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Figure 1: Adults with Down syndrome explaining how they use technology in their daily lives. Left: Participant A6, aged 28,
talking about using voice memos on his smartphone. Left-middle: Participant A3, aged 37, talking about writing emails on his
family’s desktop computer. Right-middle: Participant A1, aged 37, talking about her nightly laptop time. Right: Participant A2,
aged 35, talking about how he uses voice assistants to ask questions.

ABSTRACT
Assistive technologies for adults with Down syndrome (DS) need
designs tailored to their specific technology requirements. While
prior research has explored technology design for individuals with
intellectual disabilities, little is understood about the needs and ex-
pectations of adults with DS. Assistive technologies should leverage
the abilities and interests of the population, while incorporating age-
and context-considerate content. In this work, we interviewed six
adults with DS, seven parents of adults with DS, and three experts
in speech-language pathology, special education, and occupational
therapy to determine how technology could support adults with DS.
In our thematic analysis, four main themes emerged, including (1)
community vs. home social involvement; (2) misalignment of skill
expectations between adults with DS and parents; (3) family limita-
tions in technology support; and (4) considerations for technology
development. Our findings extend prior literature by including the
voices of adults with DS in how and when they use technology.
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1 INTRODUCTION
Down syndrome (DS) is a genetic chromosomal disorder that re-
sults in intellectual and developmental delays [3, 11, 49] and is the
most common cause of intellectual disabilities (ID). According to
the American Association on Intellectual and Developmental Dis-
abilities, ID is defined as “a condition characterized by significant
limitations in both intellectual functioning and adaptive behavior
that originates before the age of 22.” [56] As medical and societal
advancements progress, the life expectancy of those with DS has
increased from 25 years in 1983 to 60 years in 2020 [66, 75]. People
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with DS are living longer, fuller lives, and some individuals may
require assistance reaching their personal or occupational goals.

People with DS have a wide range of abilities, interests, learning
styles, personality traits, and life goals. They may also have varying
levels of concurrent impairments that make some tasks or goals
difficult to complete independently, which may lead some adults
with DS to look for sources of assistance. When adults with DS and
their family members choose to seek structured skill development,
they often utilize the expertise of professionals (e.g., an occupa-
tional therapist, speech therapist, nutritionist, physical therapist,
etc.); however, accessing professional assistance may not be realis-
tic for all families due to community or financial limitations [55].
In the United States, 25 DS clinics currently accept adult patients,
only available to 5% of the population [63]. A promising alternative
or enhancement to traditional skill development for adults with
DS could be assistive technology [4, 36, 53]. Educational assistive
technologies are only one category that could interest adults with
DS. Dawe [18] identified seven additional assistive technology cat-
egories: communication, writing, prompting/scheduling, reading,
alternative input, math, and remote communication.

Prior research has explored the design of assistive technologies
for people with ID; however, people with DS may require more
specific design considerations. Armstrong [5] and Benton et al. [7]
outline characteristic comparisons between people with ID and
people with DS. They describe visual-spatial skills as a common
weakness for people with ID but a common strength for people
with DS. They also describe communication skills as a common
strength of people with ID but a common weakness for people with
DS. Additionally, people with DS have concurrent physical charac-
teristics, such as low muscle tone, that can cause difficulties with
grip, and hearing loss due to smaller ear cavities [65]. Indicating
that technology design could need more specific requirements than
those suggested for people with ID.

Adults with DS enjoy using various technologies [44, 65, 74],
and technology may provide individuals with increased self-esteem
and an increased feeling of inclusion within society [48]. Assis-
tive technology research has been conducted with people with DS,
but within the DS community, more research has been conducted
with children and teenagers. Examples include interactive tables
that teach numeracy skills [61]; smartphone applications that as-
sist with nutritional management [47]; and social robotics to teach
computational thinking through programming [30]. Some tech-
nologies designed to support children with DS are virtual reality
Wii games to improve sensorimotor functions alongside therapists
[2, 60, 74]; computer/tablet/smartphone applications that teach lit-
eracy or mathematical skills tailored to children’s learning abilities
and patterns [1, 22, 59, 64]; and tangible interfaces to assist children
in learning literacy skills by promoting active participation [32, 37].
However, children and adults with DS require different types and
levels of assistance. Technology designed for children may not be
age-appropriate in interface design and content chosen for adults.

As people with DS age, their personal needs might shift from
straightforward concepts to more abstract concepts [31]. Exam-
ples of possible differences include: (1) a child with DS might need
assistance learning new words, whereas an adult might want assis-
tance expressing their needs or feelings; (2) a child with DS might

need assistance with counting, whereas an adult might want assis-
tance with finances; or (3) a child with DS might need assistance
completing a single task, whereas an adult might want assistance
completing a series of tasks, such as a workplace procedure. While
assistive technologies tailored for children with DS may benefit
some adults with DS, some individuals may prefer further skill
development throughout adulthood. However, there is no research
explicitly aimed at understanding current technology use and tech-
nology needs of adults with DS within the context of their lived
experience. In this paper, we seek to close this gap in the literature
by investigating the following research questions:

RQ1: What challenges do adults with Down syndrome
face in their daily, personal, or work lives, and how
could technology support their needs?

RQ2: To what level are adults with Down syndrome
using technology to assist them in personal or occupa-
tional activities? And how often do they need caregiver
assistance to learn new technologies?

To answer these two research questions, we conducted a quali-
tative exploratory study utilizing the approaches outlined by Hol-
lomotz [34] and Caldwell [13]. We interviewed six adults with
DS, seven parents of adults with DS, and three experts in speech-
language pathology, special education, and occupational therapy to
triangulate where technology could support the DS community’s
current needs. After our interviews, we performed thematic analy-
sis to extrapolate four key themes, focused on adults with DS, that
will assist future assistive technology designers. The themes that
emerged from our analysis include (1) community vs. home social
involvement; (2) misalignment of skill expectations between adults
with DS and parents; (3) family limitations in technology support;
and (4) considerations for technology development. From our four
themes, we outline four design implications. Our key contributions
and findings include the following:

• A qualitative exploratory study that aimed to attain the per-
spective of adults with DS, their parents, and experts to
understand further how technology is used in daily life and
the context in which it is used.

• Novel findings that extend prior literature include adults
with DS expressing (1) a disinterest in speech assistance,
specifically in the home context, and may prefer to adjust
their communication modality to fit their context; (2) a pref-
erence for personal privacy within a family unit; (3) different
expectations for what it entails to be proficient at a skill
compared to parents and experts; and (4) a preference for
independent technology use after the learning phase, ex-
tending beyond family involvement to discover technologies
independently.

• Incremental extensions of prior literature that include adults
with DS, parents, and experts expressing (1) how communi-
cation needs shift between a social context and workplace
context; (2) communication breakdowns with speech-to-text
technology while some parents and experts find speech-to-
text as potentially beneficial in developing speech skills; (3)
skill regression during life changes and how some adults
with DS may not recognize this regression; (4) interest in
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dual-use technologies that enhance games or communication
applications.

• Support of prior literature that includes (1) barriers in access-
ing technologies; and (2) technology development consider-
ations, including customization, simplicity, age considerate
content, physical interaction features, and visual representa-
tion.

2 RELATEDWORKS
Our work builds on prior literature in (1) technology design with
people with ID; (2) assistive technologies for people with ID; (3)
technology experience of people with DS; and (4) assistive tech-
nologies for adults with DS. We will provide brief reviews of these
bodies of work below.

2.1 Technology Design with People with ID
Technology design with people with ID has been an ongoing re-
search topic across multiple research fields for many years. Design
processes such as universal design outline how technology should
be used to enhance productivity, engagement, and performance
while enhancing access, participation, and progress for its users
[33]. There are seven design principles for universal design (1) it is
useful for people with diverse abilities; (2) it accommodates a wide
range of individual preferences and abilities; (3) it is simple and
intuitive; (4) it communicates necessary information effectively to
the user; (5) it has a high error tolerance; (6) it has low physical
effort to the user; and (7) it is appropriate size and space is provided
for approach, reach, manipulation, and use regardless of the user’s
body size, posture, or mobility [12]. Ability-based design builds off
universal design by shifting from a “one size fits all” mentality to
an adaptability mentality [72]. This method covers seven principles
within three categories; (1) designers are required to focus on the
user’s abilities and changing the systems, not users; (2) interfaces
should be adaptable and transparent; (3) systems should be account
for the users performance, update to various contexts, and com-
prise of available hardware and software. Moving one step further,
a competency-based approach builds upon the ability-based design
approach to leverage users’ existing contextual competencies, de-
fined as “practical shared skills users have developed from engaging
in contextual activities” within the design [6]. Within the study
design, it is crucial to include participants within the community
for which you are designing the technology and allow them to
advocate for themselves. To increase accessibility within a study,
researchers should consider various elements such as visual repre-
sentations during the consent process [68], visual elements during
the study, and physical elements if possible [73], and adjusting
the depth of questions [34]. Adding various stakeholders within
the data collection process could triangulate needs or wants, and
provide assistance [13, 21, 68]. Utilizing prior research provides a
lens through which the results of this study are presented.

2.2 Assistive Technologies for People with ID
Assistive technologies, ranging from scheduling applications to
communication assistants to virtual reality educational games, have
been researched to support individuals with ID in growing skills,
interacting with technology, or increasing social interaction [14].

For example, Funk et al. [25] developed an augmented workplace
for workers with ID and found that in-situ instructions lead to
faster assembly times and fewer errors than pictorial instructions.
Augmented interfaces can provide a hands-on sensory approach to
learning or practicing skills [20]. Touch surfaces, such as tablets and
smartphones, can be a more intuitive interaction for some people
with ID [42, 45] and can support users in self-reporting abuse [68],
navigating museum content [62], or assist individuals in complet-
ing job-related duties [50]. In creating accessible interfaces, various
design elements should be considered. These design elements will
partially differ between technologies and goals and should be adapt-
able to the user’s needs. For example, Buehler et al. [10] identified
accessibility barriers to online education and proposed various
solutions to overcome the barriers, such as visual cues and consis-
tency with icons, customized search predictions, assistance with
file seeking, and password management. When designing mobile
applications, Dekelver et al. [19] identified three design consid-
erations, (1) the navigation and graphic design should be simple
and consistent; (2) the text should be brief and concise; and (3)
the interface features such as the menus, contact information, and
functionality, should be personalized. Technology has been shown
to be a useful tool for some people with ID when focusing on their
strengths, abilities, and interests. However, more research needs to
be conducted to better understand which technologies and design
features would best support adults with DS.

