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Abstract. This paper presents a literature review investigating the suitability of 
participatory design when conducted with autistic adults. Six relevant papers 
were discovered, with key information extracted prior to analysis. A thematic 
analysis revealed six core themes of adaptations and considerations to be made 
when working with autistic adults: (1) appropriate approaches and methodology, 
(2) individual differences, (3) flexibility, (4) communication, (5) environment 
and sensory issues and (6) challenge assumptions. Overall, it was found that par-
ticipatory design is a suitable method for use with autistic adults, providing care-
ful adjustments are made to some or all of the design activities to ensure their 
accessibility and effectiveness. It is important that researchers and practitioners 
have sufficient autism understanding to make these adjustments, and that they 
invest time to get to know the autistic people involved in their study. 

Keywords: Autism, Participatory Design, Human-centered Design, Co-design, 
User-centered Design 

1 Introduction 

Participatory design (PD) has been a focal point of many scholarly articles on the ef-
fective conception or re-design of technology. This is partly attributed to the success of 
design firms such as IDEO and Continuum who specialize in the innovation of new 
products, services and experiences derived from user-centered design methods 
(Continuum, 2019; IDEO, 2019). UCD refers to design approaches which consider end 
users as sources of innovation, with their insights heard, behaviors observed, and needs 
met (Lowdermilk, 2013). This then informs the iterative development of new products, 
services and experiences (Bordin & Angeli, 2017; Dell’Era & Landoni, 2014; Rogers 
et al., 2019).  

In traditional UCD, users are not active participants in the research process, rather 
they are used as a testing and evaluation service for designers. Participatory design 
builds on the premise of UCD by involving users more actively in the design process, 
from conception of an idea through to prototype testing at the end of the design process 
(Roberston & Simonsen, 2012). Users are empowered to make decisions and contribute 
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as partners throughout the design process, offering contributions and expert knowledge. 
(Anthony et al., 2012; Constantin et al., 2019; Robertson & Simonsen, 2012).  

In this paper, we investigate how autistic people can be involved in the participatory 
design of technology for this user group. This considers characteristics, preferences and 
strengths as well as the suitability of established PD methods and potentially the con-
ception of new methods.   

1.1 Terminology 

For the purpose of this paper, the terms “autistic adult” and “adult on the autism spec-
trum” will be adopted. This is based on recent research by Kenny et al. (2016), showing 
that most autistic adults prefer ‘identity first’ language as opposed to ‘person first’ ter-
minology i.e. ‘adult with autism’. This has also been mirrored by autistic people who 
took part in the Autism&Uni project (Fabri et al., 2016). 

2 Autistic characteristics 

Autism spectrum condition (ASC) is a lifelong pervasive neurodevelopmental condi-
tion, characterized by impairments in social communication. Other characteristics of 
autism include repetitive and restrictive behaviors, which can impact on both the indi-
vidual and their family’s lives (APA, 2013). Autism is also considered a spectrum con-
dition, with some individuals showing mild symptoms while others display more severe 
symptoms (Anderson et al., 2014; Dillenburger et al., 2015). It is estimated that around 
1 in 100 people in the UK are autistic (Baird et al., 2006), and autism can occur with or 
without other intellectual disabilities with 69% of autistic people having no intellectual 
disabilities, and around 46% with average or advanced intellect (Anderson et al., 2018).  

For this paper, we focus on autistic adults without intellectual difficulties as this is a 
group that has traditionally been under-researched, with participatory design research 
in autism often involving children with learning difficulties and/or communication im-
pairments (Aresti-Bartolome & Garcia-Zapirain, 2014). The work is done in the context 
of a research project that aims to create technology to support and inform autistic uni-
versity students. 

3 Participatory Design with autistic people 

The use of PD with autistic people has grown over recent years, with autistic children 
between the ages of 8 and 12 being the most often researched group (Börjesson et al., 
2015). The use of PD with autistic children has spawned a variety of new technologies, 
with outputs ranging from learning aids (Guldberg et al., 2017), social communication 
tools (Abdullah & Brereton, 2017; Harrold et al., 2014), mental health aids (McGowan 
et al., 2017; Simm et al., 2016), to language tools (Plaisted Grant et al., 2019). 

