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ABSTRACT 
We describe an approach for designing information 
infrastructure that addresses lifelong recordkeeping needs for 
those caught up in the child protection sector. The challenge 
is to enable people to exert their rights over information as it 
manifests and changes through time over generational 
timescales. We conducted a series of participatory design 
and prototyping workshops over an 18-month period, with a 
core group of eight academic and community researchers. 
Using Recordkeeping Informatics to inform critical, rights-
based, and trauma-sensitive systems design, we prototyped a 
distributed and participatory recordkeeping system that 
allows those with childhood protection experience to 
participate in their records. In this paper, we describe 
approaches we adapted for long-term participatory design in 
sensitive domains, and discuss the design artefacts we 
developed to capture the complexity of through-time 
information system design. We propose a set of design 
guidelines and discuss their implications for design work and 
systems. 
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INTRODUCTION 
When designing information systems and user experiences, 
it is easy to forget that virtually every information system is 
also a recordkeeping system for someone, in some context, 
at some time [74] (p. 8). By recordkeeping system, we mean 
one that holds authoritative information that may provide 
memory, identity, evidentiality, and accountability beyond 
any immediate transactional context [47]. Information 
systems that lack such recordkeeping affordances often fail 
to uphold the rights in, and to, records and recordkeeping that 
underpin a raft of basic human rights [73]. As a consequence, 
such systems often disproportionately disenfranchise the 

most marginalized in society [65]. This disenfranchisement 
is exacerbated if the recordkeeping context involves 
traumatic experiences; as the making, keeping, and control 
of these most personal and private records are entwined with 
issues of power, trust, autonomy, surveillance, and 
accountability [42]. The challenge, then, is to understand 
how to design systems that enable people to exert their 
recordkeeping rights as they manifest and change through 
time. 

One such context is the internationally problematic [31] child 
welfare and protection sector, which, in Australia, has been 
described as “poorly coordinated, inadequately resourced 
and often unable to protect children from significant 
physical, emotional or sexual abuse” [6] (p. 21). Of particular 
concern is ensuring that systems that remove children from 
their families into alternate care arrangements do not 
themselves cause harm. While workers and carers usually 
strive to provide the best care and support possible in 
difficult circumstances, institutional recordkeeping practices 
and systems can undermine these efforts.  Inadequate 
recordkeeping can contribute to  neglect and abuse with 
impacts often extending far beyond the immediate 
transactional context of childhood experiences [78]. System 
design in this context, needs to  embody good recordkeeping 
informatics principles [74], to explicitly address the 
diachronic or through-time nature of such trauma and how it 
manifests in contingent and ever-changing ways in relation 
to the needs and rights of all participants in recordkeeping 
processes.  

As part of a larger investigation into the lifelong identity, 
memory and accountability needs for those caught up in the 
Australian child welfare and protection sector, we have 
explored the design of a distributed and participatory Care 
recordkeeping system. This work progressed through a series 
of co-design workshops held over an 18-month period with 
young people with childhood Out-of-home Care 
experiences. Key design goals were enabling participation 
and supporting rights to identity, memory, accountability and 
privacy in the ongoing management, access, and use of Care 
records. 

Importantly, the temporal dimension emerged as a critical 
factor in the design process as well as in the design outputs, 
and raises a number of design-related research questions.  
How do we account for potential trauma, diminished trust, 
and the upholding of the rights of the marginalized when 
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designing information systems? What happens to design – 
both in its verb- and noun-senses of process, artefacts, 
outcomes, and instantiations – if one anticipates constant 
change in needs and impact over lifelong, and even 
multigenerational, timescales? 

In moving from concept to generic design [77] and 
addressing these questions, this work makes several 
contributions: (i) we demonstrate the value of 
Recordkeeping Informatics to human-centered design, 
situating such work within critical, rights-based, and trauma-
sensitive contexts; (ii) we present novel design artefacts that 
capture the complexity of diachronic information system 
design; and, (iii) we propose a set of generalized design 
guidelines along with some of their architectural and 
technical implications. While we do not claim a method 
contribution, present a detailed technical design, or report the 
evaluation of an instantiation, we do describe the design 
process and a number of generic design findings that arise 
directly from the diachronic and critical perspectives of this 
work. 

BACKGROUND 

Recordkeeping in the Care Sector  
Out-of-home Care (capitalized to denote the ironic 
connotations of often uncaring treatment without 
typographically-heavy quotation marks – see [78]) is the 
contemporary term used in Australia to describe the living 
arrangements for children and young people unable to live in 
their parental home for a variety of reasons relating to child 
wellbeing or safety. Our concern is with the role and impact 
of childhood recordkeeping within the Care system.  

We have long known that our life chances are underpinned 
by a strong sense of identity, social, emotional and physical 
wellbeing, and connectedness with the world from the 
earliest years [20]. There is also increasing awareness of the 
role that records and archives plays in developing and 
supporting this sense of self throughout our lives [14]. This 
extends beyond utilitarian or civic recordkeeping [9] to 
encompass intergenerational storytelling and sense making 
within the family context [40,76]. 

Consequently, in Australia, national standards for Care 
identify the rights of children and young people to have 
access to a complete and accurate history of their time in 
Care; the plans for their future; their health, education and 
other important official records; their family and community 
connections; memories of key events; and other records [20]. 
They also emphasize the need for children and young people 
to participate in the decision-making (and therefore 
recordkeeping) that impacts on their lives. 

Even so, there is continuing evidence of a substantial lack of 
participation in Care planning processes and access to 
information [46]. As Care sector information systems move 
into the digital realm there is a real danger of encoding, and 
amplifying existing exclusions, biases and discrimination, 
without attending to the recordkeeping and information 

rights explicitly and implicitly articulated in child and other 
human rights instruments and policy [34]. This is despite 
recognition that active participation and proactive provision 
of rights are a protective factor for vulnerable people.  

Access and Utility 
While the family context ordinarily provides support for 
childhood recordkeeping [9] as well as literacies around the 
various uses of records, such support is usually not provided 
within the Care system. A lack of records, and of 
recordkeeping literacies, means that even proving one’s 
identity may be problematic for some Care-leavers [52].  

Designing for these needs is exacerbated by the complexity 
of the Care sector information systems landscape. There is a 
plethora of information silos and consortia that include 
government child protection departments; non-profit and 
commercial service organizations; individual carers; families 
and friends; the courts and justice systems; the police; the 
health system; government assistance programs; government 
civic functions (welfare, housing, registrars, transport etc.); 
educational institutions; service professionals;  and emergent 
Care-sector information services [65]. Some record-holding 
consortia have developed private APIs for data exchange, 
while some others are pursuing aggregation strategies. There 
are myriad protocols for information access. This 
heterogeneity means that a central recordkeeping repository 
cannot satisfy all or most needs of the Care experienced – 
any design solution must take the form of a distributed and 
interoperable network.  

Apart from technical and jurisdictional challenges, these 
information silos have been designed for organizational use 
of Care-related transactional records. Consequently, 
recordkeeping access is fragmented and problematic for 
participant access [56]. When those separated from family 
have turned to records to make sense of those experiences, 
they have too-often found them “incomplete, insulting, 
incorrect, and incomprehensible” [54].  

Many years of advocacy by the Care-leaver community (i.e. 
those no-longer in Care), have brought about a succession of 
government inquiries in Australia and other parts of the 
world [70]. Such inquiries have repeatedly demonstrated that 
past and present recordkeeping practice and infrastructure 
puts the rights of organizations, institutions and governments 
ahead of those of children and their adult selves. 
Recordkeeping for those who experience Care continues to 
be based on the administrative and reporting needs of 
organizations and government agencies rather than those of 
the child and their adult selves, despite policy rhetoric around 
child and person centered approaches [78].  
Related work 
Recordkeeping research relating to Care, trauma, or 
surveillance contexts has typically been observational, aimed 
at describing issues and linking them to recordkeeping 
theory. Research on community archiving as a mechanism 
whereby communities may gain control over records [28], 



has not generally approached issues of rights or trauma 
relating to institutional records. While there have been 
several studies of post-conflict or surveillance states that 
describe institutional arrangements that have been put in 
place to control access to sensitive records, rights to 
participate in ongoing recordkeeping processes have not 
been explored [5,32].  