2.3 Technology Experience of People with DS
Technology skills can provide people with DS with broader employ-
ment prospects and societal inclusion. People with DS use various
technologies daily, such as smartphones, tablets, computers, social
media, and video games. Morris et al. [54] found 98.2% of 220 care-
givers with children aged 5 to 35 reported that technology plays an
important role in their children’s lives. And Feng et al. [23] found
that out of 561 people with DS, aged 4 to 21, 86.6% of children with
DS use computers in school, and 72.2% of children with DS are using
computers by age five. Resulting in individuals having a fair level
of computer-related skills. Jevne et al. [38] also found young adults
with DS, aged 22, use technology for leisure time socialization and
independent living. They found that technology, such as reminders
on smartphones and tablets, contributed to participants feeling in-
dependent and safe in their living environments, and mobile phones
played a crucial role in safety and communication, enabling indi-
viduals to ask for help when needed. They also found social media
platforms like Facebook, Snapchat, Messenger, and Instagram were
mentioned as beneficial for keeping in touch with friends and fam-
ily. Landuran et al. [44] studied the potential use of smart home
technologies to support adults with DS, and they found participants
responded well to the home devices. Their evaluations show pos-
itive impacts on the well-being and autonomy of adults with DS.
Although adults with DS enjoy using technology and utilize various
applications and tools regularly, few individuals use their technol-
ogy skills within their employment. Kumin and Schoenbrodt [43]
found out of 511 adults with DS, only 15.7% use computer skills
within their paid employment, and 9.9% use these skills within their
volunteer work, despite 68.5% of them using computers. Those who
use computers within their employment can perform workplace
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tasks such as word processing, data entry, inventory management,
and scheduling [41, 46]. This work demonstrates that people with
DS have technology skills and can grow them through training
programs to increase their employment opportunities. However,
this suggests the need for further investigation into how adults with
DS use various technologies to support them in their daily lives
and how contexts impact technology usage.

2.4 Assistive Technologies for Adults with DS
Few assistive technologies have been designed with adults with DS.
Gomez et al. [29] utilized mobile phones and QR codes to assist in-
dividuals in labor training. Their application provided instructions
on how to complete various tasks. They tested the system on ten
users using two types of labor tasks. They compared the results
from the technology to the results of a paper-based instruction sys-
tem. They report promising results in faster learning times, lower
error rates, and higher performance when using the technology.
Khan et al. [40] conducted a participatory action research study
for a smartphone application to assist young adults in navigating
independent traveling. Through qualitative interviews, they found
that current navigation apps are not specific enough for users with
DS; for example, they don’t have detailed information about what
to look for on the bus. They also found to increase a sense of safety,
notifications should be sent to the user’s parents. They confirmed
that mobile technology can support navigation performance that
increases social inclusion. Holyfield et al. [36] developed an aug-
mentative and alternative communication device feature that assists
adults with DS in seconding for encoding novel words. They used
animations, audio, and phonetic breakdowns and found an increase
in decoding accuracy maintained even after the app exposure in-
tervention ended. Mechling et al. [52] used video modeling with
individualized prompting as an educational assistive technology
to teach adults with DS daily home tasks and found a transference
of skills from a lab setting to their home setting. These examples
provide promising results for developing assistive technologies for
adults with DS. However, few research studies have been conducted
where adults with DS are the target population, showing a gap that
needs to be filled.

3 METHOD
For this study, we investigated how adults with DS use technology
in their daily lives, in what context they utilize technology, and how
technology could support the growth of aspirational personal or
occupational skills. We conducted semi-structured interviews with
16 participants covering three populations: adults with DS, parents
of adults with DS, and experts in speech-language pathology, special
education, and occupational therapy.

Qualitative interviews were chosen for this study because there
is currently a lack of information directly from adults with DS and
stakeholders on their interests and needs for technology in relation
to their lived experience. Verbal communication, specifically in an
interview format, may be difficult for some people with DS, so
we added a requirement for verbal communication skills to the
inclusion criteria. The interview was designed to allow participants
to share their personal experiences rather than abstract opinions
(e.g., “How would you imagine using x technology?”). Additionally,

participantswithDS brought their smartphones, tablets, workbooks,
Augmentative and Alternative Communication (AAC) devices, and
any other technology they wanted to show the interviewer. The
interview included visuals to show examples of technology to the
adults with DS participants.

Three populations were chosen to triangulate the needs and
technology use within the community. Utilizing the suggestions
from Hollomotz [34], the interviews were designed to be accessible
for the adult with DS participants. Parents of the participants with
DS were welcome to provide supporting and additional information
alongside their adult children; however, during the interview with
the participants with DS, they were encouraged to be the main
source of information. To ensure they were the main source of
information, the questions were verbally and nonverbally aimed
at the adults with DS through the use of names, eye contact, and
body language. The three experts were chosen because of their
expertise in education, speech-language therapy, and occupational
therapy for adults with DS. Each provided a unique perspective of
where the community currently stands with technology and where
technology could be used to support the community.

3.1 Participants
We recruited a total of 16 participants. Six adults with DS and seven
parents of adults with DS were recruited through local community
organizations. Three experts were recruited through researcher
connections; however, the authors did not personally know any of
them. The inclusion criteria were the following:

• Adults with DS: aged 18 or older, has DS, and has verbal
skills conducive to an interview format.

• Parents of adults with DS: has a child with DS, and their
child is aged 18 or older.

• Experts: is currently employed as a speech pathologist, spe-
cial education professional, or occupational therapist. They
currently work or have worked with individuals (aged 16+)
with DS.

Table 1 shows the demographic information about our 16 partic-
ipants. Six participants were adults with DS, aged 21–37 (𝑀 = 32,
𝑆𝐷 = 5.77; Women = 1, Men = 5). One participant had a dual di-
agnosis of DS and Autism, which is prevalent in roughly 20% of
the DS population [69]. Seven participants were parents of adults
with DS, aged 57–68 (𝑀 = 61.83, 𝑆𝐷 = 4.37; Women = 4, Men
= 5). All seven parent participants have one child with DS, aged
18–37. Only one parent, P4, was interviewed alone. Three partic-
ipants were experts who work with adults with DS aged 25–44
(𝑀 = 33.67, 𝑆𝐷 = 7.84; Women = 2, Non-binary = 1). The first
expert, E1, is a special education professional with three years of
teaching experience. The second expert, E2, is a speech-language
pathologist with seven years of experience. The third expert, E3, is
an occupational therapist with 22 years of experience. Recruitment
of all 16 participants took seven months to complete.

3.2 Study Protocol
Interviews with the participants with DS and the parent partici-
pants were held in person, at a location of their choosing to increase
their comfort. As shown in Figure 2, the participants with DS were
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ID Age Gender Regular
Caregiver

Diagnosis Owns
Smartphone

Owns
Tablet

Owns
Computer

Community
Groups

Current
Work

A1 37 Woman Parent DS Yes Yes Yes 2 2

A2 35 Man Live-in
Caregiver

DS &
ASD

No Yes No 3 1

A3 37 Man Parent DS No No Yes 3 2

A4 34 Man Parent DS Yes Yes Yes 5 3

A5 21 Man Parent DS Yes Yes Yes 3 3

A6 28 Man Parent DS Yes Yes Yes 2 1

ID Age Gender Number of
Children with DS

Age of
Child with DS

P1 66 Man one 37

P2 – Woman one 35

P3 64 Woman one 37

P4 59 Man one 18

P5 68 Woman one 34

P6 57 Woman one 21

P7 57 Man one 28

ID Age Gender Occupation Years of
Experience

Works with
Adults with DS

E1 25 Woman Special Education Teacher 3 Past

E2 32 Non-binary Speech Language Pathologist 7 Currently

E3 44 Woman Occupational Therapist 22 Currently

Table 1: Study participant demographics. Top table A (Adult with DS): Demographic information about the six adult with DS
participants, including participant ID, age, gender, who their regular caregiver is, their diagnosis, if they own a smartphone, if
they own a tablet, if they own a computer, how many community groups they are a part of, and current jobs including paid and
volunteer work. Middle table P (Parent): Demographic information about the seven parents of adults with DS participants,
including participant ID, age, gender, number of children with DS, and the age of their child with DS. Bottom table E (Expert):
demographic information of the three experts, including participant ID, age, gender, occupation title, number of years of
experience, and if they work with adults with DS or have in the past.

interviewed in a dyad with one parent. The adult with DS partic-
ipants could also include an additional support person who was
not interviewed. Two participants (A2 and A6) chose to include an
additional support person in their interview session. During the
participant with DS’s interview, they were encouraged to be the
main source of information. We designed the study to connect the
participant with DS interviews with the parent interviews to sup-
port the participant with DS, meaning we conducted two interviews
in one session. We employed Hollomotz [34] recommendations for
conducting interviews with adults with ID, which include adjusting
the depth of questioning, creating a concrete frame of reference, and
triangulating contextual information. We also employed Caldwell

[13] recommendations for performing dyadic interviews as an inter-
dependent method of accommodation for people with ID by giving
support persons a supportive role while retaining a central focus
on the individual with ID, providing comfort for the participant,
and increasing participation. The Institutional Review Board (IRB)
approved the following study protocol from the authors’ university.

Interviews with the dyads or triads were completed in person, in
one session, and consisted of the following steps: (1) initial eligibil-
ity screening with the adult with DS and the parent; (2) informed
consent of the adult with DS participant, the parent participant, and
the support person, if present. The consent formwaswritten in clear
language and aided by an information sheet outlining the purpose
of the study. The interviewer verbally stepped the participant with
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Figure 2: Interview study design. During the first phase of interviews, adults with DS (shown in the middle row in blue with IDs
starting with A) were paired with one of their parents (shown in the top row in dark blue with IDs starting with P). Parent
participant P4 was interviewed alone. The gray people in the bottom row indicate which pairs included a third person not
directly interviewed in the interview session. The three expert interviews (shown in yellow with IDs starting with E) were
completed during the second phase of interviews. The initial findings from the first phase of interviews informed the second
phase of interviews.

DS through the consent form to ensure consent; (3) introduction of
the interview process by the interviewer to the participants; (4) one-
hour interview with the adults with DS. These interviews included
questions about demographic information, education history, com-
munity involvement, employment history, technology experience,
and experiences as an adult with DS. The interview script was de-
signed to create a conversation. The interviewer was instructed on
how to restate questions to elicit responses and encourage contin-
ued answers; (5) 30-minute interview with the parent of the adult
with DS. These interviews included questions about demographic
information, technology use in the home, challenges their children
have faced, and technology reservations; and (6) session wrap-up
and payment. All six adults with DS completed the full one-hour
interview, and five participants with DS brought one or more forms
of technology to show the interviewer. As shown in Figure 2, parent
participant P4 was interviewed alone. This was due to his adult
child having verbal skills that were not conducive to an interview
format. His interview was held virtually and consisted of Steps 1, 2,
5, and 6, described above.

