findings 
to stakeholders. As a lot of different stakeholders are involved in 
our projects: children, teachers, schools, collaborators, civil service 
organizations, funding agencies, and research communities, the 
findings from our studies relate differently to all these stakeholders 
because of different goals and expectations. Furthermore, it can be 
challenging to give credit and recognition to the participants while 
respecting their privacy, when reporting and sharing findings and 
insights with larger audiences. 

Children may value hearing how their ideas influence design 
directions, whereas schools and teachers often expect outcomes 
framed around educational values and learning goals, and funding 
agencies focus on project-wide deliverables. In some cases, the 
opportunity to report back to children is missed altogether. In the 
PAIZ project, for instance, outcomes could not be shared with the 
participating Japanese children because by the time of our return 
visit, they had graduated to high school, moreover the schools were 
closed for Golden Week. This highlights a structural challenge: 
research timelines rarely align neatly with children’s schooling 
cycles. While researchers see value in closing the loop with children, 
school transitions and scheduling conflicts can prevent feedback 
from reaching the very participants whose voices shaped the work. 

Deciding which findings to highlight, and in what language or 
format, is often a matter of negotiation. At times, this may lead 
to delayed or partial reporting, as researchers need to balance the 
needs of each group without compromising confidentiality or over 
promising impact. One approach is to provide a public dissemina-
tion of a project to a place where the participating children will 
see it; for example researchers can showcase students outputs and 
insights in a school exhibition or collaborate with other civil service 
organizations to share children’s work, as we did in Critical Change-
Lab. This can be useful when children participate anonymously to 
a project like they did in YoungRM. 

Children, teachers, schools, and cities all contribute significantly 
to our projects, yet naming them publicly may expose them to risks, 
misrepresentation, or unwanted visibility. While media consent 
forms provide a formal mechanism to obtain permissions, each 
case still required careful consideration of when recognition is cel-
ebratory and when it might unintentionally bring harm. Similarly, 
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determining who “owns” the ideas generated in participatory de-
sign activities remains unresolved: are these children’s ideas, school 
community outputs, or collective research artefacts? In YoungRM, 
we asked children what we should do with their ideas and had 
a conversation about where any profit from the ideas might go– 
whilst an unconventional conversation, it did forefront the notion 
of ownership of ideas for children. 

Key findings: Given the multitude of stakeholders involved in 
a project, it is no surprise that there can be conflicting expectations 
on how to share and report the research data and findings and 
insights, while maintaining participant privacy and confidentially 
but still giving credit and attribution for participants’ work and 
ideas. Even with participants’ assent to share project outcomes, 
what this means in practice and how it impacts participants, needs 
to be cautiously determined and handled on a case by case basis. 
Where it is hard to know how to report back to children, a public 
dissemination might be a solution. 

4.5.2 Insight 11: Who Owns the Data. While working on projects 
involving multiple stakeholders, ownership and copyright of project 
outcomes presented another layer of complexity. This also impacts 
the decisions regarding how data is shared and reported to larger 
audiences, which was discussed above. 

In our experience, some funding agencies require copyright of 
all materials produced in projects while commercial partners might 
want some data restricted. This also clashes with the reality that 
some outcomes such as curricular material produced by partnering 
institution in another country can not ethically or legally be claimed 
by the project or its funders. The situation is further complicated 
in multi-country collaborations, such as in the PAIZ project, where 
ethics and reporting requirements varied across institutions and 
countries, often creating delays of several months. These negotia-
tions revealed not only bureaucratic frictions but also deeper ethical 
questions about whose rules matter, and how to navigate power im-
balances between institutions, local schools, and child-participants. 

While open science practices encourage sharing raw data, meta-
data, or process data, doing so in child-centred projects raises unre-
solved concerns about what traces remain, how securely the data 
is stored, and whether children and their guardians fully under-
stand these risks. One way of going about this that we follow in 
our projects is agreeing beforehand on the terms of sharing and 
analysing data with the multiple stakeholders. So that even when 
we have to share data, for example, for reporting or joint publica-
tions, we blur the faces of the participants and use pseudonyms for 
them. 

