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Abstract
Reflection has long been discussed as a critical component of rig-
orous and ethical research in Human-Computer Interaction (HCI).
However, despite its sustained prominence in methodological dis-
course, little is known about how HCI researchers understand and
practise reflection. To address this gap, we conducted a survey with
85 researchers across diverse HCI subfields, inviting them to reflect
on their reflective practices. We identified a diversity of meanings
attributed to reflection, the contexts in which researchers engage
in it, and the institutional, disciplinary, and personal factors that
shape these practices. Participants reported different practices, in-
cluding team discussions, peer feedback and informal reflection,
yet also many barriers to consistency, such as time constraints, lack
of institutional recognition, and emotional or cognitive overload.
Our analysis surfaces tensions between aspirations for meaningful
reflection and dominant norms of productivity, objectivity, and pub-
lishability. Our paper offers a meta-scientific mapping of reflection
in HCI, along with constructive ambitions to foster a more reflective
research culture.
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• Human-centered computing→ Human computer interac-
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1 Introduction
Reflection has become increasingly prominent in discussions of
responsible and rigorous Human–Computer Interaction (HCI) re-
search [5, 9, 54, 63], and this prominence is recent as much as
historical: the concept has been revisited and reframed in the past
few years [8, 66], and reflexive disclosure in CHI publications has
risen sharply since 2022 [55]. Across methodological guidelines,
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ethics frameworks, and critical research traditions, researchers are
encouraged to consider their positionality, assumptions, values, and
the broader consequences of their work. Reflection, as a component
of reflexivity [30], is often invoked as a way to strengthen ethical
accountability, improve methodological transparency, and make
visible the normative orientations embedded in research and design
decisions [23, 57].

Within HCI, reflection has been discussed in a range of traditions,
including feminist HCI [3], participatory design [10, 47], autobio-
graphical design [26], and other first-person approaches [36]. In
these areas, reflection is used to examine positionality, subjectivity,
care, and power, and to consider how researchers’ assumptions and
values shape their work. Interest in reflection has also appeared
within quantitative andmixed-methods research [16, 61], where it is
discussed in relation to data practices, analysis, and interpretation.

Reflection has also played a role in broader conversations about
HCI’s intellectual development, from early discussions of design
practice and professional judgement [52] to later engagements with
ethics, values, and responsibility [13, 53]. As the field has expanded
to address questions of meaning, context, and societal implica-
tions [9], (critical) reflection has been presented as one possible
way of examining underlying assumptions in research and design.
This position is argued explicitly in reflective design, which treats
the surfacing of unconscious values and assumptions as a design
commitment rather than a by-product [53]; in arguments for the
epistemic value of making the messiness of the research process
visible [13]; in feminist HCI’s treatment of self-disclosure and re-
flexivity as design qualities [3]; and in frameworks that specify the
levels at which such examination can operate [31].

Despite this attention, reflection is described in varied ways
across the field [5, 8], and little empirical evidence exists about how
it is understood or practised across the diverse HCI community [6].
Orienting ourselves towards lived experiences of reflection in HCI
research practice rather than theoretical possibilities for it, we con-
structed our research inquiry with the goal of surfacing operational
understandings and use of reflection in its variety of forms. Guided
by this motivation, we looked into the following three research
questions:

RQ1 How do HCI researchers understand the concept of reflec-
tion in relation to their research processes, design work, or
methodological decisions?

RQ2 How is reflection enacted and valued across practices, stages,
and methodological approaches in HCI research?

RQ3 What enablers, motivators, and challenges influence reflec-
tion in HCI research?

To investigate these questions, we conducted an online survey
with HCI researchers and analysed responses of 85 participants.
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In our sample, reflection was widely reported, but unevenly un-
derstood, recognised, and supported. Participants described reflec-
tion as ranging from intuitive, ongoing sense-making to deliberate
methodological, ethical, and political work. Reflection was most
commonly reported through informal self-reflection, team discus-
sions, and peer feedback, and most often during interpretation,
planning, and writing. Participants also identified substantial barri-
ers, including lack of time, publication pressure, emotional overload,
and uncertainty about how reflection is valued across methodolog-
ical traditions. Based on these findings, we contribute: (1) an em-
pirical account of how surveyed HCI researchers define reflection,
(2) an analysis of how participants report enacting and valuing
reflection across research stages and methods, and (3) constructive
recommendations for supporting reflective research cultures in
HCI.

2 Related Work
Our work sits at the intersection of several literatures: reflection
in HCI research and practice, theoretical foundations of reflection,
empirical studies of researcher practices, reflexivity in qualitative
and collaborative research, and meta-research on research practices.
We organise our review accordingly.

2.1 Reflection in HCI research and practice
The HCI community has long recognised the importance of reflec-
tion, both as a design goal for users and as a practice for researchers.
Foundational work by Baumer et al. [6] examines how reflection
is used in interactive system design, highlighting its role in design
practice, building on Sengers et al.’s reflective design approach [53].
We return to the theoretical lineage behind these contributions in
Section 2.2. In 2010, Fleck and Fitzpatrick [31] synthesised prior
literature into a framework that articulates multiple dimensions
of reflection, including distinct levels of reflection. They further
demonstrated how these dimensions can be supported through
technology. Other design-focused literature explores how to build
systems that support user reflection, from conceptual dimensions of
reflective informatics [5] to methodological tools like duoethnogra-
phy for collaborative reflection [32]. Pedagogical work investigates
how to teach reflection in HCI education contexts, demonstrating
the utility of video-based reflection exercises and multi-faceted
prompts [50], as well as a workshop toolkit that uses speculative
and service design methods to spark ethical reflection in technol-
ogy development [34]. Additionally, empirical work on HCI practi-
tioners shows how reflective practice informs problem framing in
professional settings [45].

2.2 Theoretical and conceptual foundations of
reflection

Reflection has been theorised across education, professional learn-
ing, and design, and no review can be exhaustive.We concentrate on
the traditions that HCI has drawn on most directly when importing
the concept, and on the models that specify what reflection consists
of rather than only asserting its value. Theoretical foundations draw
from Dewey’s notion of reflective practice in professional contexts,
emphasising active engagement with experience [27, 28]. Schön’s
distinction between reflection-in-action (thinking while doing) and

reflection-on-action (thinking after doing) remains influential [52].
Adjacent traditions in experiential and professional learning specify
reflection at a finer grain than HCI typically adopts: Kolb positions
reflective observation as one stage in a cycle running from concrete
experience to active experimentation [38]; Boud, Keogh andWalker
model reflection as a process of returning to experience, attending
to the feelings it produced, and re-evaluating it [15]; and Boyd and
Fales characterise reflective learning as the internal examination
of an issue of concern that changes the learner’s conceptual per-
spective [17]. These models matter for our purposes because they
distinguish reflection from mere retrospection – a distinction our
participants make unevenly. Bateson’s Metalogue concept provides
a framework for systematic meta-cognitive reflection through dia-
logue [4]. Conceptual models of reflection have been organised by
disciplinary and epistemological perspectives, demonstrating how
reflection varies across fields [5]. Zhu et al.’s recent work on diver-
sifying the design of interactive systems for reflection through the
lens of Daoism [66] further challenges taken-for-granted Western
conceptual frameworks of reflection within HCI. These foundations
provide the theoretical grounding for understanding reflection as a
meta-cognitive process integral to professional practice.

2.3 Empirical studies of researcher practices
A small number of surveys have examined reflection empirically,
but none takes HCI research practice as its object. Mols et al. [40]
surveyed reflection in everyday life, highlighting the importance
of social context, with a majority of participants reflecting both
alone and with reflection partners. Tyler et al. [59] surveyed self-
reflective practices in the UK general population, finding gender
differences in technology use for reflection and preferences for
analogue over digital tools. Closest to our setting, Chakravorti et
al. [24] interviewed early-career HCI researchers – but about open
science conduct, revealing barriers such as lack of incentives and
cultural resistance, rather than about reflection. The first two study
populations that are not researchers; the third studies researchers
about a different practice. The question of how HCI researchers re-
flect on their own research remains empirically open. Positionality
studies in HCI have examined how researchers’ backgrounds shape
their work, with systematic reviews highlighting the importance
of reflexivity [55]. Additionally, work on research ethics and repro-
ducibility has grown, with scoping reviews documenting current
practices and challenges [41].

2.4 Reflexivity in qualitative and collaborative
research

Qualitative research traditions have long emphasised researcher
reflexivity as a core analytic resource. Reflexive Thematic Analysis
(RTA) treats researcher subjectivity not as bias to be minimised
but as central to interpretation [20]. Methodological tools support-
ing reflexivity include duoethnography, which treats the personal
as a valuable site of knowledge [51], and analytical provenance
tracking, which documents how analytical concepts evolve in team
settings [42, 48]. The Reflexis workspace exemplifies design for
deliberation, integrating in-situ reflection prompts to support re-
flexive analysis during coding [64]. These approaches highlight the
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importance of making researcher perspectives explicit and traceable
throughout the research process.

2.5 Meta-Research and research on research
practices

Meta-research has become a recognised contribution type in HCI,
with systematic surveys, taxonomies, and literature reviews consol-
idating fragmented research areas [56, 62]. Studies have examined
various aspects of HCI research practices, including the prevalence
of WEIRD (Western, Educated, Industrialised, Rich, Democratic)
participant samples [39], research ethics compliance [41], position-
ality reporting [55], citation practices [43], the use of large language
models (LLM) [44], and ethical issues related to LLM usage [37].
This meta-research perspective underscores the value of studying
research practices themselves to improve the rigour, transparency,
and responsibility of the field.

2.6 Synthesis and gap analysis
Taken together, this literature establishes that reflection matters in
HCI, supplies theory for what it is, and offers tools for supporting
it in users, students, and practitioners. What it does not supply is
an account of the researchers themselves. The distinction is easily
blurred, so we state it directly: the empirical surveys closest to
our concern (2.3) examine reflection in the general population,
or open-science conduct among early-career researchers, and not
reflection as it is understood and enacted within HCI research
practice; the meta-research literature examines what HCI publishes
– sample composition, ethics reporting, positionality disclosure,
citation behaviour – rather than how HCI researchers work. Two
decades of programmatic argument for reflection have therefore
proceeded without a description of the practice being argued for,
at the level of the people expected to enact it.

This is the gap our study addresses. Our central question is what
reflection actually is as a lived research practice in HCI: how re-
searchers understand the term (RQ1), what they do under it and
where that sits in their work (RQ2), and what conditions make
it possible or foreclose it (RQ3). Answering this empirically mat-
ters because the field’s prescriptions currently rest on assumptions
about researcher practice that have not been tested – and, as our
findings show, several of those assumptions do not hold. We con-
tribute an empirical characterisation of reflection as a reported
research practice among 85 HCI researchers and a set of recom-
mendations targeted at the specific conditions our data identifies
as constraining it.

3 Methods
3.1 Overall survey design
We conducted the survey using an online questionnaire imple-
mented in Qualtrics and analysed responses of 85 participants.
Questions include Likert-type scales, multiple-choice checkboxes,
and open-ended (free-text) responses. While our instrument in-
cluded quantitative measurements, a particularly strong emphasis
for us lay on the open-ended topic-based questions to capture a di-
versity of perspectives on reflection in HCI research practices [21].
The design of our survey drew on insights from pilot testing with

six HCI researchers, as well as the literature on reflection, reflexiv-
ity, and meta-research in HCI reviewed in our Related Work section.
After the pilot, we adjusted the phrasing of several questions and
added and modified answer options. The six responses of the pilot
study are not included in our analysis. The instrument comprises
up to 29 items (some optional or conditional), and was designed to
take approximately 20–30 minutes to complete, with optional items
included for sensitive demographic questions and supplementary
open-ended reflections to reduce respondent burden (see supple-
mentary material). The participants did not receive any financial
compensation. Our study received ethics approval from the ethics
committee at our research institution.