Interviews with the experts were completed in one session and
held virtually. These interviews consisted of the following steps:
(1) initial screening to ensure eligibility; (2) informed consent of
the expert participant; (3) introduction of the interview process by
the interviewer to the participants; (4) one-hour interview, which
consisted of questions about demographic information, work ex-
pertise and background, and experience with assistive technology;
and (5) session wrap up and payment.

Additional information on the study protocol and interview
script can be found on OSF.1

3.3 Data Analysis
We employed inductive qualitative analysis methods to explore
how adults with DS use technology. Specifically, we used Reflexive
Thematic Analysis [8], which consisted of (1) gathering interview
audio recordings; (2) two researchers transcribing the recordings; (3)

two researchers completing an initial round of coding; (4) discussing
developing initial themes; and (5) two researchers repeating coding
and theme development two additional times. Overall, the two
coders worked together 16 times to ensure consistency. This process
took roughly 180 hours of work across both researchers. In total,
we used 225 codes in our finalized codebook.1

The first author has significant experience interacting with chil-
dren and adults with DS as a volunteer within the DS community
for over a decade within various community groups and school
classrooms. The second author has extensive experience working
with children with DS.

Reflexive thematic analysis was chosen to find patterns within
the data and relate that to technology needs and considerations. The-
matic analysis is useful for pattern finding, allowing the researcher
to apply inductive coding and capture overt and underlying mean-
ings [9]. After performing qualitative analysis, four key themes
were identified and outlined.

4 RESULTS
As a result of our analysis, we identified four main themes, building
off of prior research, to answer our two research questions shown
in Figure 3, that emerged from our 16 participant interviews: (1)
community vs. home social involvement; (2) misalignment of skill
expectations between adults with DS and parents; (3) family limita-
tions in technology support; and (4) considerations for technology
development. We elaborate on each theme with quotes from the
interview sessions. To attribute quotes to the participants, we used
participant IDs, outlined in Table 1, where the IDs begin with a
code: A for adult with DS, P for parent, and E for expert.

Many of the participants with DS would communicate both
verbally and gesturally. This resulted in fewer direct quotes from
participants with DS throughout the results section.

1OSF Link: https://osf.io/udq5w/?view_only=25f2d2fc7d2c44cca5d9ec68fffcacde

https://osf.io/udq5w/?view_only=25f2d2fc7d2c44cca5d9ec68fffcacde
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Figure 3: Four main themes found though data analysis, with three sub-themes each. The two blue columns outline technology
usage through lived experience. The two yellow columns outline what to consider when designing and developing assistive
technologies for adults with DS. Theme 1: Community vs. Home Social Involvement, 1.1: Speech and Language Support for
Social Involvement, 1.2: Privacy Within Family, 1.3: Community Social Activity Involvement. Theme 2: Misalignment of Skill
Expectations Between Adults with DS and Parents, 2.1: Verbal Communication Breakdowns, 2.2: Written Communication
Expectations, 2.3: Skill Regression During Life Changes. Theme 3: Family Limitations in Technology Support, 3.1: Family
Technology Apprehension, 3.2: Family Investment Assisting Technology Adoption, 3.3: Barriers in Accessing Technology.
Theme 4: Considerations for Technology Development, 4.1: Customizability and Simplicity, 4.2: Age Considerate Content, 4.3
Physical Elements and Visual Representation.

4.1 Theme 1: Community vs. Home Social
Involvement

Our study found that participants with DS, parent participants,
and expert participants expressed an interest in increasing social
involvement in community groups and in the workplace. We iden-
tified three areas in which adults with DS expressed varying social
needs: (1) speech and language support could assist some adults
with DS in increasing their social involvement outside of a home
context, but familiar people understand speech and personal needs
without additional assistance; (2) adults with DS desire privacy in
their home environment for personal time and romantic relation-
ships; and (3) adults with DS enjoy socializing, but may not have
the opportunity to socialize due to lack of access to social groups
or lack of inclusion in a work environment.

4.1.1 Speech and Language Support for Social Involvement . People
with DS have varying difficulty with speech intelligibility [16, 39].
This corresponds with our study participants with DS express-
ing frustration when they have to repeat themselves in home and
community contexts. However, some participants with DS did not
express interest in communication support, such as AAC devices.
One participant, A5, owns an AAC device but prefers a similar
smartphone application because the AAC device is “a big one.” He
uses it when ordering food or expressing feelings such as, “I feel

safe.” On the other hand, A3 prefers to “t-talk on my own.”, rather
than use communication support. A4 utilizes his “own sign lan-
guage” such as “I can- I can do um (..) this. ((signs)) that’s movie.”
Showing that adults with DS may have varying preferences for
communication and will adapt their preferences to their context.

Parent and expert participants expressed a desire for continued
speech development for adults with DS, supported by prior research
[16]. P1, P2, and P5 all explicitly reported, “some speech – improve-
ment to speech might help.” Experts supported parental opinion on
adult speech and language support,

“I think there’s a huge need and huge desire for [...] adult
speech and language support. [...] There are resources-
like in outpatient clinics or private clinics. A lot of places
do specialize more, like in pediatrics. And you can see
some of that, like, service drop off, like, at graduation.”
(E2)

Within communication support, there was an interest in grow-
ing expressive language skills, which would increase adults with
DS’ ability to communicate their needs, wants, and emotions [28].
E2 discussed personal safety concerns related to low expressive
language skills,

“I worry about the– the individual being able to advocate
for themselves. [...] To, uh, report back, like, if they got
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hurt, at school, or at work. To express medical needs.
And then just also to like honor all of our basic rights
of communication too. Having strategies where we can
express our preferences and request things, and reject
things, and be informed about changes to our schedule.
Express our feelings” (E2).

Parents also expressed a concern for safety. For example, P6 ex-
pressed concern about A5’s physical safety: “They’re such easy
targets. [...] I do have his phone, so I can track his phone” (P6). Show-
ing technology can play a role in parents feeling safer as their adult
children’s autonomy increases.

Some adults with DS may need regular practice or prompting to
grow their expressive language skills. For example, P5 prompted
A6 to describe how he felt during the interview:

P5: “Can you tell Mommy how you feel right now?”
A5: “Hmmm”
P5: “Are you happy, sad, or sleepy?”
A5: “Hmm, I am happy.”

However, P3 and P4 reported not prompting their adult children to
use expressive language at home. For example, P4 explained,

“Well, obviously, [he could benefit from] expressive lan-
guage. [...] We can tell what he needs without him hav-
ing to say it. Which may, in fact, be one of the reasons
why he doesn’t talk as much at home as he does at
school.” (P4)

This shows that there could be less need for communication support
within the family unit, supported by prior research [35]. A decreased
need for communication support could lead to a decreased need for
technology support within the home context.

This finding extends prior research by including the perspective
of adults with DS in speech assistance or development. Some of
the participants with DS do not express an interest in speech assis-
tance, specifically in the home context, and may prefer to adjust
their communication modality to fit the context. However, parents
and experts agree that speech assistance or development could be
beneficial.

4.1.2 Privacy Within Family . Everyone requires privacy from
their parents as they age, and there is no exception for people
with DS. However, adults with DS often rely on family members
for varying levels of support, which can limit their privacy. We
found two areas where adults with DS expressed their need for
personal privacy: (1) romantic relationships and (2) alone time to
decompress.

We found participants with DSwho are in romantic relationships,
A2 and A6, utilize technology to communicate with their partners.
A6 communicates with his partner through messaging and video
conferencing. He prefers the messages between him and his partner
to stay private: “He has been turning [his speech synthesis app] off
lately ’cause he has a girlfriend. [..] So it used to automatically read it
when you’d get it. But she sends Love texts” (P7). Although the speech
synthesis phone application provides him with reading support, A6
chooses personal privacy over support. A2 also reports using video
conferencing to communicate with his romantic partner. However,
he chooses to physically separate himself from his family, “if I want
to call my girlfriend. I put [my tablet] in [my room], I use Zoom”

(A2). Many adults with DS have successful long-term romantic
relationships and desire the privacy to maintain them, but some
adults who desire a partner may have difficulties finding one. E1
explains how adults with DS may not have some social skills, such
as consent, and “how to like, navigate romantic relationships as well
because it’s something that a lot of people are interested in and- and
don’t always have the tools to pursue that.”

We found that A1, A2, A4, A5, and A6 also expressed a need for
alone time. For example,

P1: “How often do you use your computer?”
A1: “Uh, mostly in the mornings.”
P1: “And every day at four o’clock.”
A1: “I do my best thinking at my computer at four.”
P1: “We don’t interrupt that.”

A1, A2, A4, A5, and A6 discussed listening to music alone because
it provides “support”, and A4 also explained music calms him when
he is “mad at all the friends”. Alone time can provide an opportu-
nity to decompress from daily activities, regulate emotions, and
improve overall well-being. Technology could help support this
decompression time, as many participants with DS discussed their
interest in spending alone time on YouTube, social media, and mu-
sic applications. This finding extends prior research by showing
adults with DS desire privacy within their family unit and often
use technology to decompress.

4.1.3 Community Social Activity Involvement . All six participants
with DS expressed their enjoyment of social activities in the com-
munity and at work multiple times throughout their interviews. A1,
A2, A4, and A5 all reported making friends as their favorite part of
community groups or school. For example, A5 said “I made a lot of
friends” in school. According to Table 1, our participants with DS
are members of two to five community organizations. Nevertheless,
they still report a lack of social opportunities. The participants with
DS expressed a preference for busy schedules, being active com-
munity members, and “get out of the house”. This interest in more
inclusion could partly be due to social groups not being on regular
schedules. For example, A5/P6 and A1/P1 reported attending com-
munity groups semi-regularly due to the group only meeting for
a portion of the year, such as seasonal sports, or for “three dances
a year” (P6). A2/P2 and A1/P1 reported a lack of local community
groups, forcing them to travel to other opportunities, “We don’t get
to [go] regularly, do we? Because it’s a– kinda a long ways to go” (P1).

One solution to increase social opportunities is to join online
community groups [38]. For example, A3 has joined a community
group that “is online on a computer” to play games with their friends.
A6 actively participates on multiple social media platforms and
messaging applications to communicate with long-distance friends,
which supports “talking [like] in-in person.” Social media, such as
the “Facebook calendar” (A6), can also be used to find local events
to increase community participation. A6 would message his family
members’ events and add them to the “family calendar”.

Parent participants P1, P6, and P7 expressed online safety con-
cerns for their adult children. P1 expressed his concerns for camera,
microphone, and personal information privacy. Other parent partic-
ipants, P6 and P7, expressed their concern about social media and
their adult children not understanding scams: “He used to get–then
private messages, you know, from people ov- overseas and they’re
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trying to get money or things like that. Sending naked pictures, things
like that” (P7). This suggests that developing social media literacy
and safety skills could offer valuable support for adults with DS in
navigating online connections.

