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Abstract. This workshop will explore and discuss geopolitical issues in Human 
Computer Interaction (HCI) as a field of knowledge and practice. These issues 
are mainly seen at two levels: (1) on discourses surrounding motivations and 
value of HCI as a sociotechnical field, and (2) on discourses surrounding con-
cepts of HCI diffusion, maturity and diversity as articulated by global and local 
knowledge networks. Since the beginning of HCI, discussions of democracy have 
been around. It may even be fair to say that the key notion of usability aims to 
support the citizens of a democratic society. Obviously, exactly how HCI should 
do this remains open for discussion. HCI has several roots deep in military needs 
from the world wars of the 20th century. It was also born out of the sociotechnical 
traditions with its emancipatory ambitions, aiming at creating conditions for sup-
porting human agency that facilitates the realization of people’s needs and poten-
tial. There´s an inherent contradiction between these traditions. Thus, we’re in-
terested in exploring the following question: how to reconcile such diverse dis-
courses as military power and emancipatory ambitions in a geopolitical analysis 
of HCI research and associated discourses? Moreover, the diffusion of HCI as 
field of knowledge and practice is dominated by political and post-colonial dis-
courses that pervade local and global knowledge networks shaping what is con-
sidered useful and relevant research and practice. In this workshop we understand 
these issues as geopolitical in nature and aim to trace the cultural and sociotech-
nical dynamics that construct the field of HCI. 
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1 Introduction 

This workshop will explore and discuss geopolitical issues in Human Computer Inter-
action as a field of knowledge and practice. These issues are mainly seen at two levels: 
(1) on discourses surrounding motivations and value of HCI as a sociotechnical field; 
(2) on discourses surrounding concepts of HCI diffusion, maturity and diversity as ar-
ticulated by global and local knowledge networks.  

Since the beginning of HCI, discussions of democracy have been around, e.g. [1, 2]. 
It may even be fair to say that the key notion of usability aims to support the citizens of 
a democratic society or one that could be co-designed by its citizens. Originally, usa-
bility and the larger field of HCI was conceived for western democracies. Acknowledg-
ing that the meaning of emancipatory sociotechnical HCI depends on our ideas about 
the ideal society, models of democracy and participation becomes important. A review 
of studies of HCI and policy recapped basic models of democracy found in the literature 
[3]. Their models of democracy included a deliberative democracy, which is a system 
of governance that uses arguments in discussions until consensus is reached (Denmark 
may be an example); a Marxist system of governance that sees decision-making on 
policy as related to the economic system (China may be an example); and a cosmopol-
itan democracy [4] system of governance that highlights citizens’, no matter their  ge-
ographical location, rights to political participation in global affairs (UN may be an 
example). For HCI design approaches, the government system in its wider societal con-
text is thus both a context for design and the ultimate end-goal of the design activities. 
HCI is both shaped by and may contribute to design of particular Marxist, deliberate, 
and cosmopolitan systems of governance. Policy makers and researchers may therefore 
benefit from knowing about and considering sociotechnical HCI approaches when they 
study and perform “democracy”.   

Obviously, exactly how HCI should shape and is shaped by these and other models 
of democracy and governance remains open for discussion. The influence of different 
models can be seen in the fact that HCI has several roots deep in military needs from 
the world wars of the 20th century [5], but it was also born out of the sociotechnical 
traditions with its emancipatory ambitions, that is, creating conditions for human work-
ers, managers, etc. that facilitate the realization of their needs and potential [4, 5]. In 
addition, the tension between the focus on the individual and on the social dimensions 
surrounding interaction is inherent in critical analyses of HCI, e.g.[6, 7]. How military 
power and emancipatory ambitions are related in a geopolitical analysis of HCI re-
search? How do these ambitions influence or are influenced by globalization and eco-
nomic development? How does the inherent tensions operate within the field? These 
are all tensions of geopolitical nature as they are underpinned by contrasting models of 
democracy and governance. 