3.2 Survey questions
The survey includes four main sections: (1) background andmethod-
ological orientation (after participants provided informed consent
and were briefed about data handling in accordance with GDPR
and institutional guidelines), including years of HCI experience, dis-
ciplinary background, subfields, publication venues, and optional
demographic information to contextualise reflective practices; (2)
understanding of the concept of reflection; (3) the reflective prac-
tices researchers employ, at which research stages, and their im-
portance; and (4) perceived challenges, and motivations related to
reflection. After asking participants to define what reflection is in
section 2, we provided a working definition of reflection to establish
a shared frame of reference for the more specific questions about
their engagement in and attitudes towards reflection:

For the rest of this survey, we define reflection as both
explicit and tacit processes of reviewing and critically
thinking about past and current research experiences,
decisions, and assumptions to develop a deeper under-
standing or gain new insights. This includes considering
how your values, context, and perspectives influence
your research design, data collection, analysis, and in-
terpretation. Reflection can occur individually or collab-
oratively, formally or informally, at any stage during,
before or after your research. (Adapted from key works
on reflective practice and reflexivity [28, 29, 52, 53]).

Given that our survey relies on participants’ self-reported un-
derstanding of and engagement with reflection, we additionally in-
cluded the Self-Reflection and Insight Scale (SRIS) [33] – a validated
instrument for measuring individual differences in engagement
and need for self-reflection and insight – to capture participants’
general reflective disposition, and to explore associations with their
reported reflection practices, challenges, enablers, and motivations.
The SRIS itemsweremeasured on a 5-point Likert scale (1 = strongly
disagree, 5 = strongly agree), adapted from the original 6-point scale
to ensure consistency with the other Likert items in the survey;
this adaptation is consistent with prior uses of the SRIS in survey
research [49]. Because no specific cut-offs exist for interpreting
SRIS scores, we treat them as relative within our sample rather than
against absolute thresholds. Additionally, we concluded the survey
with two open questions: an optional prompt inviting participants
to reflect on whether completing the survey had changed how they
think about their own reflective practice, and an optional text field
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for further comments. The full survey details are provided in the
supplementary material.

3.3 Participants
We recruited participants for the survey through a variety of chan-
nels, including advertisements on the social media platform LinkedIn,
direct emails to contacts, mailing lists targeting HCI researchers1,
university distribution lists to which we had access, and snowball
sampling. To support data quality assessment, the survey included
a self-report item in the final questions asking participants whether
their responses should be included in the analysis. Of the n=88
participants that fully completed and submitted the survey, 85 in-
dicated that their data should be used, while three indicated that
it should not. Based on these responses, we excluded the three
participants from our subsequent analyses.

The majority of our participants were affiliated with countries
from the global north, including Germany (n=22), Switzerland
(n=15), and the United States (n=12). Other participants were af-
filiated with the United Kingdom, Finland, Ireland, Netherlands,
Austria, Denmark, France, Poland, Canada, Cyprus, India, Iran, Italy,
Norway, and Spain. Similarly, only 19.8% of participants who re-
ported their country of origin originated from the global south. The
gender distribution included 45 women, 34 men, and 4 non-binary
individuals, with one participant opting not to respond and another
preferring to self-describe.

Among the 85 participants working in the field of HCI, most
reported working in academia (74), while the remainder worked in
industry (8) or non-profit organisations (3). The median number
of years of experience in HCI research among participants was 6
years (M=9.21, SD=9.12). Table 5 in the appendix summarises the
participants’ demographic data, geographical location, disciplinary
background, years of experience in HCI research, their research
subfields, and publication venues. The mean total score for the SRIS
was 81.4 (SD=9.5, range=55-100), calculated as the sum of 20 items
rated on five-point Likert scales (see participants’ distribution in
Figure 1). Higher scores indicate greater habitual self-reflection
and insight; a mean of 81.4, well above the scale’s midpoint (60),
suggests a relatively high general disposition toward reflection in
our sample.

3.4 Analysis
We analysed quantitative data descriptively using Python (Pandas
and Matplotlib). In cases where a subset of participants completed
questions, we report question-specific response rates.We conducted
exploratory data analysis [58], using descriptive statistics and visu-
alisations to characterise distributions, identify outliers, and surface
candidate relationships between SRIS scores, HCI experience, and
reported reflection practices, challenges, enablers, and motivators,
described in more detail in Section 4.3.3. These further analyses
were applied selectively to explore emerging patterns rather than
systematically across all variables. The exploratory logistic regres-
sion models for these cases, including FDR-corrected p-values to
account for multiple comparisons, are reported in Appendix C.
1Recruitment was conducted via mailing lists including CHI Announcements, regional
lists (e.g., Fachbereich Mensch-Computer-Interaktion of the Gesellschaft für Informatik
for the German-speaking community), and subfield-specific lists such as UbiComp,
and Tangible Interaction.
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Figure 1: Distribution of total SRIS scores across participants.

For the three open-ended responses (participants’ understand-
ing of reflection, reflection on the survey participation, and final
comments), we used reflexive thematic analysis (RTA) following
Braun and Clarke’s six-phase approach [18] and took an inductive
approach to analysis. Our aim was not coder agreement or consen-
sus coding, but interpretive theme development through iterative
discussion, consistent with RTA. All authors first read the responses
repeatedly to familiarise themselves with the data, taking informal
notes throughout. After a first familiarisation, we came together
to discuss our first impressions. We then independently generated
initial codes inductively in an Excel sheet, capturing both semantic
(explicit, surface-level descriptive content) and latent (implicit, un-
derlying ideas or assumptions) meaning within the responses [19].
Through an iterative process of reviewing and refining these codes
within three discussions between all coders, we grouped candidate
themes into broader patterns. We then held two further meetings
to review and refine themes to ensure coherence within themes
and clear distinctions between them. Throughout the process, the
analysis remained interpretive and reflexive, acknowledging our
roles in constructing themes from the data. We further discuss this
in Section 3.5. Finally, after refining and naming the themes, we
arrived at three themes related to participants’ understandings of
reflection (RQ1; 4.1), three themes related to how reflection was sit-
uated in participants’ research practice (RQ2; 4.2), and two tensions
related to participants’ challenges (RQ3; 4.3.3).

3.5 Positionality
This work invites a deep engagement with reflection from a sci-
entific stance as meta-HCI research. We position ourselves as HCI
researchers with an academic interest in reflection as well as deeply
reflexive individuals for whom reflection is a central practice in
both professional and personal life. Throughout this project, we
treated our own reflection as a continuous collaborative practice,
embedding it into every stage of the research process: we reflected
on what motivated us, what moved us, what concerns we carried,
what biases each of us might bring, and what the implications of
our findings are for the HCI community. We are a team of three
researchers. For two of us, reflection is a primary research topic;
for the third, it is an area of interest that grows out of a primary
focus on feminist HCI and embodiment. This shaped our collective
understanding of reflection, which was grounded in the respective
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17.6 24.7 37.6 17.6 Md=4

Not at all familiar - 1 Slightly familiar - 2 Moderately familiar - 3 Very familiar - 4 Extremely familiar - 5

How familiar are you with the concept of “reflection” in the context of your research?

Figure 2: Distribution of participants’ self-reported familiarity with the concept of reflection in the context of their research in
% (Likert scale: 1 = not at all familiar, 5 = extremely familiar). The median (Md) is shown on the right-hand side of the bar.

bodies of academic literature each of us brought to the work. Our
professional backgrounds span fine arts, industrial UX practice,
computer science, and HCI, with two authors at the PhD level and
one at postdoc level. This breadth allowed us to relate to the diverse
perspectives our participants brought and to understand them in
relation to the reflection methods and approaches under discussion.
Our personal backgrounds collectively shaped and simultaneously
broadened what we understand reflection to be. Although all three
authors were raised in Western cultural contexts, we each live and
work outside our countries of origin. Migration, international mo-
bility, and a genuine personal interest in other cultural traditions
have exposed us to perspectives beyond the Western canon, in-
cluding yogic philosophy [22]. Reflecting on ourselves as a team,
we also recognised that our personal histories have profoundly
shaped our relationship with reflection: two of us first encoun-
tered deep reflection as a psychotherapeutic practice aimed at self-
understanding, which subsequently evolved into a broader skill and
ongoing life practice. For all three authors, reflection has become
an integrated and non-negotiable part of both work and everyday
routine. Methodologically, all authors work in a mixed-methods
tradition, combining qualitative and quantitative approaches. We
additionally engage with creative and deeply reflexive methods,
which informed our approach to the design and analysis of this
study. The project was initiated by the first author, who led the
survey design with feedback from a psychology expert, the third
author, and the first author’s supervisor. The second author joined
the team first as a survey participant and later as a co-author for the
qualitative analysis – a trajectory that proved analytically valuable,
allowing us to merge the perspective of someone who had not been
involved in the survey’s design with those who had, as we collec-
tively analysed and reflected on the findings. Finally, we actively
acknowledge that this work affected us and our own perception of
reflection. We return to it at the end of the paper, where we offer a
joint reflection on this and what we see as future work projections.

4 Findings
In this section, we present our findings through quantitative results,
six themes, and two tensions, the latter two developed through
our RTA. These surface findings that unfold in three movements,
tracing our research questions from broad to specific: Themes 1–3
first reveal the diversity in how participants understand reflection
(RQ1; 4.1.3), before Themes 4–6 help make sense of that diversity
by identifying clearer, more structured “axes” of reflective practice
(RQ2; 4.2), and finally two tensions surface what shapes whether

reflection can be sustained (RQ3; 4.3.3). Throughout, we use illus-
trative quotes to support the themes and enrich the quantitative
results.

4.1 RQ1: How do HCI researchers understand
the concept of reflection within the context
of their research?

We examined how HCI researchers understand reflection in their
work by analysing participants’ reported familiarity with reflection
(4.1.1) and the reasons for engaging with it (4.1.2). These mostly
quantitative findings are complemented by qualitative insights into
how reflection is understood and situated within participants’ re-
search and everyday practices in three themes (4.1.3).

4.1.1 Familiarity with Reflection. Although the survey likely at-
tracted participants with an existing interest in reflection, famil-
iarity with the concept varied considerably. Notably, 45% of par-
ticipants reported being only “not at all” to “moderately” familiar
with reflection in the context of their research (see Figure 2). This
suggests that reflection, while present in HCI discourse, may not
be equally salient or explicitly articulated by all researchers. This
is in line with the observations of Singh et al. [55], who found that
although reflexive disclosure practices have increased sharply in
CHI since 2022, reflection may not be universally conceptualised
across the community.

4.1.2 Reasons for engaging in reflection. In a closed-ended ques-
tion, participants rated how strongly each reason motivates their
reflective practice. The results are summarised in Figure 3. Addi-
tionally, many participants – although not explicitly solicited –
indicated reasons for engaging in reflection within their open-text
definition.

In general, the reasons identified in the closed-ended questions
align well with the open-text responses. Across participants, rea-
sons for engaging in reflection were primarily centred on improving
research quality and supporting ongoing learning. The five most
strongly endorsed reasons all had a median of “agree” (Md=4), and
were distinguished by the share of participants selecting “agree”
or “strongly agree” (top-2-box): improving research quality and
rigour (87%), learning from past experiences or mistakes (86%), grow-
ing through learning and self-development (85%), developing self-
awareness and critical thinking (81%) and ensuring ethical and re-
sponsible research (80%).