Social connections are also important in a work context. A4
reported switching jobs due to difficulties with coworkers:

Interviewer: “What was wrong with [your past employ-
ment]?”
A4: “Um- hmm- um- hmm they weren’t being- being-
being res-spectful. ((stutters)) I would do my- my- my
ow- own thing. And they ((stutters)) walk in fr- front of
me.”
Interviewer: “Okay. They’d walk in front of you, kinda
act like you weren’t there maybe? ”
A4: “Yeah.”

Similarly, A5 has difficulties requesting assistance at work, “But
[A5] just needs some reminders [at work] and if he doesn’t know what–
you’ll see him kinda standing there not knowing what to do [...] Or
he’ll come up and stand there and look at [his co-workers waiting]”
(P6). E1 explains how adults could benefit from “some social kinds
of learning. Uh like, with social norms. [...] I would say and like how
to appropriately, you know, approach somebody. I think that that’s
something that a lot of individuals could use more support with.”
Suggesting that some adults with DS could benefit from growing
relations skills within workplace contexts.

This finding extends prior research about online connection [27]
and online safety concerns [17] by additionally considering adults
with DS’s social lives in a workplace context.

4.2 Theme 2: Misalignment of Skill
Expectations Between Adults with DS and
Parents

Educational assistive technologies are helpful options for those in-
terested in growing various skills. Supporting people in skill growth
requires understanding their current interests, needs, and abilities.
We found that (1) adults with DS become frustrated when other
people or technology cannot understand them, though they may
believe they are speaking understandably, building off of Theme
1.1; (2) some adults with DS report their written communication
abilities as higher than their parents, and enjoy activities such as
copying words and writing emails; and (3) some adults with DS
go through periods of skill regression when they leave school, are
unemployed, or are not actively engaging in the community.

4.2.1 Verbal Communication Breakdowns. We found that partic-
ipants with DS would express frustration when they were asked
to repeat themselves during social interactions. During the inter-
view, A2 became frustrated with his parent, P2, when she did not
understand him, declaring, “Yeah, that’s what I said Mom” (A2). This
frustration may stem from the assumption that they are speaking
clearly, but others around them do not understand. For example,
P6 explained how even when A5 was young, “He didn’t get that
[people] didn’t understand him. He’s like, ’I understand what I’m
saying. Why don’t you understand what I’m saying?”’ Additionally,
A4 began talking about his difficulties controlling his anger and

explained how people frustrate him when they don’t understand
what he is saying:

Interviewer: “People can push your buttons? Why is
that? ”
A4: “Uh because, a- ’cause of a- anger issues.”
Interviewer: “Is it because they don’t understand you?”
P5: “Probably.”
A4: “Yeah.”

Communication breakdowns extend to technology. All six partic-
ipants with DS have used language-focused assistive technologies,
whether speech-to-text, a virtual assistant, or a speech synthesis
tool. A4 expressed his frustration with a virtual assistant, which led
to him to limit his usage of language-focused assistive technologies:

Interviewer: “Does Siri misunderstand you sometimes?”
A4: “((stutter)) y- yes.”
Interviewer: “She misunderstands you?”
A4: “((stutter)) time I say something eh- eh- she’ll hay-
wire”
P5: “I think that’s the other reason he doesn’t voice text.
Also is because it doesn’t print it out right.”

However, A6 learned to talk more clearly after using a virtual
assistant for an extended period of tome: “But, having to talk to
devices like when the Echos and Alexa first came out, you know it
couldn’t understand anything [A6] was saying. He learned to talk
much clearer just because he had to talk clearer for these things to
understand him” (P7). And E1 also recalled a student that “would use
this- the- ah- speech to text almost [...] like practicing his speech. He
would really, like, try to get it to hear him correctly. And like, he would
even sometimes record his voice and listen back to it.” Suggesting
that if a technology is incorporated with language-focused assistive
features, the incentive to use the technology must be strong enough
to overcome the possible initial frustration. If an adult with DS
continues regularly using the technology, they may experience
speech benefits over time.

This finding extends prior research outlining communication
breakdowns with familiar and unfamiliar listeners [35] by addition-
ally considering that text-to-speech technology could benefit adults
with DS even if it is initially frustrating.

4.2.2 Written Communication Expectations . During the inter-
views, the participants with DS were asked about how they would
rate their own writing abilities. All six participants answered they
had strong writing abilities. For example, A2 recalled, “I learned how
to do it in school for like ten, and- and it was still a little bit easy, and
it wasn’t hard at all.” Through probing questions, we found A1 and
A3 do have strong writing abilities. They reported spending time
journaling, writing emails, and messaging their family members.
However, some parent participants, P2, P6, and P5, would provide
corrections to their adult children’s initial assessment. For example,

Interviewer: “Can you write on your own? Like if you
think about how your day is going, can you write down
how you’re feeling?”
A5: “ye-yep yep!”
P6: “So he would be– like a lot of thank you notes I write
down, and he copies it down onto a paper. [...] You’re a
good copier.”



CHI ’24, May 11–16, 2024, Honolulu, HI, USA Johnson, et al.

P6 explained that A5 is great at copying closed captions from
movies: “he has the closed caption on, and he reads that, and then
he writes it. We have novels and novels of all the movies.” And A2
expressed they only write certain words, “I write my name. [...] I
don’t sit and write.” This misalignment in written communication
expectations between the adult with DS participants and their par-
ents might stem from participants’ assumptions of what “writing”
means. Since all six participants with DS reported having strong
writing abilities and through probing questions, four expressed the
ability to write words physically (e.g., copy words), which shows
their expectation of what “writing” entails is different from their
parents, not incorrect, just different. It also shows that there could
be an interest in written communication skills rather than learning
to write words physically and provides insight into how technology
designers should be clear and specific when providing instructions
to adults with DS.

Written communication also includes reading and typing. We
found A3, A4, A5, and A6 reports regularly typing on a physical or
virtual keyboard. And we also found similar results with reading as
we did with writing. However, reading was a stronger skill overall
than writing among the participants with DS. E1 discussed how
important continued reading and writing practice is for adults with
DS, “[...] it is such a barrier. And and it’s a- disabling, it can be a
very disabling thing to not be able to– mainly, like reading. I would
say. Literacy is so important.”

This finding extends prior work identifying literacy skills in
adults with DS [51, 58] by providing further insight from the per-
spective of adults with DS. We found that adults with DS enjoy
writing, copying words, and emailing family and friends, and we
found how terms such as “writing” may have a different meaning
to adults with DS compared to their parents.

4.2.3 Skill Regression During Life Changes . Gained skills can be
lost over time without continued practice or within social isolation,
such as during the 2020 pandemic. E3 reported skill regression as
common when an adult with DS has decreased community involve-
ment: “the problem is if they’re not involved in activities, whether it’s
volunteer work, a job, day programs, whatever, and then they’re just
sitting at home, we see a lot of like, regression of skills.” E1 expressed
how important things like reading and writing are to continue prac-
ticing: “Like reading writing skills. I felt like- like it’s just such an
important thing to continue.”

We found participants with DS may not recognize that some
of their skills had regressed since they left school or during times
of unemployment. For example, P4’s adult child is still a student
in the transition program at his high school. During the summer
break, P4 noticed, “He did have a regression in his language- his
expressive language.” Even in a short time away from practice, skills
can regress for some adults. All six participants with DS have been
out of school for many years, and they may still perceive certain
skills as easy for them, such as those learned in school. For example,
A2 recalled, “In school for like ten years though. [Reading] is so easy,
super easy.” Even though his parent, P2, reported he needs assistance
reading. This finding builds off Theme 2.1 and 2.2 by explaining
how adults with DS may describe their skill expectations.

Some skills can also regress in times of unemployment. P2 re-
ported that A2 was unemployed during the 2020 pandemic and

noted “There’s been a lot of regression in his behavior.” Additionally,
P5 reported a regression in A4’s social skills during the 2020 pan-
demic due to spending all his time at home: “Yeah, witnessed [social
skill] regression during COVID. It was horrible.”

Skill regression in adults with DS is reported in prior research
[15]. However, we extend this knowledge by providing context
from the adults with DS, connecting their past educational skills
and current skill expectations.

4.3 Theme 3: Family Limitations in Technology
Support

Family support is essential for some adults with DS in developing
a routine with technology. Once a routine is established, adults
with DS prefer continuing technology use alone. We found that (1)
adults with DS use less assistive technology if their family members
have apprehension about using technology; (2) adults with DS have
less technology adoption if their family members don’t provide
continued encouragement in using technology; and (3) adults with
DS may have various barriers that limit their ability to acquire and
learn new technologies.

4.3.1 Family Technology Apprehension . Adults with DS may rely
on their family members to assist them in finding or learning new
technologies. We found that if parents are apprehensive about
learning a new technology themselves due to low self-perception
of technology ability, their adult children may use less technology
compared to parents with a higher self-perception. For example, A3
uses fewer technologies compared to other participants with DS.
P3 explained, “We usually do workbooks and hands-on things. I’m
not good on the computer, so that, of course, affects [A3]. ’Cause I’m
not good. So it’s like we do everything old-fashioned.” However, A3
has taken computer classes and independently uses his “computer
once a day just to send emails.”

P4 encourages his adult child to use various technologies: “I love
technology myself. I use it all the time. So yeah, anything that can
help us is great.” However, without interviewing his adult child, we
are limited in knowing which technologies he uses regularly. A6
uses more technology than the other participants. He was regularly
encouraged and taught how to use new technologies by his parent,
P7. Once familiar with a new technology, he prefers to continue
exploring independently.

Interviewer: “So you like to do things by yourself?”
A6: “heh het ah het yes”
P7: “And that’s how he’s figured out a lot of the technol-
ogy stuff beyond what we gave him.”

Some parents expressed an interest in using more technology but
also reported sticking “to the way we’ve been doing it. We don’t need
to try new stuff.” (P3) P5 expressed how she does not use technology
very often, and “That’s probably true for older generation people.
[Not using technology has] worked fine for me for the last 50 years.”
To overcome some of these challenges, E2 suggests having “vendor
support too for, like, tech issues that pop up or to do trainings, for
um, families or school teams or community teams too. Having, like,
that sort of tech support companion can be nice for families who are
learning [...] too.”
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This finding builds off prior research on technology introduction
needing stakeholder involvement, such as family members [18]. We
extend prior research by adding that adults with DS prefer to use
technology alone after the learning phase, even moving past family
involvement to find technologies independently, such as A6.