The CCE Framework reminds us that children’s contributions 
deserve recognition, yet academic and funding systems are not well 
equipped to honour such shared ownership. For example, to give 
credit where it is due but at the same time not expose the partici-
pants’ identity; while exhibiting participants’ ideas and inputs from 
Critical ChangeLab we did not mention their names but just the 
name of the school and the class to make sure that they feel that 
their work is valued and take pride in what they have accomplished. 

Another concern is that the growing use of AI tools for transcrip-
tion, note-taking, and analysis has introduced uncertainty. How 
do we evaluate the safety and ethics of emerging tools and how 

do we communicate these risks to participants in ways that are 
comprehensible and empowering? 

Key findings: Together, these challenges underline that ques-
tions of data ownership reporting, and sharing cannot be addressed 
through a single policy or guideline. They are situational, nego-
tiated, and often unresolved, requiring ongoing reflection and di-
alogue across multiple stakeholders, who often times might be 
situated in different countries. By foregrounding children’s per-
spectives and rights within these negotiations, we are pushed to 
critically examine the infrastructures– academic, institutional, and 
technological –that shape what is possible, and to imagine more 
ethical ways of sharing knowledge and credit in child-centred re-
search. 

5 Extending the Child-Centred Ethics (CCE) 
Framework 

In this section, we present our extension of the CCE Framework 
(CCE v2) as shown in Figure 1, based on our analysis presented in 
the findings (summarised in Table 2). We present our extensions to 
the CCE Framework phase by phase. Figure 1 shows the different 
stages of research (‘When’) on the left side and for each phase 
the associated ethical concerns (‘Concerns’). Concerns regarding 
children are in oval boxes (with rounded corners) and for adults 
in rectangular boxes (with sharp corners). Grey outlining shows 
aspects from the original CCE Framework while black outlining 
show our new additions. To align with the construction of the 
original CCE Framework, we pose relevant reflective questions for 
each of the new concerns we identify. 

5.1 Phase 1: Pre-Planning (Before IRB) 
The CCE Framework highlights concerns of inclusion, diversity, 
harm, skills and training, and data as key to pre-planning any 
project with children [4, 10, 13, 56, 58, 60, 76, 77]. Our findings 
reveal similar concerns in addition to the importance of adult stake-
holders (teachers, school staff, city administrators) as those who 
influence inclusion and diversity of children by deciding on, or 
volunteering, children for research projects. Adding to the ques-
tions in the original CCE Framework, we ask Is it appropriate to 
recruit this teacher’s class or this school? (inclusion) and Do we have 
access to / can we work with a different teacher or school? (diversity). 
We ask (adult) researchers to consider already in this phase the dif-
ferences in IRB processes between local ethical guidelines between 
different (participating) countries. We introduce a new concern for 
adult stakeholders - collaboration. For this we ask, Do different 
project partners have differing IRB requirements? 

We also highlight negotiation as a concern - Are the roles and 
responsibilities of the diverse adult stakeholders agreed on and clari-
fied? With a focus on children, we highlight two further concerns; 
the first is to explicitly include pre-planning of reporting back to 
children, as in our experience, and as detailed in the paper on re-
porting back this should be planned at the outset [61]. We ask, How 
and when can we report back to the children? Where will this group 
of children be in a year, two years, three years from now? We also 
encourage reflecting on the changes brought about by emerging 
technologies with regard to how we collect and analyse data, asking 
will the use of AI tools compromise children’s privacy? The use of 
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Table 2: This table summarizes the five themes and eleven insights from our thematic analysis. It then connects the insights to 
the proposed concerns and the different phases of the CCE Framework. 

