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ABSTRACT

To successfully function within a team, students must
develop a range of skills for communication, organization,
and conflict resolution. For students on the autism
spectrum, these skills mirror the social, communicative, and
cognitive experiences that can often be challenging for
these learners. Since instructors and students collaborate
using a mix of technology, we investigated the technology
needs of neurodiverse teams comprised of autistic and nonautistic students. We interviewed seven autistic students
and five employees of disability services in higher
education. Our analysis focused on technology stakeholder
values, stages of small-group development, and Social
Translucence – a model for online collaboration
highlighting principles of visibility, awareness, and
accountability. Despite motivation to succeed, neurodiverse
students have difficulty expressing individual differences
and addressing team conflict. To support future design of
technology for neurodiverse teams, we propose: (1) a
design space and design concepts including collaborative
and affective computing tools, and (2) extending Social
Translucence to account for student and group identities.
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INTRODUCTION

In higher education, instructors increasingly emphasize
teamwork as a learning objective [43]. Collaborative learning
fosters better outcomes than individual learning and builds
skills such as communication, organization, and confliction
resolution. Employers expect graduates to have teamwork
experience [7], which is critical in a workforce that is
shifting from individual production to team production [8].
A student team brings together diverse students, including
students with and without disabilities. Our research focuses
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on students on the autism spectrum1 and their teamwork
with neurotypical students. Many young autistic adults
desire to attend higher education, yet face academic and
social challenges [3]. Individuals on the autism spectrum
are impacted to varying levels in areas of verbal
communication,
non-verbal
communication,
social
interactions, and cognitive styles [2]. They may benefit
from adapted ways of communicating, performing
executive functioning tasks, and processing sensory stimuli
[41]. Autistic students who are transitioning from secondary
to higher education tend to experience difficulty adjusting
to new environments, navigating uncertainty in daily
routines, and establishing new social connections [1,11].
Parental involvement, systemic, and mandatory support
decrease as students move into adulthood and higher
education. Although these changes enable autistic students
to maintain privacy and autonomy, students often need to
become more responsible for advocating for their needs.
Some students prefer not to disclose their autism, and some
students (regardless of their stance on disclosure) do not
seek out services [3]. Facing social and academic
challenges, often without adequate support, can be
overwhelming for autistic students. These challenges are
reflected in their low graduation rate: 39%, compared to
52% for the general population [47].
To support the diverse mix of students in a class, instructors
employ a range of learning strategies, one of which is
leveraging computer-supported collaborative learning
(CSCL). CSCL incorporates technology to deliver content
(e.g., computer aided instruction) and computer-mediated
communication (CMC) such as video conferencing and
online forums. These technologies should follow Universal
Design [40] to be accessible to individuals with and without
disabilities. However, technology is traditionally designed
for either mainstream students or students with disabilities
[45]. For autistic students, specialized technology includes
assistive technology (e.g., augmentative communication
devices) and applications that support executive
functioning. Designing CSCL technology for both
neurotypical and autistic students together can better support
inclusion of neurodiverse students [45].
1

To respect both identity-first and people-first preferences
of participants [28], we use terms such as “autistic students”
and “students on the autism spectrum” interchangeably.

The HCI theory of Social Translucence [13] provides us
with a useful model for exploring how technology is used in
structured social interactions, such as student teamwork.
This theory posits that designers can create more effective
online knowledge communities by transferring in-person
social norms and cues to online interactions. The main
principles of Socially Translucent systems are visibility of
socially significant information, awareness of relevant
social cues, and accountability of actions among group
members. These principles are highly relevant to
neurodiverse teams, however, young autistic adults often
describe challenges adapting to social norms and expressing
themselves verbally and non-verbally in social contexts
[9,59]. Thus, our novel application of Social Translucence
gave rise to an additional principle for the theory, identity.
In this work, we investigate current strategies of supporting
neurodiverse teams in higher education and what design
considerations can be made in future team-supporting
technology. Specifically, our research questions were:
RQ1: What are the current technology- and non-technology
based strategies that support neurodiverse student teamwork
in higher education?
RQ2: What are important design considerations and
capabilities of team-based technology that can support
neurodiverse teams? In what ways can these technologies
support social translucence during collaboration?
We interviewed seven autistic students and five employees
of student disability services. Our analysis focused on
stakeholder values across the stages of small-group
development. Within the context of higher education, our
contributions are:
1.
2.

3.

Empirical evidence on socio-technical challenges and
strategies of neurodiverse teams.
A design space and design implications for
technologies to more holistically support the values of
neurodiverse teams.
Evolution of the Social Translucence theory to include
a new principle, identity, and to extend beyond online
settings to in-person technology-mediated settings.

RELATED WORK

Our research is motivated by Universal Design for Learning
and informed by research on technology-mediated solutions
for neurodiverse students and team-based technologies.
Universal Design for Learning

Many higher education institutions aim to provide
personalized services to students with disabilities. They
provide face-to-face counseling, peer mentoring, and
support for obtaining accommodations. In partnership with
instructors, these services promote the Universal Design for
Learning (UDL) [40] framework for supporting all students,
including those with disabilities. Under UDL, educators
proactively create an environment and curriculum that
accommodates different styles of learning. They should

provide multiple means to represent learning materials, to
express knowledge, and to engage with students [40].
A UDL approach to teamwork would provide an adaptive
learning environment, giving students multiple ways to
engage with teams. This may be especially helpful for
autistic students who may find group work particularly
stressful [14]. In guidelines for inclusive teaching at the
university level, Fabri et al. [15] recommend that instructors
provide extra support for working in groups, including
intervention when communication fails and giving explicit
ground rules and roles to all members of the group. While
designing a graduate course that adhered to the tenets of
UDL, Rose et al. [45] allowed for multiple means of
participation in group discussions by offering both face-toface groups and entirely online discussion groups. We
explore how existing and novel UDL approaches may better
support neurodiverse teams that include autistic students.
Technology-Mediated Strategies for Autistic Students

Recent technology-based efforts in UDL for autistic
students focus on supporting adaptive learning techniques
and building executive functioning skills (e.g., organization
and planning). Benton et al. [4] developed a participatory
design approach for designing a math application with
teams of autistic middle school students. This design
approach scaffolded teamwork by having the children come
up with a team name, rules, and roles for each of the
children, and giving support and guidelines to help children
brainstorm together and evaluate each other’s ideas.
CMC helps autistic adults initiate social connections,
especially on special-interest sites. Burke et. al [9] found
that autistic adults appreciated CMC interactions in which
they can communicate asynchronously with less pressure to
respond to paralinguistic cues. However, over the course of
using CMC, people had difficultly building online
relationships due to issues such as trust and disclosure.
Researchers have explored technology-mediated social
supports for autistic individuals, such as specialized social
network sites [24] and gaming servers [44]. Given the
desire of autistic adults for social connections and
inclusion, our research focuses on understanding needs of
autistic higher education students and how technology can
help them navigate difficulties in social interactions, avoid
misunderstandings, and foster team cohesion.
Technology for Supporting Teamwork