4.3.2 Family Investment Assisting Technology Adoption. Building
off of the previous finding, we found that adults with DS may
decrease their investment in technology if their family members
are not invested:

“I’m like, recreating things that they already had, but
then just stopped using. [...] Yesterday, I met with a
family, and they’re like, ’Oh, yeah, we tried that. We
tried that. We tried that. We just don’t stick to things
long enough.”’ (E3)

Parents might express interest in using assistive technologies but
have limited time to invest in learning a new technology. P6 re-
ported quitting her job after A5 exited high school: “I was subbing in
the schools and once [A5] stopped [school], I, um, I had to quit working
because [...] I can’t leave him home alone until 10:00 by himself. [...]
so, um, my lifes changed substantially.” She further explained how
she cannot follow through on daily tasks because she is caring for
A5 and doesn’t have the time to add more to their schedule.

Siblings may play an important role in learning or accessing new
technologies for some adults with DS. For example, A1 describes a
stickers app to use while text messaging her sister, “I like messaging.
[...] I think my sister gets those apps on my new phone.” (A1) Some
individuals may gain experience with technology, such as virtual
assistants, through their siblings.

Interviewer: “And you have used an Alexa before, but
you don’t have one, right?”
A4: “Eh-heh I do have it at- at home.”
P5: “I have one, but he doesn’t. [...] But he doesn’t use
it.”
A4:“[...] but ah- I do- I do use it when I go to ((unclear))”
P5: “Yeah. His- his sister has it. So that’s where he uses
it. And- they let him.”

Technology adoption requires adults with DS and their families
to be invested. This could be through parents encouraging their
adult children to use technology or using technology together. For
example, A2 and P2 integrated more physical fitness into their lives
through WiiFit video games they play together. P7 provided hands-
on learning for A6 when he began using technology independently.
And A3/P3 play online trivia games together but, “they go too fast.”
E1 explains that some of her students that use laptops, “would need
a parent there with them- to help them navigate it. Like they need
more direct support with that.”

This finding builds off of prior research that indicates how family
members could be important in adopting assistive technologies [18].
We extend prior literature by demonstrating an interest in dual-
use technologies, enabling family members to engage with specific
technologies together. More specifically, some adults with DS are
interested in technologies that facilitate joint gaming experiences or
enhance communication on both ends, such as sticker applications.

4.3.3 Barriers in Accessing Technology . Prior research has been
conducted on technology access barriers in community or home

contexts [24, 57]. However, access concerns were brought up by
many of our participants, sowe included this information as a theme
to provide further evidence for the need to increase technology
communication within the DS community. Many of our participants
with DS used computers in classes in high school or community col-
lege. However, none of our participants with DS were familiar with
the accessibility features of smartphones or educational assistive
technologies. A5 used a communication application, App2Speak,
on his smartphone, and A6 used a reading smartphone applica-
tion developed for low-vision users. Other participants with DS
adapted features such as emojis, predictive text, and voice memos
as assistive technology. Some adults with DS may have financial
limitations caused by factors such as lack of paid employment, low
income, or budgeting dependence, that decreases their ability to
attain technology: “And that’s when I found [the speech synthesis
app], and that’s a very expensive app. It’s about 120 bucks. Um, I did
buy it. [...] Income is limited.” (P7) P7/A6 also reported they don’t
own a virtual reality headset because of its expense.

We also found a lack of communication about available tech-
nologies within the DS community. All seven parent participants
expressed interest in incorporating support technologies into their
daily lives. However, P1/A1, P2/A2, P3/A3, and P5/A4 were unaware
of their available options:

“[We wanted] more technology. And since we weren’t ex-
perts, we didn’t know what we needed. [...] I don’t think
we really know what all of the possibilities are. [...] I’ve
contacted differen–a bunch of different organizations.
Nobody has any suggestions for us.” (P2)

Increasing communication throughout the community could assist
in growing technology usage.

4.4 Theme 4: Considerations for Technology
Development

Many interface and interaction elements should be consideredwhen
designing and developing technologies for adults with DS, which
has been well documented in prior research [6, 12, 33, 72]. This
theme aims to support prior research and provide additional context
from the point of view of the DS community. During our interviews,
we noticed a pattern of needing (1) customization and simplicity
within the interface design and usability of the technology; (2) age
considerate content and interface design; and (3) physical elements
incorporated in the technology and visual representation of objects
through images, animations, and videos with clear instructions.

4.4.1 Customizability and Simplicity. Customizability for adults
with DS is a broad category of recommendations, including (1)
When using a visual representation of objects, the designer should
make the objects as close to what the user will physically interact
with or a real image of the object. This will assist some users with
DS in connecting the instructions on the screen to their actual task.
All six participants with DS use visual representations of objects for
learning or completing tasks, such as work checklists. For example,
P4 explains, “He- he is not able to read. He is able to identify pictures,
though;” (2)When representing an image of a person on a screen,
use either a real image of the user or another person with DS
rather than a neurotypical person. For example, E3 suggests “So,
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videos of the person doing something is ultimately the best. [They do]
a better job of [completing a task] when they saw the person with
Down syndrome doing it. So we do know that if [the person] looks
more like them, if it can’t be them, then that’s how they learn best.” ;
and (3) Allowing the user to choose how they want to receive the
information. E3 suggests,

“picture based would help for those that can’t read. Or
maybe the option to have either, like, just the words, a
word and picture together, or just the picture, or some-
thing like that. So that- for people that don’t- that can
read, they might think it’s childish if there’s the pic-
ture. I think maybe the ability to, like, upload their own
photo.”

Only one participant, A6, used apps such as Envision and Natural
Reader to assist in reading text in their physical space or online.
However, A6 did point out that Envision is “way to chatty”. One par-
ticipant, A5, uses an app to assist with communication, App2Speak,
because their AAC is “too big”, and Proloquo2Go is “cumbersome”.

Simplicity and clear instructions are important for both adults
with DS and their parents. P2/A2, P3/A3, P4, P5/A4, P6/A5, and
P7/A6 all reported needing clear instructions and a simple interface.
For example, P3 recalled playing games online with their adult child,
stating “The directions aren’t clear enough what you’re supposed to do.
[...] He’d needs [...] a little bit of direction the first couple of times. But
if there was pictures, I think you could do it. They’d have to be really,
um, simplified and direct.” E3 talks about how some technologies
are unsuccessful because they are not simple enough, “But if there
was a way to help them with [...] grocery shopping. [...] I know there’s
apps out there [...], but I feel like it has to be something more–just
simpler. [...] Specifically for individuals with intellectual disability.”
Or some technologies have, “too many screens to get where they need
to go- too many button pushes or whatever.”

Prior research highlights the need for customizability and sim-
plicity in accessible technologies [6, 12, 72]. We aim to support this
notion by adding voices from the DS community.

4.4.2 Age Considerate Content. Age-considerate content can refer
to different attributes, such as (1) the visualizations used to portray
information to the user. For example, P6 talks about how they are
trying to stop watching children’s shows, “We are trying to get him
more into – well, he’s watching a lot of the Marvel stuff now. It’s a little
more age-appropriate.” and (2) the information taught to the adult
user should be built around a need that an adult has. For example, E2
discussed howmany occupational therapists have trouble switching
to working with adults because, “You want to make sure that your
materials and stuff are age-appropriate[...]. Like this is a person with
life experience as an adult and may be experiencing, like, intellectual
disability or a developmental delay, but that doesn’t mean that they
should be treated like a child.”

From all participants with DS, there was only one response to
the interview question, “As a person with Down syndrome, do you
feel like people treat you differently?” A5 and A6 responded that
strangers talk down to them like they were children. For example,

P7: “Do sometimes they talk to you like you’re a
baby?”
A6: “((stutters)) yeah.”

P7: “I can tell you get mad at that. [...] Or they talk
louder, like, you know, I can hear you.”
A6: “I’d say yeah.”

Adults with DS want to and should be spoken to respectfully and
treated as adults. Communicating with adults with DS at a level they
understand while considering their age should extend to technology
development. This theme is supported by prior research. However,
we are extending this by adding voices from the DS community
and providing additional context related to community member
interactions and educational programming.

4.4.3 Physical Elements and Visual Representation. All 16 partici-
pants expressed the need for visual representation. It is well known
that individuals with DS are visual learners [26, 70] and E3 explains,
“They process what they see much faster than what they hear. Um,
and so that’s why we have a lot of pictures, and visuals, and lists, and
videos, and all of that to help with their learning.” A1, A4, and A6
report using videos, images, emojis, or stickers while messaging
their friends or family. For example, A4 explained emojis as “Eh- it’s
like, um, like being eh- eh- ah- emotional. Being, um, happy and stuff
like that.” Additionally, during the interviews, participants with
DS were shown images of various assistive technologies to assess
their familiarity with them. This section of the interview elicited
the most engagement from all participants with DS. Participants
would lean in, point at the images, and ask questions.

Visualized task lists assist adults with DS in a workplace context.
A6 and A7 brought their visual work checklists to the interview. A
professional often creates these physical sheets to remind the user
of their work tasks and how to complete each task. E2 suggests
designing a technology, “where you could pull in like a video of like
completing a job task, and then around the video display you could
have visual supports for like, the steps of completing the um uh the
task.”

Along with visualizations, A2 and A4 reported preferring physi-
cal controls. For example, he explained how he “likes to push the
button” on his phone “but now [has a] slide screen.” E3 discussed as-
sisting individuals with DSwith regulation prior to therapy through
proprioceptive input, “So any kind of activity that kinda does a push-
ing or pulling motion. Um, so I might [...] play catch with a weighted
ball [...] I might do joint compression [...] I might use vibration. Um,
I might have them like, sit on a therapy ball and bounce up and
down.” Suggesting that some individuals enjoy physical controls,
but having physical input may assist users in focusing on a task.

Prior research supports both physical and visual interaction
mediums with technology. However, we added this section because
all participants mentioned visual and physical interactions and to
provide further support from the DS community.

5 DISCUSSION
In this study, we sought to investigate the following two research
questions:

RQ1: What challenges do adults with Down syndrome
face in their daily, personal, or work lives, and how
could technology support their needs?
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RQ2: To what level are adults with Down syndrome
using technology to assist them in personal or occupa-
tional activities? And how often do they need caregiver
assistance to learn new technologies?

The results from our interview analysis, described in Section 4,
indicate that many parent participants are interested in their adult
children further developing speech intelligibility, expressive lan-
guage, social skills, safety skills, and written communication skills.
However, we highlighted how adults with DS may have a different
viewpoint of their skills than their parents and this misalignment
should be recognized by researchers when designing assistive tech-
nologies. For example, our participants with DS discussed enjoying
writing and online communication (e.g., email or messaging), and
many of our adults with DS participants utilized predictive text or
speech-to-text tools to assist them in online communication. They
also expressed frustration using these tools. This suggests that a
writing-focused assistive technology could be more beneficial for
some adults with DS compared to an educational aid, which the
parents supported.

