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Abstract
Design has the potential to cultivate hope in the face of complex
societal challenges. These challenges are often addressed through
efforts aimed at harm reduction and prevention—essential but some-
times limiting approaches that can unintentionally narrow our col-
lective sense of what is possible. This one-day, in-person workshop
builds on the first Positech Workshop at CSCW 2024 by offering
practical ways to move beyond reactive problem-solving toward
building capacity for proactive goal setting and generating path-
ways forward. We explore how collaborative and reflective design
methodologies can help research communities navigate uncertainty,
expand possibilities, and foster meaningful change. By connecting
design thinking with hope theory, which frames hope as the in-
terplay of “goal-directed,” “pathways,” and “agentic” thinking, we
will examine how researchers might chart new directions in the
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face of complexity and constraint. Through hands-on activities in-
cluding problem reframing, building a shared taxonomy of design
methods that align with hope theory, and reflecting on what it
means to sustain hopeful research trajectories, participants will
develop strategies to embed a deliberately hopeful approach into
their research.
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• Human-centered computing → Collaborative and social
computing.
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1 Introduction
Design—through its tools, processes, and cognitive practices such
as [12]—can help people navigate moments when challenges feel
insoluble or the future uncertain [8, 33, 34]. As both a discipline
and a way of thinking, design supports the generation and develop-
ment of ideas that may lead to new and sometimes transformative
directions [44]. In particular, design thinking creates space for re-
framing problems, helping us move beyond surface-level solutions
and toward reimagining what might be possible [31]. At its core, de-
sign draws on empathy and creativity [4], qualities that encourage
a sense of possibility and agency. In this way, the act of design-
ing can offer more than just solutions to problems; it can support
researchers, collaborators, and communities in working through
uncertainty and sustaining efforts toward meaningful change [25].

This framing is especially relevant for researchers tackling the
layered, often messy, societal challenges. Consider social media,
for example: social media once exemplified technology’s power to
expand human capabilities, such as enabling remote connections
and beyond. However, it is now often viewed as irreparably bro-
ken, with rising concerns about misinformation [39, 42], youth
mental health [26, 30], online abuse [5, 28], and more [11, 41]. For
researchers trying to imagine something better, it is easy to feel
stuck, as though the best we can do is reactively respond and miti-
gate symptoms, not expand possibilities. However, design research
offers a different perspective: rather than optimizing existing plat-
forms, it invites us to step back and ask, is the current paradigm
of social media that few platforms such as Instagram and TikTok
offer truly the best embodiments of social media’s potential? What
else could social media be? Does social media interface have to be
two-dimensional? Could it take an entirely new form? What if we
let go of default assumptions and generate alternatives from the
ground up [7, 19]? In this sense, design becomes especially relevant
to CSCW researchers who share the core goal of reframing complex
problems.

But “design for hope” is not about blind optimism or naive trust.
Both design and hope [37] require the disciplined and intentional
work of finding the right direction: by questioning assumptions,
setting ambitious but reachable goals, iterating thoughtfully, and
continuously reassessing whether the direction remains aligned
with those goals [33]. This process moves beyond blue-sky spec-
ulation toward generating concrete, achievable next steps. In this
process, designers (broadly defined) engage in techniques that help
expand the problem space and avoid fixation [17]. They engage
with communities and stakeholders, using empathy, participatory
practices [23, 24, 32, 38], and speculative exploration [1, 14, 22, 45]
not just to imagine what could be built, but to make those ideas
actionable and contextually grounded. Further, approaches like par-
ticipatory [23, 24, 32, 38], speculative [1, 14, 22, 45], and critical
design [2], make this work explicit, offering strategies for exploring
not only what might work but also what might go wrong [13, 21, 36].
They also resonatewith frameworks like critical hope [10, 15], which
call for deep engagement with uncertainty and discomfort as part
of working toward meaningful change.

This workshop aims to bring together researchers invested in
confronting complex societal challenges through collaborative re-
flection and methodological innovation. Through hands-on ac-
tivities such as problem reframing, taxonomy development, and
community-engaged exercises, participants will explore how design
can serve as both a mindset and a method for cultivating hope. The
goal is not to solve problems in one shot but to open up new path-
ways for imagining and iterating toward better futures, together.
In doing so, this workshop frames design not only as a tool for
innovation and breakthroughs but also as a practice for sustaining
agency and resilience amongst researchers and communities in the
face of uncertainty and despair.

1.1 Background and Motivation
Hope—defined as “the perception that one can reach desired goals” [37]—
is central to human flourishing. It fuels resilience[35], enhances
well-being [40], and allows us to move forward even in the face of
hardship [3]. The psychology of hope outlines two core processes:
pathways thinking (developing multiple routes to a goal) and
agentic thinking (the motivation to pursue those routes) [37].
Goal-setting sits at the center of both. Specifically, goals that are
most conducive to hopeful processes are neither trivial nor im-
possible; they strike a balance between challenge and attainability.
Notably, hope tends to reinforce itself: individuals who engage in
hopeful thinking and processes are more likely to generate alter-
native pathways and recover more quickly when they encounter
obstacles [37].

Design thinking naturally aligns with this structure of hope. Gen-
erative practices like sketching or prototyping support pathways
thinking [9], while iterative feedback and testing embody agentic
thinking. Moreover, design thinking helps us reframe problems and
overcome cognitive fixations [18, 27, 43] about what goals are worth
pursuing, which resonates with the emphasis on goal-setting in
hope cognition.

Thus, we ask: How hopeful is our research practice, really? Are
we proactively exploring beyond surface-level or reactionary fixes?
Dowe feel empowered to define and take concrete next steps toward
making meaningful changes? Do we engage in research practices
that support adaptive strategies, reflection, and resilience over time?
Specifically:

(1) Are we cultivating research environments that foster mean-
ingful goal-setting, iterative reflection, and shared ownership
over process and outcomes?
• Do our research goals strike the right balance between
ambition and feasibility?