In CHI and CSCW communities, design of technology for
teamwork has primarily focused on workplace collaboration
[6,33,52], software development teams [12,26,27,31],
learning to collaborate through gaming [27], and facilitating
global diversity in virtual teams [25,32,39,51,56]. Systems
have been designed and evaluated for collaborative sharing
of mood, to promote emotional well-being in workplaces
[16,34,36,46,50]. From this work, we drew inspiration for
design concepts that may be applied to the educational
setting, noting that people’s goals and motivations differ
between the two settings. The workplace setting tends to be

competitive, output-driven, and employees are already
expected to have specialized skills to perform and compete.
The higher education environment is designed to support
development of specialized interests, taking risks, and
learning skills by pushing students outside comfort zones.
THEORETICAL BACKGROUND

Our theoretical framing forefronts the social impacts on
teamwork, technology-mediated collaboration, and identity.
Tuckman’s Model for Small-Group Development

Tuckman’s model for small-group development [54]
describes team progression through four stages. In the first
stage, forming, team members oriented to the task and
begin to establish individual identities within the team. The
storming stage, which may occur repeatedly, encompasses
intragroup conflicts and confrontation. In the norming
stage, the team formally or informally establishes group
standards and expectations. The team finalizes the project
plan and roles. During the performing stage, team members
work together toward collective goals, and if successful,
form a cohesive, stable team identity. Tuckman’s model has
been applied to group functioning in CSCL higher
education [18], new communities [42], and even contestant
communities on reality television [29]. For our research,
Tuckman’s model helps attune us to team friction points
that can be particularly challenging for neurodiverse teams.
Social Translucence in Socio-Technical Collaboration

Erickson and Kellogg proposed Social Translucence as a
model for designing technology for online collaboration
among large groups of knowledge workers [13]. They
argued “designers can assume the existence of a consistent
and unquestioned physics that underlies social interaction”
[13, p. 61]. Researchers have applied Social Translucence
to domains such as social networks [19], Wikipedia [35],
and wireless sensing in an urban setting [30]. Applying
Social Translucence to these domains has prompted
capabilities that promote social awareness and resolve
communication breakdowns [5]. Some research applied
Social Translucence to knowledge communities rooted in
face-to-face relationships, such as collocated families who
use systems [37]. We build on this work to examine
knowledge workers – students – in a hybrid online and inperson setting of higher education. Student teams operate
within the constraints and freedoms of higher education.
The student team is self-organizing, without the formal
hierarchy of a workplace or family. We examine the ways
that technology can support this dynamic environment.
Identity in Human-Computer Interaction

During our research, a recurring theme emerged: identity.
Within the broad psychological and sociological concepts
of identity, our work surfaced issues around an individual’s
sense of self, disclosure to others of facets of one’s identity,

and group development of collective identity. Goffman [21]
emphasized the social influence on identity, which develops
as one negotiates social norms. Accordingly, HCI research
has investigated the role of technology in an individual’s
sense of self and how they are perceived by others. For
people with intersectional identities [48], such as veterans
and transgender people, technology-mediated social
connections can be especially beneficial for social inclusion
and navigating life transitions [23,49]. We build upon this
work to investigate the role of technology in identity
formation for another intersectional group, autistic adult
students. As young adults, autistic students are actively
forming their identity at ego-centric, personal, and social
levels [10]. Thus, they may be highly susceptible to
external social influences, some of which is mediated by
technology.
By probing into the social construction of identity, we seek
to add social needs of autistic users to technological
representations of identity. Primary examples are
technology systems that deliver personalized user
experiences based on user profiles. Researchers and
practitioners have developed architecture platforms and
applications that present customized user interfaces (e.g., a
high contrast color scheme) and provide assistive
technology (e.g., a screen reader) based on a user’s profile
and selected preferences [55,57]. Some systems enable a
user to explicitly state one’s specific type of disability, and
thus, access a set of pre-selected interface settings and
assistive technology. Although some initiatives, notably the
World Wide Web Consortium, include autistic users as
target users, their technical guidelines are limited primarily
to limiting sensory overload and providing simplified
content [57]. We seek to inform the design of richer, more
socially-aware personalization options for autistic users.
METHODS

We approached our research using the Value Sensitive
Design (VSD) [17] framework, which forefronts the values
of stakeholders of technology. During our empirical
investigations, described in this section (and early in our
research [58]), we strove to elicit the values and value
tensions between the stakeholders of technology designed
for neurodiverse student teams.
Interviews with Staff of Student Disability Services

To gain an understanding of the support provided by
universities, we conducted semi-structured interviews with
five employees of student disability services at two local
higher education institutions (henceforth labelled as E#).
All interviews (4 female; 1 male) were conducted in person,
lasting no more than one hour. We inquired about the types
of services they provide, common challenges of autistic
students, and the strategies they teach the students.

Attribute

Demographics

Age
Gender

19-39 years of age
4 female, 2 male, 1 transgender male

Autism

All identified as “being on the autism spectrum”
and/or “autistic.” 1 specified Asperger diagnosis
noting it is no longer an official diagnosis

Period of
diagnosis
Level of
education

3 were diagnosed in childhood, 1 as a teenager,
and 3 as adults within the past 4 years
All currently enrolled or graduated within past 2
years. University undergraduate (2); University
Masters (2). Attended 2-year community college
and then transferred to university (1)

Department

Technology design, applied theater, sociology,
woman’s studies, film studies, biology

Table 1: Summary demographics of student participants.
Interviews with Autistic Students in Higher Education

We interviewed seven autistic students (henceforth labelled
as S#). We recruited students via email through higher
education disability student services and autism therapy
clinics. To protect participant anonymity, we report
summarized demographics (Table 1) and not the specific
characteristics of each participant. Students were
interviewed in-person (4) or online (3). Sessions lasted
from 50-85 minutes (average=67 minutes). The sessions
had three components: (1) a semi-structured interview, (2) a
Q-methodology exercise [38] to rank value statements, and
(3) a collage activity. The interview questions covered their
autism diagnosis and resulting experiences related to
education, plus their attitudes and experiences regarding
higher education teamwork.
Developing and Probing Stakeholder Values

As we developed our conceptual understanding
neurodiverse student teams, we identified the key
stakeholders as autistic students, neurotypical teammates,
instructors, disability services staff and support peers. We
generated value statements (Appendix A) to capture the
important attitudes and tensions of autistic students. These
Student

Team

Student +
Instructor

Support
Peer

statements were based on literature and a preliminary
analysis of our interviews with disability service employees
[58]. Four key values emerged: (1) individual comfort, (2)
social comfort, (3) social connection, and (4) team cohesion
(Table 2). We used the Q-methodology exercise to probe
autistic students about these values and to get insights on
value tensions. The Q-methodology exercise requires the
participant to place value statements in a pyramid shaped
grid, from least important to most important (Appendix A,
Figure 1). This exercise provided an opportunity for
participants to raise issues and experiences that were
important to them.
Developing Teamwork Design Space and Concepts

We developed a design space to contain concepts of teambased technology that currently exist, or may, in the future.
This teamwork design space has two dimensions: team
stages and stakeholder combinations. On the team stages
dimension, we examined the tasks and challenges of
Tuckman’s team model. On the stakeholder combinations
dimension (solo, peer pair, teams, and student-instructor
pairs), we explore how values of the students can influence
with whom they want to share personal and project
information.
Design Method: Collage Activity

We used a collage activity to elicit participant needs and
impressions of the design concepts. We explained the
collage activity as a joint-brainstorming activity in which
we used images and text phrases to highlight main points.
We presented abstract and photorealistic images
representing key design concepts (Table 2), common
technology (e.g., a calendar), and common team activities
(e.g., presenting on a whiteboard). We briefly explained
unfamiliar concepts, such as group mood boards [34,46].
To seed the brainstorming, we pinpointed a challenging
team scenario that had emerged during the semi-structured
interview. The participant and researchers co-created the
collage with images, written notes, and hand drawings.