Insights Concerns CCE Phases 
Theme 1: Impacts beyond the project 

#1 Impacts on participating children and their (children) Connect, Inspire; Impact beyond project parents, teachers, and the school community (adults) Public Dissemination. 
(children) Connect, Inspire; 

#2 Impacts to society and the future (adults) Public Dissemination, Impact beyond project 
Curriculum. 

Theme 2: Adapting to abilities, interests, agendas for teachers and children 
#3 Adapting research work with teachers’ and (adults) Communication, Activities, Planning school’s teaching curriculum and agendas Flexibility, Champions. 
#4 Adapting research work with children’s (children) Access; Planning 
interests and abilities (children) Co-researchers. During analysis & write-up 

Theme 3: Navigating difficult situations and improvising in Situ 
(children) Harm, Boundaries, During study 
AI tools; Pre-planning #5 Participants pushing boundaries (adults) Interventions, During study 
Reflections. Immediately after study 

#6 Negotiating roles and responsibilities (adults) Collaboration, Negotiations. Pre-Planning between teachers and researchers 
#7 Technological and Logistical Issues (adults) Technical. Planning 

Theme 4: Consent and assent as a continuous process 
#8 Child assent and dissent with regards (children) Dissent, Transparency. Pre-study to their participation and data 
#9 Permissions and consent from adults- parents, (adults) Consent. Pre-study guardians, school principals, and IRB processes. 

Theme 5: Data sharing, reporting, and ownership during and after the projects 
(adult) Public dissemination, Impact beyond project, #10 What to report to whom and when and how? Opening data. Results known. 
(children) Reporting, AI tools; Pre-planning, #11 Who owns the data? (adults) Ownership. Results known. 

AI tools in research is still an evolving concern with universities 
and other organisations creating their own policies and guidelines, 
which must be followed, in addition to understanding how these 
tools utilise the data they are given and what possible privacy issues 
might arise. 

5.2 Phase 2: Planning (Beginning IRB Process) 
The CCE Framework lists concerns regarding informing, communi-
cating, meeting children’s values, matching activities, and avoiding 
failures [19, 46, 64, 76, 83, 84]. Focusing on teachers and other adult 
stakeholders, we emphasise concerns around communication dur-
ing the development of activities suggesting co-design sessions with 
teachers to ensure workshops meet the schools’ curricular needs 
and children’s learning goals. This open communication helps build 
a rapport with teachers and schools, who could then possibly cham-
pion our research by inviting us to their schools. We can ask How, 
in this project, can we better involve teachers? We highlight flexibil-
ity as it pertains to the adults. Being flexible to children’s needs is 
already in the CCE Framework but looking to the teachers’ needs 
requires a different approach. Are we able to adjust our plan if the 
class has to finish early or if the teacher needs to administer a test? 
We also bring the concern of activities into this phase; activities 

may need to be adapted to fit the school and teachers’ curriculum 
as well as the needs of the children. Participation and inclusion of 
children are the heart of the CCI research; one barrier to inclusion 
that should be highlighted is that of children’s access to technical 
content and tools within the classroom environment. We ask What 
technology is needed? What connectivity is needed? 

5.3 Phase 3: Pre-study (Just Before) 
Although achieving meaningful and informed assent from children 
remains difficult, the CCE Framework offers helpful recommen-
dations on consent and assent processes [15, 21, 58, 83, 84]. We 
expand on these by highlighting the need for transparency in 
consent/assent practices and deeper reflection on dissent. These 
two concerns suggest that we strive for more child friendly assent 
mechanisms and ensure children are given the means and opportu-
nities to assent and dissent. It is important to ask Can we design in 
dissent opportunities for children? and to query if our team knows 
how to recognise signs of a child wishing to dissent? For adult stake-
holders, we foreground the very complex concern about the way 
their consent practices operate. Here we ask Is it appropriate for a 
school to gather consent on our behalf? and to consider the impact 
on a child with a parent who has not signed the requisite forms. 
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Figure 1: Visual Representation of Updated (V2) CCE Framework 