Research on archival imaginaries has explored the affect of 
gaps in the record relating to traumatic events [33], and some 
projects have also tackled archives in the Care sector 
directly. A study of the Scottish Care-leaver experience, in 
acknowledging the traumatic context of such inquiry, elected 
to not deal directly with Care-leavers but, instead, 
interviewed advocates and intermediaries [44]. The 
Memory-Identity-Rights in Records-Access (MIRRA) 
project is documenting the experience of Care recordkeeping 
in England [37]. 

Very little work has approached recordkeeping problems 
from a design perspective for transformational change [30]. 
As mentioned above, several recent human-centered design 
studies have investigated the value and sensitivity of 
intergenerational family stories [40,76]. There have also 
been inquiries into civic records in family contexts (albeit not 
from a recordkeeping perspective) [11], privacy in shared 
device contexts [1], and precarity of access [15]. The Trust 
and Technology project, exploring technologies for giving 
agency to Indigenous peoples over their state-held records, 
was conceived as a layer to existing archival systems [66]. 
That project, though limited by technological constraints, did 
highlight the complexities of working with communities and 
individuals in sensitive contexts.  

In the Australian Care sector, the Who Am I project [71] lead 
to the development of the Find and Connect Web Resource 
[27] – a contextual network of information about institutions 
and their record-holdings. While pioneering in its 
exploration of trauma-sensitive recordkeeping, the Find and 
Connect Web Resource remains an index into existing 
recordkeeping systems and not a transformational design. 
Technical foundations for participatory recordkeeping 
design may be found in the investigation of dynamic 
descriptive recordkeeping systems [23], meta-model 
approaches to recordkeeping metadata for interoperability 
[62], and functional modelling for participatory 
recordkeeping systems [63]. 

Value-sensitive design for information systems is now a 
well-established paradigm [29]. However, the 
acknowledgement of sensitivities to individual affect and 
potential trauma when conducting system design in contexts 
relating to childhood and family is only recently gaining 
attention in terms of power differentials and agency [51], 
empathy [81], and the need for long-term relationship 
building [82]. In particular, a rights-based perspective is 
often missing from these discourses. 

CONTEXT 
This research is part of a larger transdisciplinary program 
investigating the development of a national framework for 
recordkeeping in out-of-home Care. This work involves 
collaboration between academics in the information 
technology, history, social work, and education disciplines, 
as well as Care-leaver advocacy communities and Care-
sector system designers. 

Central to the program is the design of participatory 
infrastructure that facilitates lifelong utility of records 
concerning childhood out of home Care. We envision this 
infrastructure as a safe and secure distributed recordkeeping 
network, populated by children and young people, and by 
their caregivers, social workers, teachers, health 
professionals, communities, families, and so on. The goal of 
the research reported here is this design – in both the verb 
and noun senses: what architecture and affordances should 
the design embody, and how should such a design be 
pursued? 

For this study, we have focused on the needs of young 
people, collaborating with a small group of five young Care-
leavers with a variety of Care experience: including foster, 
kinship, residential, and institutional placement (and often a 
mixture of these). Some had spent entire childhoods in Care, 
others less time.  Some had had stable placements, while 
others had been moved around, resulting in more fragmented 
experiences. All of our co-researchers were advocates for 
children in Care and Care-leavers, having previously 
received training from a national Care sector youth advocacy 
body.  

Together, we employed participatory research and design 
approaches to model the lifelong and participatory 
recordkeeping needs of children who experience out-of-
home Care. We aimed to move beyond incremental 
improvements to existing systems [17], and ask how we 
might design a rights-based recordkeeping infrastructure to 
facilitate real agency. Holding vital evidence of childhood 
events, experiences and decisions made by child protection 
authorities, such infrastructure should play a key role in 
nurturing identity, development and connectedness to family 
(however defined and configured), community and culture.  
THEORETICAL FRAMING 

Recordkeeping Informatics 
The (single word) term recordkeeping is used to mean all of 
the activity of conceiving, creating, managing, and deriving 
utility from authoritative information or records in a 
continuum of use. Recordkeeping Informatics, therefore, is 
an information science that comprises the social practices of 
recordkeeping as well as the material manifestation of 
information systems infrastructure [63]. It includes 
consideration of data, metadata, and process modelling; 
standards and practice creation; and recordkeeping systems 
design, development, deployment, and integration.  It is 
underpinned by Records Continuum theory [48] that, in turn, 



is closely tied to critical and postmodern conceptualizations 
of society and its recordkeeping [18].  

The records continuum makes no distinction between 
‘active’, transactional data and those ostensibly ‘inactive’ 
records, traditionally kept for a variety of historical purposes 
[48]. In particular, records continuum theory recognizes 
multiple participants, rights, and roles in records and 
recordkeeping; and the ever-expanding web of record-related 
stakeholder relationships that is ‘always becoming’. The 
‘record-ness’ of information is articulated in ever expanding 
metadata – cascading inscriptions that describe the history, 
context, and future of recorded information as it manifests 
through time. This diachronic conceptualization – similar to 
the dynamic complexity of access theory [61] – contrasts the 
fixed, end-product view of records that pervades most 
record-holding organizations and systems. 

The most recognizable expression of the records continuum 
is the Records Continuum Model, shown in Figure 1. It 
contains four recordkeeping loci of analysis, or dimensions 
(Create, Capture, Organize, and Pluralize), which arise from 
consideration of distanciation from the circumstances of 
record creation; and four axes of recordkeeping concerns 
(Identity, Evidentiality, Transactionality, and Recordkeeping 
Containers). More recent models, such as the Participatory 
Recordkeeping Continuum Model [63], provide the basis for 
analyzing participatory agency in records and recordkeeping. 

A continuum view of agency leads to conceptualizations of 
rights in records and recordkeeping – rights of participation; 
of access; of privacy, of disclosure, and so on. Not only are 
such rights embedded in jurisdictional legal  instruments and 
processes [39], but they are enshrined at the highest levels of 
humanitarian declarations [35]. Nonetheless, contemporary 
recordkeeping (or, indeed, information) systems are not 
designed with such rights in mind. In order to better serve all 
participants in records, we need to remain mindful that 
information systems embody ethics and values [55]. As 
designers, we need to check our assumptions about the 
nature, purposes, manifestation, and ethical impact of the 
systems we design in the broader sociotechnical context. 
Critical Approaches 
Information infrastructure is value-laden, and inherently 
political. For example the definition or even the inclusion (or 
not) of a data element is a statement of allowable actions or 
viewpoints within a sociomaterial context [10]. Moreover, in 
many such systems we recognize vestiges of colonial 
structures that, even today, serve to restrain, pathologize, or 
even criminalize those deemed to be at the margins of society 
[65]. This is especially so in the child protection sector which 
intersects and overlaps with justice systems, leading to 
poorer outcomes for those with Care experience [79].  

We must therefore examine our information systems 
infrastructure and the role that “recordkeeping plays in the 
exercise and abuse of power in society” [24]. 

 
Figure 1.  The Records Continuum Model 

In particular, we must question the assumptions and norms 
of conventional information system design even, or 
especially, when such design is termed client- or user-
centered. Such designations often simply reinforce control of 
information by an institution, with all other participants 
deemed as ‘clients’ that are granted (or not) access to 
information [26]. 

Exactly the same issues of power and agency often arise 
during the design process itself and especially in research 
practice. For example, the language of designing is often 
defined in terms of professional activity, in which the ’real’  
knowledge gained from domain experts is often attributed to 
intermediary researchers (for example, see [83]). Such 
extractive information gathering often disenfranchises and 
further disempowers those who disclose their living 
experience (even where consent is explicitly sought as an up-
front transaction) [25,68,79].  We prefer to think in terms of 
peer relationships with domain experts [22] and strive to 
critically examine our research practice to ensure we avoid 
slipping into a more extractive paradigm.  