Several researchers, including Benton et al., (2011) and Frauenberger et al., (2012), 
have acknowledged that standard PD methods may not be suitable for autistic children 
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for a variety of reasons, and techniques may need to be modified to meet individual 
needs and abilities (Francis, Mellor, et al., 2009). The primary reason that traditional 
PD methods may not be suitable is due to the key need for collaboration between design 
team members, something which autistic children may struggle with due to a lack in 
communication and social skills (Benton et al., 2011). Generating ideas can also be 
challenging for autistic children (Benton et al., 2014). 

Additionally, there is a heightened fear of failure in autistic children, which can serve 
as a barrier to creativity and participation (Francis, Balbo, et al., 2009). When compar-
ing the use of PD with typically developing children, adults are involved in the process 
more intensively, with adults including; users, proxies, experts and facilitators 
(Börjesson et al., 2015). 

3.1 PD Methods for working with children 

Responding to the concern about involving autistic children, a series of new participa-
tory design methods have been researched and developed. These include IDEAS 
(Benton et al., 2011), an Interface Design Experience for the Autistic Spectrum, which 
amends existing participatory design methodologies with a quiet environment to reduce 
distractions, an initial explanation of the proposed session, a visual timeline, demon-
strations of existing software and the integration of hobbies and interests of the target 
group as identified in previous questionnaires (ibid).  

Others identified a need to build a relationship with the children prior to embarking 
on the design process, with some researchers spending months building rapport with 
the students (Börjesson et al., 2015). The ECHOES project also used a specifically de-
signed participatory design approach with both typically developing children and those 
with special needs. Their research concluded that the use of non-digital formats was 
found to be imperative to overcoming barriers to creativity, especially in autistic chil-
dren (Frauenberger et al., 2011). 

3.2 PD methods for working with adults 

In contrast, research into the use of participatory design with autistic adults is under-
represented, with very few papers investigating its use. Examples of research include; 
the development of serious games for autistic teenagers (Bossavit & Parsons, 2016b, 
2016a; Mohd et al., 2019), the development of self-tracking tools for tracking their 
everyday lives (S.-I. I. Kim et al., 2019; Ryu et al., 2017), the development of an online 
peer support network (MacLeod, 2010) and the development of an online toolkit to aid 
with the transition into higher education (Fabri et al., 2016). 

Crucially, there is limited literature surrounding suitable preparations and adapta-
tions when conducting participatory design with autistic adults. The assumption has 
been made that these will be similar to those adaptations applied when involving  au-
tistic children (Nicolaidis et al., 2019). However, this assumption needs to be chal-
lenged. Previous work has indicated that visual preferences and interaction preferences 
may well be different with this group (Fabri et al 2016).  
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A gap in knowledge surrounding autistic adults has been uncovered in recent years. 
Large cohorts of children were diagnosed as autistic in the 1990’s and early 2000s, with 
research and interventions for autistic children and adolescences forming the majority 
of research on autistic people (Piven et al., 2011; Warner et al., 2019). Those autistic 
children have now reached adulthood and would benefit from increased research on 
issues that affect them as autistic adults, yet this has not been a focal point of research 
thus far (ibid). 

Research has also shown that autistic people, regardless of cognitive abilities, still 
benefit from support and accommodations to succeed in gaining independence or pro-
gress with their education (Glennon, 2001), yet there is still limited information on how 
to meet the specific needs of this group (Vanbergeijk et al., 2008). 

This leads to the current paper, where the focus is on evaluating the suitability of 
participatory design with autistic adults with no intellectual disabilities, something that 
thus far appears to have been neglected.  

4 Method 

Literature was reviewed from a number of online scientific databases including; ACM, 
ERIC, MEDLINE, PsychINFO, Academic Search Complete, NAS and Scopus. The 
search strategy included terms (and synonyms) for; autism, participatory design, co-
design, design thinking, co-creation, human-centered design, human-centered compu-
ting, computing and technology. Given the advent of Design Thinking as a generaliza-
ble approach to participatory design in the mid-2000s (Plattner et al 2011), peer re-
viewed papers from the past 15 years were included. Upon completion of the literature 
search, 17 papers were identified as relevant.  

Papers using PD with adolescents or teens were removed as research has shown that 
the preferences of children and young people differ from those of adults (Chevalier et 
al., 2017; Fabri & Andrews, 2016), leaving a total of 7 papers focusing specifically on 
the use of PD with autistic adults. Upon reading the papers, a further paper was removed 
(Kim et al., 2020) as there was no reference to adaptations made to the PD approach to 
better meet the needs of autistic adults. Table 1 summarizes the papers included in this 
review. 