5.4 Phase 4: During the Study 
In our work, we reflected on how working with children and young 
people can be tricky and that researchers can find themselves in 
difficult and unexpected situations. Thus, we propose setting so-
cial and behavioural boundaries, which adult facilitators agree 
on and ensure there are appropriate and timely interventions. 
Some of these interventions might need to be negotiated during 
the pre-planning phase. We ask Who and how do we intervene when 
participants push boundaries? We also aim to encourage researchers 
to consider whether their activities and/or technologies could in-
troduce risks or harms and create unintended opportunities for 
frivolous behaviour or leave participants overstimulated. We ask, 
What activities might create situations where participants might be-
come disruptive? and How do we ensure that other adult facilitators 
are aware when an intervention is needed? 

5.5 Phases 5 and 6: Immediately and Soon After 
the Study 

As the CCE Framework already indicates, reflections immediately 
after the study are crucial to document and understand what went 
right or wrong, and how to do better next time [63, 67, 79]. We 
emphasize that this reflection is also a concern for the adult gate-
keepers and propose that researchers collaborate with them to 
review project activities, documenting experiences, challenges, and 
successful practices for future reference asking– How were the ses-
sions and what lessons can be learned? 
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5.6 Phase 7: During Analysis and Write-up 
The CCE Framework aligns with the broader goal of maximiz-
ing participation [27], including the inclusion of children as co-
researchers. While the framework advocates for children’s in-
volvement during pre-planning, it also encourages incorporating 
their skills and voices during the reporting and paper writing stage. 
We imagine a future relationship where the paper writing process 
is a dialogue between researchers and participants– Can we include 
children in the analysis and writing up stage? 

5.7 Phase 8: When Results Are Known 
While it is essential to consider children’s agency and privacy when 
reporting results to them or in other venues, as noted in the CCE 
Framework [61, 76, 88]; we also urge considering what is reported 
to the different adult stakeholders. We draw attention to issues 
surrounding data ownership and how it is later used, especially 
concerning its openness and accessibility. These challenges can-
not be addressed through a single policy or guideline, they are situa-
tional, negotiated, and often unresolved, requiring dialogues across 
multiple stakeholders, sometimes across countries. By foreground-
ing children’s perspectives and rights within these negotiations, 
we must examine the infrastructures– academic, institutional, and 
technological –that shape what is possible, and imagine more ethi-
cal ways of sharing knowledge and credit in child-centred research. 
We ask How can we preserve the privacy and rights of children with 
multiple agencies owning rights to our collected data? 

5.8 Phase 9: Impact Beyond the Project 
We propose this phase as a new addition to the CCE Framework. 
Although we may aspire to achieve significant, transformative im-
pacts, these are difficult to realise and even harder to control. As 
our project nears completion, our responsibility is to maximize its 
impact and ensure that children’s participation extends beyond 
academic publications. In this phase, we raise four concerns, two 
focused on the impact we have on the children and youth that we 
work with; two more facing externally to our other stakeholders. 
We have a role to inspire the young people we work with to be-
come inquisitive, critical, creative, constructive people– much of 
our STEM work has this as a central theme but in raising this con-
cern into the framework we ask the question What specific actions 
can we take to inspire the youngsters we have worked with to build on 
our findings and activities? We also want to use our project results 
to connect with the participants; and to connect them with the 
wider public and with science in a more general sense. We ask, 
as our project closes– How can we maintain connections with our 
participant groups? 

