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Designing for "Positive" Technology Removal? Ethical Considerations for

Participatory Approaches with Children and their Care Ecosystem

EVROPI STEFANIDI, University of Bremen, Germany

Employing participatory approaches with children and their care ecosystem for the design, development, and evaluation of technologies
that are meant to be used by them could help mitigate ethical considerations and support their agency by actively involving them.
However, beyond ensuring comfort and well-being during participatory sessions, it is crucial to consider the transition phase after
prototypes are removed. This position statement reflects on the need for a discussion on how we can design for positive transitions,
thus facilitating the removal of a prototype from participants lives. This becomes particularly relevant when conducting longitudinal

studies with vulnerable populations, where a technology might be embedded in participants’ daily lives for extended periods of time.
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1 INTRODUCTION

Participatory design (PD) is a well-established method to include users and stakeholders in the design process. PD has a
long history of involving vulnerable, disadvantaged or marginalised groups in the design processes of technologies. The
benefits of PD are well-established, and researchers have successfully involved both neurotypical and neurodivergent
children towards meaningful design processes [12]. Previous research has discussed methods to achieve that and to
mitigate potential challenges of actively involving (neurodivergent) children in the design process [3, 15]; for instance,
involving as many as possible members of a child’s care ecosystem (i.e. the people involved in their everyday experiences
such as family, peers, teachers, and therapists) [15, 16]. The importance of supporting children’s agency in designing
future technologies was also highlighted by Sharma et al. [14], who argued for the need for children to become active
designers and makers of digital technologies, rather than passive consumers. PD approaches have also been connected
to the empowerment of children, with pertinent research in the CCI field highlighting democracy, agency, power, and
choice around digital technology in the lives of children [5, 9-11, 13].

Nevertheless, ethical considerations arise when children assume this role of technology designers and makers.
In particular, when designing for and with vulnerable populations, the focus of current (ethical) guidelines and
considerations usually lies in making them comfortable in the moment, e.g. by offering additional support during the
PD [3]. However, the topic of how to ensure long-term comfort and the well-being of study participants, especially

children, after the end of a (longitudinal) study when the technology is removed, still requires research. It may even
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seem counter-intuitive to, on the one hand, aim to foster children’s agency by supporting them becoming technology
designers, and on the other hand, to take their designs away at the end of a project. Therefore, it seems crucial to discuss
and research how to design for a positive technology removal, a positive transition or end process of studies, and how
to make sure that the well-being of study participants is considered. In the context of my research work on designing
technologies for and with (neurodivergent and neurotypical) children and their care ecosystem that empower them and
foster their well-being, this is a particularly crucial aspect that arises. Therefore, this position statement outlines my
interest to participate in the workshop "Participatory Approaches to the Ethics of Emerging Technologies for Children"
at IDC’23. In the following sections, I elaborate further on my motivation to participate, my previous experience and

envisioned contribution, as well as the expected outcomes of participating in this workshop.

2 MOTIVATION TO PARTICIPATE

My motivation to participate in this workshop stems from my interest to explore the ethical considerations that arise
in relation my PhD research on designing technologies that support both neurotypical and neurodivergent children
and their care ecosystem, and in particular engaging in a discussion about potential methods for designing a positive
transition phase at the end of user studies, when the technological prototypes have to be removed. In the context
of my research, I employ participatory approaches for the design, development, and evaluation of technologies, and
am currently implementing a technological prototype based on already conducted co-design sessions. The plan is to
evaluate this prototype both in one-day evaluation sessions, as well as to conduct a longitudinal user study to explore
the effect of the developed prototype on the well-being of children and their care ecosystem. However, considerations
of how to address the end of the longitudinal study, and in particular the end of the technology use, arise. I would
therefore be interested to discuss how to design for a transition period, when we "take the technology away" after
the end of the study, how this might impact participants, and what we can do to make this transition as smooth as
possible, minimising any negative effects that removing the technology might procure. The workshop organisers have
conducted significant research within the CCI field and beyond, including research on the concepts of participatory
approaches with children (e.g. [4, 6, 7, 17]) and designing for and with neurodivergent children (e.g. [1, 2, 8]), making

this workshop an ideal hub to discuss and explore the aforementioned aspects.

3 PREVIOUS EXPERIENCE & ENVISIONED CONTRIBUTION

My previous experience includes employment of participatory approaches for the design, development and evaluation
of technologies that aim to foster the well-being of children [16]. As part of my PhD research, I have also conducted
a systematic literature review of technologies for children with ADHD, proposing that challenges associated with
PD could be mitigated by including as many members of the child’s care ecosystem as possible, as they could offer
additional support [3]. Subsequently, I conducted co-design sessions with neurotypical and neurodivergent children and
their therapists, to design together a technology that could promote their well-being and empower them, which was
engaging and fun for participants [16]. I envision contributing to the workshop discussions by sharing my experiences
on the above topics, as well as raising awareness and suggesting deeper discussions on the topic of how to design for a

positive removal of technology when employing participatory approaches with these populations.

4 EXPECTED OUTCOMES

Expected outcomes by participating in this workshop include taking part in fruitful discussions about the topics of

employing participatory approaches for the design, development, and evaluation of technologies with both neurotypical
2
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and neurodivergent children and their care ecosystem, and of potential methods for designing a transition phase that
would facilitate the removal of a technology from their lives, particularly when conducting longitudinal studies with
these vulnerable populations. I also look forward to exciting collaboration opportunities with researchers in the field of
CCI and beyond who will be part of the workshop, and to acquiring new perspectives from them. Finally, I expect fruitful
discussions on the topic of how to ethically involve children and their care ecosystem in the design of technologies that

are meant to be used by them within the community of the workshop.
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