Integrating family members into technology use is important.
Family members, particularly parents, caregivers, or siblings, were
found to play an important role in technology use and adoption.
They provide support during the learning phase. However, we
found that parents who perceived their own technology proficiency
as being low often provided less support to their adult children
learning new technologies. Once the technologywas integrated into
the adult with DS’s routine, they expressed a desire to continue its
use alone and then continue to look for other options independently.
Additionally, considering Theme 1.2, in a home context, adults with
DS may prefer more privacy when using technology. This suggests
that family members may be important in the initial phases of
learning and adoption, but adults with DS prefer eventually learning
and growing technology use on their own.

Our results show that adults with DS and their parents are in-
terested in using more technology daily. All six of our participants
with DS currently use technology in their daily lives, mainly smart-
phones, tablets, computers, video games, and TVs. They all currently
use or have tried to use language-focused assistive technologies
such as speech-to-text, virtual assistants, or speech synthesis appli-
cations to assist in reading or writing activities. The participants
who ended their use of language-focused assistive technologies
chose to do so after being misunderstood by the technologies. We
found two common areas in which adults with DS expressed frus-
tration: (1) verbal communication misunderstandings and (2) being
talked to as if they were a child. Both of these frustrations should
be considered while designing technologies for this population.

In respect to occupational lives, our participants either currently
work or have experience working in the service industry (e.g.,
kitchen or store restocking, hotel or gym janitorial work), distribu-
tion centers (e.g., packaging food), and/or volunteer work, which is
in line with previous research [43]. All of our participants with DS
reported currently holding one to three job positions. Even with reg-
ular employment, we found that none of the participants with DS
have used technology in their current or past employment, instead
relying on physical visual checklists and/or assistance from job

coaches. Assistive technology could support individuals in complet-
ing job tasks, growing their job qualifications, and advocating for
themselves. For example, serious games could provide role-play sce-
narios providing an opportunity to practice occupational relations
skills.

These findings provide a unique perspective on how technol-
ogy can be used to support adults with DS in their personal and
occupational lives. Little work has been done on developing assis-
tive technologies for adults with DS. Our work begins to outline
the areas where adults with DS and their parents report wanting
assistance while considering current technology skills and usage.

5.1 Design Implications
Based on our findings, we developed technology design implications
to address the needs of adults with DS. Our analysis pointed toward
four design implications shown in Figure 4, including (1) positive
reinforcement and ability recognition; (2) multimodal interactions;
(3) clear visual instructions for adults with DS and caregivers; and
(4) personal privacy and social context adaptability. These design
implications should be used alongside the findings in Theme 4,
described in Section 4.4.

5.1.1 Positive Reinforcement and Ability Recognition. Participants
mentioned using positive reinforcement and prompting to continue
growing communication skills, such as expressive language, within
Themes 1, 2, and 4. We suggest that designers utilize positive re-
inforcement in their interface to encourage continued technology
use and learning. For example, offer praise to the individual when
they complete a task or show an animation of hands applauding
in sign language. When developing assistive technologies it’s im-
portant to reinforce their self-advocacy, which can also serve as
the centerpiece of the assistive technology. For example, written
communication could be practiced by filling out a form at the doc-
tor’s office, or social skills could be practiced through serious game
scenarios that practice self-advocacy and personal safety. As we
found in Theme 2, adults with DS might have different skill expecta-
tions compared to their parents. To account for this misalignment,
designers should build mechanisms for personalization that recog-
nize past learning, the user’s definition of the skill they are hoping
to build (e.g., does writing mean journaling thoughts, spelling cer-
tain words, or copying words?), objective skill metrics, and current
ability. Additionally, designers could consider providing more in-
formation to parents on skill expectations and goals their adult
children have for themselves.

5.1.2 Multimodal Interactions. We observed that different forms
of technology input, within Themes 1, 2, and 4, help some adults
with DS regulate emotions or enhance their technology experience.
For example, proprioceptive input, such as vibration or movement,
can help some adults with DS regulate emotions and assist them in
task switching. Some participants also commented on their pref-
erence for using buttons over pure touch screen technologies and
chose video game controllers that have different types of input and
feedback modalities. So designers should consider utilizing phys-
ical interaction or elements within the individual’s space when
designing assistive technologies. For example, augmented reality
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Figure 4: Design implications derived from the four themes outlined in Section 4. Each suggestion contains color coding that
connects them back to the themes they were derived from. The color key indicates which color is related to which theme,
using the same color scheme as Figure 3. The four implications consist of the following: (1) positive reinforcement and ability
recognition; (2) multimodal interactions; (3) clear visual instructions for adults with DS and caregivers; and (4) caregiver
inclusion and privacy concerns

integrated with object or gesture detection technology can over-
lay instructions or information about the user’s environment. This
means users can physically interact with objects in their space
while receiving information about those objects. Another example
could be the use of tangible interface technologies, which provide
the user the ability to interact with the system physically. Design-
ers should prioritize visual communication and supplement it with
written and auditory communication in their assistive technologies,
while allowing users control over their preferred communication
style. Finally, designers should weigh the benefits and drawbacks
of adding voice input to assistive technology, as it can aid speech
practice but also cause frustration due to the inability of existing
technologies understanding adults with DS.

5.1.3 Clear Visual Instructions for Adults with DS and Caregivers.
In all four themes, participants frequently emphasized the signifi-
cance of visual communication and clear instructions for technol-
ogy usage, which support previous research in education [52, 67],
communication sciences [36, 71], and human-computer interaction
[40, 45]. We recommend that designers support both adults with
DS and their caregivers by providing instructional videos on how
to use the technology. Additionally, videos can be used within the
technology to assist a user in completing a task or using a feature.
For example, the user could have a virtual workplace checklist that
shows videos of how to perform their work tasks, as opposed to
the classic physical pictorial option. Pictorial options work well for
some individuals, but some adults with DS may prefer technology
that could allow for quicker customization and more detailed as-
sistance. Technology would also allow for video assistance rather

than only pictures, which, according to our experts, can be a bet-
ter option to employ than just images. While designing visuals
for the technology, designers should take extra consideration in
ensuring that the visuals are (1) age-appropriate and designed for
adult users; (2) customized to be as specific to their task as possi-
ble; and (3) show adults with DS performing the activities rather
than neurotypical adults. Finally, some of our participants with DS
expressed frustration with multi-layered menus, such as that on
an AAC, so we suggest considering alternative options for menu
representation such as tangible interface design, or limiting the
amount of information within the technology itself.

5.1.4 Personal Privacy and Social Context Adaptability. We did
find that adults with DS enjoy privacy and using technology on
their own once it is part of their routine. We, therefore, suggest
encouraging the caregiver to participate in the learning phase and
to slowly reduce their involvement as the technology use becomes
routine. We found that participants with DS enjoy using technology
while decompressing alone at home, and they are also less likely to
use assistive technologies within the home around family members
(e.g., communication-based assistive technologies). The participants
with DS also expressed preferences in keeping a busy schedule, so
future assistive technologies should consider contexts where the
user is alone decompressing, around family members, or out in
a public space, and design the technology to support the various
needs within each context.

5.2 Limitations and Future Directions
Our work has two key limitations that restrict the applicability of
our findings to the broader community of adults with DS and that
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point to future research directions. Our results are not generaliz-
able to the larger community. First, our participant sample does not
represent all stakeholders in a few dimensions: (1) we were able to
recruit only six dyads, and one additional parent; (2) only one adult
with DS was a woman, even though the DS population is roughly
equally split across men and women; (3) recruitment was through
local community organizations, and our sample represents adults
with DS who are already active community members; (4) All six
adult with DS participants works one or more jobs; and (5) All six
adult with DS participants have taken some form of computer class
in past education. Second, we took an interview-based approach,
which does not provide extensive information on how participants
might use technology, but rather gaining further information about
their interests and the contexts in which they use technology. Ad-
ditionally, we did not take video recordings of the participants,
just audio recordings, so we were not able to transcribe gesture
responses. To address these limitations, future work must involve
diversifying and increasing our recruitment population. In the next
phases of this work, we plan to use technology probes with adults
with DS to test the usability of different interaction modalities, fur-
ther investigation into assistive technology design requirements,
and the population’s acceptance of assistive technology.

6 CONCLUSION
This research aimed to understand how adults with DS use tech-
nology in their daily lives, in what context they utilize technology,
and how technology could be used to support them in growing
personal or occupational skills they are interested in. Interviews
were conducted across three populations: (1) six adults with DS; (2)
seven parents of adults with DS; and (3) three experts in speech-
language pathology, special education, and occupational therapy,
in order to provide a more accurate picture of technology usage.
A commonality among all 16 participants was their interest and
excitement for the future development of technologies designed
specifically to support adults with DS, and their current enjoyment
and regular use of various technologies.

We have identified occupational, spoken communication, written
communication, social, and online safety supports to be of interest
within the DS community, however, designers should take into con-
sideration adults with DS viewpoint of their own skill levels apart
from their families viewpoint. This research suggests that technol-
ogy should be designed with (1) positive reinforcement, prompting,
and ability recognition capabilities; (2) multimodal interactions that
emphasize age considerate visual representation and customizabil-
ity; (3) clear visual pictorial or video instructions for the adults with
DS and their caregiver; and (4) flexibility in personal privacy options
in relation to and social context changes. Our findings broaden the
knowledge of how adults with DS currently use technology and
their needs for future assistive technology development.

7 SUPPLEMENTARY MATERIALS
Supplementary materials are hosted on the Open Science Founda-
tion. The files available include the study protocol, a breakdown of
the technology each participant uses, additional participant infor-
mation, and the finalized codebook used for qualitative analysis.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS
We would like to thank Gigi’s Playhouse Madison and the Down
Syndrome Association of Wisconsin for aiding in recruitment; Heidi
Spalitta for helping with transcriptions and thematic analysis; and
the University of Wisconsin–Madison’s Office of Vice Chancellor
for Research and Graduate Education for financial support. This
material is based upon work supported by the National Science
Foundation Graduate Research Fellowship Program under Grant No.
DGE-2137424. Any opinions, findings, and conclusions or recom-
mendations expressed in this material are those of the author(s)
and do not necessarily reflect the views of the National Science
Foundation.

REFERENCES
[1] Wan Fatimah Wan Ahmad, Hidayatun Nafisah Binti Isa Muddin, and Afza Shafie.

2014. Number skills mobile application for down syndrome children. In 2014
International Conference on Computer and Information Sciences (ICCOINS). IEEE,
1–6.