In contrast, motivations related to external expectations or per-
sonal well-being were rated lower.Meeting expectations in one’s field
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Grow through learning and self-development  (n=85) 11.8 44.7 40.0 Md=4

Learn from past experiences or mistakes  (n=85) 10.6 48.2 37.6 Md=4

Ensure ethical and responsible research  (n=85) 11.8 36.5 43.5 Md=4

Develop self-awareness and critical thinking  (n=85) 12.9 43.5 37.6 Md=4

Improve research quality and rigour  (n=85) 8.2 55.3 31.8 Md=4

Provoke reflection through outputs  (n=85) 16.5 42.4 30.6 Md=4

Increase transparency in the process  (n=85) 10.6 24.7 38.8 24.7 Md=4

Account for biases and positionality  (n=85) 10.6 24.7 31.8 27.1 Md=4

Meet expectations in my field  (n=85) 11.8 18.8 34.1 24.7 10.6 Md=3

Follow an intuitive / informal habit  (n=85) 18.8 12.9 32.9 25.9 9.4 Md=3

Support personal well-being  (n=85) 15.3 22.4 32.9 25.9 Md=3

Strongly disagree - 1 Disagree - 2 Neutral - 3 Agree - 4 Strongly agree - 5

Figure 3: Distribution of responses to the question “To what extent do the following reasons motivate you to engage in reflection
in your HCI research?” (in %). Responses are shown on a Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree, 5 = strongly agree). The median is
shown on the right-hand side of each bar.

(Md=3) and supporting personal well-being (Md=3) both had a me-
dian of “neutral”, with responses distributed more evenly across the
scale: only 35% and 29% of participants selected “agree” or “strongly
agree”, respectively. While prior work positions personal feelings
as a primary trigger for general reflection [40], our findings suggest
that participants less frequently frame their reflective practices in
context of their research in terms of internal emotional experiences.
However, while less frequently reported as a primary reason, a
minority still endorsed well-being strongly: 3.5% “strongly agreed”
that they reflect to support their personal well-being. For example,
participants who described reflection as supporting their well-being
framed it as a way of orienting their research towards purpose, val-
ues, and fulfilment. For instance, one participant explained that
reflection helps them “stay focused on what is important to me” and
ensure they can feel “happy and fulfilled with the research I do”
(P19), or adjust course if needed. Others similarly described reflect-
ing on their actions and emotions in ways that support regulation
and positive outcomes (P10), acting “according to my values” (P50),
checking in “whether the project was worth it” (P19), or “staying
accountable to the people, contexts and disciplines I work across, as
well as towards myself” (P59). Reflection was also linked to con-
sidering broader contexts such as value systems (P63), as well as
questioning whether one’s work creates “meaningful impact” (P83).

Participants’ open-text responses further illustrate how other
reasons can be explained in practice. For example, in relation to

meeting expectations in one’s field, P73, with a background in in-
dustrial design and architecture, explained that “in my previous
education, reflection was built into the curriculum after each course
and was given to the respective lecturer together with other deliv-
erables. I usually write a reflection using a template, about every
6 months”, suggesting that expectations around reflection can be
shaped by prior training and institutionalised practices within spe-
cific disciplinary contexts.

4.1.3 Understanding of reflection. Next, we report our findings
in the form of three themes, derived from the RTA of the open-
ended responses to the questions: “In your own words, how do you
define ’reflection’ in the context of your HCI research practice?” and
“Has completing this survey changed how you think about your own
reflective practice?” We approached analysis as a “reflection on
reflection” done by our participants. While the latter question did
not explicitly ask participants to redefine reflection, the survey
might have exposed them to different perspectives and prompted
consideration of their own practices. Before turning to these themes,
we first outline the range and form of participants’ definitions,
which contextualises the patterns that follow.

The range and form of participants’ definitions. We found a wide
range of definitions, varying levels of reflection, and normative
assumptions about reflection. Responses to this open-ended ques-
tion ranged from 4 to 256 words (M=63.8), and varied not only in
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content but in approach: some participants treated the question as
an invitation to produce a dictionary-like definition, such as “the act
of evaluating the research process” (P1), or drew directly on existing
theoretical accounts, citing Schön [52] or Fleck and Fitzpatrick [31].
Many others took a more personal, descriptive approach, focusing
less on defining the term itself than on how they reflect (its timing
or content), what goals it serves, and what impact it has on them or
their research. We read this variation as an indication of how differ-
ently participants approached the task of defining reflection – some
offering a compact working definition, others an extended account
of their own practice – rather than as evidence of how deeply they
understand it, since a brief definition may be carefully considered
and a long one diffuse. Participants’ definitions varied substantially
in their purposes, settings, normative expectations, and accounts
of practice. At the same time, the semantic vocabulary used to de-
fine reflection was comparatively concentrated: most descriptions
framed it as cognitive, evaluative, or corrective work, while em-
bodied, relational, creative, and spontaneous understandings were
less visible. We therefore distinguish plurality in what reflection is
for and how it is practised from narrower assumptions about what
counts as reflection. This pattern resonates with Zhu et al. [66] and
Baumer et al. [6], who caution that dominant HCI accounts may
leave less familiar dimensions of reflection under-recognised.

Theme 1: On ameta level – reflection as a research sensibility.
This theme operates on a more meta level: Rather than examining
how participants understand or define reflection in semantic terms,
it surfaces participants’ meta-cognitive and normative understand-
ing of it as a research sensibility – not merely an awareness of
reflection, but an attunement to it: how consciously they hold it,
and whether, and how universally, it is expected to be practised.
Rather than converging on a single account, this theme brings to-
gether several distinct – and at times contradictory – perspectives,
spanning from implicit practices that are not always labelled as
such, to strong normative assumptions about its presence and im-
portance in HCI research. Thus, it characterises reflection as an
unevenly recognised concept in HCI.

Heightened awareness through study participation. A notable share
of participants described becoming newly aware of reflective prac-
tices through the act of taking the survey itself – as one participant
put it succinctly, “Yes I am reflecting on reflecting” (P38). For some,
this meant realising they already reflect more than they had recog-
nised – for instance that “it made me aware about using reflection
more often than what I’m aware of” (P1), or that the survey “made
[them] more aware of all the different things [they] do to ensure [they]
reflect” (P43). For others, this awareness extended into a broaden-
ing of what reflection could involve. P21 described the change “in
terms of broadening my understanding of all the ways in which I
could practice reflection as part of my research”, while P73 found it
“refreshing to see other media as reflection outcomes. Perhaps audio
recordings [...] or drawings or sketches.”

Tacit versus formalised understandings of reflection. For some par-
ticipants, reflection was less a distinct, labelled activity than an
ingrained and largely tacit part of everyday research life. As one
participant put it, “reflection happens most times in my life, and I
am hesitant to label it as ’reflection’ per se, because it is how I live”

(P2) or that it “sometimes feels more intuitive than how it is described
in research papers” (P67). In contrast, a minority of participants
held markedly more formalised understandings of what reflection
requires, such as P73, who “did not consider meetings with others or
feedback with peers or walks as a form of reflection as [they were]
taught a reflection is something written” or defined it as a “conscious”,
“rigorous”, or “careful” process.

Reflection as an inherent, yet contested, expectation. Others treated
reflection as an inherent expectation of research: “It seems like an
intuitive and obvious thing that one should do as a researcher” (P40),
or “reflection is a core process of research” (P23), or “reflection is part
of the design research practice” (P73) at times even reacting critically
to the implication that researchers might not engage in it: “I was
appalled at the thought that a researcher never reflects, as one of the
answers in this questionnaire suggested” (P73). This was contested
by one participant, who questioned whether this expectation is
culturally specific rather than universal: “I sometimes feel is the
need/call for reflection in HCI work rooted in western culture? Or is it
really useful to do ’good research’ ” (P28).

Theme 2: Reflection as intellectual labour – limited recogni-
tion of alternative forms. How participants defined reflection
semantically was, on the whole, relatively narrow: their descrip-
tions consistently gravitated toward a dominant cognitive framing,
leaving comparatively little space for alternative ways of under-
standing the concept. We trace this pattern through the vocabulary
participants reached for – and, just as tellingly, did not reach for –
to show how the concept is conceptually bounded within HCI.

Reflection as cognitive, evaluative, and corrective labour. Across
the vast majority of accounts, reflection is framed as a cognitive
and evaluative intellectual labour, using words like “thinking”,
“analysing”, “evaluating”, “examining”, or even “judging”. In this
sense, reflection is largely conceptualised as a mental and analyt-
ical process, at times resembling a corrective or quality-control
mechanism through which researchers assess and refine their work.
This framing is further reflected in terms such as “making sense”,
“understanding”, “distilling meaning”, which emphasise reflection
as a process of intellectual interpretation and synthesis. This fram-
ing was often explicitly forward-facing: P47 described reflection as
“considering one’s past, recent observations and potential futures to
generate advice and plans for oneself and others”. P8 “sees reflection
as a moment of stepping back to consider work and generate ideas
for going forward”, positioning reflection as inherently productive –
a procedural understanding that treats reflection as an actionable
process rather than, say, a taking-in of one’s current state.

Reflection as a mode of being. In contrast, a minority of participants
described reflection from an experiential understanding, as a mode
of being, such as a “higher cognitive state” (P4), as an “immersion in
a deeply introspective mindset” (P40), or as “’sitting’ with the research
and letting it marinate” (P67), contrasting the dominant framing
of reflection as something that is actively performed, and pointing
toward an alternative in which reflection need not be oriented
toward future advice or action at all.

Reflection as embodied or creative practice. Similarly, only two re-
sponses pointed towards embodied or alternative understandings
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of reflection. P47 described reflection as “creative existence”, while
P44 highlighted how reflective insight can emerge through mak-
ing: “Building art and tangible user interfaces as a self reflection
and learning practice. I find the act of building things helps with
my reflective process, my hands have something practical to do as
my brain processes things and I find the output can help highlight
things I may have subconsciously missed”. These accounts, although
rare, expand reflection beyond purely cognitive, forward-facing
processes and point to alternative understandings. These fram-
ings were not strictly either/or: P47, who described reflection here
as “creative existence,” also characterised it in explicitly cognitive,
forward-facing terms as generating “advice and plans” – suggesting
these conceptions can coexist within a single participant.

Theme 3: Reflection as positioning in research. Participants
described reflection as an effort to position themselves and their
work in relation to their assumptions, responsibilities, relationships,
and the broader contexts in which research unfolds. Reflection is
thus not only introspective but also relational and contextual, shap-
ing how researchers understand their influence and responsibility.
This understanding emerged along two central facets – awareness
of one’s own background and biases, and positioning within rela-
tionships of power and responsibility.

Awareness of one’s background and biases. A central aspect of this
positioning involves becoming aware of one’s own background,
beliefs, and biases, and how these shape the research process. Par-
ticipants described reflection as “reflecting upon our biases and being
aware of them, together with our backgrounds and beliefs and how
they might influence our interpretations and analysis” (P10), or as
“actively thinking about my own thinking and where it stems from”
(P40). For some, this self-awareness extended beyond questions of
research integrity alone: P30 described reflection as “considering
choices and options thoughtfully, weighting off trade-offs, while being
fully aware of yourself,” noting that “[b]eyond aspects of research
integrity or just the ’reflecting on limitations of the research’, this has
personal dimensions.”

Positioning within power and responsibility. Beyond individual aware-
ness, a few participants also framed reflection as a means of situ-
ating themselves within relationships of power and responsibility.
This included considering whose perspectives are represented, how
decisions are made, and who benefits from the research. For ex-
ample, one participant described reflection as “checking in with
myself throughout the project, asking why I made certain choices,
whose voices i am listening to and reporting, and how my own back-
ground and biases may be shaping things. A lot of it is about power
and care, especially since I work with a marginalised and vulnerable
community” (P12). Similarly, another researcher reported the need
to reflect on their “power as a researcher collecting data” and their
“role as a research instrument” (P71).

4.2 RQ2: How is reflection enacted and valued
across practices, stages, and methodological
approaches in HCI research?

Wewere interested to understand the enactment of reflection (which
practices participants use, and how frequently in 4.2.1), its distri-
bution (how reflection is engaged across different stages of the

research process in 4.2.2), and its perceived importance (how reflec-
tion is valued within different methodological approaches in 4.2.3).
Additionally, findings from our RTA revealed a more procedural
understanding of how reflection is enacted in practice, along three
axes: at what scope, in which orientation (inward/outward), and at
what point in time (backward/forward). Although participants’ se-
mantic definitions of reflection converged around a comparatively
narrow, cognitive framing (Theme 2), these axes reveal consider-
able variety in how participants actually described reflection being
practised. We report on these axes as three themes below.