Table 1. Summary of Papers included 

Author Summary of Paper 
Aslam et al (2019) PD was used to empower autistic adults to design their own 

social robot. The process incorporated building blocks to 
guide autistic participants through an iterative co-design 
process and incorporated scaffolding to bridge imaginative 
and communication-related gaps 

Cascio et al (2020) PD was used to design a bio-music smartphone application 
with a wearable sensor for measuring physiological signals 
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to translate to auditory output. Strategies developed from re-
searchers and the autistic community were used to create a 
space which was more accessible for autistic participants. 

Fabri et al (2016) PD was used to develop an online toolkit to help with the 
transition into higher education. A 5-step design thinking 
approach was applied, with various stakeholders involved at 
various points. Participants in PD activities included; autis-
tic students, parents and friends of autistic people. 

Fletcher-Watson et 
al (2019) 

UK based seminars were organized in collaboration with au-
tistic and non-autistic people. These seminars focused on 
considerations to be made when conducting PD research 
with autistic adults. 5 core themes were identified; respect, 
authenticity, assumptions, infrastructure and empathy. 

MacLeod (2010) PD was used to develop an online ‘AS Portal’ for peer-to-
peer support for autistic higher education students. The pro-
ject was student-led, with the design and development 
steered by the students involved. 

Nicolaidis et al 
(2019) 

PD guidelines were created, based on research using PD 
methods with autistic adults between 2006-2018. These 
guidelines were developed in collaboration with autistic 
adults and academics. 7 key themes were identified; trans-
parency, clearly defined roles, clear processes for communi-
cation and power sharing, building and maintaining trust, 
collaboratively disseminate findings, actively encourage 
community capacitation and fairly compensate participants 
for their work. 

 
From each of the remaining 6 papers, key information was extracted prior to analysis, 
following the approach by Börjesson et al. (2015):  

• name and description of the developed technology,  
• details about the autistic participants,  
• details about any other participants, e.g. facilitators, designers, coders, mentors 
• the phases of inclusion in the design process, 
• the methods and techniques used with the target group in each phase, 
• any autism-specific adaptations made to methods, techniques or phases 
• any adaptations recommended on completion of the study 

5 Results 

Six core themes emerged from the extracted information, highlighting important con-
siderations when planning and conducting PD with autistic adults. Table 2 highlights 
the themes and sub-themes that were extracted from the papers, following the approach 
by Börjesson et al. (2015). The themes will be described in more detail in the following 
sections. 
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Table 2. Themes and Subthemes Identified 

Theme Subthemes 
Appropriate Approaches 
and Methodology 

Methods 
Defining stakeholders involved 
PD stages 
Planning 

Individual Differences Unique experiences 
Adjustments 

Flexibility Flexible contributions 
Accessibility 
Understand preferences 
Allow freedoms 

Communication Academic jargon 
Consideration amongst group members 
Discussions/open dialogue 
Give all group members opportunity to contribute 
Listen 
Offer opportunities to ask questions 
Define group roles 
Build trust 
Respond to feedback 

Environment and  
Sensory Issues 

Autism-friendly spaces 
Accessibility 
Sensory concerns 
Stimming 
Physical space 

Challenge Assumptions Challenge stereotypes 
Allow participants to flag assumptions 

 

5.1 Appropriate Approaches and Methodology 

Across the papers reviewed, a number of different PD approaches were identified in-
cluding; a ‘design after design approach’ (Cascio et al., 2020), a five-step design think-
ing method (Fabri et al., 2016),a four-phase iterative design method (B. Kim et al., 
2020), an entirely student-led approach (MacLeod, 2010), a community-based partici-
patory research method (Nicolaidis et al., 2019), and a bottom-up participatory ap-
proach (Aslam et al., 2019). Though these approaches all have different names and 
descriptions, they all follow traditional design thinking methodologies commonly used 
in PD. Below we will explore the adjustments made to these established methodologies. 

Aslam et al., (2019) stated that successfully collaborating with autistic participants 
in PD is fundamentally about managing, facilitating and guiding interplay between free-
dom and structure. It was also highlighted that encouraging autistic participants to open 
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up about their emotions, continuously co-constructing the groups understanding of the 
technology and its’ functioning, embedding researchers into the research space a few 
weeks prior to commencement, choosing appropriate approaches to meet partnership 
goals, considering the abilities and preferences of the participants and considering who 
should be included on the team were all vital to the success of PD (Cascio et al., 2020; 
MacLeod, 2010). 