Forming
Self-reflection app on
academic and team
strengths and goals

Storming
Affective computing to
convey mood (wearable;
mood light) *;
Stress relieving tool*

Norming
App to communicate teamwork
needs and preferences;
App to support autism disclosure
(reduce emotional burden and
misconceptions) *

Performing
Executive Functioning
supports (e.g., checklists;
schedules) *

Team matching tool*; App
to facilitate matching roles
to strengths *
App to facilitate disclosure
and negotiate
accommodations;
Facilitate team contract on
roles and rules *
Video modeling of
discussing team selection
with classmates

Group mood board *; Team
negotiator app *

Collaboration tools that help
distribute tasks

Collaboration tools to
coordinate activities

App to request assistance
from instructor

Class-based Q&A and notetaking to clarify project and
roles*

Online forum for
tracking team progress
towards goals

App to communicate during
times of intense stress *

App to learn and share best
practices for defining roles

Structured, online or
text-based check-ins

Table 2. Teamwork design space, with rows of stakeholder combinations and columns of Tuckman’s team stages. The design
space is populated with design concepts that were seeded by researchers and employee interviewers, with a subset (*)
substantiated by students during interviews.

Category

Code

Definition

Team stages

Forming
Storming

Processes for creating a team. Orientation; acclimatization. Desire for acceptance. Reliance on polite, safe,
patterned behavior. Unsaid social norms. Determining roles; looking to a leader for direction.
Conflict; emotions run high; chaos stage. Roles confusion. Team may experience cycles of storming.

Norming

Agreeing on standards of group norms. Getting organized; creating a plan.

Performing

Team functioning smoothly towards goals. Executing routines (e.g., attending meetings)

Individual
comfort
Social
comfort
Social
connection
Team
cohesion
Challenges

Being able to interact and work in ways that feel physically, emotionally, and intellectually natural to
oneself. comfort with differences manifested with autism.
Understanding and following social norms. Interpersonal interactions in a team setting. Supporting each
other’s needs. Includes people in and outside of team.
Connecting on a personal level in addition to a professional level. Disclosure of autism that deepens a
relationship. Can be in a team context or college-wide context (e.g., peer mentoring; disability services)
Degree to which members of a team: (1) contribute to the task at hand and (2) foster productivity by setting
and attaining project goals. Emphasis is on team deliverables.
Challenges with self or school environment. May or may not be connected to autism traits.

Strategies

Personal and organizational strategies. Self-efficacy; cognitive shift and growth. Accommodations.

Technology

Behaviors, attitudes, and perceptions related to current or future technology use.
Table 3. Final codebook with team stages, values, and experiences.

Values

Experiences

Data Analysis

The first author prepared a codebook based on team stages
and emergent student values regarding teamwork, which are
described above in “Developing and Probing Stakeholder
Values.” Using NVivo, the first and second authors then
independently coded all interview transcripts. The research
team iterated on code definitions and resolved discrepancies
with coding. The final codebook (Table 3) consisted of
Tuckman’s team stages, the four student values, and codes
based on challenges, strategies, and technology use.
FINDINGS

Similar themes emerged from the interviews with disability
employees and students. We found that challenges and
strategies were distinct in the stages of forming and
storming, and overlapped during norming and performing.
Uncertainty During Forming

Challenges for autistic students in the forming stage include
selecting team members or being excluded, judging
compatibility, deciding whether to disclose their diagnosis,
distributing roles, and identifying team leaders. Even before
teamwork begins, three students discussed experienced
anxiety as they anticipated team projects. The higher
education staff relayed that the apprehension of teamwork
can be such a high barrier that some students have chosen
to avoid working in teams, as stated by E01, “Some of these
[autistic] students try to just do the project on their own.
And it's not very successful.” Student participants discussed
a range of team formation experiences: (1) teams assigned
by the instructor, (2) class activity for students to form
teams, and (3) students formed team without any mediation.
Five participants expressed stress around team-formation,
preferring when teams were assigned by the instructor.
When forming teams on their own, two students noted that
students often grouped based on existing relationships. If
they did not know anyone, which was most often the case,

then the remaining students chose each other by
happenstance. As S01 described, “One guy didn't know
what he wanted to be in and one other person [was left
out]. I just grabbed them.” Three participants mentioned
concerns about team size. As stated by S05, “The smaller
the group, the better it works, when you're autistic. There's
less people to have to deal with. There's less social cues to
learn to recognize. It just kind of decreases the overall
stress load.” A major unknown during the forming stage is
teammate compatibility. Two participants expressed
difficulties with teammates’ work ethics. When asked what
attributes he would like in a teammate, S02 explained,
“someone who has the same kind of work ethic schedule
type thing…that tends to help me feel more comfortable.”
Potential stigma and experiences with disclosure began in
the forming stage. One student never wanted their
instructors or teammates to know they have autism, three
students often disclosed, and three students were open to
situationally disclosing. S05 was very comfortable
disclosing, “It would not surprise me if I reached the point
where we're asked to pick groups, and I just stand up and
say, ‘Hey, I'm autistic. If you're ADHD, if you have a
learning disorder, or you have any psych stuff going on and
you don't mind being outed, come over here.” S05 articulated
how professors could help in the formation process, “One of
the biggest helps would be if professors were willing to say,
I can't discuss who in the class has neurodiversities. If you
want to work with people who understand those things,
send me an email.”
Three students said they distributed roles among their team
members based on skillsets or interests as students
volunteered themselves. Most students and employees
discussed the importance of fair distribution of work and
matching tasks to individual strengths. Explicit
coordination by students or instructors helps distribute

work, as noted by E04, “I suggest to teachers that they
provide more structure for groups; maybe assign roles
themselves, or maybe assign roles for the project and let
students choose roles.”
A key step during the forming stage is identifying a team
leader. Students said team leaders were either assigned by
the instructor, identified based on the roles (e.g., a theater
director), or emerged as certain students took on leadership
tasks. The team viewed the leader as the person who had
experience, knowledge about what they are doing, and
confidence in assigning tasks. Only two participants said
they had been team leaders, one due to her expertise and the
other due to her stated desired to take on new challenges.
Contrastingly, S06 expressed discomfort with the role of
leader, “I knew what I was doing, but I wouldn't have been
confident enough to instruct others on what to do.”
Design Concept for Automated Matching of Team

In general, participants responded positively to the concept
of an application that would intelligently match classmates
into teams. Participants said that such an app would enable
them to avoid the social discomfort felt during
happenstance practices. S02 described that automating the
matching process would, “make everything a lot easier. I
don't know how you would implement it, so that way people
wouldn't feel shame around certain work styles, and that
would influence the way that they would respond. But if
there was a way to eliminate that completely that would be
absolutely ideal.”
Students preferred team matching to be based on
compatibility of classmates, as determined by self-reported
factors such as: (1) work ethic; (2) work timing (e.g.;
deadline driven or finish work early); (2) collaboration
preferences (e.g.; online or offline); and (3) personal
criteria, such as increased comfort with other neurodiverse
students. Personal criteria would need to respect
preferences regarding disclosure and privacy.
Individual Comfort and Accountability During Storming