Theme 4: Reflection’s scope – from individual decisions to re-
search trajectories. This theme captures how participants scoped
reflection differently in terms of breadth. Rather than a simple
two-level distinction, this scope forms a continuum from specific
decision points, through ongoing engagement across a project, to
career-length trajectories and strongly shapes what participants
took reflection to actually be about. These findings are further
supported by quantitative data reported in Section 4.2.2.

Reflection at specific stages of research. Participants associated re-
flectionwith particular stages of research, especially those involving
interpretation and evaluation. For instance, one participant high-
lighted reflection in relation to data interpretation, describing it as
“thinking critically about my beliefs and how they shape my research
and how it might unconsciously affect how I interpret my data” (P21),
or “analysing study data and reflecting on the key insights or main
learnings” (P55). Such accounts position reflection as especially
salient at points where meaning is constructed, and decisions are
made.

Reflection as sustained engagement across a project. At the level of
individual projects, some participants emphasised reflection as an
ongoing and continuous process, described as happening “through-
out the research process” (P40). In this and similar responses, re-
flection was not limited to discrete moments but accompanies the
research process as it develops.

Reflection across research trajectories and careers. At the broad-
est level, some participants framed reflection as extending across
longer research trajectories. For example, one participant described
reflection as “a much bigger thing when it comes to looking at one’s
own research path across projects or years,” involving questions such
as “is my research relevant, is it what I want to be doing, am I putting
my time and efforts to good use” (P19). Here, reflection functions as
a way of situating one’s work within longer-term goals, values, and
directions similar to reflective question frameworks proposed in
prior work (e.g., [11]). Notably, this broadest-scope framing was, in
our data, typically articulated retrospectively – as a backward look
across a trajectory rather than a forward-looking one (Theme 6).

Theme 5: Reflection’s orientation – between inward and out-
ward reflection. This theme captures how participants’ reflection
varied in orientation, ranging from inward-facing processes focused
on the self to outward-facing considerations of the broader impacts
of research. Similar to Theme 4, rather than representing a strict
dichotomy, these orientations formed as a continuum, along which
reflection expands from personal awareness to relational and so-
cietal accountability. We trace this continuum across three levels:
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reflection focused on the self, reflection on research practice and
discipline, and reflection oriented toward societal impact.

Inward-facing reflection: accountability toward oneself. At the in-
ward spectrum, reflection was described as a means of examining
one’s own experiences, values, assumptions and staying account-
able “towards oneself” (P59). Others similarly framed reflection as
a deliberate step back from immediate work to consider a bigger
personal picture: P72 described reflection as “stepping back from the
day-to-day work, and thinking about the bigger context both for me
personally and for academia,” – already hinting at the continuum’s
outward reach.

Accountability toward one’s research practice and discipline. Moving
further outward, reflection was directed towards research practices,
including methodological choices and interactions with partici-
pants, situating reflection within the conduct of research. This
included reflecting on “micro-ethics of interactions and research en-
counters” (P30), or issues of inclusion and accessibility (P1). Moving
towards even more outer layers, participants also used reflection
“to be reflexive and responsive to the ever changing discipline of HCI
research” (P53). Similarly, P51 pointed to “question your own (either
as individual researcher, team, or research field) practices and results,
to understand the bigger picture and especially potential blindspots”,
contributing to a meta-HCI perspective on reflection.

Outward-facing reflection: accountability toward society. At its most
outward-oriented, reflection was closely tied to questions of so-
cietal responsibility, ethics, and impact. Participants described re-
flection as a way of attending to “how [their] research may impact
people and communities” (P34), and as “staying accountable to the
people, contexts and disciplines [they] work across” (P59). Further,
P59 explained it as a way of ensuring reciprocity and value in re-
search relationships: “Reflection helps me keep reciprocity central, as
through reflecting on my work, I am constantly reminded about its
use; it should create value for the people I work for/with rather than
just for the HCI community or being published.” This highlights how
reflection can orient researchers not only towards awareness and re-
sponsibility, but also towards the ethical and practical implications
of their work for others.

Theme 6: Reflection’s temporal direction – between looking
back and anticipating the future. This theme captures how par-
ticipants described reflection not only as distributed across different
stages of research, but also as oriented in different temporal direc-
tions. Reflection was framed as spanning past experiences (strong
focus), present actions, and future possibilities – and, in some cases,
across all three simultaneously.

Retrospective reflection: revisiting the past. Most participants re-
ferred to retrospective reflection in their definitions, in which past
experiences and outcomes are revisited and reinterpreted. Partic-
ipants explained “investigating the research process in hindsight”
(P61) or “look[ing] back on past work and think about what went well
or didn’t” (P79).

Ongoing reflection: embedded in the present. A similar amount of
participants described reflection during research activities as an
“ongoing practice” (P12) embeddedwithin action – and inmany cases
naming or referring to Schön’s concept of reflection-in-action [52].

Table 1: Reflection practices reported by participants. Explic-
itly collaborative practices are marked with a [C].

Reflection Practice N %

Informal self-reflection (e.g., during walks, breaks) 76 89
Team discussions or retrospectives [C] 74 87
Supervisor / peer feedback [C] 65 77
Revisiting and reinterpreting data 56 66
Reflection on ethical considerations 51 60
Writing positionality statements 37 43
Reflexive memos or fieldnotes 33 39
Using autoethnographic approaches 24 28
Keeping a research diary or journal 17 20
Other 5 6
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Figure 4: Number of reflection practices per participant.

For example, P35 explained “commit[ting] to a Schönian approach
to reflection which means reflection is always attached to action.
Reflection-in-action is a great part of my research practice - especially
when engaging people in participatory design” (P35).

Prospective reflection: anticipating the future. Fewer participants
described reflection as a prospective practice that informs plan-
ning and anticipates future consequences. This included “thinking
critically through the RQs [. . . ] designing appropriate measurement
instruments, and anticipating potential user responses and analysis
pathways” (P45), as well as “reflect[ing] prospectively on how [re-
search] may be received or challenged” (P53). Reflection at this stage
was also used to identify gaps and biases in advance, for instance
by “proactively doublecheck[ing] [. . . ] potential biases [. . . ] before
starting the analysis or making a decision” (P46), or by “rethink[ing]
if I missed something in my plan or if I have been thorough enough”
(P76).

Reflection spanning multiple temporal directions at once. A few par-
ticipants thereby explicitly articulated reflection as encompassing
multiple temporal directions at once. For example, one participant
described reflection as “considering one’s past, recent observations
and potential futures to generate advice and plans for oneself and
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others” (P47), while another highlighted how reflection in design
research “can be done in iterative cycles, before and after certain
actions” (P73). Similarly, reflection was described as “understanding
lived experiences, emotions and insights before, while and after doing
an activity” (P85).

4.2.1 Enactment of reflection. Most participants reported engaging
with multiple reflection practices (M=5.15) in their research, with
relatively few (n=3) reporting only one. Figure 4 shows the distribu-
tion of the number of reflection practices reported per participant.
This distribution suggests that reflection is typically supported
through multiple, complementary practices. 82 participants used
three or more reflection practices.

Table 1 summarises the reflection practices reported by partici-
pants. Overall, informal self-reflection and collaborative practices
such as team discussions and peer feedback are among the most
commonly reported – practices that are often expected or required
within PhD and research training, rather than elective methodolog-
ical choices. These practices were not only widely reported but
also frequently used, with many participants indicating that they
engaged in them “often” or “very often” (see Figure 5). In contrast,
more formal or structured practices, such as keeping a research diary
and using autoethnographic approaches – practices researchers can
choose to adopt rather than ones typically expected of them – were
reported more rarely, and when participants reported using them,
they actually employed them less often (see Figure 5).

Additionally, collaborative reflection practices (marked with [C]
in Table 1) were widely reported, with most participants (n=78)
indicating engagement in one or more collaborative practices, and
only a small proportion reporting none (n=7). In their open-text
responses, several participants also described reflection as a collab-
orative activity, for instance, noting that it “happens when I converse
with other people, be it a researcher or someone else” (P50), or that it
is “often collaborative as it happens with other researchers” (P55).

Extending beyond “traditional” forms of collaboration, partici-
pants also described engaging in reflection with tools such as LLMs,
as illustrated by P63:

“I’ve also realized I reflect much better with someone
rather than alone. That ’someone’ might be a student,
a collaborator, or even an LLM chatbot. [...] On one
hand, it feels safe that you can externalize your thoughts
without feeling judged. On the other hand, it tends to
agree with everything you say, and sometimes I worry it
could reinforce or amplify my own biases in the process.”

Overall, our findings suggest that reflection practices in HCI are
not confined to a single method, but enacted through a combination
of practices and heavily rely on informal and collaborative practices.

4.2.2 Distribution of reflection. Across different stages of the re-
search process (Figure 6), reflection was reported most frequently
during the interpretation of results, with 90.6% of participants indi-
cating they “often” or “always” engage in reflection at this stage.
Top-2-box percentages were likewise highest for writing and publi-
cation (88%), followed by research design/planning (83.5%), design of
interventions/artefacts (82.7%), and peer feedback and review (80.5%).
In contrast, the top-2-box percentage for retrospective reflection
after a project or phase was reported the lowest (59.8%), followed

by data collection (61.9%), and development/implementation (62.5%).
Although these values remain relatively high overall, with medi-
ans of at least “often” for all stages, they indicate a tendency for
reflection to be less prominent during these stages compared to the
above-mentioned stages of the research process (see Figure 6).

The distribution in Figure 7 indicates that reflection is widely
enacted across multiple stages of the research process, with most
participants reporting frequent reflection (“often” and “always”) in
a majority of stages. 18 participants reported to reflect “often” or
“always” in all these stages of research.

Looking more closely at specific stages, participants described re-
flection during the design of interventions / artefacts as closely inter-
twined with iterative decision-making and ongoing sense-making,
often aligning with notions of reflection-in-action as described by
Schön [52]. For instance, one participant characterised the design
process itself as “in part a reflective process, in which action and
reflection influence each other to form a design artifact.” They further
explained that “there is also a reflection outside the actual design
process in which the design process is reflected on” (P14). This was
also echoed by P62: “My understanding of reflection builds heavily
on Schön’s idea of design as an act of action-reflection, wherein de-
sign work [...] is interwoven with reflection leading up to a growing
understanding of how that design work unfolds, what it means, and
what it can give rise to.”

Although retrospective reflection after a project or phase showed
the lowest mean frequency across all stages, two participants ex-
plicitly referred to structured industry practices such as Scrum:
“In industry, at least from my experience, we do formalized project
retrospectives” (P70) and “in agile software development methods like
Scrum you have dedicated retrospective sessions for reflecting upon
challenges and the work of the last sprint in general. Something like
that could also be established in a research setting”

While 38% of participants reported to engage in reflection dur-
ing data collection “never”, “rarely” or “sometimes”, those who de-
scribed reflecting “very often” or “always” emphasised that “having
reflexivity while doing research, while data collection and insight
formation [avoids] premature narrative forming” (P66). Further re-
sponses highlight an understanding of data collection as a reflexive
process, in which researchers’ positionality shapes not only the
data interpretation but also the data collection, using reflection
to “find patterns/similarities or differences of the procedure of the
studies/events and see how that might influence the data and out-
come” (P80). On one occasion, a participant tied this to qualitative
methodologies: “If I am doing thematic analysis for example, I reflect
on my power as a researcher collecting data, my role as a research
instrument, my perspectives and potential biases, interactions with
the literature, and my interpretations of what is going on across my
data” (P71).

This framing was reinforced by another participant, who ob-
served that reflection “tends to be limited to the research areas where
we are already very reflexive” (P46). This suggests that reflection
may be implicitly positioned as a concern of specific methodologi-
cal traditions, limiting its uptake in areas where reflection is less
established.

