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Announcements

2

Reading notes due T & Th 7am

No class or Office Hours on Tuesday 
Nov 7th next week

Please come to class on time so you 
can see and follow the seating chart



3

Due to time constraints, groups will be asked 
to choose a question from the list and take 3 

minutes to discuss them. 



Week 5: 
Critical 
Analysis
Don Le, Rachel Lim, Thanh-Nha Tran

    



A Critical Analysis of 
the Prevalence of 
Technology - 
Facilitated Abuse in 
US College Students

01

Trigger WARNING: discusses Domestic Violence, 
Sexual Abuse, Stalking

Naman Gupta, Sanchari Das, Kate Walsh, Rahul Chatterjee



Technology-Facilitated Abuse (TFA)
Abuse that is amplified by 
the use of technology
● Hate Speech
● Spying
● Stalking
● Harassment
● Doxxing,
● Bullying



Research Questions

01

02

03

How prevalent is TFA among 
US College students?

How does socioeconomics 
marginalization impact the 
prevalence?

Who do the students survivors 
ask for support?



How Prevalent is TFA?



Demographic Association with TFA

Gender Cis-Women as 1.83x more likely than Cis-Men

Gender LGBTQ+ are 1.95x more likely than Cis-Men

Disability 2x more likely than student w/o disabilities

Race All races were generally equal

Economic Status No statistically significant difference

First Generation Status No statistically significant difference



Support Seeking Survivors

47% seek 
support

Survivor services, tech clinics, cybercrime unit

Friends, roommates, family, partners

Less likely to seek support compared to 

Cis-Women

50% seek 
informal

3% seek 
formal

Cis-Men 
are 64.5% …



Resources at UCSD



Formal Resources



DQs (1/3):

What are your thoughts on 

the resources available on 

college campuses to support 

students experiencing TFA? 

Are there specific resources 

you believe would be helpful 

at UCSD?

If a friend confided in you 

about experiencing TFA, 

would you feel prepared to 

guide them toward campus 

resources? Would you also be 

able to recommend any 

outside resources?

01 02

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=iHdviZkM7S4


DQs (2/3):

What type of design 

interventions can be 

implemented to help reduce 

the most common types of 

TFA experience that 

students face?

01

02 When designing and creating new technology, should designers 

consider informing users of the potential dangers? If so, how 

should the implementation the warnings?

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=iHdviZkM7S4


DQs (3/3):

Are there any factors you’d like 
to explore in greater depth, and 
why? How would you expand 
the study to investigate these 
areas further?

We examined factors such as 
gender, race, sexual orientation, 
disabilities, and socio-economic 
status in studying 
technology-facilitated abuse. 
Are there additional factors you 
think should be considered in 
future research?

01 02

★ Reminder that this study did an 
online survey of college students. 
They included 776 students.

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=iHdviZkM7S4


DQs:

What are your thoughts on 

the resources college 

campuses have to support 

students who experience 

TFA? What kind of resources 

would you like to see here at 

UCSD?

When designing and 

creating new technology, 

should designers consider 

informing users of the 

potential dangers? If so, how 

should the implementation 

the warnings?

01 02

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=iHdviZkM7S4


Takeaways
● TFA is an issue 70% of college students face. 

● Design of technology should be more considerate 

towards ensuring prevention methods for TFA

● Campus policies can help keep student informed 

about the support available to them.

● Lack of research in intersectional identities

● Possibility of establishing timeline



Are Robots Ready 
to Deliver Autism 
Inclusion?: A 
Critical Review

02

Trigger WARNING: discusses Domestic Violence, 
Dehumanization, Infantilization

Naba Rizvi, William Wu, Mya Bolds, Raunak Mondal,

Andrew Begel, Imani Munyaka



Much of the recent work in the space of 
human-robot interaction and autism is 

rooted in problematic views and 
stereotypes that stigmatize autism. 



Medical Model
"treats autism as a disorder that needs to be 
cured so that a person can be made 'normal'"

Social Model
"defines disabilities as a social construct that 
emerged due to a lack of accessibility"



What are some of the ways in which approaching a study 

design from a medical model view might not be inclusive 

of autistic people?

What are some steps we can take to be more 

equity-minded in our research?



Medical Model: "treats autism as a disorder that needs to be cured so that a 
person can be made 'normal'"

Social Model: "defines disabilities as a social construct that emerged due to a lack 
of accessibility"

Referenced work corpusMain corpus



What are some strategies we can use to approach past 

literature in a more critical and socially inclusive way?

What are some challenges of applying past research into 

study designs?

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=iHdviZkM7S4


Double Empathy Problem
● when people of different neurotypes communicate, they may both 

have difficulty understanding each other

● both sides should try to create a shared communication system and 

learn about each other's communication styles

● typically the burden has been placed on autistic people to conform 

to neurotypical social standards



What are some examples of other scenarios in which it 

would be beneficial to apply the framework proposed by 

the double empathy problem?