Within a storming stage, the main challenges that
participants described were articulating their individual
comforts and addressing accountability. Freedom from
stigma, individual comfort, social comfort, and team
cohesion were values that played into balancing tensions
between personal and group preferences. Four participants
described challenges from their inability to articulate their
individual comforts to others. Six participants mentioned
factors of individual comfort — physical limits, sensory
limits, feeling emotionally overwhelmed, desire for
structure — that caused tensions. How and what individual
comforts a participant wanted to articulate was impacted by
the identity they wished to establish. For example, one
student was overwhelmed by her recent transition to college
and was unable to articulate that stress to her teammates. In
another case, the student had limited ability to travel
comfortably so she missed team meetings and events
without explanation. As a result, her team members rated

her poorly in peer-evaluations and she felt that they
interpreted her challenges as laziness or incompetence.
Other students experienced challenges with auditory
overload, especially in unstructured group discussions with
many people talking and the unclear discussion direction.
Participants also mentioned that lack of planning and
structure came in tension with their personal desire for
routine and straight-forward interaction. Another student
spoke of a when a team member was completing tasks too
close to the deadline for the participant’s work and rest
styles and forced him to wait and work at odd hours.
Students and employees described some approaches to
resolving conflicts in the storming stage: personal reflection
and self-advocacy and communication. Some resolving
measures were discussed and acted upon within the same
group project, while others used the storming phase from
prior projects as a learning opportunity for how to approach
future group projects. Three participants felt that selfreflection and adaptation was the best way to address
challenges. They did not want their teammates to have to
change behaviors or accommodate them. In these cases, the
participants were more willing to forgo, or work to change,
their individual comforts and identity to match social
conforms and the team identity.
On the contrary, six participants discussed self-acceptance,
power in their identity, and self-advocating for their needs
as tools for conflict resolution. One student informed their
team about their communication preferences (e.g.; text
based chat) and challenges up-front to prevent later
conflicts or to have a point of reference if a conflict did
arise. In this way, she established her identity entering the
team. Another student said she may disclose her autism,
and thereby explain her challenges, if a conflict arose. In
times of stress, S04 wanted to convey, “I’m online, but
having a bad day. So, I’m doing the bare minimum today”
or “I’m having a horrible day and cannot do my tasks.
Someone else needs to do it.” Participants described the
emotional burden of facing social stigma and educating
others. Participants discussed potential supports for
disclosure, such as a script to follow to lessen the stress.
In addition to articulating individual comforts, three
participants discussed tensions in trusting teammates to be
accountable and committed. For example, two participants
expressed anxiety from not knowing if a teammate was
completing their share of the work in time. In a few
instances, participants lost contact completely with
teammates who were neither attending class nor responding
to communications. Three participants also expressed
concerns about their own accountability. This was
especially true for participants who experienced periods of
not working at their optimal level due to stress or illness.
These concerns raised issues of identity for participants as
they worried about whether, and how, to convey this
sensitive information to their teammates.

Social support outside the team helped some students work
through the storming stage. One student spoke of a
professor who intervened and helped the team contact a
member who had been non-responsive and therefore
unaccountable. Another participant, S02, said she
articulated her individual comforts with her friend outside
of the team to get support and direction. “I felt like I was
being demanding, asking that [my partner finished by a
certain time]. But I ran it by a few of my friends and they’re
like, Nah, you’re fine.”
Design Concepts for Negotiating Conflict

An important first step toward resolving conflict is bringing
focus to the conflict in a diplomatic manner. Affective
computing technology is one way to make conflict more
visible. For example, some affective design concepts have
explored the use of lights that changed colors based on an
individual’s or team’s mood. A socio-technical design
concept that emerged during our research was a team
negotiation application. Such an application could be an
objective actor to mediate small and large conflicts around
articulating individual comfort, such as requesting a break
during a long meeting or recommending actions for when a
team member misses a deadline. Participants had mixed
responses to such technologies. Preference for techniques
were driven by a desire to not feel “othered,” to not feel
pressured, and to facilitate two-way communication. Three
participants thought this technology could equalize
vulnerability of all team members rather than singling out
the autistic student. To them, this concept had potential to
support expressing their individual comfort while
maintaining social comfort and freedom from stigma.
Suggesting a break anonymously without having to actively
intervene was appealing to them. S03 described a potential
situation: “If it suddenly went red because somebody's
stressed out, then you could open it up to the floor. If
nobody wants to talk about it, then the next response is, OK,
let's all take 30 seconds, close our eyes, take a few breaths.”
Two participants found the affective computing design
concepts invasive or overwhelming. They stated that having
a direct, automatic reflection of their emotions or state
would violate their privacy. They would rather regulate
what emotions were conveyed as emotions influence their
projected identity. One participant, S01, thought seeing
their team member’s emotions reflected in technology
would be stressful and overwhelming, saying, “If somebody
looks red, oh, freaking out — oh my god, like they're angry
at me or something, like, that would just be way too
stressful.” The key take-away is that technology designed
for the storming stage would need to promote team trust
and an inclusive team identity.
Striving for Dependability in Norming and Performing

The stages of norming and performing are highly
connected. Well established and followed norms was one of
the biggest contributors to the team transitioning to and
maintaining performance. Six participants especially

appreciated the organization steps of the norming stage.
Due to their preference for straight-forward instructions and
interactions, they benefited from the team establishing clear
plans. In turn, they had an increased sense of team identity,
which helped participants feel like they were on the same
page as their teammates. Six participants mentioned that
keeping to the plan or clearly articulating updated plans
allowed them to perform effectively within the group.
In addition to a clear project plan, setting expectations also
helped structure the interactions among team members. These
tactics included establishing technology for collaboration, a
fixed agenda for a meeting, and a timeline to complete
components of the project. S03 discussed norming the
conversation structure of the weekly meeting that she had
with her teammate, “It was always, this is what I read this
week, and this is what I think about it…So that it was a
really structured, formatted thing.” She then described how
helpful such structure was during the performing stage, so
they could focus on work content. Support from instructors
could also contribute to successful group performance as
S04 explained, “The professor has been sending the class
emails throughout the semester sort of guiding the project
along. She'll send out an update saying, ‘Hey, you should
all be at this stage of the project right now.’”
Design Concepts for Assisting Workflow

Communication was key in many participant’s descriptions
of positive and negative experiences during their team’s
norming or performing stages. Technology played a major
role in communication and collaboration in successful
teams. Four participants discussed using Google Docs and
Google Slides. Three students particularly appreciated the
feature that supported the ability to comment on other’s
work in the same document. This allowed for asynchronous
communication and provided structure to feedback. As S03
said, “You share [Google Docs] and everyone gets their
own color. And any time you are working on the doc, you
work in that color, so that then you can leave notes for each
other.” It also supported accountability, as they could watch
the progress made by their teammates on the document.
Five students utilized messaging applications on their
phones and computers to help plan and share progress.
However, technology could also be a stressor for some
participants. One student discussed challenges with a
forum-style discussion board for collaboration, stating that
the dis-organized style of posting made it difficult to follow
ideas. S01 described how her individual comforts had
switched from text-based communication to in-person,
highlighting some strengths and weaknesses of both; “[Inperson,] it's more interactive. You can get up and just draw
things and discuss ideas. Whereas [for] text, there's always
a barrier…It's not spontaneous. I think at one point, when I
was less social, this was a real help, because I was able to
plan out what I was going to say. I wasn't put on the spot. I
could think and edit things carefully.”