4.2.3 Perceived importance of reflection. Methods that explicitly
foreground the researcher’s role and interpretive engagement, such
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Informal self-reflection (n=76) 18.4 30.3 51.3 Md=5

Supervisor / peer feedback (n=65) 12.3 40.0 46.2 Md=4

Team discussions or retrospectives (n=74) 12.2 44.6 41.9 Md=4

Reflection on ethical considerations (n=51) 31.4 33.3 33.3 Md=4

Other (n=5) 20.0 40.0 40.0 Md=4

Keeping a research diary or journal (n=17) 5.9 35.3 35.3 23.5 Md=4

Reflexive memos or fieldnotes (n=33) 9.1 33.3 30.3 27.3 Md=4

Revisiting and reinterpreting data (n=56) 35.7 35.7 23.2 Md=4

Writing positionality statements (n=37) 8.1 40.6 29.7 21.6 Md=4

Using autoethnographic approaches (n=23) 4.4 17.4 34.8 30.4 13.0 Md=3

Never - 1 Rarely - 2 Sometimes - 3 Often - 4 Very often - 5

Figure 5: Frequency of engagement in different reflection practices in HCI research in %. (Likert scale: 1 = never, 5 = very often).
The median is shown on the right-hand side of each bar. Sample sizes (n) reflect the number of participants who indicated
engaging in each practice in a preceding multiple-choice question (see Table 1). Note that some participants reported “never”
using a specific practice despite previously indicating that they engage in it.

as autoethnography, research through design, participatory and ethno-
graphic approaches, were rated as particularly reliant on reflection.
For example, 100% (SD=0.4) of participants using autoethnographic
approaches (n=12), 96.9% (SD=0.6) using research through design
(n=32), 91.8% (SD=0.8) using participatory design (n=49), and 91.7%
(SD=0.8) using ethnographic fieldwork (n=24) reported that reflec-
tion within these approaches is “very” or “extremely important”,
indicating a shared understanding of reflection as integral to these
approaches. In contrast, lower-ranked methods such as machine
learning / predictive modelling (SD=1.3), quantitative experiments
(SD=1.1), eye-tracking / physiological sensors (SD=1.1), or log / be-
havioural trace analysis (SD=1.2) exhibited greater variability, sug-
gesting more divergent views on the role of reflection. Figure 12 in
the appendix ranks HCI methods by the participants’ experienced
importance of these for those who indicated using the respective
HCI method.

4.3 RQ3: What enablers, motivators, and
challenges influence reflection in HCI
research?

To better understand the conditions under which reflection takes
place, we examine the support structures (4.3.1, 4.3.2), and chal-
lenges (4.3.3) that shape researchers’ engagement with reflective
practice.

While the majority of participants (63%) “agreed” or “strongly
agreed” that they reflect as much as they would like to in their
research, 21% “disagreed” (see Figure 8). This divergence suggests
that, despite reflection being widely recognised as important, some
researchers experience a gap between their aspirations and their
actual reflective practices. This notion also surfaced in the open-
ended responses, where participants described their own reflective
practice as falling short of what they wanted. P55, for example,
reflected that “[taking the survey] has made me aware of how im-
portant reflective practice is and that I’d like to do more of it if time
allows.”

4.3.1 Enablers of reflection. We asked participants what helps or
enables them to engage in reflection during their research. Enablers
of reflection were predominantly social and interactional. In par-
ticular, the majority of participants reported that key enablers for
reflection were engaging in discussions with colleagues or collabo-
rators (88%) and receiving constructive peer feedback (69%). Having
dedicated time for reflection (54%) and engaging with communities of
practice (53%) were also frequently mentioned. In contrast, partici-
pants less often reported more individual or formalised practices
as enablers. For example, only 35% of participants indicated that
reading literature on reflective methods supports their reflection, and
18% reported that their writing research diaries or memos enabled
their reflective practice.
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Interpretation of results (n=85) 5.9 18.8 71.8 Md=5

Research design / planning (n=85) 4.7 11.8 22.3 61.2 Md=5

Writing and publication (n=83) 7.2 32.6 55.4 Md=5

Data analysis (n=85) 7.1 12.9 22.3 56.5 Md=5

Design of interventions / artefacts (n=81) 8.7 8.6 37.0 45.7 Md=4

Peer feedback and review (n=82) 4.9 13.4 36.6 43.9 Md=4

Data collection (n=84) 9.5 25.0 27.4 34.5 Md=4

Development / implementation (n=80) 8.8 26.2 32.5 30.0 Md=4

Retrospective reflection (n=82) 6.1 31.7 34.2 25.6 Md=4

Never - 1 Rarely - 2 Sometimes - 3 Often - 4 Always - 5

Figure 6: Distribution of responses indicating how often participants engage in reflection at different stages of the research
process in % (Likert scale: 1 = never 5 = always). The median is shown on the right-hand side of each bar. Note that the sample
size (n) varies, as participants could select “not applicable” if they had not engaged in a given stage of the research process.
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Figure 7: Distribution of participants by the number of re-
search stages in which they report engaging in reflection
frequently (ratings “very often” or “always”), indicating the
extent to which reflective practice is consistently enacted
across the research process.

Additionally, 44% of participants reported that encountering ethi-
cal questions or dilemmas in their research supports reflection. For
example, one participant working in the subfield of health noted
“my user group which is marginalized and often victim of too little
reflection” (P80), while another working in accessibility & aging and
health referred to “historical epistemic violence by researchers in my

particular area of research and a wish to do better for my community”
(P44) motivating them to reflect.

The number of enablers reported by participants ranged from one
to eight (see Figure 9), with most participants identifying between
two and four enablers, indicating that reflection emerges from a
combination of enabling conditions.

Participants also addedmore enablers in their free-text responses.
Adding to the enabler reading literature on reflective methods two
participants mentioned “reading other people’s reflections when in-
cluded as part of academic papers” (P44) and “reading research articles
that are reflective” (P50). Other enablers included: “involving practi-
tioners”, “actively questioning my ideas and argumentation lines and
asking the bigger questions (who is this for, how does this contribute
to the field or society, what is the value of my work)”, or “time &
music and random elements”.

4.3.2 Motivators for reflection. Motivators for engaging in reflec-
tion were predominantly internal and socially situated, with per-
sonal motivation emerging as the most prominent factor (87%). This
was followed by colleagues or peers (58%) and collaborators or co-
authors (54%), indicating the importance of immediate research
networks. More hierarchical or formal actors, such as supervisors
or mentors (36%) and reviewers or editors (21%), were mentioned
less frequently, while institutional guidelines or requirements played
only a minor role (13%). Open-text responses further highlighted
intrinsic curiosity, personal values, and a sense of responsibility to-
wards marginalised user groups as motivators. Other responses also
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21.2 15.3 41.2 21.2 Md=4

Strongly disagree - 1 Disagree - 2 Neutral - 3 Agree - 4 Strongly agree - 5

Do you reflect as much as you would like to in your research?

Figure 8: Distribution of participants’ responses to whether participants reflect as much as they would like to in their research
in % (Likert scale: 1 = strongly disagree, 5 = strongly agree). The median is shown on the right-hand side of the bar.

Table 2: Enablers of reflection reported by participants.

Enablers for reflection N %

Discussing with colleagues or collaborators 75 88
Receiving constructive peer feedback 59 69
Having dedicated time for reflection 46 54
Engaging with communities of practice (e.g., special
interest groups, working groups)

45 53

Encountering ethical questions or dilemmas in my
research

37 44

Institutional or supervisory support 36 42
Personal well-being and work-life balance 36 42
Reading literature on reflective methods 30 35
Writing research diaries or memos 15 18
Other 5 6
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Figure 9: Number of enablers per participant.

pointed to external perspectives, such as engagement with non-
academic audiences, or critical awareness of past research practices,
as prompting reflection.

Blurring of personal life and research. Across our findings, reflection
appears to blur the boundaries between personal and professional
domains. A quarter of participants identified personal relationships
as a motivator for reflection. Additionally, personal well-being and
work-life balance were also seen as an enabler of reflection by 42%

(see Table 2). This is further supported by the finding that 89% of par-
ticipants reported engaging in informal reflection during everyday
activities, such as walking (see Table 1). As P2 describes,

“My design research requires a lot of reflection, often
in the bus, in bed, in my small gap times throughout
the day. In that sense, it is not possible for me to com-
pletely separate my research and my personal life. I
think reflection is what connects the two.”

This entanglement is also reflected in participants’ accounts of how
difficult it is to distinguish between personal and research-oriented
reflection, with one noting that “[taking the survey] made me think
about when i reflect for myself vs for my research and how intertwined
they both are with each other” (P12). P67 described how personal
reflective practices support their engagement with reflection in
research: “I think in general engaging in reflective practices in every-
day life helps being continually reflective. For instance, for me going
to yoga classes and meditating multiple times per week helps being
aware and engage in reflection.”

4.3.3 Challenges. Finally, we examine challenges to reflection,
based on the multiple-choice question “What challenges or bar-
riers, if any, have you encountered when trying to reflect related to
your research?” The full list of responses is summarised in Table 4.
81% of participants stated that they faced more than one challenge,
with a reported mean of 3.1 challenges experienced by our partic-
ipants. See the details in Figure 11. Only 7 participants reported
no challenges affected them when trying to reflect, while of the
10 participants who responded that they did not experience any
significant challenges three still reported at least one challenge to
affect them.

In addition to the predefined options, participants provided nu-
anced examples of challenges that hinder them in their reflection in
their optional free-text responses. These examples include imposter
syndrome, reviewers, uncertainty in articulating reflective processes
for validation during review, blurred boundaries between work and
personal life, health issues affecting energy levels, and fragmented
time.

To examine whether the challenges vary with researchers’ expe-
rience, we analysed the effect of years of HCI experience on both
individual challenges and the overall number of reported challenges.
In particular, to explore whether specific challenges to reflection
varied with researchers’ experience, we ran a series of exploratory
binary logistic regressions, using years of HCI experience as pre-
dictor and each challenge item as a binary outcome, applying a
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Table 3: Motivators for reflection reported by participants.

Motivators for reflection N %

Myself (personal motivation) 74 87
Colleagues or peers 49 58
Collaborators or co-authors 46 54
Supervisors or mentors 31 36
Personal relationships (e.g., family, friends, partners) 21 25
Community norms or expectations 20 24
Reviewers or editors 18 21
Institutional guidelines or requirements (e.g., ethics
protocols, review boards)

11 13

Other 8 9
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Figure 10: Number of motivators per participant.

Benjamini–Hochberg FDR correction to account for multiple com-
parisons. Emotional or cognitive overload showed a negative associ-
ation with experience in years (𝛽 = −0.13, OR = 0.87, 𝑝 = .009),
suggesting that more experienced researchers may be less likely
to report this challenge. However, this effect did not remain statis-
tically significant after correcting for multiple comparisons, and
should therefore be treated as indicative rather than conclusive. Full
results are reported in the Appendix C. We further examined the re-
lationship between researchers’ years of experience and the number
of reported challenges to reflection using Spearman’s rank-order
correlation and observed a moderate negative correlation between
years of experience and the number of reported challenges to re-
flection (Spearman’s 𝜌 = −0.35, 𝑝 = .001), with more experienced
researchers reporting fewer challenges.

Competing commitments surfacing across the data. Beyond responses
to the dedicated question on challenges, participants described dif-
ficulties in open-text responses throughout the survey. Reporting
these as further themes would have largely restated the challenge
categories already presented in Table 4. What the open-text mate-
rial added was not additional challenges but an account of what
generates them: participants repeatedly described being caught be-
tween commitments they held simultaneously and could not fully
honour at once. We therefore shifted the analytic unit from themes,

Table 4: Challenges to reflection reported by participants.