[2] Nicolás Gómez Álvareza, Alexandra Venegas Mortecinosb, Valentina Zapata
Rodríguezb, Miguel López Fontanillab, Matías Maudier Vásquezb, Gustavo Pavez-
Adasmea, and Claudio Hernández-Mosqueiraa. 2018. Effect of an intervention
based on virtual reality on motor development and postural control in children
with Down Syndrome. Revista chilena de pediatria 89, 6 (2018), 747–752.

[3] Stylianos E Antonarakis, Brian G Skotko, Michael S Rafii, Andre Strydom, Sarah E
Pape, Diana W Bianchi, Stephanie L Sherman, and Roger H Reeves. 2020. Down
syndrome. Nature Reviews Disease Primers 6, 1 (2020), 9.

[4] Theja K Arachchi, Laurianne Sitbon, Jinglan Zhang, Ruwan Gamage, and Priyan-
tha Hewagamage. 2021. Enhancing internet search abilities for people with
intellectual disabilities in Sri Lanka. ACM Transactions on Accessible Computing
(TACCESS) 14, 2 (2021), 1–36.

[5] Thomas Armstrong. 2010. Neurodiversity: Discovering the extraordinary gifts of
autism, ADHD, dyslexia, and other brain differences. ReadHowYouWant. com.

[6] Andrew A Bayor, Margot Brereton, Laurianne Sitbon, Bernd Ploderer, Filip Bir-
canin, Benoit Favre, and Stewart Koplick. 2021. Toward a competency-based
approach to co-designing technologies with people with intellectual disability.
ACM Transactions on Accessible Computing (TACCESS) 14, 2 (2021), 1–33.

[7] Laura Benton, Asimina Vasalou, Rilla Khaled, Hilary Johnson, and Daniel Gooch.
2014. Diversity for design: a framework for involving neurodiverse children in
the technology design process. In Proceedings of the SIGCHI conference on Human
Factors in Computing Systems. 3747–3756.

[8] Virginia Braun and Victoria Clarke. 2012. Thematic analysis. American Psycho-
logical Association.

[9] Virginia Braun and Victoria Clarke. 2021. Can I use TA? Should I use TA? Should
I not use TA? Comparing reflexive thematic analysis and other pattern-based
qualitative analytic approaches. Counselling and psychotherapy research 21, 1
(2021), 37–47.

[10] Erin Buehler, William Easley, Amy Poole, and Amy Hurst. 2016. Accessibility
barriers to online education for young adults with intellectual disabilities. In
Proceedings of the 13th International Web for All Conference. 1–10.

[11] Marilyn J Bull. 2020. Down syndrome. New England Journal of Medicine 382, 24
(2020), 2344–2352.

[12] Sheryl Burgstahler. 2009. Universal Design: Process, Principles, and Applications.
DO-IT (2009).

[13] Kate Caldwell. 2014. Dyadic interviewing: A technique valuing interdependence
in interviews with individuals with intellectual disabilities. Qualitative Research
14, 4 (2014), 488–507.

[14] Darren D Chadwick and Chris Fullwood. 2018. An online life like any other:
identity, self-determination, and social networking among adults with intellectual
disabilities. Cyberpsychology, Behavior, and Social Networking 21, 1 (2018), 56–64.

[15] Brian Chicoine and George Capone. 2019. Regression in adolescents and adults
with Down syndrome. Physical Health of Adults with Intellectual and Develop-
mental Disabilities (2019), 121–140.

[16] Marjolein C Coppens-Hofman, HM van Schrojenstein Lantman-de Valk, and
AFM Snik. 2012. Speech difficulties and poor speech intelligibility in adults with
down syndrome. A review of the literature. (2012).

[17] Alberto CS Costa, Ana C Brandão, Richard Boada, Veridiana L Barrionuevo,
Hudson G Taylor, Elizabeth Roth, Melissa R Stasko, Mark W Johnson, Fernanda F
Assir, Maria P Roberto, et al. 2022. Safety, efficacy, and tolerability of memantine
for cognitive and adaptive outcome measures in adolescents and young adults
with Down syndrome: a randomised, double-blind, placebo-controlled phase 2
trial. The Lancet Neurology 21, 1 (2022), 31–41.



CHI ’24, May 11–16, 2024, Honolulu, HI, USA Johnson, et al.

[18] Melissa Dawe. 2006. Desperately seeking simplicity: how young adults with
cognitive disabilities and their families adopt assistive technologies. In Proceedings
of the SIGCHI conference on Human Factors in computing systems. 1143–1152.

[19] Jan Dekelver, Marina Kultsova, Olga Shabalina, Julia Borblik, Alexander Pidoprig-
ora, Roman Romanenko, et al. 2015. Design of mobile applications for people with
intellectual disabilities. Communications in Computer and Information Science
535 (2015), 823–836.

[20] Gabriel dos Santos Dourado, Josef Augusto Oberdan Souza Silva, Ariane
Ruben Calaça Di Menezes, Kárita Cecília Rodrigues Silva, Juliana Santos de
Souza Hannum, and Talles Marcelo Gonçalves de Andrade Barbosa. 2019. An
ARSandplay System for People with Down Syndrome. In 2019 IEEE MIT Under-
graduate Research Technology Conference (URTC). IEEE, 1–4.

[21] Ioanna Dratsiou, Maria Metaxa, Evangelia Romanopoulou, and Panagiotis
Bamidis. 2020. Exploiting Assistive Technologies for People with Down Syn-
drome: A Multi-dimensional Impact Evaluation Analysis of Educational Feasibil-
ity and Usability. In Brain Function Assessment in Learning: Second International
Conference, BFAL 2020, Heraklion, Crete, Greece, October 9–11, 2020, Proceedings 2.
Springer, 148–159.

[22] Vanessa G Felix, Luis J Mena, Rodolfo Ostos, and Gladys E Maestre. 2017. A pilot
study of the use of emerging computer technologies to improve the effectiveness
of reading and writing therapies in children with Down syndrome. British Journal
of Educational Technology 48, 2 (2017), 611–624.

[23] Jinjuan Feng, Jonathan Lazar, Libby Kumin, and Ant Ozok. 2008. Computer usage
by young individuals with down syndrome: an exploratory study. In Proceedings of
the 10th international ACM SIGACCESS conference on Computers and accessibility.
35–42.

[24] Kim W Fisher, Heather Williamson, and Nichole Guerra. 2020. Technology
and social inclusion: Technology training and usage by youth with IDD in the
National Longitudinal Transition Study of 2012. Inclusion 8, 1 (2020), 43–57.

[25] Markus Funk, Sven Mayer, and Albrecht Schmidt. 2015. Using in-situ projection
to support cognitively impaired workers at the workplace. In Proceedings of
the 17th international ACM SIGACCESS conference on Computers & accessibility.
185–192.

[26] David Gibson. 1978. Down’s Syndrome: The Pshychology of Mongolism. CUP
Archive.

[27] Katie Gilligan-Lee. 2022. Examining the prevalence and type of technology-use in
people with Down syndrome: Perspectives from parents and caregivers. (2022).

[28] Sam Goldstein and Jack A Naglieri. 2011. Encyclopedia of child behavior and
development. (No Title) (2011).

[29] Javier Gomez, Juan Carlos Torrado, Germán Montoro, et al. 2017. Using smart-
phones to assist people with Down syndrome in their labour training and in-
tegration: a case study. Wireless Communications and Mobile Computing 2017
(2017).

[30] Carina González-González, Erika Herrera González, Lorenzo Moreno Ruiz, Al-
fonso Infante-Moro, and María D Guzmán-Franco. 2018. Teaching computational
thinking to Down syndrome students. In Proceedings of the Sixth International
Conference on Technological Ecosystems for Enhancing Multiculturality. 18–24.

[31] Julie Grieco, Margaret Pulsifer, Karen Seligsohn, Brian Skotko, and Alison
Schwartz. 2015. Down syndrome: Cognitive and behavioral functioning across
the lifespan. In American Journal of Medical Genetics Part C: Seminars in Medical
Genetics, Vol. 169. Wiley Online Library, 135–149.

[32] Bárbara PaolaMuroHaro, Pedro C Santana, andMartha AMagaña. 2012. Develop-
ing reading skills in children with Down syndrome through tangible interfaces. In
Proceedings of the 4th Mexican conference on human-computer interaction. 28–34.

[33] Chuck Hitchcock and Skip Stahl. 2003. Assistive technology, universal design,
universal design for learning: Improved learning opportunities. Journal of Special
Education Technology 18, 4 (2003), 45–52.

[34] Andrea Hollomotz. 2018. Successful interviews with people with intellectual
disability. Qualitative Research 18, 2 (2018), 153–170.

[35] Christine Holyfield and Kathryn Drager. 2022. Integrating familiar listeners and
speech recognition technologies into augmentative and alternative communi-
cation intervention for adults with down syndrome: Descriptive exploration.
Assistive Technology 34, 6 (2022), 734–744.

[36] Christine Holyfield, Lauramarie Pope, Janice Light, Erik Jakobs, Emily Laubscher,
David McNaughton, and Olivia Pfaff. 2023. Effects of an AAC feature on decoding
and encoding skills of adults with Down syndrome. Augmentative and Alternative
Communication (2023), 1–15.

[37] Janio Jadan-Guerrero, Javier Jaen, María A Carpio, and Luis A Guerrero. 2015.
Kiteracy: a kit of tangible objects to strengthen literacy skills in children with
down syndrome. In Proceedings of the 14th international conference on interaction
design and children. 315–318.

[38] Kjersti Wessel Jevne, Marit Kollstad, and Anne-Stine Dolva. 2022. The perspective
of emerging adults with Down syndrome–On quality of life and well-being.
Journal of Intellectual Disabilities 26, 4 (2022), 839–852.

[39] Ray D Kent and Houri K Vorperian. 2013. Speech impairment in Down syndrome:
A review. (2013).

[40] Al Majed Khan, Dr Mark D Dunlop, Dr Marilyn Lennon, and Dr Mateusz Dubiel.
2021. Towards designing mobile apps for independent travel: exploring current

barriers and opportunities for supporting young adults with Down’s Syndrome.
ACM Transactions on Accessible Computing (TACCESS) 14, 3 (2021), 1–40.

[41] Libby Kumin, Jonathan Lazar, and Jinjuan Heidi Feng. 2012. Expanding job
options: Potential computer-related employment for adults with Down syndrome.
ACM SIGACCESS Accessibility And Computing 103 (2012), 14–23.

[42] Libby Kumin, Jonathan Lazar, Jinjuan Heidi Feng, Brian Wentz, and Nnanna
Ekedebe. 2012. A usability evaluation of workplace-related tasks on a multi-
touch tablet computer by adults with Down syndrome. Journal of Usability studies
7, 4 (2012), 118–142.