Three participants needed to reduce external stimuli while
still attending in-person work sessions. To do so, one
participant used noise-canceling headphones to reduce
auditory stimulation in his work setting. Another participant
used headphones to listen to nature soundtracks to help
focus and calm her when she was not able to step outside.
DISCUSSION

Our interviews illuminated ways that neurodiverse teams
benefit from clearly established team norms and conflictresolution strategies. Typical team friction points can be
particularly problematic for neurodiverse teams. In
exploring design concepts for technology supports for
friction points, participants had diverse responses to our
design concepts. Thus, technologies need to address

individuality, even when striving for universal design.
Social Translucence in the Teamwork Design Space

To further our understanding of team breakdowns and
strategies, we integrated our findings into our design space.
Our original design space had two dimensions: team stages
and active users. However, these dimensions did not
adequately capture issues around identity, disclosure, and
social barriers. Students approached their project work
according to their individual comfort, which impacts one’s
executive functioning, social interactions, and cognitive
style. To address this gap, in the final version of our
teamwork design space (Table 4), we added a third
dimension to our design space, Social Translucence. Social
Translucence posits that the social connections of a team

Forming
Storming
Norming
Performing
1. Self-assess individual
4. Add-in module to support
6. Tech support to make needs 8. Personal work space
working style, strengths,
changes in routines (I; Ac)
and styles known to others
that can be incorporated
weaknesses (I)
5. Support student to express
(I, V)
into team deliverables
2. Create intersectional profile
confusion and needs
7. Adjust profile (and sharing
(I; Ac)
including privacy and
(“Repeat, please”) (I, Aw)
of attributes) as team bonds 9. Individual views of
disclosure rules (I)
and negotiates roles (I)
team calendars and
3. Neurotypical peers learn
work schedules (I; Ac)
about neurodiversity;
support disclosure
conversations (I, V)
10. Shared note taking in class
14. Neutral conflict resolver
19. Plan for variety of forms
24. Tech actor as the
Team
to discuss and clarify team
when tasks past due, etc.
of CMC and collaboration
project manager (Ac)
assignments (V; I)
(Ac)
(e.g., synchronous;
25. Support anonymous
11. Tech-mediated group
15. Explicit communication of
asynchronous; video; text;
requests to take
forming based on
work tasks and social
images) (I)
breaks, clarify
individual preferences,
information, e.g.,
20. Put in place team best
information (I, Aw)
work ethic and work styles
emotional state; confusion
practices (note taking,
26. Manage transitions
(I, V, Ac)
about instructions (V; Aw;
status reports) in the
between online/offline
12. Definition and allocation of
I)
format that works best for
work modes (V; Aw)
team roles (I)
16. Chat history to help keep
team and individual needs 27. Nuanced engagement
13. Begin developing team
everyone on same page
(Ac, I)
cues, e.g., members
identity (name, goals,
and for future reference,
21. Explicit knowledge of
are collocated/remote;
common interests) (I)
especially during times of
who owns a work task and
available/ limited
change (V, Aw, Ac, I)
explicit handoffs (V, Ac)
availability;
17. Convey engagement,
22. Supportive prompts for
restrictions (V; Aw)
when engaged in activities
those who are not as
28. Team workspace
that could be
comfortable speaking up
allowing for different
misunderstood
(I; V)
work styles (I, V)
(headphones; laptop use)
23. Support different paces of 29. Visualizations of
(I, V, Ac)
communication (e.g.,
collective team
18. Team escalation to
“Message read and being
progress and group
instructor (I, Ac)
considered”) (I, Aw)
well-being (I; Ac)
Student + 30. Facilitate introduction to
31. Facilitate raising questions 32. Upon request from
33. Performance reviews
Instructor
instructor, including
and escalating issues (I,
student, instructor advises
include self-reflection
individual needs and
Ac)
on role fit (I)
and teammate
learning style (I, V)
feedback (I, Ac)
Support
34. Express apprehension
35. Access support from
36. Learning and practicing
37. Support building skills
Peer
about team projects and
peers, providing context
team norms (I)
(e.g., presentations) (I,
prepare (I)
about project and current
Ac)
issue (Ac)
Table 4. The final iteration of our teamwork design space incorporating Social Translucence. Each cell in this framework is an
evolution of our design concepts, which are mapped to driving principle(s) of Social Translucence: Visibility (V), Accountability
(Ac), Awareness (Aw), and/or Identity (I).
Student
(Neurotypical or
-atypical)

improve collaboration. We propose this theory should be
extended to (1) advocate for social information to be made
more explicit online and in-person, and (2) include a fourth
principle, identity, to account for personal and group
identity work that occurs during collaboration. Below, we
expand on our arguments and describe a subset of our
design concepts (cross-referenced with Table 4 design
concept numbers).
Extending Social Translucence to Make
Information Explicit Online and In-Person

Social

A core premise of Social Translucence is that social
information is apparent and appropriately acted upon when
in-person. However, for autistic individuals, social
information is not readily apparent and can cause
misunderstandings and frustrations. For neurotypical team
members who may not be aware of this challenge and/or
diagnosis, knowing how to communicate effectively may be
difficult. Neurodiverse teams could benefit from explicit
visibility and awareness of social information when they are
online and even in-person. For instance, in-person and
online tools could help express emotional states or
ownership over a work task (#15). Helpful features of
online collaboration, such as asynchronous communication
and explicit hand-offs of tasks, could be implemented for
in-person interactions (#19, 21, 24).
Proposed Principle: Identity

Social Translucence encourages designers to make salient
social information visible. We argue that a model for
designing collaboration systems should have a rich
description of who is visible. The identities of collaborators
are not merely their name, organizational affiliation, and
photo commonly found in CSCL profiles. Richer profiles
would include salient attributes related to cognitive, social,
and work styles (#1, 2, 29). The profiles would also be
connected to a unifying team profile that would be used for
team representation in CSCL, such as the submission team
deliverables and showing team progress (#13, 28).
Designing for Identity

We focus on ways that technology can support values (e.g.,
individual comfort) and allow users to express those values
in user profiles. For example, designing for individual
comfort means accounting for (1) different modalities of
communication that are accessible to the individual (e.g.,
text, images, voice, video, in-person); (2) options to choose
between asynchronous and synchronous communication for
meetings and work; (3) supporting UDL needs, such as role
preferences (presenter, planner) (#11); and (4) work ethic
for team matching and task delegation (#12). We propose
these as profile attributes and personalized user experiences
in CSCL and personalization initiatives. Due to the
contextual, intersectional, and transitional nature of
identity, technology should support self-assessments of
personal needs (#1), faceted expressions of identity,
changes to identity and disclosure (#7).