One activity that is often hoped for, but frequently overlooked, is 
public dissemination. Just as the CCE Framework emphasizes en-
suring children are informed about the findings, the same principle 
should apply to the general public. We argue that public dissemina-
tion, given its ability to drive impact, deserves explicit acknowledg-
ment as a key consideration in the framework. We need to ask Who 
in the wider public may be interested in this project and how do we 
reach them? With much of our work being based around schools 
and learning, we need to consider how our projects can be scaled– 
one way to do this is to be informed about different curricula 

and to share our work broadly. It is often a country-specific issue 
how to create lasting impact with our research. In the circularity 
of planning for and drawing out impact, we stress that– back in 
phase 1– researchers ponder the impact of their work, while asking 
What research should I do? considering the dynamics of inclusion 
and exclusion [33]. 

6 Implications for CCI Research 
Guided and inspired by the CCE Framework [59], we critically re-
flected on our experiences in twelve CCI projects with children 
in Finland, the UK, India, Japan, and the USA. Our work expands 
the CCE Framework by adding new concerns in multiple existing 
phases, introducing adult stakeholders to the discourse and propos-
ing a new phase; impact beyond the project, to consider the impacts 
of a project on children, teachers, schools, and even national level 
curriculums, months or years after it ends. 

Our work underscores the value of reflection as an approach 
in studying the significance of micro and everyday ethics in CCI 
[23, 78, 83]; our analysis makes visible how ethical issues, decisions, 
and judgements are emerging in situ, entwined with everyday 
practices, without explicit focus on ethics and without clear cut 
instructions on how to deal with ethical challenges as they arise. Our 
reflection reaffirms the nature of the CCE Framework [59] as a living 
document that can benefit from further extension from a broad and 
varied range of perspectives. Hence, we welcome additional in situ 
observations from CCI researchers and practitioners working with 
children and dealing with everyday micro ethics in the wild. 

Our second main contribution concerns the practical enhance-
ments to the CCE Framework [59] through our everyday obser-
vations. We contribute particularly through shedding additional 
light on the significance of various adult stakeholder groups and on 
longer-term impacts in terms of ethics. Whilst the important role of 
adults in CCI has been already pointed out both in PD [17] and gen-
eral CCI [14, 50, 62, 68, 89]; CCI researchers have seldom reported 
on their role concerning practical ethics. Additionally, whilst CCI 
research has shown interest in ensuring children have real-world 
impacts in PD projects [34, 36, 37, 63, 64, 68], our updated CCE 
Framework clarifies impact as something that should be intentional 
and planned. 

Our findings on adult actors and longer-term impacts interlinks 
with literature on infrastructuring (see e.g., [7]). Inspired by that 
literature, we argue we extend the CCE Framework regarding its 
horizontal and temporal reach, identifying networks of actors and 
longer timespan involved in CCI ethics. So far, the broad horizontal 
and temporal reach of doing ethics, i.e., addressing ethics in infras-
tructuring, has not been properly addressed in CCI research and 
we argue that this is an import area for future exploration. 

7 Conclusion 
In this paper we have reflected on our own research experiences 
to surface insights and themes that we believe can be useful to 
others conducting similar work with children. We extended the 
initial CCE Framework [59] by adding adults as stakeholders, and 
a new phase on impact beyond the project, as well as identifying 
additional concerns and questions. Our reflective method has shown 
that many of the good practices highlighted in the literature and in 
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the initial CCE framework were clearly embedded in the projects 
considered, and, with a lengthy span of time, it is clear that some 
ethics practices have evolved and given us nuanced insights. In 
selecting research projects to analyse we chose a diverse range 
in terms of context, population, and period to allow for deep and 
complex understandings. We encourage others to adopt our method 
and practice to continually strive to conduct research with children 
and young people that is well planned, meaningful and safe. 

We acknowledge the limitations of our work; we have explored 
challenges and concerns related to child-centred ethics in CCI using 
a repertoire of our own projects. The projects chosen, while short 
and long term and with diverse ages and locations, all roughly 
align with a European tradition of participation and necessarily 
reflect the ideologies of the authors. Our list included representative 
projects in traditional user research, in non-European venues and 
with different languages and cultures but clearly we could have 
sought a more diverse set of projects although space in a paper 
such as this would have prevented that for this style of venue. We 
also acknowledge that our work was shaped by the initial CCE 
Framework and choosing, for example, a difference lens may have 
underneath different insights. 