Moreover, the diffusion of HCI as field of knowledge and practice is dominated by 
political and post-colonial discourses that pervade local indigenous and global 
knowledge networks shaping what is considered useful and relevant research and 
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practice [8, 9]. The post-colonial analyses of HCI diffusion are fundamentally framed 
as set of intercultural and potentially uneven power relations in these ‘design’ situations 
of encounters [8]. However, there is also a need to focus on local and indigenous HCI 
concepts and methods [9] that are often invisible to professional and academic spaces 
of knowledge exchange [10]. The potential contribution of explicitly local or indige-
nous perspectives, approaches, and experiences with HCI tends to remain unknown, 
e.g. [11]. 

Last but not least, there are attempts to understand HCI maturity and diversity levels 
through origins, frequencies and levels of participation in conferences such as CHI or 
CSCW, e.g. [12]; through organizational adoption, e.g. [13, 14] or through regional 
institutionalizing efforts, e.g. [15]. The problem we identified is that HCI’s maturity 
and diversity are placed on a continuum where western models of value, quality and 
participation reinforce political configurations of exclusion and inclusion, which regu-
late human and knowledge mobility in the field. Thus, limiting its potential to integrate 
other views, forms of being, living and understanding the world and the field itself.  

 

2 Workshop Objectives 

In	this	workshop	we	understand	the	above	issues	as	geopolitical	in	nature	and	aim	
to	trace	the	cultural	and	political	dynamics	that	construct	the	field	of	HCI.	More	
concretely,	we	will	pursue	the	following	objectives:	

• To help develop a frame of understanding of geopolitical issues in HCI. 
• To collect examples and experiences that show political discourses shaping HCI’s 

motivations and values. 
• To collect examples and experiences of HCI diffusion, maturity and diversity as ar-

ticulated by global and local knowledge networks. 
• To formulate a research agenda for future work on geopolitical research on HCI. 

3 Expected Outcomes 

The workshop will produce a research agenda for studying geopolitical issues through 
a HCI lens, and how best to understand and analyze them. The aim with this research 
agenda is to stimulate further research interest and provide direction for critical research 
on HCI. In addition, extended versions of the workshop papers will be published by 
Springer in the LNCS series as a volume collecting papers from the INTERACT2021 
workshops. 

4 Target Audience 

The target audience for this workshop includes researchers and practitioners working 
on topics related to HCI diffusion, education, capacity building, and social studies of 
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science and technology and critical research on HCI. Early-stage researchers and PhD 
students are also encouraged to submit work-in-progress papers. 

5 Organizing Committee 

The	workshop	is	organized	by	IFIP	TC13	WG13.8	–	Interaction	Design	for	Inter-
national	Development. The organizers are: 

José Abdelnour Nocera is Associate Professor in Sociotechnical Design and Head 
of the Sociotechnical Centre for Innovation and User Experience at the University of 
West London. He is the current Chair for IFIP	TC13	WG13.8		and	the British Computer 
Society Sociotechnical Specialist Group. His interests lie in the sociotechnical and cul-
tural aspects of systems design, development and use. 

Torkil Clemmensen is professor at the Department of Digitalization, Copenhagen 
Business School, Denmark. His research interest is in psychology as a science of de-
sign. His research focuses on cultural and psychological perspectives on usability, user 
experience, and the digitalization of work. He contributes to Human-Computer Inter-
action, Design, and Information Systems. He is a vice-chair of IFIP TC13 WG8. 

Anirudha Joshi is professor in the interaction design stream in the IDC School of 
Design. He works in the area that can be described as “Interaction Design for Indian 
Needs”, which aims to solve some age-old problems by leveraging new technologies. 
Anirudha has worked in diverse domains including healthcare, literacy, Indian language 
text input, banking, education, and accessibility. 

Zhengjie Liu, Professor at Dalian Maritime University, China, has been working in 
HCI since 1989. He founded the Sino European Usability Center in 2000 as the first 
research center dedicated to usability in China. He is a co-founder of SIGCHI China 
and CCF TC-HCI. He is awardee of ACM SIGCHI Lifetime Achievement in Service 
Award (2017) and IFIP TC13 Pioneers Award (2013). 