We call for a Universal Design approach that accounts for
diversity across groups and individual differences within
groups. In a neurodiverse group, disclosure of one’s autism
is a personal decision. The need for explicit identity (e.g.,
“autistic”) should not be a prerequisite for accessing
customized support in any environment. Regardless of
disclosure status, students may seek visibility and
awareness of their preferences and needs so they can be
supported. Alternative ways to initiate support may help the
individual access support despite the fear of stigma (#24,
25, 27). For example, a person can add an anonymous
request of “I need to take a break” and the technology
suggests this new or adapted task to the team workflow.
Alternatively, students could pin a “strengths and
weaknesses” column in their profile on a team page, which
they may tailor to requirements of the project at hand. In
that way, autistic students and others can explain their
specific preferences, without disclosing a diagnostic label.
Another key design consideration is to balance individual
and team identities. When presenting their work and
deliverables outside the team, teams usually present
themselves as a collective identity and their work as a
collective effort. Recent studies suggest that in workplaces,
individuals are motivated more to contribute in programs
for physical and emotional wellbeing when they are
enrolled as a part of a larger team rather than participating
individually [20,22]. Features in the system can support
group identity and actions taken as a group that develop in
the norming stage (#13). During the critical stage of team
norming, tools provide access to best practices for
workflow process and foster team cohesion with fun, team
bonding activities. During performing stage, tools can
prompt the team to reflect on progress and fine-tune project
plans. Future research could explore design concepts for
collecting and visualizing collective team progress (#28).
Designing to Support Visibility

Socially translucent systems make visible the socially
significant information with control over how much
information is shared. During neurodiverse team
interactions, the students are learning and adjusting to team
norms and different communication styles. For example,
some participants said they preferred asynchronous
communication at times as it allows them time to process
the information and respond. Current chat features allow
awareness for when a person “is typing” or has read the
conversation. However, most do not provide cues to the
sender on processing or wait time, which may be
misinterpreted as being ignored. To support different paces
of communication, tools should include cues to convey that
the individual is still active and allow for pauses and repeats
during communication (#5, 23). In face-to-face settings,
such wait times may lead to moments of awkward silence
and misunderstandings. Using a communication aid to
indicate that a person is thinking or wants the information
repeated might facilitate mutual understanding.

Misunderstandings and hidden work occurred due to
different working styles, especially when an individual’s
communication and work ethic differed from the team
norm. Participants were unsure if their teammates were
making progress, when their teammates would be done, and
what would be expected of them when the document cycled
back to their ownership. The often ad-hoc workflow
process often involved manual collaboration steps, such as
an email thread with notices like, “I’m working on it offline
until 3 pm.” Without clear team norms and proactive
communication skills, these manual collaboration steps can
easily be forgotten or misunderstood. Additionally, team
norms improve with practice, repeated cycles of successful
collaborations, and detailed advice from experienced
collaborators, which are all factors often lacking in
neurodiverse student teams. Collaborative systems could
add more structured connections between documents and
workflow processes (e.g., schedule, next steps). Also,
systems could give instructors insight into the team’s
workflow practices to offer advice and share best practices.
Designing to Support Awareness

The second principle encourages creating awareness of
what information is shared among collaborators and their
constraints. Our research surfaced scenarios in which teams
faltered when collaborators’ engagement levels and
constraints were uncertain. For participants, awareness of
each other is not a binary status to only indicate:
“online/available” or “busy/away.” Related work has
investigated workplace use of socially translucent status
messages to indicate levels of concentration, time-pressure
and disturbance [53]. Unlike a work setting, at school,
norms are less established regarding time away or even
dropping a class. Students expressed a need for reassurance
about overall enrollment in a project and ongoing status.
Student participants wanted to know, and share, more
explicit knowledge about their teammate’s location, mood,
challenges, and intent of engagement. For example, a
student may use technology to indicate a status of “I can’t
get to my tasks today because I got called into work.”
Similarly, these types of technology-mediated expressions
of status can also be helpful when meeting in-person. For
example, someone can be physically present in a meeting
but appear to be disengaged due to their behavior or body
language. Technology-mediated in-person support could
include explanatory status such as “I’m on my laptop to
take meeting notes.” or “Stressed cuz I need to leave ten
minutes early.” (#5). To normalize such expressions of
limitations and needs, tools should elicit all teammates for
their level of availability and personal well-being (e.g.;
“Would you like your team to know how you are doing?”)
(#22, 27). The system can encourage all students to ask for
help from others if they need it, such as with a prompt
“Need help? Ask your team members for what you need this
week.” Such requests can then be relayed to other members
who are available. Participants were most comfortable
when team routines were predictable. To support adapting

to changes in routine, such as meeting off-campus,
technology could enact add-in module functionality (#4). A
student could use the add-in to pinpoint the new location on
a map, plan necessary commute changes, and request that
the first teammate to arrive post a location flag.
Designing to Support Accountability

Socially translucent systems support accountability of
actions among team members. When conflict arose about
accountability of completing tasks, student participants
described anxiety about speaking up, and if they did, they
could not tell if they were being too pushy or anxious.
Technology can be envisioned as a neutral tool for project
management and conflict resolution (#14, 24). Scheduling
tools could track if tasks are overdue and then probe the
student who has not finished to either extend or report back
on status and issues. Tools could also prompt other students
to discuss and escalate issues of accountability with support
systems (e.g., teaching assistants, trusted peers). These
systems helped participants maintain their own
accountability. However, these systems were not fully
activated because students were unsure who was
approachable and when. Technology could make supportive
relationships more explicit, and availability status more
transparent (#29, 30, 34). By coordinating task management
and helping initiate support, technology can minimize the
emotional stress of conflicts.
CONCLUSION

Our research motivates the need for HCI researchers and
designers to support development of more inclusive sociotechnical environments for teamwork. Throughout the team
stages, successful team projects leverage team member
strengths to form a cohesive team. Autistic students described
ways that technology can act as a mediator to provide them
support and structure in navigating the challenging
environment of higher education. There is a need to protect
privacy of these individuals, while supporting equity within
the team. By incorporating the notion of identity into the
design of socially translucent systems, technologies can
give people control over disclosure and mechanisms to
advocate for their needs in accessible, respectful, and
discrete ways. Our tailored design space for teamwork can
be used to explore more socially translucent ideas by
considering stakeholder values as they are negotiated across
team stages. Future research should prototype and evaluate
team-based technologies for neurodiverse teams to refine
our design space and design concepts. This advancement
can help mediate interactions among teammates, peers, and
instructors, and ultimately, support neurodiverse adults as
they pursue their goals in higher education.
ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

We are thankful to our participants and anonymous
reviewers for their feedback. This work was funded by the
National Science Foundation Graduate Research
Fellowship (#DGE-1256082), NSF awards IIS-1553167
and IIS-1702751, a University of Washington Innovation
Award, Facebook, and Microsoft.