Challenge to reflection N %

Lack of time 47 55
Pressure to produce tangible outputs quickly 39 46
Emotional or cognitive overload 36 42
Difficulty finding collaborators to reflect with 28 33
Feeling that reflection is not valued by peers/reviewers 25 29
Lack of institutional or organisational support 23 27
Lack of methodological guidance 23 27
Uncertainty about how to reflect meaningfully 20 24
Fear of judgement or vulnerability 11 13
Fear of self-criticism 8 9
Other 7 8

I do not experience any significant challenges when
reflecting

10 12
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Figure 11: Number of challenges per participant.

which describe patterns of meaning across the data, to tensions,
which name the competing commitments producing those patterns.
Applying this criterion, we retained only those challenges that par-
ticipants articulated as a conflict between two things they valued,
rather than as an absence of a resource. Two such tensions were
evident across the corpus: one arising where the temporal demands
of reflection meet the pace of academic production, and one aris-
ing from disagreement over what reflection is epistemically worth.
Challenges that did not resolve into a competing commitment –
difficulty finding collaborators, for instance – remain reported in
Table 4 but are not restated here.

Tension 1: The time-intensive nature of reflection vs. norms
of productivity and publishability. Participants frequently de-
scribed reflection as a time-intensive process that cannot be easily
compressed. This was vividly illustrated by one participant, who de-
scribed it as “’sitting’ with the research and letting it marinate” (P67),
suggesting a process of gradual sense-making rather than immedi-
ate insight. Similarly, P50 stated that “reflection to me means having
the time and space to slow down”, and P62 reported that reflection
needs “making time/space (and saving energy, also emotional) for
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slow thinking throughout a design/research process.” This latter state-
ment also points to the challenge of emotional or cognitive overload,
reported by 42% of participants. However, this need for time stands
in tension with the pressures of productivity and publication, as
reported in the two most frequently reported challenges: lack of
time (55%) and pressure to produce tangible outputs quickly (46%).
P29 explained:

“I feel that many peers (an myself) would engage more
in reflection, if there was more time to do this. I think
the enormous workload and strong pressure to publish
really hinders reflection sometimes.”

Further, it is reflected in participants’ reports of enabling factors,
with 54% identifying having dedicated time for reflection as sup-
porting their reflective practice (see Table 2). Beyond the sheer
availability of time, one participant (P50) also highlighted “frag-
mented time” as a challenge, noting that reflection is difficult to
sustain in short or interrupted intervals.

Tension 2: Epistemological tensions in valuing reflection.
29% of participants reported having the feeling that reflection is
not valued by peers or reviewers. As P67 criticises, “I just find it
frustrating when trying to engage in new reflective processes it is
criticized during the review process. Not every reflective process has
to be doing a reflexive thematic analysis.” Extending this critique,
P23 questions dominant notions of positivist objectivity in HCI
research, suggesting that:

“Many researchers believe they can blackbox their own
thinking, their inherent biases, their feelings through
data, which is a futile attempt at objectification, when
in reality data and its analysis can be too easily manip-
ulated both consciously and unconsciously. There is no
objective science in this field. Researchers should reflect
more and try to obscure less in their work, it should be
easier to get published without pretending to publish
objective truth.”

In a similar manner, P30 argued:
“Qualitative research requires reflectiveness, as own sub-
jectivity cannot be bracketed out, and in fact it would be
wrong to pretend it can ever [...] But reflectivity would
also be highly important to be nourished in quantitative
research, as the choice of research question is subjec-
tive (how else can it be explained that only with more
women in medicine, topics of female health came up
[...])”.

Based on the same argument of quantitative methods not being
as “objective” and “bias-free” as “people still believe”, P6 called for
“increased legitimization of reflection and reflective practices in all
of the sciences and humanities.” P67 further described “uncertainty
in how to articulate reflective processes in ways that are recognised
and validated during review” as a challenge, suggesting that reflec-
tion may not align easily with expectations of scientific reporting.
Beyond feeling undervalued, several participants argued that re-
searchers in HCI do not reflect enough as a field. They framed this as
a symptom of prevailing epistemological commitments rather than
individual failing. P74, for instance, described working with “too
many people who don’t think about their own biases, mostly people

from a single discipline,” who “scoff at interdisciplinary people... who
try to point out that there are other ways to think about things.” For
P44, these tensions were not only constraining but also motivating,
referring to “epistemic violence by researchers in their particular area
of research” as a motivation to engage more in reflective practice.

5 Discussion
The aim of our study was to examine how reflection is understood,
enacted, and shaped within HCI research. Specifically, we investi-
gated how HCI researchers understand the concept of reflection
(RQ1), how it is integrated and valued across practices, stages, and
methodological approaches (RQ2), and what enablers, motivators
and challenges influence its use (RQ3). Our findings reveal a com-
plex picture in which reflection is widely practised, yet, variably
defined, embedded in diverse practices, and shaped by both indi-
vidual and institutional factors.

5.1 What our findings reveal about reflection in
HCI

5.1.1 Reflection as contested and contextually constructed. Return-
ing to RQ1 – how HCI researchers understand the concept of re-
flection in relation to their research processes, design work, or
methodological decisions – our findings reveal that reflection in
HCI is not a unified concept but a family of practices shaped by dis-
ciplinary background, epistemological commitments, career stage,
and cultural context. This plurality is both a descriptive reality and
a normative site of tension. The wide range of definitions in our
open-ended responses – from P1’s systematic positionality frame-
work (“from positionality... to methodological approaches... ethical
aspects... inclusion and accessibility” ) to a compressed ontology by
P82 (“reflection is research in action” ), or poetic phenomenological
imagery from P50 (“like a lake, which does not hold still but conveys
constant movement” ) – is not noise around a shared signal. Rather,
it reveals that ‘reflection’ in HCI pertains to very different things
between researchers. This matters for two reasons. First, within our
sample, participants invoking the same term were often describing
materially different practices, which constrains the extent to which
reflection can be discussed, taught, or evaluated as a common object.
We are deliberately cautious about extending this observation to
the field as a whole. Our participants were HCI researchers rather
than specialists in reflection, and greater conceptual alignment may
well exist among those who study reflection directly; the ambiguity
we observe may therefore reflect the composition of our sample
as much as the state of the field. What our data does support is
a narrower and still consequential claim: a concept increasingly
invoked across HCI’s methodological discourse is not, for the re-
searchers expected to enact it, accompanied by a settled account
of what enacting it involves [13, 14]. Second, plurality need not
be resolved into uniformity; it can instead be treated as a site of
productive interrogation, provided the field develops a richer vo-
cabulary for distinguishing the models and levels of reflection it
values [31, 35, 66]. Although almost half of our respondents (45%)
felt moderately familiar or less, it is worth noting that despite the
absence of a stable definition, there is still a desire from respon-
dents to participate in such practices. If there are natural or intuitive
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drives to treat HCI in reflective ways, it stands to reason it should
be an aspect of practice that deserves closer attention and support.

5.1.2 The tacit majority: reflection that goes unlabelled. Relatedly,
in answering RQ1, an additional complexity is that a significant
portion of our participants appear to engage in reflection they do
not recognise as such, and the act of naming and examining these
appears to have immediate meta-cognitive consequences. This sug-
gests that reflective capacities in HCI exist in implicit or unclaimed
states. Our survey appears to have functioned as a reflective trig-
ger for many participants by itself. Several noted that the act of
completing the survey made them aware of practices they had
not previously labelled as reflection. That a notable share of an
already reflection-attentive sample – people who volunteered for a
survey specifically about reflection – reported needing the survey
itself to recognise practices they already engaged in is suggestive,
though we note this may partly reflect the prompting effect of a
detailed survey instrument rather than a general absence of in-
frastructure. Even accounting for this, it hints that reflection in
HCI research may currently lack the visible infrastructure to help
researchers recognise reflection they are already enacting. This is
something that we find to be substantively interesting as it suggests
that HCI’s reflective culture is broader and richer than it appears
from published record. That a richness of detail may be locked
inside individual or collaborative habits that never become explicit,
shareable or teachable. In this case, the gap is not in practice - rather
the meta-cognitive steps to transform it into something that could
benefit others in the community.

5.1.3 Collaboration and the social infrastructure of reflection. Given
the collaborative nature of scientific endeavours, it is perhaps un-
surprising to see that our sample expounds on the many social
aspects of their practices (RQ2, RQ3). In many cases, reflection
appears to be sustained by interpersonal networks far more often
than individual discipline or formal structures. The image of the
solitary reflective practitioner – journaling alone, writing position-
ality statements in a quiet room – does not fit our data. 88% report
team/colleague discussions as a key enabler; 91.8% of participants
engage in at least one collaborative reflective practice. Informal
self-reflection is reported by 89% of participants, but this informality
often happens at the margins of social interaction (in buses, on
walks taken to decompress from meetings, in “gap times through
the day” as P2 describes). Similarly, even solo reflection in this
sample is embedded in a relational context: participants describe
reflecting on their conversations, their colleagues’ feedback, super-
visor expectations. Often, the work of HCI is directed at others as
well, and researchers must conduct synthesis between their own
thoughts and data on their subjects or participants. Also, it is worth
mentioning that artificial or simulated reflective partnerships were
also a feature in our responses; the use of LLMs extends this social
logic in a different direction and raises questions about what kind
of ‘other’ is needed to support reflection [8].

5.1.4 The methodological divide: reflection is not evenly distributed.
Returning to RQ2 – how reflection is enacted and valued espe-
cially across methodological approaches – our sample shows that
reflective practice in HCI is unevenly distributed across the method-
ological spectrum: qualitative researchers report it as integral and

near automatic, while researchers working in more technical or
quantitative traditions describe it as more uncertain, less habitual,
and less validated by their immediate disciplinary contexts. The
divide was not the primary object of our analysis but it surfaces con-
sistently across our data. P40 (a qualitative researcher) writes that
“reflection intuitively seems like a fundamental part of research” ; P71
describes deep methodological embedding of reflexivity in thematic
analysis. In contrast, P46 notes that reflection “tends to be limited
to the research areas where we are already very reflexive, but it is not
sufficiently used in more technical/development areas.” P8 categorises
this further as the pull of a “hard-science epistemology” in their de-
partment that shapes how and whether reflection is valued. This
pattern is echoed in our quantitative data (Figure 12): interpretive
methods – autoethnography, research through design, participa-
tory and co-design, ethnographic fieldwork, and critical/speculative
methods – were rated by participants as most reliant on reflection,
while quantitative measurement-driven methods – machine learn-
ing, quantitative experiments, eye-tracking, and log data analysis –
were rated lowest and most variably. This is not simply individual
variation; it maps onto structural features of HCI’s heterogene-
ity as a field, and it has implications for where our recommen-
dations about reflection should be directed. Singh et al. also note
that the burden of positionality often falls unevenly on qualitative
researchers [55], and our findings extend this: the expectation of
reflection is unevenly distributed in ways that create inequity and
boundaries between different aspects of our field. Reflective prac-
tice in HCI research has relevance across subfields as every area is
shaped by methods, values, constraints, and norms. Our data shows
a broader application has yet to materialise in practice. We believe
the community can benefit from more examples of traditionally
‘hard-coded’ domains leaning into reflection, and some examples
are already worth championing [16].

5.1.5 Reflection across the professional-personal boundary. Our
participants consistently describe reflection as a practice that does
not respect a boundary between professional research and personal
life – and that this entanglement, while sometimes experienced as
a burden or a source of concern, is more often a resource that helps
them sustain practice across contexts. This entanglement appears
in different ways, such as during embodied activities that take place
outside of the explicit context of their work lives (e.g., walks, yoga,
meditation, bus rides); reflection on research that triggers a per-
sonal insight; and personal life experiences (e.g., moving abroad,
therapy, parenting, identity questioning) that deepen their capac-
ity for reflective practice within their professional responsibilities.
This resonates with recent discussions in HCI that highlight how
researchers’ personal lives and well-being are deeply entangled
with their research practices, shaping not only how studies are
conducted but also how knowledge is produced [46]. This does
not mean HCI should colonise researchers’ personal lives in the
name of reflection, which would be ethically problematic, but it
does mean that institutional approaches to reflection that treat it
as a bounded professional competency are working against how
reflection actually functions for many of our participants. Arguably,
although this may require researchers to behave professionally and
responsibly toward aspects where their personal concerns may
represent a conflict of interest, it reflects the human focus of HCI



“Yes I Am Reflecting on Reflecting!” – Mapping Understandings, Practices, and Challenges NordiCHI ’26, October 03–07, 2026, Vaasa, Finland

that is also important to celebrate. By reflecting on their own lives,
experiences, and perspectives, researchers may become better at
appreciating biases that require mitigation or different approaches.