The inclusion of participants in all phases of the design was also considered im-
portant. Cascio et al., (2020) facilitated this by allowing autistic participants to organize 
the workshops themselves. Nicolaidis et al., (2019) involved participants in the dissem-
ination of findings and MacLeod, (2010) gave participants roles of responsibility within 
the group and offered participants a draft of the final report to make comments should 
they wish. This full involvement of participants throughout all stages of the PD process 
is not often seen in research and shows that fully involving autistic participants in the 
design process can be achieved. This was also noted in reflections from Fabri et al., 
(2016) who felt that users could have been involved in earlier stages of the design, 
creating an uninterrupted continuum of user involvement. 

A number of reflections were also made on the PD approaches used. Aslam et al. 
(2019) realized that simply providing participants with the ‘building blocks’ was not 
sufficient in fostering creativity. Instead, a narrative had to be added to the design ses-
sions to encourage technological familiarity, imaginative skills and collaborative and 
social skills. Participants needed further encouragement to make decisions, reconsider 
their ideas, mix ideas, reflect on their ideas and diverge and reframe iteratively. Fabri 
et al. (2016) found that combining the ‘prototype’ and ‘test’ stages worked well as it 
did not require careful structuring but still produced useful feedback. Other methods 
such as focus group interviews and ‘day in the life of…’ diaries and data collection 
needed further consideration, as some participants were able to verbally recount rele-
vant experiences but were unable to type them into an online form, despite wishing to 
do so. 

5.2 Individual Differences 

Four of the papers highlight the need to address individual differences. Some autistic 
participants may need structure and guidance within a PD workshop as they may strug-
gle with imaginative and abstract thinking. It can help to give these participants exam-
ples and explicit demonstrations. Other autistic participants may find it easier to be 
‘naturally’ creative (Aslam et al., 2019).  

Individual differences may also include adjustments to the materials for accessibil-
ity, for example Nicolaidis et al., (2019) had to adjust materials to be suitable for a blind 
participant in their workshops, they integrated braille materials and offered 3D raised 
graphs so that they could be included in the workshops. By acknowledging and under-
standing participants’ individual differences, ideas of what adjustments may be needed 
can be highlighted and offering these adjustments can help them feel a part of the work-
shops, and in turn allow them to contribute effectively. There may also be individual 
differences that are considered positives, for example Fabri et al., (2016) found partic-
ipants who appeared to cope better than others despite starting from the same situation. 
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These were labelled as ‘positive deviants’ which can provide valuable insights into how 
these individuals managed to succeed, and positive strategies can be shared with the 
group. 

5.3 Flexibility 

While addressing individual differences, it is also important to be flexible in an ap-
proach to meet the needs of those with individual differences or preferences. Cascio et 
al. (2020), for example, highlights the importance of allowing participants to make con-
tributions to the workshop in a way of their choosing. This may include stereotypical 
methods such as short videos, interviews, questionnaires, discussions, audio recordings, 
but may also include more abstract methods such as; poetry, art work, different types 
of recording and even abstract dance (in the case of their workshops focusing on bio-
music).  

This focus on flexibility was also highlighted as important by MacLeod, (2010) who 
suggests that there should be options for participants to choose from when engaging in 
interviews, this may include; face-to-face interviews, telephone interviews, real-time 
email interviews and the use of instant messenger chat, this can maximize the inclusion 
of autistic participants with different strengths and needs. Maintaining flexibility at all 
times, paying close attention to individualized needs and making accommodations can 
help with participation. Aslam et al., (2019) mirrored the sentiment of having a flexible 
approach, by allowing participants the freedom to discover their own pathway, letting 
their creativity unfold with a balance between creative freedom and structure. 

5.4 Communication 

When considering good communication within a PD group, Cascio et al. (2020) & 
Nicolaidis et al. (2019) offer some initial recommendations: 

• Being transparent 
• Defining roles within the group from the outset 
• Communicating and offering channels for communication (e.g. offering participants 

the opportunity to ask questions or share concerns, either via email, on the phone or 
face-to-face) 

• Share power 
• Build and maintaining trust 
• Sharing findings and building a community 
• Communicating how participants may be fairly compensated, should this be the case 

 
Many of these are arguably general “good practice” and would be part of a research 
study’s ethical considerations. This makes them particularly relevant to design practi-
tioners conducting activities outside of an institutional ethics framework.Fletcher-
Watson et al., (2019) mirrors these recommendations by highlighting the importance of 
openly communicating about the research focus and methods from the offset to help 
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contextualize the work and educate participants about the research process, the dialogue 
should also be open, not constrained by specific research questions. 