[43] Libby Kumin and Lisa Schoenbrodt. 2016. Employment in adults with Down
syndrome in the United States: results from a national survey. Journal of Applied
Research in Intellectual Disabilities 29, 4 (2016), 330–345.

[44] Audrey Landuran, Helene Sauzeon, Charles Consel, and Bernard N’Kaoua. 2023.
Evaluation of a smart home platform for adults with Down syndrome. Assistive
Technology 35, 4 (2023), 347–357.

[45] Marisela Hernández Lara, Karina Caro, andAna IMartinez-García. 2019. A serious
videogame to support emotional awareness of people with Down syndrome. In
Proceedings of the 18th ACM International Conference on Interaction Design and
Children. 488–493.

[46] Jonathan Lazar, Libby Kumin, and Jinjuan Heidi Feng. 2011. Understanding
the computer skills of adult expert users with down syndrome: an exploratory
study. In The proceedings of the 13th international ACM SIGACCESS conference on
Computers and accessibility. 51–58.

[47] Jonathan Lazar, CaitlinWoglom, Jeanhee Chung, Alison Schwartz, Yichuan Grace
Hsieh, Richard Moore, Drew Crowley, and Brian Skotko. 2018. Co-design pro-
cess of a smart phone app to help people with down syndrome manage their
nutritional habits. Journal of usability studies 13, 2 (2018), 73–93.

[48] Dany Lussier-Desrochers, Claude L Normand, Alejandro Romero-Torres, Yves
Lachapelle, Geneviève Labrecque, and Valérie Godin-Tremblay. 2018. Digital
inclusion trajectory of people with Down Syndrome: A pilot study. In Advances
in Design for Inclusion: Proceedings of the AHFE 2017 International Conference on
Design for Inclusion, July 17–21, 2017, The Westin Bonaventure Hotel, Los Angeles,
California, USA 8. Springer, 510–517.

[49] Cara T Mai, Jennifer L Isenburg, Mark A Canfield, Robert E Meyer, Adolfo Correa,
Clinton J Alverson, Philip J Lupo, Tiffany Riehle-Colarusso, Sook Ja Cho, Deepa
Aggarwal, et al. 2019. National population-based estimates for major birth defects,
2010–2014. Birth defects research 111, 18 (2019), 1420–1435.

[50] Chelsea Marelle, Erin Vinoski Thomas, and Claire Donehower Paul. 2023. A
Survey of Wireless Technology Supporting Individuals with Intellectual and De-
velopmental Disabilities in theWorkplace. Journal of Special Education Technology
38, 4 (2023), 434–444.

[51] Theodora J Matthews, Dawn C Allain, Anne L Matthews, Anna Mitchell,
Stephanie L Santoro, and Leslie Cohen. 2018. An assessment of health, social,
communication, and daily living skills of adults with Down syndrome. American
Journal of Medical Genetics Part A 176, 6 (2018), 1389–1397.

[52] Linda Mechling, Kevin M Ayres, Kimberly Purrazzella, and Kaitlin Purrazzella.
2012. Evaluation of the performance of fine and gross motor skills within multi-
step tasks by adults withmoderate intellectual disability when using videomodels.
Journal of Developmental and Physical Disabilities 24, 5 (2012), 469–486.

[53] Stefan Carlo Michalski, Nicholas Charles Gallomarino, Ancret Szpak,
Kieran William May, Gun Lee, Caroline Ellison, and Tobias Loetscher. 2023.
Improving real-world skills in people with intellectual disabilities: an immersive
virtual reality intervention. Virtual Reality (2023), 1–12.

[54] Su Morris, Emily K Farran, and Katie A Gilligan-Lee. 2023. Examining the
prevalence and type of technology-use in people with Down syndrome: Per-
spectives from parents and caregivers. Journal of Intellectual Disabilities (2023),
17446295231176121.

[55] James Nugent, Gregory Gorman, and Christine R Erdie-Lalena. 2018. Disparities
in access to healthcare transition services for adolescents with Down syndrome.
The Journal of Pediatrics 197 (2018), 214–220.

[56] American Association on Intellectual and Developmental Disabilities (AAIDD).
2023. Defining Criteria for Intellectual Disability. https://www.aaidd.org/
intellectual-disability/definition. Accessed: September 14, 2023.

[57] Claire Donehower Paul, Erin Vinoski Thomas, Allison M Doulin, Sharish Z
Hussain, and Eliseo Jimenez. 2022. Using wireless technology to support social
connectedness in individuals with intellectual and developmental disabilities: A
focus group study. Journal of Special Education Technology 37, 2 (2022), 276–285.

[58] Christina Yeager Pelatti. 2015. Enhancing oral and written language for ado-
lescents and young adults with Down syndrome. In Seminars in Speech and
Language, Vol. 36. Thieme Medical Publishers, 50–59.

[59] Jill Porter. 2018. Entering Aladdin’s cave: Developing an app for children with
Down syndrome. Journal of Computer Assisted Learning 34, 4 (2018), 429–439.

[60] Samia Abdel Rahman and A Rahman. 2010. Efficacy of virtual reality-based
therapy on balance in children with Down syndrome. World Applied Sciences
Journal 10, 3 (2010), 254–261.

[61] Silvia Rus and Andreas Braun. 2016. Money handling training-applications for
persons with down syndrome. In 2016 12th International Conference on Intelligent
Environments (IE). IEEE, 214–217.

https://www.aaidd.org/intellectual-disability/definition
https://www.aaidd.org/intellectual-disability/definition


"It Is Easy Using My Apps:" Understanding Technology Use and Needs of Adults with Down Syndrome CHI ’24, May 11–16, 2024, Honolulu, HI, USA

[62] Leandro S. Guedes, Irene Zanardi, Marilina Mastrogiuseppe, Stefania Span, and
Monica Landoni. 2023. Co-designing a Museum Application with People with
Intellectual Disabilities: Findings and Accessible Redesign. In Proceedings of the
European Conference on Cognitive Ergonomics 2023. 1–8.

[63] Stephanie L Santoro, Ashlee Campbell, Archana Balasubramanian, Kelsey Hau-
gen, Kimberly Schafer, and William Mobley. 2021. Specialty clinics for adults
with Down syndrome: A clinic survey. American Journal of Medical Genetics Part
A 185, 6 (2021), 1767–1775.

[64] Afza Shafie, Wan Fatimah Wan Ahmad, Nadhrah Mohd, Josefina Janier Bar-
nachea, M Faisal Taha, and Rahmah Lob Yusuff. 2013. “SynMax”: a mathematics
application tool for down syndrome children. In Advances in Visual Informatics:
Third International Visual Informatics Conference, IVIC 2013, Selangor, Malaysia,
November 13-15, 2013. Proceedings 3. Springer, 615–626.

[65] Numera MI Shahid, Effie Lai-Chong Law, and Nervo Verdezoto. 2022. Technology-
enhanced support for children with Down Syndrome: A systematic literature
review. International Journal of Child-Computer Interaction 31 (2022), 100340.

[66] Amy Y Tsou, Peter Bulova, George Capone, Brian Chicoine, Bryn Gelaro,
Terry Odell Harville, Barry A Martin, Dennis E McGuire, Kent D McKelvey,
Moya Peterson, et al. 2020. Medical care of adults with Down syndrome: a
clinical guideline. Jama 324, 15 (2020), 1543–1556.

[67] Delinda van Garderen, Amy Scheuermann, and Apryl L Poch. 2019. Special
education teachers’ perceptions of students’ with disabilities ability, instructional
needs, and difficulties using visual representations to solve mathematics problems.
Teacher Education and Special Education 42, 2 (2019), 175–188.

[68] Krishna Venkatasubramanian, Jeanine LM Skorinko, Mariam Kobeissi, Brittany
Lewis, Nicole Jutras, Pauline Bosma, John Mullaly, Brian Kelly, Deborah Lloyd,
Mariah Freark, et al. 2021. Exploring a reporting tool to empower individuals with
intellectual and developmental disabilities to self-report abuse. In Proceedings of

the 2021 CHI Conference on Human Factors in Computing Systems. 1–13.
[69] TheresaMVersaci, Laura JMattie, and Laura J Imming. 2021. Down syndrome and

autism spectrum disorder dual diagnosis: important considerations for speech-
language pathologists. American journal of speech-language pathology 30, 1 (2021),
34–46.

[70] Timothy N Welsh and Digby Elliott. 2001. The processing speed of visual and
verbal movement information by adults with and without Down syndrome.
Adapted Physical Activity Quarterly 18, 2 (2001), 156–167.

[71] Krista M Wilkinson and Marissa Madel. 2019. Eye tracking measures reveal how
changes in the design of displays for augmentative and alternative communi-
cation influence visual search in individuals with Down syndrome or autism
spectrum disorder. American journal of speech-language pathology 28, 4 (2019),
1649–1658.

[72] Jacob O Wobbrock, Shaun K Kane, Krzysztof Z Gajos, Susumu Harada, and Jon
Froehlich. 2011. Ability-based design: Concept, principles and examples. ACM
Transactions on Accessible Computing (TACCESS) 3, 3 (2011), 1–27.

[73] Kieran Woodward, Eiman Kanjo, David J Brown, TM McGinnity, and Gordon
Harold. 2023. In the hands of users with intellectual disabilities: co-designing
tangible user interfaces for mental wellbeing. Personal and Ubiquitous Computing
(2023), 1–21.

[74] Yee-Pay Wuang, Ching-Sui Chiang, Chwen-Yng Su, and Chih-Chung Wang. 2011.
Effectiveness of virtual reality using Wii gaming technology in children with
Down syndrome. Research in developmental disabilities 32, 1 (2011), 312–321.

[75] Warren B Zigman. 2013. Atypical aging in Down syndrome. Developmental
disabilities research reviews 18, 1 (2013), 51–67.

Received 14 September 2023; revised 12 December 2023; accepted February
2024


	Abstract
	1 Introduction
	2 Related Works
	2.1 Technology Design with People with ID
	2.2 Assistive Technologies for People with ID
	2.3 Technology Experience of People with DS
	2.4 Assistive Technologies for Adults with DS

	3 Method
	3.1 Participants
	3.2 Study Protocol
	3.3 Data Analysis

	4 Results
	4.1 Theme 1: Community vs. Home Social Involvement
	4.2 Theme 2: Misalignment of Skill Expectations Between Adults with DS and Parents
	4.3 Theme 3: Family Limitations in Technology Support
	4.4 Theme 4: Considerations for Technology Development

	5 Discussion
	5.1 Design Implications
	5.2 Limitations and Future Directions

	6 Conclusion
	7 Supplementary Materials
	Acknowledgments
	References