Trauma Sensitivity 
In the child protection sector, deleterious effects of 
instability and disruption arising from family separation are 
common, as “the loss of identity and connection with family 
is one of the most traumatic and distressing outcomes from a 
life lived in institutional care” [3] (p. 253). Such trauma is 
due, in part, to institutional practices based on a deficit and 
needy child; high turnover of staff and often constant churn 
in placement arrangements; the sector’s alignment and 
overlap with the adversarial justice system; and a risk-averse, 
transactional approach to childhood Care [46,53,65,80]. As 
a result, those with Care experience often “mis-trust 
authority figures, have low literacy levels, lack confidence 
and self-esteem, and will experience great apprehension 
when approaching a service provider” [56].  

Moreover, recordkeeping systems and practices remain a 
symbol of institutional power [9]. The reproduction of 



surveillance and institutional control over personal and 
private information [78] continues as Care-leavers approach 
institutions for their records. For example, Swain writes of 
the “emotions and unmet expectations involved in records 
access” [71] (p. 7) and quotes Dominick Capra who argues 
“In traumatic memory the past is not simply history as over 
and done with. It lives on experientially and haunts and 
possesses the self or the community.” 

Thus the very existence of records, as well as the processes 
and systems for their access, may be reminders of a time 
spent under institutional control, while the content of such 
records may trigger long repressed memories. “Page after 
page … that [file] there reminded me that I was once upon a 
time society’s reject … it reminded me of all the loneliness, 
of all the horror and shame that I carried with me my whole 
life.” [56] (p. 30). 

TRANSFORMATIVE DESIGN 

Design Workshops 
We adopted a participatory research approach, featuring the 
use of co-design methods to bring together lived and 
professional expertises. 'Participation' is an overloaded term 
[2]. In the design context, it can often be taken to mean 
consultation with users in requirements gathering, or 
usability testing activities; with 'participatory design' a 
synonym for user-centered or user-experience design [72]. 
We take a more inclusive view, striving to build relationships 
of trust and mutuality as we explore the design space of 
recordkeeping rights and needs. For example, we avoid the 
language of ‘user’ with its tendency to cast people as passive 
and powerless in system design and implementation 
processes. Moreover, we distinguish between co-design as 
short encounters for requirements elicitation or usability 
testing, and this deeper activity, diachronic in both process 
and output. 

The project underwent university ethics approval, with 
granular consent sought at every workshop – and continually 
reviewed. The ethics instruments (invitations, explanatory 
statement, consent forms etc.) were designed with Care-
leaver input. While we produced some joint publications, 
participants were given the opportunity to review academic 
outputs. The research data comprised workshop worksheets, 
researcher notes, audio recordings, versions of design 
outputs, feedback on prototype iterations, sprint tracking 
records, and source control logs. 

We conducted two sets of workshops over an eighteen-
month period in 2018/19. In the first set of eight workshops, 
the two academic and five Care-leaver participants focused 
on developing common mental models of Care records, 
recordkeeping, and systems design. By sharing records and 
recordkeeping experiences, we established that the work was 
valuable for all participants and that we could create a 
welcoming, safe and trusted working environment [64]. An 
initial focus of these workshops was the development, and 
refinement of a trajectory of childhood Care experience 

(described below) that articulated Care relationships, 
activities, processes, transition points, and other events.  
Insight from our community participants at this stage was 
invaluable as they were able to give a ‘street-level’ 
perspective [43] on Care practice and systems that contrasted 
with institutional policy and workflow documentation.  

In subsequent workshops, we then ‘deep dived’ into 
elements of the trajectory as prioritized by our community 
co-researchers. We mapped individual, activities, situations, 
transitions, events, and relationships from the trajectory to 
the associated recordkeeping and records, with attention to 
ongoing recordkeeping needs through time. This analysis 
was informed by department and other administrative 
documentation, as well as a wide range of grey literature such 
as reviews and reports. While we understood the 
transactional importance of the records from an 
administrative perspective, it was the ‘street level’ 
perspective of our young co-designers that provided insight 
into the meaning and affect of the records and recordkeeping 
as it occurs ‘in the moment’ and subsequently through their 
lives.  They were able to draw upon real examples and 
suggested mechanisms for participatory recordkeeping that 
could lessen rather than add to bureaucratic burdens, as well 
as ameliorate the tendency in child protection systems to 
pathologize normal childhood behavior.  

This mutual learning enabled us all to gain a deeper 
understanding of Care records, the impacts of a lack of voice 
and agency in records and recordkeeping, and possibilities 
for system transformation. At the same time, our community 
co-researchers gained insight into the fundamentals of 
recordkeeping and digital information system design. For 
example, while they were familiar with some existing 
government services, it was important that they understood 
the actual architectures of existing systems and their 
implications for privacy, control, and data sharing. 

The second phase of the project comprised an agile effort to 
develop an infrastructure prototype. While two academic 
researchers performed all programming and implementation 
activities, all eight participants collectively determined 
features and affordances based on the trajectory analysis. We 
used the twelve workshops for sprint walkthroughs and 
feature/bug backlog management. Although we spent much 
time discussing affordances for rights-based, participatory 
recordkeeping, our main concern was not on the user 
interface but on the underpinning infrastructure. In contrast 
to a focus on interface concerns, we discussed ‘under the 
hood’ design and architectural decisions that would allow for 
participation in the creation of Care records, their 
management through time, and the specification of 
recordkeeping and other controls. 
Participatory design approach and tools 

Configuring the workshops 
We were very sensitive to the symbolic power of the research 
context and the potentially alienating research experiences 



that our participants may have previously experienced. To 
that end, we wanted to create a safe and welcoming space for 
our workshops where all members of the research team were 
able to share personal and family stories, memories, records, 
and recordkeeping experiences.  

Viewing consent as a process, rather than a one-time 
transaction, we constantly revisited our jointly established 
protocols as our working relationship deepened. We also 
tried to remunerate community research participants in 
recognition of their contribution and expertise – either 
through casual employment as research assistants (n=1), or 
honorarium payments (n=4). 

Recordkeeping ‘hats’ 
We employed an approach similar to DeBono’s ‘Six thinking 
hats’ technique [19] for ensuring we continually considered 
various recordkeeping perspectives.  However, rather than 
general attitudinal postures, our seven ‘hats’ (actually cards 
that were held up) represented concerns informed by 
recordkeeping informatics and the records continuum in 
particular: Evidence, Identity, Memory, Accountability, 
Stakeholders, Story, and Time. It was the responsibility of the 
person with each ‘hat’ to ensure that the particular 
recordkeeping concern was being considered during 
discussion. The roles were regularly redistributed to ensure 
that no single person was unduly saddled with a particular 
perspective. In this way, we strived to ensure that, in the 
excitement of design, no particular concern was privileged 
over others, and that no concern fell through the cracks. 

Use of Language  
Bringing together researchers from different disciplines or 
with varied life experiences inevitably introduces problems 
of language, communication, and sensemaking. While some 
projects elect to identify problem jargon and establish 
acceptable translations [12], we instead elected to ‘lean in’ 
and explain our varied vocabularies. Reflection on our use of 
language enabled us to move beyond clashes of technical 
nomenclature in order to develop shared mental models of 
Care and recordkeeping. 

To this end, we instituted a protocol whereby anyone could 
interrupt a discussion by holding up a red card (a la the sports 
metaphor) and ask for explanation of a particular term or 
phrase. Following the explanation and agreement on 
meaning, the term was written up on a display for that 
purpose. We maintained a tally of individuals’ ‘red-card’ 
counts. This had the effect of improving reflection on the use 
of language and even individuals ‘red-carding’ themselves 
when introducing new terminology. 

PARTICIPATORY DESIGN OUTCOMES 
As a diachronic and infrastructural design exercise, our 
challenge was to find ways of articulating the complexity of 
recordkeeping in the Care sector. We developed several 
design outputs for this purpose. 

 

 
Figure 2. Segment of Trajectory document 

Design artefacts 
Conventional design artefacts such as user stories or UML 
models appeared too synchronic (moment in time) and 
transactional to capture the through-time nature of the 
recordkeeping problem. Instead, we adapted some of these 
and developed others as design artefacts that proved to be 
useful for this diachronic mapping and sensemaking. These 
outputs include a Care recordkeeping trajectory and maps, 
and our use of deep archetypes or personas. 