Takeaways
● much recent HRI and autism research stigmatizes 

autism

● study designs are often not inclusive of autistic 

people's lived experiences and perspectives

● researchers should diversify their perspectives and 

collaborations to move towards more inclusive 

work



Virtual Don

https://docs.google.com/file/d/1Ip3ydM31ejL6F0qNRaI2mwZkbt2PRHxt/preview


A Critical 
Examination of 
Virtual Reality 
Technology in the 
Context of the 
Minority Body

03

Kathrin Gerling, Katta Spiel



VR and the Assumed “Standard” User
VR is a body-centric technology → poses barriers for disabled users

Research Questions:

Which assumptions about people’s bodies are inherent in the current wave of VR?

How do these assumptions affect the access to VR for people with physical disability?

What are the implications of these assumptions for Human-Computer Interaction 
(HCI) research on VR?



Theory-Led Analysis of VR
● Surrogate Body Theory

○ Originally from Film Studies

○ Viewer embodies a “surrogate body” for affective engagement and immersion

○ Theory extended by authors to observe immersive aspects of play

○ Six contexts:
■ spatial distance between user and hardware
■ embodied affect
■ actions lent
■ spatial environment
■ multi-user
■ bodily involvement



Theory-Led Analysis of VR
● Minority Body Theory

○ Being disabled “simply makes you a minority”

■ it is value-neutral, regarded as mere difference with no judgment of 
value or well-being of individual

○ This model allows for exploration / evaluation of features (of a system) that 
result in local or global goods or bads for the minority body

■ can depend on extrinsic or intrinsic factors - wider society and 
individual lived experiences



Theory-Led Analysis of VR
● Theories drove structure of study - authors assess VR technology with the six 

contexts of the Surrogate Body Theory and through the lens of Minority Body 
Theory.

● Testimonies collected via surveys to complement analysis and illustrate points
(a common pairing to theoretical work in field of disability studies)



Example: Actions Lent
Common actions that VR systems expect people to lend:

● Mid-air pointing - for selection, object interaction

● Locomotion - techniques for user to move through virtual world

○ physically walking, teleportation, buttons / joysticks

Through lens of minority body:
● specific physical actions required by design can be challenging 

for individuals with arm/spine injuries, assistive devices, tremor

● actions increasingly difficult to produce over time due to fatigue

The expectations of VR in this context turn the “mere-difference” of 

the minority body into in a local bad, due to various access barriers



Bodily-Considerate Design Strategies
● Study findings: “VR is an inherently ableist technology that assumes a 

‘corporeal standard’ (i.e. an ‘ideal’, non-disabled human body), and fails to 
adequately accommodate disabled people”

● Suggested strategies to help remove bias toward the corporeal standard:



Remember Zuckerberg’s vision 

of a ‘Metaverse’ a few years ago?

What were some assumptions 

being made about people, 

behaviors, and society in general 

for this vision of widespread VR 

adoption?

DQs (1/3):

What are some 

accessibility challenges 

you have personally had 

when using VR? 

01 02

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=iHdviZkM7S4


DQs (2/3):

Try applying the Surrogate Body Theory and Minority Body 

Theory to analyze another immersive user system.

● (e.g. desktop, game console, phones)
● (** AR phone games like Pokemon Go could be interesting to analyze!**)

01

Surrogate Body Theory

● spatial distance between user and hardware
● embodied affect
● actions lent
● spatial environment
● multi-user
● bodily involvement

Minority Body Theory

● Being disabled is value-neutral, simply in minority
● Allows for exploration / evaluation of features (of a 

system) that result in local or global goods or bads 
for the minority body

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=iHdviZkM7S4


DQs (3/3):

What are the advantages and 

disadvantages of this paper’s 

theoretical approach, versus 

empirical approaches focusing 

on participants, tasks, data, etc?

Discuss some real world 

examples of accessible 

design that uses one of the 

suggested design strategies. 

How effective were they?

01 02

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=iHdviZkM7S4


DQs:

Remember Zuckerberg’s 

vision of a ‘Metaverse’ a few 

years ago?

What were some 

assumptions being made 

about people, behaviors, and 

society in general for this 

vision of widespread VR 

adoption?

01

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=iHdviZkM7S4
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=afdnbXXbBTg


Takeaways
● Current VR technology design assumes “standard” characteristics of the 

human body and thus creates access barriers for disabled users

● Theoretical analysis helped analyze VR technology by observing various 
factors of immersion through the lens of disabled users

● Design strategies for improving accessibility of VR include

○ appreciating diversity

○ challenging the status quo

○ investing in individualized designs



Topic DQ:

What are the advantages and limitations of tackling a 

critical analysis from a purely/mostly theoretical 

approach, versus empirical approaches focusing on 

participants, tasks, data, etc?

01

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=iHdviZkM7S4