Creating a shared language has also been highlighted as important, this involves in-
troducing academic jargon selectively, allowing a shared understanding of terminology 
to be built over the course of the workshops and allowing the participants to create their 
own shared language (Cascio et al., 2020; Nicolaidis et al., 2019). 

It is also pertinent to highlight the importance of respectful communication between 
group members. This consists of asking for consideration from each of the members. 
An example of considerate communication between group members is to ask a team 
member to stop banging on the table as other members may find this distracting or 
overwhelming (Cascio et al., 2020; Fletcher-Watson et al., 2019). Respectful commu-
nication can also consist of giving all project members an opportunity to communicate, 
in a judgement free environment. Participants have commented on how it feels good to 
be listened to and been given the space and time to share experiences (Fabri et al., 
2016). Differences should also be recognized, and an acceptance that there may not 
always be agreement should be established, this can generate a mutual respect between 
autistic and non-autistic members of the group (Fletcher-Watson et al., 2019). 

Open discussion is also important, though this needs to be achieved by both the par-
ticipants and the facilitators. This can allow for the development of a common shared 
experience facilitators (Cascio et al., 2020). Fletcher-Watson et al., (2019) builds on 
this by also stating that facilitators should also be prepared to learn from workshop 
participants and be prepared to make changes in response to feedback. Power imbal-
ances should also be addressed although it is not always possible to avoid this. 

It is also important to maintain communication channels throughout the entire pro-
ject, this means allowing participants to ask questions even when the workshops are 
completed (Fletcher-Watson et al., 2019). MacLeod, (2010) suggests offering partici-
pants a draft of the report upon completion of the research and asking for comments or 
feedback on the report, this ensures participants are involved until the end of the re-
search project. 

5.5 Environment and Sensory Issues 

Considering the environment in which the workshops are being facilitated is another 
important aspect of designing with autistic participants. Cascio et al., (2020) highlights 
the importance of autism friendly spaces, a space in which autistic participants feel safe 
and can access, where autistic participants can be themselves, accomplish their goals 
and navigate more easily. It may also be worth considering meeting autistic participants 
in a place of their choosing (Fletcher-Watson et al., 2019). 

Having used a number of different sites for their workshops, Cascio et al., (2020) 
were able to see the impact the environment can have on autistic participants. Most 
workshops took place within Spectrum Productions, a specifically co-designed space 
for autistic people. Aside from an initial complaint about the facilitator’s cologne, not 
liking being touched, not liking loud noises and not liking a specific guitar riff within 
the researched bio-music, the use of Spectrum Productions proved to be a successful 
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space to conduct PD. When the research was moved to a university classroom, prob-
lems arose, one participant left the room and was unable to return due to the strong 
perfumes worn by students, to crowdedness of the room and closed windows. 

Aslam et al., (2019) highlighted an interesting use of the physical space within work-
shops. The left-hand side of the room was a ‘problem space’ where participants started 
blueprinting ideas. Once participants were happy with their blueprints, they moved to 
the right-hand side of the room to actively build their technology. These spaces were 
used iteratively, with continuous and rapid movement between the spaces, where the 
problems and solutions could co-evolve, allowing for the problem to be reframed and 
solutions to diverge into a variety of novel combinations. 

Other aspects to consider include, allowing participants to stim during the workshops 
(Cascio et al., 2020) and the need for a quiet space where participants can retreat if they 
feel they need to (Fletcher-Watson et al., 2019). 

5.6 Challenge Assumptions 

Challenging assumptions was also considered an important aspect of PD, especially 
when working with autistic participants. Fabri et al., (2016) highlighted the importance 
of challenging stereotypes surrounding autism spectrum condition. For example, there 
is an assumption that autistic people think visually, which was not found to be true. 
Instead, autistic participants preferred well-structured text over infographics or videos 
and only preferred visual information when it depicted real people or places, or when 
it specifically added to the text information being presented.  