REFERENCES

1. Charlotte Y. Alverson, Lauren E. Lindstrom, and Kara
A. Hirano. 2015. High School to College: Transition
Experiences of Young Adults With Autism. Focus on
Autism and Other Developmental Disabilities: 13.
2. American Psychiatric Association. 2013. Diagnostic and
Statistical Manual of Mental Disorders (5th ed.).
3. Anastasia H. Anderson, Jennifer Stephenson, and Mark
Carter. 2017. A systematic literature review of the
experiences and supports of students with autism
spectrum disorder in post-secondary education. In
Research in Autism Spectrum Disorders 39: 33–53.
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.rasd.2017.04.002
4. Laura Benton, Hilary Johnson, Emma Ashwin, Mark
Brosnan, and Beate Grawemeyer. 2012. Developing
IDEAS: Supporting Children with Autism Within a
Participatory Design Team. In Proceedings of the
SIGCHI Conference on Human Factors in Computing
Systems (CHI ’12), 2599–2608.
http://doi.org/10.1145/2207676.2208650
5. Pernille Bjørn and Ojelanki Ngwenyama. 2009. Virtual
team collaboration: building shared meaning, resolving
breakdowns and creating translucence. In Information
Systems Journal 19, 3: 227–253.
http://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2575.2007.00281.x
6. Erin Bradner, Wendy A. Kellogg, and Thomas Erickson.
1999. The adoption and use of BABBLE: A field study
of chat in the workplace. In ECSCW, 139–157.
7. David Bradshaw. 1989. Higher education, personal
qualities and employment: Teamwork. In Oxford Review
of Education, 15, 1: 55–71.
8. Emily Britton, Natalie Simper, Andrew Leger, and Jenn
Stephenson. 2017. Assessing teamwork in
undergraduate education: a measurement tool to
evaluate individual teamwork skills. In Assessment &
Evaluation in Higher Education, 42, 3378–397.
http://doi.org/10.1080/02602938.2015.1116497
9. Moira Burke, Robert Kraut, and Diane Williams. 2010.
Social use of computer-mediated communication by
adults on the autism spectrum. In Proceedings of the
2010 ACM Conference on Computer Supported
Cooperative Work, 425–434.
http://doi.org/10.1145/1718918.1718991
10. James E. Cotê and Charles G. Levince. 2014. Identity
Formation, Agency, and Culture: A social psychological
synthesis. Psychology Press.
11. Claire L. Dente and Kallie Parkinson Coles. 2012.
Ecological Approaches to Transition Planning for
Students with Autism and Asperger’s Syndrome. In
Children & Schools, 34, 1: 27–36.
http://doi.org/10.1093/cs/cdr002
12. Kathryn Egea, Soon-Kyeong Kim, Trish Andrews, and
Karin Behrens. 2010. Approaches used by cross-cultural
and cross-discipline students in teamwork for a first-year
course in web design. In Proceedings of the Twelfth
Australasian Conference on Computing Education, 103,
87–96.

13. Thomas Erickson and Wendy A. Kellogg. 2000. Social
translucence: an approach to designing systems that
support social processes. In ACM Transactions on
Computer-Human Interaction (TOCHI), 7, 1: 59–83.
14. Marc Fabri and Penny CS Andrews. 2016. Hurdles and
drivers affecting autistic students’ higher education
experience: Lessons learnt from the multinational
Autism&Uni research study. In 10th Annual
International Teaching, Education and Development
Conference (INTED), 7–9.
15. Marc Fabri and Penny CS Andrews. 2016. HumanCentered Design with Autistic University Students:
Interface, Interaction and Information Preferences. In
International Conference of Design, User Experience,
and Usability, 157–166.
16. Angela Fessl, Verónica Rivera-Pelayo, Viktoria
Pammer, and Simone Braun. 2012. Mood Tracking in
Virtual Meetings. In 21st Century Learning for 21st
Century Skills, Andrew Ravenscroft, Stefanie
Lindstaedt, Carlos Delgado Kloos and Davinia
Hernández-Leo (eds.). Springer Berlin Heidelberg, 377–
382. http://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-642-33263-0_30
17. Batya Friedman, David G. Hendry, and Alan Borning.
2017. A Survey of Value Sensitive Design Methods. In
Foundations and Trends® in Human–Computer
Interaction, 11, 2: 63–125.
http://doi.org/10.1561/1100000015
18. Brandi N. Frisby, Renee Kaufmann, and Anna-Carrie
Beck. 2016. Mediated group development and
dynamics: an examination of video chatting, Twitter,
and Facebook in group assignments. In Communication
Teacher 30, 4: 215–227.
http://doi.org/10.1080/17404622.2016.1219038
19. Eric Gilbert. 2012. Designing social translucence over
social networks. In Proceedings of the SIGCHI
Conference on Human Factors in Computing Systems,
2731–2740.
20. David G. Glance, Esther Ooi, Ye’elah Berman,
Charlotte F. Glance, and Hugh R. Barrett. 2016. Impact
of a Digital Activity Tracker-Based Workplace Activity
Program on Health and Wellbeing. In Proceedings of the
6th International Conference on Digital Health
Conference, 37–41.
http://doi.org/10.1145/2896338.2896345
21. Erving Goffman. 1959. The Presentation of Self in
Everyday LIfe. Anchor Books, New York.
22. Nanna Gorm and Irina Shklovski. 2016. Sharing Steps
in the Workplace: Changing Privacy Concerns Over
Time. In Proceedings of the SIGCHI Conference on
Human Factors in Computing Systems, 4315–4319.
http://doi.org/10.1145/2858036.2858352
23. Oliver L. Haimson, Jed R. Brubaker, Lynn
Dombrowski, and Gillian R. Hayes. 2015. Disclosure,
Stress, and Support During Gender Transition on
Facebook. In Proceedings of the 18th ACM Conference
on Computer Supported Cooperative Work & Social

Computing, 1176–1190.
http://doi.org/10.1145/2675133.2675152
24. Hwajung Hong, Jennifer G. Kim, Gregory D. Abowd,
and Rosa I. Arriaga. 2012. Designing a Social Network
to Support the Independence of Young Aults with
Autism. In Proceedings of the ACM Conference on
Computer Supported Cooperative Work, 627–636.
25. Haihong Hu. 2015. Building virtual teams: experiential
learning using emerging technologies. In E-Learning
and Digital Media 12, 1: 17–33.
http://doi.org/10.1177/2042753014558373
26. Jouni Ikonen, Antti Knutas, YongYi Wu, and Isaac
Agudo. 2015. Is the world ready or do we need more
tools for programming related teamwork? In
Proceedings of the 15th Koli Calling Conference on
Computing Education Research, 33–39.
http://doi.org/10.1145/2828959.2828978
27. Miloš Jovanović, Antoni-Lluís Mesquida, Nikola
Radaković, and Antonia Mas. 2016. Agile Retrospective
Games for Different Team Development Phases. In
Journal of Universal Computer Science, 22, 12: 1489–
1508.
28. Lorcan Kenny, Caroline Hattersley, Bonnie Molins,
Carole Buckley, Carol Povey, and Elizabeth Pellicano.
2016. Which Terms Should be Used to Describe
Autism? Perspectives from the UK Autism Community.
In Autism, 20, 4: 442–462.
http://doi.org/10.1177/1362361315588200
29. Shana Kopaczewski. 2017. Gunn and Heid: Teaching
small group development with reality TV. In
Communication Teacher, 31, 2: 74–78.
http://doi.org/10.1080/17404622.2017.1285410
30. Ioannis Krontiris and Nicolas Maisonneuve. 2011.
Participatory sensing: the tension between social
translucence and privacy. In Trustworthy Internet.
Springer, 159–170.
31. Patricia Lasserre, Steven McAvoy, and Geoffrey
Appleby. 2010. Quackback: a software for peer
evaluation within teams. In Proceedings of the 15th
Western Canadian Conference on Computing
Education, 6.
32. Liz Lee‐Kelley, Alf Crossman, and Anne Cannings.
2004. A social interaction approach to managing the
“invisibles” of virtual teams. In Industrial Management
& Data Systems, 104, 8: 650–657.
http://doi.org/10.1108/02635570410561636
33. Gustavo Lopez and Luis A. Guerrero. 2017. Awareness
Supporting Technologies used in Collaborative Systems:
A Systematic Literature Review. In Proceedings of the
2017 ACM Conference on Computer Supported
Cooperative Work and Social Computing, 808–820.
http://doi.org/10.1145/2998181.2998281
34. Yuliya Lutchyn, Paul Johns, Asta Roseway, and Mary
Czerwinski. 2015. MoodTracker: Monitoring Collective
Emotions in the Workplace. In Conference on Affective
Computing and Intelligent Interaction, 295–301.