5.2 Tensions that shape reflective practice
5.2.1 The slow vs. fast tension: reflection against the publish-or-
perish machine. The most frequently reported barrier to reflection
were a lack of time (55%) and pressure to produce tangible outputs
quickly (46%). Time is a common fault line in prior work [59] as
well, but within the context of HCI this aspect appears to be less of
a problem with personal time-management but a structural condi-
tion: academic productivity norms actively shape and work against
the conditions under which deep reflection becomes possible. It is
easy to read this result superficially as a “lack of time” but partici-
pants make it clearer in situ that, within the incentive structures of
academic life, reflection is often something that can be neglected
in consequence to being invisible or implicit. We see that seniority
or experience can help and it seems that experienced researchers
report fewer challenges. Whether this is because time is more avail-
able or reflection more efficient in this case isn’t clear and requires
further study. What can be said is that junior researchers bear the
greatest burden and do so, arguably, at a time where it is of the
greatest need.

5.2.2 The normative gatekeeping problem: who decides what counts?
Reflective practice inHCI is subject to informal gatekeeping through
peer review, training, and disciplinary norms. Certain forms of re-
flection are recognised and rewarded, while others are treated more
critically. This can lead to genuine exclusion (i.e., where cultural
norms of reflection are less compatible with established standards
of practice) or performative compliance (i.e., where researchers act
in ways that align with those standards to appease reviewers). This
is something that can have a diluting effect on how meaningful
reflection can appear in existing work, such as an observation from
P51: “There’s not enough [reflection], but much of what’s done feels
performative and unhelpful”. This is to say, the HCI field has devel-
oped strong norms around certain visible forms of reflection (e.g.,
positionality statements, RTA, autoethnography) while leaving oth-
ers – intuitive, collaborative, embodied, non-textual – outside the
space of what counts (as also described by [66]). In some cases the
gatekeeping can also be internalised as well, P73 made the observa-
tion that they had not considered meetings or walks as reflection
because they was “taught reflection is something written” captures
exactly this normalisation of a narrow form. This is related to, but
distinct from the epistemological tension that follows: this gate-
keeping problem is about legitimacy within existing norms, not
about whether those norms are correct in themselves.

5.2.3 The epistemological tension: objectivity myths and the visibil-
ity of bias. Some participants directly challenge dominant assump-
tions of objectivity in HCI and argue reflection is not a qualitative
speciality, but a universal epistemic requirement. That any belief
that data solely ’speaks for itself’ is short-sighted. P23 puts it plainly,
“Many researchers believe they can blackbox their own thinking, their
inherent biases, their feeling through data, which is a futile attempt
at objectification... There is no objective science in this field.”, articu-
lating a concern about objectivity myths that emerge in multiple

responses and connects to the finding that only 31.8% of our sample
is “strongly” motivated to reflect to “improve research quality and
rigour”. The epistemological tension matters because it frames the
choice not to reflect as a coherent (if contested) position, not just
an oversight. Aspects and consequences of these tensions can be
seen elsewhere, for example, Niksirat et al. [41] provide empirical
evidence that transparency norms have improved unevenly.

5.3 Ways forward: actions toward a reflective
research culture in HCI

5.3.1 Name and document existing informal practices as reflection
(in papers, pedagogy, and lab culture). One of themost accessible and
impactful interventions for fostering reflective practice in HCI is the
cultivation of meta-cognitive awareness – the capacity to recognise
one’s existing practices as reflection, to name them, and thereby to
make them available for deliberate development or transmission.
Our data provides evidence that naming matters. Participants who
completed the survey frequently reported that the act of completion
itself generated new meta-cognitive awareness of their practice.
This is a low-cost, high-leverage intervention: not new training,
not structural reform, but the provision of a reflective vocabulary.
The implication for HCI as a community is that documentation
of reflective practices – in papers, in pedagogy, in lab cultures
– has an activation effect beyond its informational value. When
researchers find utility in the reflective practices of peers (e.g.,
P40 on reading Braun & Clarke, or that reading methodological
papers “inspire me to engage more deeply” ) it suggests that they
are not only being informed; they are also being triggered towards
action. When reflective practices are unrecognised, they cannot
be labelled or properly recognised in ways that extend beyond
the individual practice and into the wider community. It stands to
reason that HCI work should encourage researchers to name and
document their existing informal practices (e.g., walks, discussions,
data immersion) as reflection more frequently. Making these things
more visible has intrinsic value. P62 in our survey even suggests
survey-style instruments or a framework for junior researchers,
making these important tools to equip incoming doctoral students
(who appear to have greater need for these competencies than their
superiors).

5.3.2 Make room for alternative (non-written) forms of reflection:
embodied, collaborative, and non-Western reflection. If HCI is to
foster genuine, rather than performative reflection, the field must
broaden its conception of what reflection looks like, explicitly recog-
nising and welcoming collaborative, embodied, non-textual, and
non-Western or non-WEIRD forms of it [66]. This would sit along-
side the written, individual, staged retrospection that currently
dominates but extend it in important ways. Our data shows that the
most common forms of reflection in practice are not the forms most
visible in publications. Informal self-reflection, team discussions, and
peer feedback together account for the most prevalent practices –
yet these are precisely the forms that some respondents did not
realise or count as reflection because they were led to believe it
was only “something written”. The mismatch between what is prac-
tised and what is recognised creates a legitimacy gap that has real
consequences: practices that go unnamed cannot be evaluated, re-
fined, or transmitted. It also makes it harder for other researchers to
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properly test, replicate, or understand these works [41]. We suggest
that publication formats should make space for brief accounts of
non-written reflective processes (team discussions, iterative data
sessions, walks-as-thinking) in much the same way it has become
common practice to declare conflicting interests, or influencing fac-
tors. It is also important that peer-review culture improves to avoid
conflation – standards we apply to certain methods that may involve
reflection (e.g., RTA) do not necessarily hold for evaluating other
forms of reflection. Greater acceptance of reflective documentation
could also include more artefactual forms as well, audio or visual
recordings can add important texture to the cognitive processes
of researchers and paint a more vivid picture of methodological
rigour than text alone can provide. Fundamentally, all of this re-
quires that the HCI community finds more ways to expose itself to
a greater number of reflective traditions than it has permitted so
far. HCI education already emphasises that research subjects are
complex entities, whom we should be cautious of marginalising
or excluding. It is important for our community and standards to
avoid homogeneity that does not reflect the diversities that count
amongst our greatest strengths as a field.

5.3.3 Shift reflection from personal virtue to institutional infrastruc-
tures. Sustainable reflective practice in HCI requires structural sup-
port – protected time, community formats, and publication norms
– that shift reflection from a personal virtue (present or absent in
individual researchers) to an institutional expectation with corre-
sponding resources. Our data shows that personal motivation is the
overwhelming driver of reflection (87%) while institutional support
is cited by only 42% as an enabler, and only 13% of participants
identify institutional guidelines as a motivator. This asymmetry is a
structural problem: a field that relies on personal motivation to sus-
tain practices that run counter to dominant productivity incentives
will see those practices erode as pressure increases. The experience
gradient (more experience → fewer challenges) suggests that se-
nior researchers have found ways to protect reflective space that
junior researchers have not – but this is individual adaptation, not
institutional provision. We suggest that time for reflection and de-
celeration should be time that is actively protected and encouraged
in funded research projects (as a line item, not an afterthought
or implicit expectation that can easily be discarded). Community
practice structures (e.g., SIGs, working groups that provide regular
opportunities for reflective practice; 53% already cite CoP engage-
ment as an enabler), this is something that could be formalised and
expanded on. We believe these structural and institutional changes
(as well as the ways it can be enforced interpersonally in the follow-
ing section) are likely to be increasingly important in the coming
years. Given the ways in which reflection can often be disregarded
amidst a performative model of work, the recent scaling and accel-
eration associated with AI will not make this problem any better.
We believe reflection is included in core competencies that will be
more and more essential for researchers moving forward – we are
uniquely positioned in ways where it is imperative to consider the
tools we use to realise our research, and those that we create for
others in the process. This prescription was also present in our sam-
ple, for example P70 states “I think with the rise of AI tools for HCI
research, we as a discipline need to continue reflecting on how we will
evolve as a practice and drive value for a company”. Thankfully we

are at a point in time where self-awareness and recognition of such
a need is still evident; it would be problematic to assume that it will
continue being so (or continue to provoke such behaviours) if there
is not more done to formalise the precedent or give researchers per-
mission to do so. Simply assuming these competencies will develop,
or that infrastructure to enable it doesn’t need to be established
may be short-sighted as we venture into a period of HCI that is
likely to involve tremendous acceleration and pressure.

5.3.4 Teach reflection explicitly – embed it in methods curricula,
have supervisors model it, and credit reflective transparency in peer
review rather than treating it as a weakness. Reflective norms are
transmitted through academic socialisation – through what super-
visors model, what curricula include, and what publication rewards
– and changing them therefore requires intervention at each of
these transmission points. Many of our respondents describe ac-
tively teaching or benefiting from mentorship that is constructive
and supporting of reflective practice. This demonstrates that the
transmission of reflective norms is already happening, but it is often
uneven and largely informal. In practice we believe the practical
recommendations emerging from the data include explicit inclu-
sion of reflection in HCI methods courses – diverse frameworks,
not only positionality statements. Junior researchers are watching
what their senior colleagues do and don’t, therefore it is imperative
that supervisors model such behaviours and encourage it (44.7%
of our sample were PhD students). When it comes to publications
themselves, HCI work can make reflective processes more visible –
the “messiness” that Boehner et al. [12, 13] describe as valuable –
serving an educational function for readers. This standard is also
something to normalise in the review process itself, crediting re-
flective transparency instead of treating it as a methodological
weakness. These suggestions would be in alignment with the think-
ing on pedagogical strategies for reflection in project-based HCI
education by authors like Roldan et al. [50], it is also corroborated
by a similar shift in strategy seen in other fields like nursing [2],
education [1], and cognitive therapy training [7]. We believe the
notion of reflection as a teachable professional capacity is also an
applicable model for HCI, especially given the extent that issues are
frequently multi-layered and challenged by the nuances of human
life.

5.4 Limitations
For recruitment, we used a combination of social media, mailing
lists targeting HCI researchers, university distribution lists, direct
contacts, and snowball sampling (as further described in Section
3.3). As participation was voluntary, the sample may include a
higher proportion of researchers interested in reflection. Recruit-
ment through professional networks and snowball sampling may
also have shaped the sample, reflecting existing social and insti-
tutional connections, with some regions, disciplines, or research
communities represented more strongly than others. It should also
be noted that our sample consisted of only 19.8% of participants
(n=81) who reported their country of origin in the global south.
Above that, 83 researchers were affiliated with the global north,
with a significant majority from Europe (n=70) and North America
(n=13), despite numerous efforts to include a wider array of partici-
pants. Finally, recruitment relied on the mailing lists available to
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us and was extended through snowball sampling, as participants
shared the survey within their own communities. As a result, repre-
sentation across HCI subfields and SIGCHI venues may vary, with
stronger coverage of communities more directly connected to these
recruitment channels. The findings, therefore, reflect the situated
nature of our sample and are best interpreted in relation to this
specific context.