Trajectory 
One of the earliest artefacts developed was what we referred 
to as the Trajectory. This document, a segment of which is 
shown in Figure 2, was derived from various child protection 
manuals and court processes, and supplemented by 
participants with direct experience in child protection as 
children and/or parents.   

It comprised a visual representation of interpersonal 
relationships and living contexts, together with the possible 
events and transitions that could take place within a Care 
experience – from first involvement with child protection 
services, through placement in out-of-home Care, to leaving 
Care (and, perhaps, re-entering, as is often the case). For each 
of these, we identified the creation, capture, organization and 
pluralization of records and candidate stakeholders in these 
activities. This articulation of the Care sector recordkeeping 
landscape was more comprehensive than any government or 
NGO organizational perspective and included informal and 
other records that did not appear on any formal process 
documentation. The Trajectory was displayed at subsequent 
workshops and amended as required. Trajectory elements 
were used to frame the ‘deep-dive’ workshop activities from 
that point on and formed the basis of other outputs. 

Developmental Map 
The Trajectory provided a transactional view of records 
creation, but did not explain how the records could be used 
through time. The next workshop step was the mapping of 
each record type against its stakeholders and various age 



groups to analyze how records and recordkeeping could 
manifest at each of these life stages. For this purpose, we 
used the stages Infant (0-3), Young child (3-6), Child (7-11), 
Adolescent/Teen (12-17), Young Adult (18-20), and Adult 
(21+). However, life is more complex than can be specified 
through simple age ranges and there are other contextual 
dimensions to the sensemaking of records. More research is 
needed to define developmental stages in relation to 
recordkeeping and other literacies, for such analysis. 
Nevertheless, this mapping suggested, at a basic level, how 
recordkeeping could manifest diachronically. 

Deep Personas  
The last artefact of interest is the way we developed and used 
Personas or Archetypes. Personas are a well-known design 
tool, employed to define system users, their characteristics, 
and goals. However, while useful, they may lead to design 
pitfalls due to oversimplification and stereotyping [45]. 

Moreover, personas are typically created and used in a 
transactional manner – i.e. created with just enough 
background to contextualize their needs at the point of action 
with the system. This was certainly the case in the publically 
available personas previously created in Child protection 
contexts (for example, [4,16]). In our case, we wanted to 
avoid these pitfalls, while expanding from backstory to a 
more comprehensive life story that we could contextualize 
against the trajectory and developmental map. Additionally, 
research ethics constraints prevented us from using real 
childhood stories or set of records as test data. We therefore 
needed to reconstruct meaningful childhood personas from 
an amalgam of factors that change through time as well as to  
reconstruct a set of Care-related (and court, education, heath, 
personal, and so on) records to use as prototype data.  

To start with, we analyzed the Trajectory and Developmental 
Map to derive a set of ‘dimensions’ that could be used to 
describe/explain a Care experience as well as inform 
recordkeeping needs or behaviors. These dimensions were 
Physical Environment; Relationships; Role Models; 
Literacies; Exposure to Trauma; Health & wellbeing; Care-
related legal matters; Justice-related legal matters; 
Educational Opportunities & Engagement; and Access to 
Technology. A specific workshop was held to identify the 
extremes of experience in each dimension as well as any 
significant points within.  An example dimension worksheet 
is shown in Figure 3. 

We then created personas with childhoods based in terms of 
these dimensions. We completed a detailed historical 
timeline –from the first interaction with Child protection 
Services, through to finally leaving Care – with vignettes, 
events, and intervention points that were consistent with 
these dimensions; such as the reasons for Care in the first 
place; placement moves; incidents; achievements and 
setbacks; relationship establishment and breakdown; 
interests; and so on. The result was not only a rich basis for 
creating sets of records, but also a mechanism to understand 
the use of our system throughout childhood and beyond. 

 
Figure 3. Example persona Dimension Worksheet  

This invaluable tool provided an authentic view into the 
diachronic complexity of the Care and post-Care experience. 
An unexpected and emergent aspect of this complexity was 
the sensitivity of various life junctures to changes in 
recordkeeping practice. The detail and realism of the deep 
personas, mapped out an objective manner, enabled ideation 
of alternative life pathways in a way that individual 
reflection on personal lives could not. As we worked through 
alternate scenarios for the deep personas, it became apparent 
that an intervention here or an instance of ‘being heard’ there 
could potentially make a huge difference in the life chances 
and direction of the individual. 

One example was the incident reporting mandated by 
departmental policy, currently manifesting as being ‘written 
up’ in a ‘ledger of transgressions’ – often with downstream 
justice system implications. A reconceptualization of this 
recordkeeping as a participatory process could become 
opportunities for connection and learning with mentors. 
‘Sun-setting’ of such records could also lead to better Care 
outcomes in the absence of perpetual records of surveillance.  

Proof-of-concept Prototype 
Rather than dovetail with the emergent complexities of the 
current Care-sector information landscape, we focused on 
defining architectural affordances and the minimum 
interoperability needed between legacy systems and the 
proposed infrastructure. This resulted in a loosely coupled, 
three-tier architecture, which formed the basis of our 
prototype. This is not an aggregation repository of records, 



but a platform for the management of records that, in most 
instances, are held elsewhere. 

At the core of this architecture is a personal recordkeeping 
registry decoupled from the plurality of legacy record-
holding systems. This registry is based on an activity 
modelling paradigm [62,63] that represents a fundamental 
shift from traditional recordkeeping modelling concerned 
with ‘doers, deeds and documents’ [38]. It leads to a complex 
knowledge graph of activities, participants, mandates, and 
representations and can facilitate the continuum-oriented 
capture, (re)organization, and pluralization of records under 
the control of those recorded. The registry also serves as a 
point of creation and ongoing management for other personal 
records that the design team found problematic in the Care 
context – such as personal biographical information that 
constantly needs to be reproduced due to the siloed nature of 
organizational information systems.  

We also arrived at a personalizable, cross-platform, and 
offline-enabled browser-based web-based client, decoupled 
from the registry server. Such a design choice provides 
accessibility to those with only a personal mobile phone or 
access to a shared computer or borrowed device. However, 
this introduces a tension between flexibility and differences 
in modern browser functionality across a variety of potential 
runtime platforms. Additionally, operating in unsecured or 
hostile environments, or with shared or borrowed devices, 
poses the need for robust authentication processes: login, 
logout, and timeouts; meticulous clearing of local data; 
credential  recovery [8,41,58]; multi-factor verification; and 
unexpected usage detection. 

The precariousness and transience of many Care-experiences 
means that the client also needs to be able to work offline – 
albeit with (considerably) reduced functionality – such as 
when there is poor mobile or wireless reception or depleted 
phone credit for data services. Apart from complicating 
authentication processes, this also affects recordkeeping 
integrity across transitions between complex 
authentication/network states.  

The designed recordkeeping system therefore comprises the 
independent registry and client components which are the 
missing elements of a truly pluralized recordkeeping 
landscape; a necessary ‘third place’ given contemporary 
portals and interfaces only provide invited access to records 
organized and pluralized from organizational perspectives. 
Findings 
Our participatory methodology was iterative, exploratory, 
and reflective [50], and, at times, difficult to describe [59]. 
However, we found ourselves returning to a small set of 
design factors foreshadowed by recordkeeping informatics 
(and continuum theory in particular), a critical posture, and 
trauma sensitivity. The design work itself, together with the 
resultant artefacts, reinforced and clarified these factors that 
we now consider to be a set of Strong Concepts [36] for the 
design of diachronic, trauma-sensitive systems. We propose 

these as generalized guidelines for the design process itself 
as well as foundations for resulting recordkeeping design 
artefacts and products. 

Concept 1: Diachronic Contingency 
This reflects the design process and outputs being context 
dependent and rooted in movement through time, and the 
need to make this movement and change explicit in all facets 
of the work. In acknowledging this dynamic temporality, we 
shift from ‘snapshot’ views of the design, problem, and 
solution domains, to an ever-changing, through-time 
framing. Perspectives, needs, responses, and issues, that wax 
and wane through time, need to be reflected in research and 
design processes and captured in design artefacts.  