Judy van Biljon holds the National Research Foundation’s Chair in Information and 
Communication for Development (ICT4D) hosted by the School of Computing at the 
University of South Africa (Unisa). She has contributed to the body of academic 
knowledge by publishing on Human-Computer Interaction evaluation and interaction 
design for marginalised groups, technology adoption, and sustainability in digital learn-
ing for resource-constrained environments. She serves as Associate Editor of Infor-
mation Technology for Development and as a Senior Editor of the Electronic Journal 
of Information Systems in Developing Countries. 

Xiangang Qin is currently a lecturer in the School of Digital Media and Design Arts 
at Beijing University of Posts &Telecommunications. Prior to current job, Xiangang 
Qin used to work in the Department of Digitization at Copenhagen Busi-ness School as 
postdoctoral and international incoming fellowship, Lenovo, China Mobile and Sie-
mens. His research interests include issues of UX in context-aware systems, UX meas-
urement and culturability issue of HCI. 

Isabela Gasparini received her Ph.D. degree from the Federal University of Rio 
Grande do Sul (UFRGS - Brazil) with a sandwich period at TELECOM Sud Paris 
(France). She is currently an Associate Professor at the Santa Catarina State University 
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(UDESC), where she is involved in Human-Computer Interaction and Technology-En-
hanced Learning fields, with a special interest in adaptive e-learning systems, gamifi-
cation, learning analytics, recommender systems, infoviz, and cultural issues. She is the 
editor-in-chief of the Brazilian Journal of Computers in Education (2019-2021), and 
the coordinator of the Special Human-Computer Interaction committee of the Brazilian 
Computer Society. 

Leonardo Parra-Agudelo is a part of the team that constitutes the school of Archi-
tecture and Design at Universidad de los Andes (Bogota, Colombia). Leonardo finished 
a PhD in urban matters and social transformation at QUT, holds an MFA in design and 
technology from Parsons the New School for Design, studied design in Colombia, and 
is also a certified motorbike technician and everything-two-wheel rider. He believes in 
in-disciplinary and disobedient research and creative practice, and explores how to blur 
disciplinary boundaries, through care-full interactions. 
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Workshop Organization 

Due to the pandemic, we envisage that it will be unrealistic for most workshop organ-
izers and participants to travel to Bari in August. We therefore plan the workshop as-
suming that it will be all online. If the situation improves substantially in late Spring or 
early Summer, we will consider a hybrid format with both online and physically present 
participants. 

 
The workshop is planned for a full-day workshop. The two main activities will be 

presentation/discussion of the participants’ position papers and group work on a re-
search agenda for geopolitical issues in HCI. To make the workshop engaging and re-
warding, we will emphasize discussion and group work over presentations. In outline 
form, the workshop program looks as follows: 

 
• Welcome – introduction to the workshop and to WG8 on Interaction Design for 

International Developmemt 
• Presentation and discussion of position papers – we will request brief presenta-

tions and instead focus on discussion. To facilitate this format, the position papers 
will be made available to all participants ahead of the workshop. 

• Group work to formulate a research agenda – each group will be chaired by one 
of the organizers. In addition, material will be provided to inspire the groups and 
help structure their discussions. 

• Plenum discussion – the groups report the results of their work. 
• Closing – including the initial planning of post-workshop activities. The main post-

workshop activity is that the organizers will invite the workshop participants to co-
author a paper about the research agenda. 

 
The call for papers for the workshop will be announced on the 13.8 website. In addition, 
we will post the call for papers on relevant mailing lists and on other HCI-related mail-
ing lists. The organizers will also contact candidate participants – researchers as well 
as practitioners – in their network by mailing them directly to raise their awareness of 
the workshop. 

Participation in the workshop requires the submission of a position paper. Position 
papers will be limited to a maximum of four pages in the INTERACT proceedings 
format. Each submission will be reviewed by two reviewers from the larger 13.8 com-
munity. On the basis of the reviews, the organizers will make an accept or reject deci-
sion.  

During the group work, the participants will produce posters. With the participants’ 
permission, these posters will provide input for the formulation of a combined research 
agenda. Another source of input for this combined research agenda is the plenum dis-
cussion, which will be recorded if the participants consent to being recorded. The or-
ganizers will invite the participants to co-author a paper about the resulting research 
agenda for geopolitical issues in HCI. 

 
 