The context of our work rapidly changes with, for example, the 
expansion of AI systems and the impact of global crises we are fac-
ing across the world. In response we aim to continue extending the 
CCE Framework especially by inviting researchers with more di-
versity, and those working in currently under-represented contexts. 
Our analysis already pointed out the significance of linguistic and 
cultural issues for CCI ethics and while many authors in HCI point 
to the need for translation and cultural adaptation of our practices 
and tools to diverse settings around the globe (see e.g., [71, 74, 80]), 
we want to highlight this in our future work. Our revisions to the 
framework will be published online at https://interact.oulu.fi/cce 
as a living document and we invite researchers and practitioners to 
comment and contribute to it. 
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Table 3: CCE Framework 

When Refs. Concerns Questions to Ask Tools (T) and Ideas (I) 

Pre- [13, 76] The value of Inclusion Is it appropriate to include children in this work? Group meeting (I) 
Planning of children. 
(before [65, 81] Diversity of children in Can a broader selection of children be included? Collaborations (I) 
IRB) HCI research. Can Public engagement be used? Choices outside IRB (I) 

[10, 56] Technology and harm / Is it appropriate at this time and with these children? Adult review (I) 
appropriateness. 

[77] Skills and training of par- Do the intended adults have the requisite skills? Skill audit (I), Courses (I) 
ticipating adults. 

[4, 58, 60] Minimal and appropriate How much personal data is needed? Analysis review (I) 
data collection. Can children be included in the design of data collection? Pilot (I) 

Planning [61] Informing children of How and when will we report back to children? Reporting back checklist 
(beginning outcomes. (T) 
IRB Communicating Will children understand what participation involves? CHECk toolkit (T) 
process) [19, 64, 84] 

research. Will children understand what is expected of them? Check with teachers (I) 
[83] Meeting children’s val- Can children’s values be sought and included? Visit children (I) 

ues. 
[76] Matching activities to Can we discern the different needs of children and design Talk to adults (I) 

abilities. activities for them? 
[46] Avoiding failure. What flexibility is there in the activity design? Back up plan (I) 

Pre-study Informed assent. Can we teach about research data? Games (I) [21, 58, 83] (just Can children understand what they are participating in Child friendly info packs 
before) and why? (I) 

Will they understand the technology or technical lan- Check with adults (I) 
guage? 

[15, 84] Capturing children’s What are the children’s values in relation to this research? Ethical Canvas (T) 
values. 

During [41, 49, 58, Participation and Inclu- Can children participate even without adult consent? Design activities in for 
Study 79, 83] sion. such situations (I) 

How are children aware participation is optional? Active dissent (I) 
Immediately [79] Critical Reflection to Did anything go wrong? Maintain event log sheets 
After Learn. (I), Debrief (I) 
Study [79] Validity of consent / as- Do children still consent after participating? Assent form (I) 

sent given earlier. 
Soon After [67] Learning lessons and doc- Was the study a success? Critical reflection (I) 
Study umenting failures. 

[63] Value to children. Did all children contribute effectively? TRAck (T) 
During [21, 49, 57] Attribution of children’s Can paper show a clear line from child contribution to Ideas (T), Video analysis 
analysis contributions. results? process (I) 
and write How can children associate with the paper? Consider naming school 
up or similar (I) 

[83] Integrity of publication. What ethical aspects should be reported? Use IDC statement (I) 
When [61, 76, 88] Reporting back. What can we tell the children? Reporting Back Checklist 
results are (T), Video (T) 
known [41] Privacy. Is there any residual data needing removing? Delete (I) 

[54, 90] Enhanced Agency. Can children help disseminate? Town Hall (I), child de-
signed dissemination (I) 
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