Concept 2: Individuality 
Every child and young person’s experience in Care is unique. 
When designing in and for a large sweep of time, we need to 
eschew conceptualizations of a generic ‘user’ or even 
clusters of ‘normal’ behavior. Instead, we must embrace the 
individuality of each participant – when conducting design, 
as well as in the recordkeeping facilitated by the designed 
system. Both age and differences in experiences – in this 
case, the trajectory through and, perhaps, beyond Care – can 
lead to vastly different sensitivities and responses to 
particular circumstances, events, and information in the 
context of ongoing recordkeeping. Similarly such  
experiences manifest both as variation in foundational, 
digital, recordkeeping, and other literacies, as well as in the 
range of living expertise that is brought to bear upon the 
problem domain. All of these inform requirements for 
lifelong recordkeeping and require affordances that pay 
particular attention to ‘edge’ cases. 

Concept 3: Transience 
These needs and capabilities as they manifest through time 
may result in dipping in and out of engagement with 
recordkeeping (and, indeed, activities such as research) 
throughout one’s life. Often, the precariousness of Care and 
post-Care life [46,53] can undermine the availability or 
continuity of devices, connectivity, and time for engagement. 
Communal or adversarial living circumstances can affect 
privacy and security when devices may be shared or stolen, 
or behaviors subject to various forms of surveillance and 
control. Assumptions about continuity of service provision, 
access, and engagement need to be continuously questioned.  

Concept 4: Child/person Centredness 
Child/person centeredness in design necessitates a shift from 
the organization/client framing of systems to one that 
consciously privileges the primary participants’ 
perspectives. We must constantly challenge relationships 
and power structures in the problem/solution spaces, as well 
as in design process. When designing, it may be necessary to 
push back against well-intentioned perspectives and system 
paradigms that serve to maintain the status quo. 

Concept 5: Activity focus 
The major implication from a diachronic orientation is the 
shift from things to activities as units of analysis. Design 



moves from being a means-to-an-end to becoming an end in 
itself; how we get there (and what happens along the way) is 
as important as design outputs themselves. Similarly, 
recordkeeping systems shift from repositories of artefacts to 
dynamic spaces in which recordkeeping-related interaction 
takes place. Designs need to (re)present activities or events 
that give rise to information being recorded as well as the 
associated network of stakeholders. This is an iterative 
process, as changes in perspective or time may illuminate 
additional stakeholders and/or perspectives that were 
unknown at the time of the originating activity. 

Concept 6: Complexity 
Dealing with ever-shifting networks of people, perspectives, 
and activities is complex - in terms of research design; the 
participatory design itself; and any design outputs. By 
acknowledging and embracing this complexity, we 
necessarily move from a closed-world assumption [57] of 
absolute truths, to an open-world perspective of pluralities 
and sensemaking. As Clay Shirky argues, "the semantics 
here are in the users, not in the systems" [69], and this has 
major implications for pluralistic design. Both designing and 
designed affordances need to accommodate conflict, 
ambiguity, and uncertainty.  

Concept 7: Trust & Agency 
We identified a wide range of real-world challenges to 
people with Care experience, including variations in 
educational, digital, recordkeeping, and civic literacies; 
challenging social, safety, and socioeconomic contexts; 
experiential concerns about privacy and control, and 
transient and ever-changing access to platforms and data 
networks;. All of these can engender low expectations of 
trust and agency in relation to systems, institutions, and 
formal contexts. A key factor in this work, then, is finding 
ways to establish and maintain trust, and ensure individual 
agency – particularly in contexts that involve the recording 
or sharing of traumatic experiences. 

DISCUSSION 
These concepts, while individually significant, interact and 
reinforce each other to provide a foundation for rights-based 
and trauma-sensitive design.  

Implications for participatory design 
Adhering to these guidelines during the participatory design 
process was at time challenging due to personal constraints 
as well as academic conventions, timing, and research 
strictures. Yet, we all found the experience a significant 
departure from previous research and other institutional 
interactions. Our participants’ reflections on the empowering 
effect of this principled design process are described 
elsewhere [64]. 

It is impossible to separate one’s stories, sensitivities, and 
aspirations from design contributions – even if they are never 
explicitly communicated outside of the design context. This 
requires a great deal of trust in individuals as well as the 
design process – especially for those who previously have 
been in positions of vulnerability. This underscores the 

importance of diachronic approaches. We built in project 
time for participants to come to appreciate the problem 
domain from other perspectives; to establish trust; to develop 
a level of candid rapport that enables understanding of the 
depth, range, and subtleties of the living experience of 
others; and to reflect on the implications of all this ambiguity, 
and uncertainty in their own lives. It also meant overcoming 
impediments to participation [13] and stereotypes of 
researchers and research borne of previous treatment as 
‘subjects’ in non-participatory research [60].  

Through collectively developing the design program, we 
acknowledged all participants’ experiences, literacies, and 
expertise, finding surprising resonances in our family stories 
and institutional experience. We reflected on the manner in 
which the participatory design workshops were conducted; 
the suitability and affect of materials and methods 
introduced; and questioned assumptions about research 
outcomes and communications. From an academic 
perspective, it is easy to fall into patterns of speaking for 
others and so it is necessary to take pains to avoid such 
ventriloquism [68], even when developing more technical 
communications (e.g. this paper).  

This privileging and understanding of individuality was 
complicated by the real-world events that affected 
engagement over time. As well as academic calls on our 
time, individuals were dealing with illness, pregnancy, 
marriage, legal matters, study, and a variety of domestic and 
employment issues. We strived to find flexible ways of 
carrying the research forward, while adapting to the 
sometime, transient nature of engagement.  

Simple things like customized signposting to the (ever 
changing) on-campus workshop locations; providing food  as 
a social leveler; inviting participants to bring children if 
experiencing childcare problems; establishing multiple 
communications channels (email, Slack, and phone/text) all 
served to break down the institutional research façade and 
enable us to approach engagement as equals in research with 
individual needs and contributions.  
Implications for systems 
A focus on child/person-centeredness directly challenges 
existing power structures in order to support a wide range of 
human rights - including recordkeeping rights – that relate to 
self-determination, identity and expression. This complexity 
impacts architecture; interoperability, process, and quality 
standards; and interface affordances. If individuals require 
the highest degree of agency in the recordkeeping activities 
that will pervade their life, then information control 
hierarchies and processes need to be re-imagined. 

Such affordances need to make explicit this temporality and 
a plurality of individual perspectives that may change 
diachronically. People may not engage with childhood 
records for years, until they need to, when such records may 
become crucial evidence and memory going forward. For 
example, survivors of childhood sexual abuse often do not 



report it for several decades [67] (vol. 4, p. 9). Similarly, 
changes need to be tracked and/or be reversible across 
multiple, networked systems; consent and authorizations 
should be revocable; histories and audit trails of activity 
should be transparent; and so on. These are necessary to 
ensure the persistence of functionality through time over 
generational timescales. Moreover, regardless of 
recordkeeping infrastructure, interfaces and affordances may 
need to be aligned with childhood and adolescent 
developmental stages. 

Similarly, trustworthy systems must be transparent in terms 
of what the system does and does not do [75] (p. 51). System 
affordances need to make explicit what agency all 
participants in the recordkeeping possess, and the limits of 
such assurances. We need to question norms of static and 
unitary information ownership as well as assumptions and 
expectations of system behavior. This leads to the open-
world design that better deals with ambiguities, pluralities 
and sensemaking rather than singular views of ‘truth’. A 
simple technical example of this can be found in ideas of 
fixity around dates and records. In many cases, 
recordkeeping dates are modelled as if they are singular, 
known with uniform accuracy and precision, immutable, and 
uncontested. This is simply not so – and further confounded 
by a plurality of candidate dating schemes and dates.  

An additional consideration for such a loosely coupled 
architecture is the management of identity, and 
authentication – particularly given the diachronic and 
transient nature of participation. How do you ensure 
authentication through decadal timescales, unstable 
technology access, and shifts in technology? This is related 
to questions of control and agency by participants over 
records held elsewhere.  A registry goes a long way to 
fulfilling requirements for memory, identity, evidentiality, 
sensemaking, and so on. However, considerations of 
complexity and agency suggest that, ultimately, control over 
records will be negotiated. This, of course, relies upon agreed 
activity modelling, which, while forming the basis of the 
registry server, is not completely exposed to, or by, 
contemporary systems.  More research is needed to 
understand how these could be systematized in an 
interoperable manner within a heterogeneous network. 