• Are we equipped with the tools to flexibly adjust our meth-
ods in response to obstacles or new insight?

• What are some challenges—such as limited student time,
scarce resources, or prevailing publication norms—that
might make conducting hopeful research difficult?

(2) Are we working in ways that center and sustain hope within
the communities and participants we engage with?
• Are users and stakeholders truly co-creators in the process,
empowered to shape both the goals and the pathways?

• What would it look like to measure or actively nurture
such hope across research lifecycles?
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By embracing a design mindset, one that values iteration, ques-
tioning assumptions, reimagining constraints, and embracing un-
certainty, researchers can approach their work with a renewed
sense of curiosity, adaptability, resilience, and hope. Hope here is
not about believing in easy solutions or turning away from the
complexity or challenges of the world. It is a practice of sitting with
complexity, rethinking constraints, and holding onto the belief that
new paths are still possible, whether through the tools and methods
of research or through the solidarity built among researchers and
communities working toward change [6, 16, 29]. Even if they do
not solve everything or anything, they push researchers toward
uncovering and taking the next best steps and actions that restore
a sense of agency and make a better, even if uncertain, future feel
possible [12, 31, 37].

1.2 Relevance to the CSCW Community
We envision this workshop as a continuation of the first Positech
workshop at CSCW 2024 [20], with a focus on the methodological
dimensions of hope-oriented design research. Many in the CSCW
community are already engaged in tackling wicked [44] societal
problems that resist simple answers and require interdisciplinary,
reflective, and participatory approaches. This workshop aims to
deepen that conversation by offering concrete practices and shared
space for exploring how design methodologies can sustain hope,
not simply as an emotional state but as a rigorous and deliberate
way of making progress toward better futures in the face of com-
plex societal problems. By drawing together researchers committed
to social impact, we hope to foster new collaborations and frame-
works for design that support collective resilience, agency, and the
reimagining of what is possible.

2 Organizers
JaeWon Kim is a PhD candidate at the University of Washington
Information School. Her research focuses on understanding, de-
signing, and building social technologies that center on meaningful
social connections, especially for the youth.

Jiaying "Lizzy" Liu is a PhD candidate at the School of Informa-
tion at the University of Texas at Austin. Her research focuses on
how multimodal technologies and video-sharing platforms shape
online health discourse and care-seeking behaviors through a socio-
technical lens.

Cassidy Pyle is a PhD candidate at the University of Michigan
School of Information. Her research qualitatively explores how
interactions with emerging technologies shape minoritized youth’s
access to college and career opportunities and well-being resources.

Sowmya Somanath is an Associate Professor at the University
of Victoria. Her research focuses on understanding, designing, and
building technologies that foster creativity and happiness in digital
and tangible experiences.

Lindsay Popowski is a PhD candidate at Stanford University
Computer Science. Her research is in the field of social computing
systems. She works to design and build online spaces that facilitate
relationship- and community-building, often by translating offline
insights into new paradigms for the online world.

Hua Shen is a postdoctoral scholar at the University of Wash-
ington. Her research centers on bidirectional human-AI alignment,

covering HCI and various AI fields. She works to empower humans
to interactively explain, evaluate, collaborate with AI, and further
provide human feedback to enhance AI development.

Casey Fiesler is an Associate Professor of Information Science
at University of Colorado Boulder. Her work focuses on technology
ethics (including ethical speculation), as well as the good and bad
of online communities.

Gillian R. Hayes is a Chancellor’s professor and the Robert A.
and Barbara L. Kleist Professor of Informatics in the Donald Bren
School of Information and Computer Sciences at UC Irvine. Her
work focuses on designing, developing, and testing supportive edu-
cational and health technologies with people who are traditionally
left out of the design process.

Alexis Hiniker is an Associate Professor at the University of
Washington Information School. She studies the way attention-
economy design exploit users of all ages—but particularly children,
teens, and families—and she designs more respectful alternatives
to help people thrive.

Wendy Ju is an Associate Professor in Information Science and
Design Tech, and faculty in the Jacobs Technion-Cornell Institute
at Cornell Tech. Her research focuses on designing interaction
with automation, to understand the effects of context, culture and
norms on interaction, to expand our capability to account for how
interactions evolve over time, and leverage embedded computing
to expand our ability to do interaction research at scale.

Prof. Florian ‘Floyd’ Mueller is directing the Exertion Games
Lab at Monash University in Melbourne, Australia, researching
how interactive technologies can support human values. Floyd was
general co-chair for CHI PLAY’18 and was selected to co-chair
CHI’20 and CHI’24.

Ahmer Arif is an assistant professor at UT Austin’s School of
Information. His research focuses on understanding the spread of
misinformation and designing based responses to that spread.

Yasmine Kotturi is an Assistant Professor of Human-Centered
Computing at the University ofMaryland, Baltimore County (UMBC),
where she researches human-centered AI, design pedagogy, and
community-driven methods for equitable futures of work.

3 Workshop Activities
Participants will engage in four main activities: reframing problems
to uncover new possibilities for action; analyzing design methods to
identify what works, what is missing, and how methods can better
support hope; discussing how knowledge-sharing and community-
building can extend the impact of design practices; and personally
reflecting on how to apply these ideas in their own research and
practice. The workshop closes with a collective discussion on key
takeaways and ways to carry this work forward.

4 Post-Workshop Plan
Looking beyond the workshop, our goal is to grow and sustain the
Positech community as a space for ongoing dialogue and collabo-
ration among researchers working in similar areas and goals. We
also plan to develop a comprehensive taxonomy of generative and
iterative design research methods and share it on our website.
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