
 

Prototyping the HCI Living Curriculum
Abstract 
This paper describes the initial requirements analysis 
and prototyping for a collaborative tool (TEACH-HCI) 
that may assist in the development of the HCI Living 
curriculum. Based on 12 semi-structured interviews, 
and survey responses by 28 participants at the CHI 
2017 conference, requirements and use cases are 
identified. Two sample wireframes are presented. 
Survey participants are shown to cluster into two 
groups with different attitudes towards ownership of 
material and the need for incentives in uploading 
material to the Living Curriculum. Implications for 
further development of TEACH-HCI are discussed.  
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Introduction 
Human Computer Interaction (HCI) is a diverse and 
constantly evolving discipline. HCI educators often have 
to re-invent the wheel, solving the same problems over 
and over again in constructing use cases, projects, and 
examples that will aid in the understanding of HCI and 
the development of associated skills. A new HCI Living 
curriculum is needed (Churchill, Bowser & Preece, 
2016), and a collaborative tool is needed that can be 
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used by HCI educators for jointly building that Living 
Curriculum. In this brief paper we describe our initial 
work on prototyping the design of “TEACH-HCI” (Tools 
for Educators and Academics to Collaborate in Helping 
HCI), carried out as part of the first author’s Masters 
thesis at the University of Toronto. 

Requirements Analysis 
We conducted a qualitative study consisting of a series 
of individual semi-structured interviews with 12 HCI 
practitioners and educators (nine from academia and 
three from industry) who will be potential end users of 
the HCI Living Curriculum. Interviews took place online 
using Skype, on the phone, and in person at the CHI 
2017 Conference in Denver, Colorado, May 6-11, 2017. 

The following initial questions were asked:  
1. How do you envision a HCI Living Curriculum? 
2. What do you think are the requirements for a HCI 

Living Curriculum? 
a. What would participation look like? 
b. How should a Living Curriculum behave? 

3. Do you see any barriers to a HCI Living 
Curriculum? 

a. Do you have any concerns? 
b. Are there obstacles that would discourage 

you from contributing?   
 
An affinity diagram was created to capture the most 
important themes that were expressed in the 
interviews. The overarching theme was collaboration. 
The motivation theme encompassed participants’ 
feelings towards and reasons for participating in or 
abstaining from the community. The contribution theme 
comprised comments about working together and 
communicating with others. A number of the issues 

represented in the affinity diagram also reaffirmed 
earlier concerns regarding ownership of material (see 
Bates et al., 2007) and the need to maintain the quality 
of resources (Nesbit, Belfer & Vargo, 2002; Clements, 
Pawlowski & Manouselis, 2015). 

A questionnaire was constructed based on themes that 
emerged from interviewing the first six participants 
(Jovanovic, 2018). The questions were concerning 
versatility of the HCI Living Curriculum, the necessity of 
incentives, methods of evaluating quality, and feelings 
towards membership. 28 participants were contacted 
via an announcement in person before HCI education 
related sessions at the CHI 2017 Conference in Denver, 
Colorado, May 6-11, 2017. Analysis of the 28 sets of 
responses explored the extent to which respondents 
differed in their assessments of requirements for 
TEACH-HCI. K-means cluster analysis (with Evaluation 
Intensity, Versatility, and Incentive Value as the 
clustering variables) was used to identify different 
groupings of respondents as a step towards future 
development of personas that could guide further 
development of the TEACH-HCI tool. A two-group 
solution (with 16 and 12 participants, respectively, in 
the two clusters) was chosen as the most interpretable 
grouping. The 16 people in cluster 1 reported a lower 
need for incentives to participate in the Living 
Curriculum, and lower Evaluation Intensity, suggesting 
a desired lower barrier for sharing content in the Living 
Curriculum. However, the 12 respondents in cluster 2 
were less open and willing to participate in communities 
of practice such as the HCI Living Curriculum, 
expressing an increased need for incentives, and a 
desire for increased rigor/scrutiny before content could 
be shared. These results suggest that a significant 
fraction of potential users of TEACH-HCI may not be 



  

willing to share all their materials with the general 
public.  

Use Cases and Prototype 
The themes identified in the affinity diagrams (based on 
the interview data) were used to construct 7 use cases 
(listed below). See Jovanovic (2018, Appendix C) for 
the full set of use cases. 

• Add course 
• Add material 
• View course 
• Browse 
• Search 
• Advanced search 
• View results 

 
A low fidelity prototype was created using Axure. 
Figures 1 and 2 show wireframes developed as 
examples of viewing course material and viewing a user 
profile. 

The prototype appears to capture important 
functionality for a collaborative tool that can support 
development of the HCI Living Curriculum. Ideally, 
educators would share materials with each other 
liberally, and best practices would emerge that could be 
promoted by the community at large. However, the 
findings obtained in the questionnaire raise concerns 
about how willing a significant fraction (around 40% in 
our sample) of potential participants will be to share 
their content material. Further research is needed to 
better understand attitudes towards the need for 
membership, and towards evaluation intensity and 
incentives.  

While the research has raised some issues that need to 
be addressed, we believe that the HCI Living 
Curriculum should be developed as soon as is 
practicable, with the proviso that there needs to be a 
way to accommodate participants (collaborators) who 
have different views on how to handle issues like 
ownership of material and incentives. 
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Figure 1 (Upper). View material wireframe, Figure 2 (Lower). View profile wireframe.  