Recent web technology advancements provide an offline 
runtime and persistent local storage capabilities for web-apps 
[21] which, in turn, require synchronization of user data. 
Existing mechanisms for handling offline-online 
authentication/synchronization [7] make assumptions about 
architectures and network connectivity. Our context is a new 
take on this problem; particularly as some user data also 
dictates the behavior of the entire web-app.  

Trust & Agency, Individuality, and Diachronic Contingency 
direct impact on affordances for information sharing. 
Individual responsibility for downloading, storing and 
sharing copies of records can be fraught, as circumstances 
may change over time, and information once shared is 

difficult to revoke. It is easy to lose control over who has 
access and how records may be used – even if one 
understands the nuances of information and system 
behaviors. What appeared as a seemingly ‘simple’ interface 
issue is actually a manifestation of underpinning concepts.  

We created a second sharing mechanism whereby sets of 
view of records, created on the client, could be served to 
different audiences in a controlled, view-only manner from 
the registry server. We elected to maintain both sharing 
mechanisms but spent effort in the UI design to make clear 
the risks and benefits of each approach. Such affordances 
provide a good example of addressing the individual privacy, 
agency, and literacies needs of record participants while 
maintaining child/person-centeredness without the 
paternalistic control so often found in information systems. 
LIMITATIONS 
In this investigation, we sought to address contemporary 
Care-sector recordkeeping systems design. However, by 
working with young Care-leavers rather than children 
currently in Care, we acknowledge that our study represents 
young adult perspectives. It therefore does not deal with 
developmental age dimensions of recordkeeping systems and 
interface design. In addition, while we recognize the 
colonized nature of the child welfare sector [49], this study 
did not explore the intersectionality of ethnicity, 
socioeconomic status, or indigeneity and its manifestation in 
Care-sector recordkeeping systems design. There are thus 
further opportunities for research to address these 
limitations. 
CONCLUSION  
This project has demonstrated how the application of 
recordkeeping informatics and participatory approaches 
inform the design of lifelong information systems. In 
particular, rights-based approaches completely change the 
dynamics of information infrastructure for truly person-
centered systems. Through this work, we identified a set of 
strong concepts as guidelines for such long-term design – in 
terms of both the design process and the design outputs 
themselves. We contend that these guidelines are 
generalisable to other domains as they provide a foundation 
for rights-based and trauma-sensitive design. They result in 
richer knowledge generation and better design outcomes, as 
well as leading to design tools, artefacts, architectural 
characteristics and affordances that support such work.  

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS 
We would like to thank our co-researchers without whom 
this work would not be possible. This research was funded 
through Australian Research Council (ARC) Discovery 
Grant DP170100198. Associate Professor Joanne Evans is 
the recipient of ARC Future Fellowship FT140100073.  



REFERENCES 
[1] Syed Ishtiaque Ahmed, Md Romael Haque, Irtaza 

Haider, Jay Chen, and Nicola Dell. 2019. Everyone 
Has Some Personal Stuff: Designing to Support Digital 
Privacy with Shared Mobile Phone Use in Bangladesh. 
In Proceedings of the 2019 CHI Conference on Human 
Factors in Computing Systems, 180. 
https://doi.org/10.1145/3290605.3300410 

[2] Sherry R Arnstein. 1969. A ladder of citizen 
participation. Journal of the American Institute of 
planners 35, 4: 216–224. 

[3] Australia Parliament Senate Community Affairs 
References Committee. 2004. Forgotten Australians : 
A report on Australians who experienced institutional 
or out-of-home care as children. Community Affairs 
References Committee, Canberra. Retrieved April 23, 
2020 from 
http://www.aph.gov.au/Parliamentary_Business/Comm
ittees/Senate/Community_Affairs/Completed_inquiries
/2004-07/inst_care/report/index 

[4] L Bazalgette, T Rahilly, and G Trevelyan. 2015. 
Achieving emotional wellbeing for looked after 
children: a whole system approach. National Society 
for the Prevention of Cruelty to Children, London. 

[5] Rachel E. Beattie. 2009. The Poisoned Madeleine: 
Stasi Files As Evidence and History. Faculty of 
Information Quarterly 1, 3. Retrieved April 23, 2020 
from 
https://tspace.library.utoronto.ca/handle/1807/80143 

[6] Judith Bessant and Rob Watts. 2017. Children and the 
law: an historical overview. In Children and the law in 
Australia (2nd ed.), Lisa Young, Mary Anne Kenny 
and Geoff Monahan (eds.). LexisNexis Butterworths, 
Chatswood, NSW, Australia, 1–30. 

[7] Eric D Bloch, Max D Carlson, Pablo Kang, 
Christopher Kimm, Oliver W Steele, and David T 
Temkin. 2010. Enabling online and offline operation.  

[8] Joseph Bonneau, Elie Bursztein, Ilan Caron, Rob 
Jackson, and Mike Williamson. 2015. Secrets, lies, and 
account recovery: Lessons from the use of personal 
knowledge questions at google. In Proceedings of the 
24th international conference on world wide web, 
141–150. https://doi.org/10.1145/2736277.2741691 

[9] Pierre Bourdieu. 1979. Symbolic power. Critique of 
anthropology 4, 13–14: 77–85. 

[10] Geoffrey C Bowker and Susan Leigh Star. 2000. 
Invisible mediators of action: Classification and the 
ubiquity of standards. Mind, Culture, and Activity 7, 1–
2: 147–163. 

[11] Alex Bowyer, Kyle Montague, Stuart Wheater, Ruth 
McGovern, Raghu Lingam, and Madeline Balaam. 
2018. Understanding the family perspective on the 
storage, sharing and handling of family civic data. In 
Proceedings of the 2018 CHI Conference on Human 
Factors in Computing Systems, 136. 
https://doi.org/10.1145/3173574.3173710 

[12] Alison Burrows, Rachael Gooberman-Hill, and David 
Coyle. 2016. Shared language and the design of home 
healthcare technology. In Proceedings of the 2016 CHI 
Conference on Human Factors in Computing Systems, 
3584–3594. https://doi.org/10.1145/2858036.2858496 

[13] Robert Chambers. 2006. Participatory mapping and 
geographic information systems: whose map? Who is 
empowered and who disempowered? Who gains and 
who loses? The Electronic Journal of Information 
Systems in Developing Countries 25, 2: 1–11. 

[14] Marika Cifor and Anne Gilliland. 2016. Affect and the 
archive, archives and their affects: an introduction to 
the special issue. 16, 1: 1–6. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10502-015-9263-3 

[15] Lizzie Coles-Kemp and Rikke Bjerg Jensen. 2019. 
Accessing a New Land.  

[16] Community Services Directorate Directorate. 2018. 
Co-design Online. ACT Government. Retrieved April 
23, 2020 from 
https://www.betterservices.act.gov.au/about/co-design-
online 

[17] Jeff Conklin, Min Basadur, and GK VanPatter. 2007. 
Rethinking wicked problems: unpacking paradigms, 
bridging universes. NextD journal 10, 1: 1–30. 

[18] Terry Cook. 2013. Evidence, memory, identity, and 
community: four shifting archival paradigms. Archival 
Science 13, 2–3: 95–120. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10502-012-9180-7 

[19] Edward. DeBono. 2017. Six thinking hats. Penguin 
Books, London, England. 