Beyond our sampling choices, the survey design may also shape
the perspectives captured in our data: We provided a working defi-
nition of reflection to establish a shared point of reference, while
presenting it only after participants had described reflection in
their own terms. This working definition may nevertheless have
influenced how participants framed their subsequent responses
by making a particular understanding of reflection more salient.
Relatedly, our survey also relied on participants’ awareness and
articulation of their reflective practices, which may capture tacit
or in-action reflection less directly. At the same time, our working
definition and answer options explicitly included these forms of
reflection. They may have helped participants recognise practices
they had not previously identified as reflective, as discussed in
Section 4.1.3.

5.5 Reflection on our research process and
future work

Engaging with this research profoundly deepened our engagement
with the components of reflection and expanded the breadth of
what accompanies reflective practices, even if it did not funda-
mentally change our prior understanding of reflection itself. We
began with a shared philosophical stance that we would describe
as human-centred, agency-oriented, and design-informed, with a
critical perspective on reflection and practice. In this paper we
consciously chose not to address the philosophical dimensions of
reflection, given the high level of interpretation that written data
of this kind demands. However, we foresee this as an important
avenue for future work – specifically, how philosophical stance
shapes reflective practice and the perceived value of reflection.

Relatedly, while our survey data allowed us to characterise the
range and structure of participants’ definitions of reflection, ex-
plaining why individual participants hold particular definitions –
for instance, whether these are shaped by disciplinary training,
mentorship, or exposure to specific theoretical accounts – exceeds
what a one-shot, open-ended survey response can support. Semi-
structured interviews, with the opportunity for follow-up probing,
would be better suited to surfacing this explanatory depth, and we
see this as a valuable direction for future work.

Other topics we only touched upon were epistemic violence,
which is being addressed in HCI in such areas as disability [65]
and technofascism [25]. In our team reflections we mapped them as
potential consequences of the absence of reflection. While many
participants noted the importance of reflection as a means of avoid-
ing negative impact on the world, the most extreme scenarios of
what ignoring reflection might produce were not prominently in
view. We would encourage other researchers to revisit this particu-
lar aspect of our findings on the perceived value and consequences
of reflection, approaching it also from the perspective of worst-case
outcomes. Doing so may ultimately support more informed adop-
tion of reflective practice and help shift the cost-benefit calculation

away from a culture of fast publishing toward research more deeply
grounded in values.

A further insight our collective team reflection on the research
process surfaced concerns the relationship between reflection and
culture of error, echoing recent work that foregrounds the value of
anticipating and making potential failures visible in design [60]. As
researchers, we are constantly learning and revising both ourselves
and our working approaches. Regular reflection – and reflection
on reflection – creates the perspective needed to see, acknowledge,
and address our mistakes. We believe that making reflection a
publicly acceptable and sufficiently normalised practice could also
positively shape academic culture more broadly, creating space for
open discussion of mistakes and relieving some of the perfectionist
pressure that currently pervades the field.

As a final note, we wish to propose one concrete direction for
future work that might help bring this about. All three of us are
engaged in teaching and have a close perspective on junior re-
searchers who are finding their footing in academia. We believe
that further exploration of reflective approaches could begin to
shape a practical reflection toolbox for researchers at all stages. We
observed how significant a shift reflexive thematic analysis [18]
brought in normalising reflection at the analysis stage of research.
Extending this kind of structured, method-level support to other
stages of the research process – and to other modes of reflecting –
is a promising avenue well worth pursuing.

5.6 Conclusion
Reflection is often invoked in HCI as an aspect of responsible, rig-
orous, and ethical research. We find, however, in our study, that
it is not understood in uniform ways or evenly supported or en-
couraged in formal ways. Based on a survey of 85 HCI researchers,
we mapped how reflection is defined, enacted, valued, enabled, and
constrained across research practices. Our findings show that reflec-
tion in HCI is best understood, not as a single method or individual
disposition, but as a family of situated practices: cognitive and em-
bodied, individual and collaborative, retrospective and anticipatory,
personal and structural. We found across our data that, although
reflection was widely practised, it can often be informal, tacit, and
on the margins of recognised academic work. Respondents pro-
vide examples of multiple techniques but also include admissions
that at many times they will neither name nor legitimise them
in published work. The main implication of our work is that HCI
needs to move beyond treating reflection as a private virtue or op-
tional methodological add-on. A reflective research culture requires
shared vocabularies, protected time, and scaffolding that reinforces
broader integration. Because HCI research is often shaped by as-
sumptions, values, contexts, and institutional pressure, it matters
that this be established as transparent and normalised documenta-
tion - rather than as a performative disclosure. In line with calls
to pluralise reflection in HCI, this also means making space for
alternative forms of reflective practice emerging from different cul-
tures or perspectives (e.g., collaborative, embodied, relational, and
non-textual). By making reflective practices more visible and dis-
cussable, HCI can better support researchers in examining not only
their own positions and decisions, but also the wider structures that
shape what kinds of knowledge the field produces, values, or pub-
lishes. Ultimately, reflection should not be understood as slowing
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HCI down for its own sake, but as a way of helping the field move
with greater care, accountability, and wisdom. As HCI continues
to confront increasingly complex social, ethical, and technological
questions, reflection offers a means of keeping research practice
open to questioning, learning, and change. Reflection may be one
of the greatest ways to preserve and connect in genuine ways with
the human aspect of our work, particularly relevant to a field that
is situated centrally in the accelerating changes in what is possible
to simulate or approximate artificially.
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A Participant demographics

Table 5: Demographic characteristics of the participant sample. Note: While all participants reported being engaged in HCI
research, their primary and secondary disciplinary affiliations may lie in adjacent or contributing fields, and therefore do not
sum exclusively to HCI.

Type Count
Gender (n=84) Woman (45), Man (34), Non-Binary (4), Prefer to self-describe (1)
Country of affiliation Germany (22), Switzerland (15), United States of America (12), United Kingdom (8),

Finland (7), Ireland (3), Netherlands (3), Austria (2), Denmark (2), France (2), Poland
(2), Canada (1), Cyprus (1), India (1), Iran (1), Italy (1), Norway (1), Spain (1)

Country of origin (n=81) Germany (19), United States of America (9), United Kingdom (6), Switzerland (6), India
(5), China (4), Russia (4), Finland (3), France (3), Austria (2), South Korea (2), Poland (2),
Iran (2), Czech Republic (2), Canada (1), Italy (1), Netherlands (1), Norway (1), Greece
(1), Portugal (1), Ecuador (1), Denmark (1), Spain (1), Cyprus (1), Colombia (1), Viet
Nam (1)

Primary disciplinary background Human-Computer Interaction (36), Computer Science (22), Psychology/cognitive sci-
ence (10), Design (6), Business/management (1), Education (1), Information Science (1),
Philosophy (1), Other (7)

Secondary disciplinary background Human-Computer Interaction (23), Computer Science (18), Psychology/cognitive sci-
ence (10), Design (7), Information Science (4), None (4), Art or Creative Practice (2),
Education (2), Media Studies (2), Sociology (2), Business/management (1), Other (10)

Experience in HCI research 0-5 years (38), 6-10 years (31), 11-15 years (4), 16-20 years (1), 21-25 years (5), 26-30
years (2), more than 30 years (4)

Employment PhD student (38), Postdoctoral researcher (13), Assistant professor (10), Full professor
(6), Industry researcher (4), Industry practitioner (4), Associate professor (3), Master
student (3), Researcher in NGO (3), Emeritus researcher (1)

Subfields Understanding people – qualitative methods (33), User experience and usability (25),
Design (21), Understanding people – mixed and alternative methods (18), Learning,
education, and families (15), Health (13), Critical computing, sustainability, and social
justice (12), Understanding people – statistical and quantitative methods (12), Interact-
ing with devices: interaction techniques & modalities (12), Other (9), Accessibility and
aging (8), Blending interaction: engineering interactive systems & tools (8), Games and
play (7), Computational interaction (7), Visualisation (6), Specific application areas (4),
Developing novel devices: hardware, materials, and fabrication (4), Interaction beyond
the individual (4), Privacy and security (3)

Publication venues ACM CHI (57), Other ACM conferences (e.g., CHI Play, IUI, UbiComp) (25), ACM DIS
(21), Regional HCI conferences (e.g. NordiCHI, OzCHI, Indian HCI) (13), Other (13), HCI
journals (IJHCI, IJHCS, CHB) (12), ACMCSCW (11), ACMTOCHI (11), Interdisciplinary
or adjacent fields (e.g., education, health, STS) (11), Other ACM journals / magazines
(e.g., Interactions, TACCESS) (10), Book chapters or edited volumes (8), I do not submit
and/or publish research (5), ACM UIST (3), Design-focused conferences (e.g. IxDA)
(2), Design journals (e.g., Design Studies, Design Issues) (1), Industry reports or white
papers (1)
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B Responses to: How important is reflection in each of the following research methods, based on your
own experience?

Autoethnographic approaches (n=12) 16.7 83.3 Md=5

Research through design (n=32) 34.4 62.5 Md=5

Participatory and co-design (n=49) 6.1 34.7 57.2 Md=5

Ethnographic fieldwork (n=24) 4.2 4.2 37.5 54.1 Md=5

Critical or speculative methods (n=24) 8.3 8.3 20.9 62.5 Md=5

Design-based research (n=44) 18.2 38.6 40.9 Md=4

Interviews (n=73) 4.1 12.3 43.8 38.4 Md=4

Participant observation (n=39) 10.2 15.4 33.3 38.5 Md=4

System-building or implementation (n=26) 7.7 26.9 34.6 30.8 Md=4

Diary studies / experience sampling (n=16) 37.5 37.5 25.0 Md=4

Mixed methods (n=55) 7.3 18.2 49.1 23.6 Md=4

Data analytics (n=31) 9.7 19.4 41.9 25.8 Md=4

Focus groups (n=28) 32.1 42.8 17.9 Md=4

Usability testing (n=29) 6.9 17.2 13.8 27.6 34.5 Md=4

Surveys (n=52) 7.7 11.5 21.2 42.3 17.3 Md=4

Machine learning / predictive modelling (n=11) 36.3 9.1 27.3 27.3 Md=4

Quantitative experiments (n=28) 17.9 35.7 25.0 17.8 Md=3

Eye-tracking / physiological sensors (n=10) 10.0 10.0 40.0 30.0 10.0 Md=3

Log data or behavioural trace analysis (n=25) 12.0 24.0 24.0 28.0 12.0 Md=3

Not at all important - 1 Slightly important - 2 Moderately important - 3 Very important - 4 Extremely important - 5

Figure 12: Distribution of responses indicating how important participants who engage in this method rate reflection in (HCI)
methods in % and ordered by mean value (Likert scale: 1 = not at all important, 5 = extremely important). The median is shown
on the right-hand side of each bar. Sample sizes (n) reflect the number of participants who indicated engaging in each method
in a preceding multiple-choice question.
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C Inferential statistics
In each model, years of HCI experience was entered as the predictor and the presence or absence of a given challenge was used as the binary
outcome. These analyses were exploratory and are reported to identify potential patterns rather than to support strong causal claims.

Table 6: Exploratory logistic regression models predicting the likelihood of reporting each challenge from years of HCI
experience. Reported are regression coefficients (𝛽), odds ratios (OR), raw 𝑝-values, and Benjamini-Hochberg corrected 𝑝-values.

Challenge 𝛽 OR 𝑝 𝑝FDR

Emotional or cognitive overload -0.13 0.87 .009 .097
Uncertainty about how to reflect meaningfully -0.12 0.88 .056 .309
Lack of methodological guidance -0.07 0.94 .112 .408
Fear of self-criticism -0.17 0.85 .170 .408
Fear of judgement or vulnerability -0.10 0.90 .185 .408
Lack of time -0.02 0.98 .432 .791
Other 0.02 1.02 .505 .794
Lack of institutional or organisational support 0.01 1.01 .646 .797
Pressure to produce tangible outputs quickly -0.01 0.99 .662 .797
Difficulty finding collaborators to reflect with 0.01 1.01 .759 .797
Feeling that reflection is not valued by peers or reviewers -0.01 0.99 .797 .797
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