35. David W. McDonald, Stephanie Gokhman, and Mark
Zachry. 2012. Building for social translucence: a domain
analysis and prototype system. In Proceedings of the
ACM 2012 Conference on Computer Supported
Cooperative Work, 637–646.
36. S. Mora, V. Rivera-Pelayo, and L. Müller. 2011.
Supporting mood awareness in collaborative settings. In
2011 7th International Conference on Collaborative
Computing: Networking, Applications and Worksharing
(CollaborateCom), 268–277.
http://doi.org/10.4108/icst.collaboratecom.2011.247091
37. Karin Niemantsverdriet, Mendel Broekhuijsen, Harm
van Essen, and Berry Eggen. 2016. Designing for MultiUser Interaction in the Home Environment:
Implementing Social Translucence. In Proceedings of
the 2016 ACM Conference on Designing Interactive
Systems, 1303–1314.
http://doi.org/10.1145/2901790.2901808
38. Kathleen O’Leary, Jacob O. Wobbrock, and Eve A.
Riskin. 2013. Q-Methodology as a Research and Design
Tool for HCI. In Proceedings of the SIGCHI Conference
on Human Factors in Computing Systems, 1941–1950.
39. Michael Oren and Stephen Gilbert. 2012. ConvoCons: a
tool for building affinity among distributed team
members. In Proceedings of the ACM 2012 Conference
on Computer Supported Cooperative Work, 1213–1222.
40. Raymond Orkwis and Kathleen McLane. 1998. A
Curriculum Every Student Can Use: Design Principles
for Student Access. ERIC/OSEP Topical Brief.
41. Gael I. Orsmond, Marty Wyngaarden Krauss, and
Marsha Mailick Seltzer. 2004. Peer relationships and
social and recreational activities among adolescents and
adults with autism. In Journal of autism and
developmental disorders, 34, 3: 245–256.
42. Adebowale Owoseni, Olusola Salami, Hossana
Twinomurinzi, and Jabu Mtsweni. 2017. Evolving a
New Community Through Tuckman Model and
WhatsApp Messaging Platform.
43. Linda Riebe, Antonia Girardi, and Craig Whitsed. 2016.
A systematic literature review of teamwork pedagogy in
higher education. In Small Group Research, 47, 6: 619–
664.
44. Kathryn E. Ringland, Christine T. Wolf, Heather
Faucett, Lynn Dombrowski, and Gillian R. Hayes. 2016.
“Will I Always Not Be Social?”: Re-Conceptualizing
Sociality in the Context of a Minecraft Community for
Autism. In Proceedings of the 2016 CHI Conference on
Human Factors in Computing Systems, 1256-1269.
45. David H. Rose, Wendy S. Harbour, Catherine Sam
Johnston, Samantha G. Daley, and Linda Abarbanell.
2006. Universal Design for Learning in Postsecondary
Education: Reflections on Principles and their
Application. In Journal of Postsecondary Education and
Disability 19, 2: 135–151.
46. Asta Roseway, Yuliya Lutchyn, Paul Johns, Elizabeth
Mynatt, and Mary Czerwinski. 2015. BioCrystal: An
Ambient Tool for Emotion and Communication. In

International Journal of Mobile Human Computer
Interaction, 7, 3: 20–41.
http://doi.org/10.4018/ijmhci.2015070102
47. C. Sanford, L. Newman, M. Wagner, R. Cameto, A.-M.
Knokey, and D. Shaver. The post-high school outcomes
of young adults with disabilities up to 6 years after high
school: Key findings from the National Longitudinal
Transition Study-2 (NLTS2). SRI International, Menlo
Park, CA. Retrieved from www.nlts2.org/reports
48. Ari Schlesinger, W. Keith Edwards, and Rebecca E.
Grinter. 2017. Intersectional HCI: Engaging Identity
through Gender, Race, and Class. In Proceedings of the
2017 CHI Conference on Human Factors in Computing
Systems, 5412–5427.
http://doi.org/10.1145/3025453.3025766
49. Bryan C. Semaan, Lauren M. Britton, and Bryan
Dosono. 2016. Transition Resilience with ICTs:
“Identity Awareness” in Veteran Re-Integration. In
Proceedings of the 2016 CHI Conference on Human
Factors in Computing Systems, 2882–2894.
http://doi.org/10.1145/2858036.2858109
50. Oliver Stefani, Milind Mahale, Achim Pross, and
Matthias Bues. 2011. SmartHeliosity: Emotional
Ergonomics Through Coloured Light. In Proceedings of
the Conference on Ergonomics and Health Aspects of
Work with Computers (EHAWC ’11), 226–235.
51. Charles Steinfield, Chyng-Yang Jang, and Ben Pfaff.
1999. Supporting virtual team collaboration: the
TeamSCOPE system. In Proceedings of the
International ACM SIGGROUP Conference on
Supporting Group Work, 81–90.
52. Masanori Sugimoto, Kazuhiro Hosoi, and Hiromichi
Hashizume. 2004. Caretta: a system for supporting faceto-face collaboration by integrating personal and shared
spaces. In Proceedings of the SIGCHI conference on
Human Factors in Computing Systems, 41–48.

53. Agnieszka Matysiak Szostek, Evangelos Karapanos,
Berry Eggen, and Mike Holenderski. 2008.
Understanding the implications of social translucence
for systems supporting communication at work. In
Proceedings of the 2008 ACM Conference on Computer
Supported Cooperative Work, 649–658.
54. Bruce W. Tuckman. 1965. Developmental Sequence in
Small Groups. In Psychological Bulletin, 63, 6: 384–
399.
55. Gregg C. Vanderheiden, Jutta Treviranus, Jose A.
Martinez Usero, Evangelos Bekiaris, Maria Gemou, and
Amrish O. Chourasia. 2012. Auto-Personalization:
Theory, Practice and Cross-Platform Implementation. In
Proceedings of the Human Factors and Ergonomics
Society Annual Meeting 56, 1: 926–930.
http://doi.org/10.1177/1071181312561193
56. Dhaval Vyas, Dirk Heylen, Anton Nijholt, and Gerrit C.
Van Der Veer. 2008. Designing awareness support for
distributed cooperative design teams. In Proceedings of
the 15th European conference on Cognitive ergonomics:
the ergonomics of cool interaction, 6.
57. Web Accessibility Initiative W3C. Diversity of Web
Users - How People with Disabilities Use the Web.
Retrieved September 15, 2017 from
http://www.w3.org/WAI/intro/people-useweb/diversity#cognitive
58. Annuska Zolyomi, Anne Spencer Ross, Arpita
Bhattacharya, Lauren Milne, and Sean Munson. 2017.
Value Sensitive Design for Neurodiverse Teams in
Higher Education. In Proceedings of the 19th
International ACM SIGACCESS Conference on
Computers and Accessibility, 353–354.
http://doi.org/10.1145/3132525.3134787
59. Facts About ASDs. CDC - Facts about Autism Spectrum
Disorders - NCBDDD. Retrieved April 9, 2016 from
http://www.cdc.gov/ncbddd/autism/facts.html