[20] Department of Education, Employment and Workplace 
Relations. 2009. The Early years learning framework 
for Australia. DEEWR. Retrieved April 23, 2020 from 
https://docs.education.gov.au/node/2632 

[21] Ludvig Eriksson. 2018. Using IndexedDB with a 
spatial database. Linköping University, Department of 
Computer and Information Science., Linköping, 
Sweden. Retrieved April 23, 2020 from http://liu.diva-
portal.org/smash/record.jsf?pid=diva2%3A1215529 

[22] J. Evans, R. Manaszewicz, and Jue Xie. 2009. The 
Role of Domain Expertise in Smart, User-Sensitive, 
Health Information Portals. In System Sciences, 2009. 
HICSS ’09. 42nd Hawaii International Conference on, 
1–10. https://doi.org/10.1109/HICSS.2009.450 

[23] Joanne Evans. 2014. Designing dynamic descriptive 
frameworks. Archives and Manuscripts 42, 1: 5–18. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/01576895.2014.890113 

[24] Joanne Evans and Jacqueline Z. Wilson. 2018. 
Inclusive archives and recordkeeping: towards a 
critical manifesto. International Journal of Heritage 
Studies 24, 8: 857–860. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/13527258.2018.1428671 

[25] Tessa Evans. 2018. Helicopter science. Lateral 
Magazine. Retrieved April 23, 2020 from 
http://www.lateralmag.com/articles/issue-27-
helicopter-science 



[26] FACS. 2019. ChildStory. Family & Community 
Services. Retrieved April 23, 2020 from 
https://www.facs.nsw.gov.au/families/childstory 

[27] Find and Connect Web Resource Project Team. 2011. 
Find and Connect. Retrieved April 23, 2020 from 
http://www.findandconnect.gov.au/ 

[28] Andrew Flinn, Mary Stevens, and Elizabeth Shepherd. 
2009. Whose memories, whose archives? Independent 
community archives, autonomy and the mainstream. 
Archival Science 9, 1–2: 71–86. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10502-009-9105-2 

[29] Batya Friedman, Peter H Kahn, and Alan Borning. 
2008. Value sensitive design and information systems. 
The handbook of information and computer ethics: 69–
101. 

[30] William Gaver. 2012. What should we expect from 
research through design? In SIGCHI conference on 
human factors in computing systems, 937–946. 
https://doi.org/10.1145/2207676.2208538 

[31] Neil Gilbert, Nigel. Parton, and Marit. Skivenes. 2011. 
Child protection systems : international trends and 
orientations. Oxford University Press, Oxford 

[32] Anne Gilliland. 2014. Moving past: probing the agency 
and affect of recordkeeping in individual and 
community lives in post-conflict Croatia. Archival 
Science 14, 3–4: 249–274. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10502-014-9231-3 

[33] Anne Gilliland and Michelle Caswell. 2016. Records 
and their imaginaries: imagining the impossible, 
making possible the imagined. Archival Science 16, 1: 
53–75. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10502-015-9259-z 

[34] Anne Gilliland and Sue McKemmish. 2014. The Role 
of Participatory Archives in Furthering Human Rights, 
Reconciliation and Recovery. In Atlanti : review for 
modern archival theory and practice. Archivio di 
Stato, Trieste. 

[35] Anne Gilliland and Sue McKemmish. 2014. The role 
of participatory archives in furthering human rights, 
reconciliation and recovery. Atlanti: Review for 
Modern Archival Theory and Practice 24: 79–88. 

[36] Kristina Höök and Jonas Löwgren. 2012. Strong 
concepts: Intermediate-level knowledge in interaction 
design research. ACM Transactions on Computer-
Human Interaction (TOCHI) 19, 3: 1–18. 

[37] Victoria Hoyle, Elizabeth Shepherd, Andrew Flinn, 
and Elizabeth Lomas. 2018. Child social care 
recording and the information rights of care-
experienced people: A recordkeeping perspective. 
British Journal of Social Work. 
https://doi.org/10.1093/bjsw/bcy115 

[38] Chris Hurley. 2008. Documenting Archives and Other 
Records. Retrieved April 23, 2020 from 
https://www.descriptionguy.com/images/WEBSITE/D
ocumenting-archives-a-guide-for-dummies.pdf 

[39] Livia Iacovino. 2015. Shaping and reshaping cultural 
identity and memory: maximising human rights 
through a participatory archive. Archives and 

Manuscripts 43, 1: 29–41. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/01576895.2014.961491 

[40] Jasmine Jones and Mark S Ackerman. 2018. Co-
constructing Family Memory: Understanding the 
Intergenerational Practices of Passing on Family 
Stories. In Proceedings of the 2018 CHI Conference on 
Human Factors in Computing Systems. 
https://doi.org/10.1145/3173574.3173998 

[41] Mike Just and David Aspinall. 2009. Personal choice 
and challenge questions: a security and usability 
assessment. In Proceedings of the 5th Symposium on 
Usable Privacy and Security, 8. 
https://doi.org/10.1145/1572532.1572543 

[42] Eric Ketelaar. 2005. Recordkeeping and social power. 
In Archives : recordkeeping in society, Sue 
McKemmish, Michael Piggott, Barbara Reed and 
Frank Upward (eds.). Centre for Information Studies, 
Charles Sturt University, Wagga Wagga, N.S.W., 277–
298. 

[43] Michael Lipsky. 2010. Street-level bureaucracy: 
Dilemmas of the individual in public service. Russell 
Sage Foundation, New York. 

[44] Heather MacNeil, Wendy Duff, Alicia Dotiwalla, and 
Karolina Zuchniak. 2018. “If there are no records, 
there is no narrative”: the social justice impact of 
records of Scottish care-leavers. Archival Science 18, 
1: 1–28. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10502-017-9283-2 

[45] Nicola Marsden and Maren Haag. 2016. Stereotypes 
and politics: reflections on personas. In Proceedings of 
the 2016 CHI Conference on Human Factors in 
Computing Systems, 4017–4031. 
https://doi.org/10.1145/2858036.2858151 

[46] Joseph J. McDowall. Out-of-Home Care in Australia: 
Children and Young People’s Views After Five Years 
of National Standards. CREATE Foundation. 
Retrieved April 23, 2020 from 
https://create.org.au/wp-
content/uploads/2019/03/CREATE-OOHC-In-Care-
2018-Report.pdf 

[47] Sue McKemmish. 1996. Evidence of me. Archives and 
Manuscripts 24, 1: 28–45. 

[48] Sue McKemmish. 2001. Placing records continuum 
theory and practice. Archival science 1, 4: 333–359. 

[49] Sue McKemmish, Jane Bone, Joanne Evans, Frank 
Golding, Antonina Lewis, Gregory Rolan, Kirsten 
Thorpe, and Jacqueline Z. Wilson. 2019. Decolonizing 
Recordkeeping and Archival Praxis in Childhood Out-
of-Home-Care and Indigenous Archival Collections, 
Archival Science. Archival Science. 

[50] Sue McKemmish, Frada Burstein, Rosetta 
Manaszewicz, Julie Fisher, and Joanne Evans. 2012. 
Inclusive Research Design: Unravelling the double 
hermeneutic spiral. Information, Communication & 
Society 15, 7: 1106–1135. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/1369118X.2012.707225 

[51] Brenna McNally, Mona Leigh Guha, Matthew Louis 
Mauriello, and Allison Druin. 2016. Children’s 



Perspectives on Ethical Issues Surrounding Their Past 
Involvement on a Participatory Design Team. In 
Proceedings of the 2016 CHI Conference on Human 
Factors in Computing Systems, 3595–3606. 
https://doi.org/10.1145/2858036.2858338 

[52] Philip Mendes and Badal Moslehuddin. 2006. From 
dependence to interdependence: Towards better 
outcomes for young people leaving state care. Child 
Abuse Review: Journal of the British Association for 
the Study and Prevention of Child Abuse and Neglect 
15, 2: 110–126. https://doi.org/10.1002/car.932 

[53] Eileen Munro. 2011. The Munro review of child 
protection: Final report, a child-centred system. 
Department for Education, London. UK. Retrieved 
April 23, 2020 from 
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/munro-
review-of-child-protection-final-report-a-child-
centred-system 

[54] Suellen Murray and Cathy Humphreys. 2014. ‘My 
life’s been a total disaster but I feel privileged’: care-
leavers’ access to personal records and their 
implications for social work practice. Child & Family 
Social Work 19, 2. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-
2206.2012.00895.x 

[55] Helen Nissenbaum. 2001. How computer systems 
embody values. Computer 34, 3: 120–119. 