Examples of what was considered an appropriate use of visual information included 
the use of photographs of landmarks for directions, photographs of people they would 
be meeting and photos of the buildings and rooms in which the workshops were being 
carried out. Another example of an assumption that was challenged was that autistic 
people lack creativity and imaginative thinking. Participants were able to contribute to 
the design process creatively and imaginatively providing the environment and situa-
tion was comfortable for them. Fletcher-Watson et al., (2019) mirrored the need to chal-
lenge assumptions, as there are diverse patterns of autism, and also highlighted the im-
portance of allowing autistic participants to flag these assumptions should they arise 
within the workshops. 

Nicolaidis et al., (2019) also highlighted that it cannot be assumed that survey in-
struments that have been validated with the general population will work with autistic 
participants. Surveys and interview guides may need to be adapted to be more accessi-
ble to autistic participants. 

5.7 Conclusions 

Based on this review, we argue that participatory design can be a suitable design meth-
odology for autistic adults. Despite the challenges outlined, participatory design is con-
sidered vital when aiming to design tools that meets end-users’ needs and are usable. 
Excluding members of society from the design process because current design practice 
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is not a good fit for this group is clearly unethical. There is an obligation on the de-
signer’s part to adapt the methods employed, so that the desired outcome can be 
achieved. Or in other words, the obligation is to make design practice more inclusive. 
Any autism characteristics which may pose as a barrier to involvement in participatory 
design activities need to be fully understood and the activities adapted. Researchers and 
practitioners will have to ensure they have the time and are willing to put in the effort 
to make these adjustments. 

Key issues of choosing appropriate methodologies and approaches can be easily 
overcome by considering the ability and preferences of participants. Varying degrees 
of participation can also be successful, providing the correct adjustments are made. En-
tering into PD with autistic adults blindly may result in some initial teething issues but 
providing workshop facilitators take the time to listen to the wants, needs and prefer-
ences of participants, and take the time to address any issues or feedback, any chal-
lenges should be easily rectified. 

Challenges surrounding individual differences can also be easily overcome with a 
selection of adjustments, some encouragement to promote abstract thinking and 
acknowledgement of these individual differences rather than ignorance towards them. 

Flexibility is key in PD, particularly when collaborating with autistic adults. An in-
clusive approach where participants are given options for how to contribute their expe-
riences and preferences is needed. For example, data does not have to be collected in 
stereotypical ways, e.g. questionnaires and interviews, and participants should be en-
couraged to contribute in a way which they feel is appropriate and safe for them. It is 
important to consider the overall aims and objectives of any study. Some studies may 
benefit from online only questionnaires, where others may require methods such as 
interviews, focus groups etc. and these can be adapted to meet individual needs e.g. 
phone interviews, email interviews, large focus groups, smaller focus groups and one-
to-one design sessions. 

Another important aspect is communication: communicating effectively from the 
outset, with defined roles, rules and communication channels, can ground the design 
project effectively. Being clear with participants about what is expected of them, what 
can be expected of the facilitators and what is expected from the group can negate early 
disagreements. This includes giving participants the opportunity to communicate their 
preferences and strengths prior to any activities. Allowing participants to develop their 
own language can generate a feeling of belonging, and all communication within the 
group should be respectful and open. 

Considering the environment is something that must not be overlooked when work-
ing with autistic individuals. Sensory issues are prevalent in autistic individuals 
(Kojovic et al., 2019) and ensuring there are no strong smells, loud noises or over-
crowded areas can help autistic people feel safe in an environment. As highlighted by 
Cascio et al., (2020), autism-friendly spaces should be considered as the chosen envi-
ronment for PD workshops with autistic adults, but if this is not possible, selecting a 
quiet area, away from crowds, is recommended. 

Finally, researchers should challenge assumptions of autism when working with au-
tistic adults. Despite previous literature stating that autistic people prefer visual infor-
mation, Fabri et al., (2016) found this was not the case when working with a group of 
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autistic university students. With autism being such a diverse condition, with each case 
being unique (Chapman, 2020), it could create a barrier to participation if making as-
sumptions on the autistic population as a whole. By the same token, however, assump-
tions should not be made that the use of standard measures used with neurotypical 
groups will also apply to groups of autistic adults.  

It is important that anyone wanting to conduct participatory design activities with 
autistic adults requires an understanding of autism that goes beyond a general level of 
awareness. This includes the understanding that each autistic person must be considered 
individually when planning design activities, so that adjustments can be made on an 
individual basis. 
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