[56] Cate O’Neill, Vlad Selakovic, and Rachel Tropea. 
2012. Access to records for people who were in out-of-
home care: Moving beyond ‘third dimension’ archival 
practice. Archives and Manuscripts 40, 1: 29–41. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/01576895.2012.668841 

[57] Peter F Patel-Schneider and Ian Horrocks. 2007. A 
comparison of two modelling paradigms in the 
Semantic Web. Web Semantics: Science, Services and 
Agents on the World Wide Web 5, 4: 240–250. 

[58] Ariel Rabkin. 2008. Personal knowledge questions for 
fallback authentication: Security questions in the era of 
Facebook. In Proceedings of the 4th symposium on 
Usable privacy and security, 13–23. 

[59] Jay Rainey, Kyle Montague, Pamela Briggs, Robert 
Anderson, Thomas Nappey, and Patrick Olivier. 2019. 
Gabber: Supporting Voice in Participatory Qualitative 
Practices. 377. 

[60] Peter Reason and Hilary Bradbury. 2001. Introduction. 
In Handbook of action research: Participative inquiry 
and practice. Sage. 

[61] Jesse C Ribot and Nancy Lee Peluso. 2003. A theory 
of access. Rural sociology 68, 2: 153–181. 

[62] Gregory Rolan. 2017. Towards interoperable 
recordkeeping systems: a meta-model for 
recordkeeping metadata. Records Management Journal 
27, 2: 125–148. https://doi.org/10.1108/RMJ-09-2016-
0027 

[63] Gregory Rolan. 2017. Agency in the archive: a model 
for participatory recordkeeping. Archival Science 17, 
3: 195–225. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10502-016-9267-
7 

[64] Gregory Rolan, Joanne Evans, Rhiannon Abeling, 
Aedan Brittain, Elizabeth Constable, Matthew 
Kelemen, and Ella Roberts. 2019. Voice, agency, and 
equity: deep community collaboration in record-
keeping research. Information Research 24, 3. 
Retrieved April 23, 2020  from 
http://informationr.net/ir/24-3/rails/rails1803.html 

[65] Gregory Rolan, Joanne Evans, Jane Bone, Antonina 
Lewis, Frank Golding, Jacqueline Z. Wilson, Sue 
McKemmish, Philip Mendes, and Keir Reeves. 2018. 
Weapons of Affect: the imperative for 
transdisciplinary Information Systems design. In 
Building And Sustaining An Ethical Future With 
Emerging Technology: Proceedings of the ASIS&T 
81st Annual Meeting, 420–429. 

[66] Fiona Ross, Sue McKemmish, and Shannon 
Faulkhead. 2006. Indigenous knowledge and the 
archives: designing trusted archival systems for Koorie 
communities. Archives and Manuscripts 34, 2: 112–
151. 

[67] Royal Commission. 2017. Final report. Royal 
Commission into Institutional Responses to Child 
Sexual Abuse. Commonwealth of Australia, Canberra, 
Australia. Retrieved April 23, 2020 from 
https://www.childabuseroyalcommission.gov.au/final-
report 

[68] Anna Sexton and Dolly Sen. 2018. More voice, less 
ventriloquism– exploring the relational dynamics in a 
participatory archive of mental health recovery. 
International Journal of Heritage Studies 24, 8: 874–
888. https://doi.org/10.1080/13527258.2017.1339109 

[69] Clay Shirky. 2005. Ontology is Overrated -- 
Categories, Links, and Tags. Retrieved April 23, 2020 
from 
https://web.archive.org/web/20190828112240/http://sh
irky.com/writings/ontology_overrated.html 

[70] Shurlee Swain. 2014. History of Australian inquiries 
reviewing institutions providing care for children. 
Retrieved April 23, 2020 from 
https://www.childabuseroyalcommission.gov.au/getatt
achment/8aafa21e-36e0-41c2-8760-
b17662fb774f/History-of-Australian-inquiries-
reviewing-institut 

[71] Shurlee Swain and Nell Musgrove. 2012. We are the 
stories we tell about ourselves: child welfare records 
and the construction of identity among Australians 
who, as children, experienced out-of-home ‘care.’ 
Archives and Manuscripts 40, 1: 4–14. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/01576895.2012.668840 

[72] Deborah Szebeko and Lauren Tan. 2010. Co-designing 
for Society. Australasian Medical Journal (Online) 3, 
9: 580. https://doi.org/10.4066 / AMJ.2010.378 

[73] United Nations. 2016. Human Rights. United Nations. 
Retrieved April 23, 2020 from 
https://www.un.org/en/sections/issues-depth/human-
rights/ 



[74] Frank Upward, Barbara Reed, Gillian Oliver, and 
Joanne Evans. 2018. Recordkeeping informatics for a 
networked age. Monash University Publishing, 
Clayton, Victoria. 

[75] Ari E. Waldman. 2018. Privacy as trust : information 
privacy for an information age. Cambridge University 
Press, New York.  

[76] Torben Wallbaum, Andrii Matviienko, Swamy 
Ananthanarayan, Thomas Olsson, Wilko Heuten, and 
Susanne CJ Boll. 2018. Supporting Communication 
between Grandparents and Grandchildren through 
Tangible Storytelling Systems. In Proceedings of the 
2018 CHI Conference on Human Factors in 
Computing Systems, 550. 
https://doi.org/10.1145/3173574.3174124 

[77] Mikael Wiberg and Erik Stolterman. 2014. What 
makes a prototype novel? a knowledge contribution 
concern for interaction design research. In Proceedings 
of the 8th Nordic Conference on Human-Computer 
Interaction: Fun, Fast, Foundational, 531–540. 
https://doi.org/10.1145/2639189.2639487 

[78] Jacqueline Z. Wilson and Frank Golding. 2016. Latent 
scrutiny: personal archives as perpetual mementos of 
the official gaze. Archival Science 16, 1: 93–109. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10502-015-9255-3 

[79] Jacqueline Z. Wilson, Philip Mendes, and Frank 
Golding. 2018. Hope Street: From Voice to Agency for 
Care-Leavers in Higher Education. Life Writing 15, 4: 
597–609. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/14484528.2018.1427420 

[80] L Wrennall. 2010. Surveillance and Child Protection: 
De-mystifying the Trojan Horse. Surveillance & 
Society 73, 4: 304–324. 

[81] Peter Wright and John McCarthy. 2008. Empathy and 
experience in HCI. In Proceedings of the 2008 SIGCHI 
Conference on Human Factors in Computing Systems, 
637–646. https://doi.org/10.1145/1357054.1357156 

[82] Jason C Yip, Tamara Clegg, June Ahn, Judith Odili 
Uchidiuno, Elizabeth Bonsignore, Austin Beck, Daniel 
Pauw, and Kelly Mills. 2016. The evolution of 
engagements and social bonds during child-parent co-
design. In Proceedings of the 2016 CHI Conference on 
Human Factors in Computing Systems, 3607–3619. 
https://doi.org/10.1145/2858036.2858380 

[83] John Zimmerman, Jodi Forlizzi, and Shelley Evenson. 
2007. Research through design as a method for 
interaction design research in HCI. In Proceedings of 
the SIGCHI conference on Human factors in 
computing systems, 493–502. 

 


	Recordkeeping and Relationships: Designing for Lifelong Information Rights
	ABSTRACT
	Author Keywords

	CSS Concepts
	INTRODUCTION
	BACKGROUND
	Recordkeeping in the Care Sector
	Access and Utility

	Related work

	Context
	Theoretical Framing
	Recordkeeping Informatics
	Critical Approaches
	Trauma Sensitivity
	TRANSFORMATIVE DESIGN
	Design Workshops
	Participatory design approach and tools
	Configuring the workshops
	Recordkeeping ‘hats’
	Use of Language


	PARTICIPATORY DESIGN OUTCOMES
	Design artefacts
	Trajectory
	Developmental Map
	Deep Personas
	Proof-of-concept Prototype

	Findings
	Concept 1: Diachronic Contingency
	Concept 2: Individuality
	Concept 3: Transience
	Concept 4: Child/person Centredness
	Concept 5: Activity focus
	Concept 6: Complexity
	Concept 7: Trust & Agency


	Discussion
	Implications for participatory design
	Implications for systems

	Limitations
	CONCLUSION
	ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS
	REFERENCES

