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Figure 1: Information sharing needs of BPS and sighted people in social settings

ABSTRACT
Social inclusion of disabled people has been a topic of interest
in HCI research led by the rise of ubiquitous and camera-based
technologies. As the research area is increasing, a comprehensive
understanding of blind, partially sighted (BPS), and sighted peo-
ple’s needs in various social settings is needed to fully inform the
design of social technologies. To address this, we conducted semi-
structured individual and group interviews with 12 BPS and eight
sighted participants. Our findings show that context-dependent
information-sharing needs of BPS and sighted people vary across
social contexts (illustrated in Figure 1). While currently depending
on support from sighted companions, BPS participants expressed a
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strong sense of independence and agency. We discuss the tensions
between BPS people’s information needs, sighted people’s privacy
concerns, and implications for the design of social technologies to
support the social inclusion of BPS people.
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1 INTRODUCTION
Social interaction supports the critical human need to belong and to
form interpersonal relationships [11]. Effective interpersonal com-
munication and social interaction are necessary for professional
and personal relationships [37]. Non-verbal communication, such
as facial expressions, head movements, body posture, and hand
gestures, accounts for more than half of interpersonal communi-
cation [6, 7, 24, 28]. Blind and partially sighted (BPS) people often
encounter difficulties in social interactions due to the challenges in
understanding the social environment and non-verbal social cues
of people [14]. Limited access to non-verbal cues in social inter-
actions can cause misunderstanding, resulting in uncomfortable
and awkward situations [37] and communication breakdown [36],
such as difficulties catching up with a conversation, knowing oth-
ers’ feelings, and recognizing familiar people [32]. Such barriers
are often compounded by impatience and negative attitudes from
sighted people [22], leading to social exclusion and isolation of BPS
people in the long term [37, 41, 44].

‘Inclusive social interactions’ has been a topic of growing inter-
est in HCI and accessibility research. Most research has focused
on camera-based technologies with incredible potential and strong
socio-ethical implications [1, 26, 34, 45]. However, prior research
has found ethical and design challenges of this technology, such
as the consent of bystanders and the social acceptability of such
devices in public settings [29, 33] alongside privacy concerns of the
camera-based AT [4]. Furthermore, a lack of a contextual under-
standing of BPS people’s challenges and capabilities further adds
to the burden of exclusion in social interaction as BPS people may
have to deal with irrelevant or insufficient information in addition
to managing poorly designed assistive technologies (AT) [40]. On
the other hand, sighted bystanders interacting with BPS people
in a work environment may have privacy concerns regarding ‘in-
finitely sharing’ personal information through AT [2]. Given that
the willingness to share personal information is highly contextual,
more research is needed to investigate the information needs of
BPS people in diverse social contexts and the information-sharing
concerns of sighted people who have experience interacting with
BPS people. To this end, we address these research questions in
this work.

RQ1: What are BPS and sighted people’s information-sharing
needs and preferences in social interactions?

RQ2: How can technology facilitate mixed visual ability social
interactions?

The contributions of this work include (1) a deeper insight into
the information needs of BPS people and barriers to social inter-
action in diverse social situations and (2) design implications for
technologies to address the diverse information-sharing needs of
BPS and sighted people across social situations.

2 RELATEDWORK
Many studies have explored the facilitation of BPS people’s social in-
teraction by bridging the information gap due to the inaccessibility
of non-verbal interaction [2]. Camera-based assistive technologies
have been developed to transmit facial expressions and eye gaze to
BPS users. For example, Accessibility Bot on Facebook Messenger1

1https://www.messenger.com/

provides BPS people with identities and facial characteristics of
their friends captured by the camera of BPS people’s phones [45],
and the iCare Interaction Assistant, a wearable device that assists
BPS people in identifying their communication partners [31]. Fur-
ther examples include a haptic belt prototype to convey people’s
facial expressions to BPS users through vibrotactile cues [13]; Vi-
broGlove, which transmits different types of facial expressions of
the communicator via several vibration patterns [32]; Tactile Band
enables BPS people to access gaze signals from surrounding sighted
people through tactile feedback [39]. These examples take images
and translate them into haptics. Separately, Microsoft Seeing AI
includes a facial recognition app to help BPS users identify people’s
gender, age, and emotion from their pictures. Microsoft PeopleLens
[21] is a modified HoloLens that continuously captures images and
provides BPS users with information about the name, identity, pose,
and gaze direction of detected individuals and the total number of
nearby people. Both use vision to audio as modalities [8].

The standing location, attention direction, identities, physical
appearance, facial expression, gestures and body motions of sur-
rounding people, and the number of people standing in front has
been identified as the information needs of BPS people in social
interactions [30]. In addition, knowing people’s identity, relative
location, physical attributes, and facial expressions is essential for
BPS people [73], as well as information about people’s relationships
and availability for conversation [48]. BPS people desire to know
the number of individuals around and their activity, identity, and
proximity to feel secure in social contexts [1]. However, the focus
has been on people’s visual impairment without fully considering
the capabilities of BPS people. Although Zhao et al. [43, 45] in-
vestigated strategies that BPS people use for recognizing people in
social contexts, adequate empirical knowledge is still lacking on
how BPS people make accommodations for themselves to perceive
visual social cues and the limitations of these solutions.

Providing non-verbal information required by BPS people is the
first critical design requirement of assistive technologies for facil-
itating social interactions [38]. Researchers and designers must
recognize the most essential information requirements of BPS peo-
ple in social interactions. To fill this gap, we investigated the non-
verbal information needs of BPS people from amore comprehensive
perspective by understanding both their capabilities and challenges
in social interactions. As part of communication mechanisms, so-
cial interactions are a two-way street. Therefore, besides looking
into the information needs of BPS people, we also explore sighted
people’s needs and barriers in communicating with BPS people.

3 METHOD
We conducted individual and group semi-structured interviewswith
20 BPS and sighted participants. We build on previous research
to investigate the information-sharing needs of BPS and sighted
people, the effect of situational and contextual factors, and the
potential role of technology in supporting mixed visual ability
social interactions [19] [2, 6, 25].

3.1 Interviews
We conducted online semi-structured individual and group inter-
views with BPS people and sighted people via Microsoft Teams
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Table 1: BPS participants’ demographic information

ID Age Gender Location Occupation Visual Impairment Years since
Onset

Individual Interview Participants
VP1 77 M UK Retired Blind, no light perception 40
VP2 25 M USA Not employed Low visual acuity, with colour perception 6
VP3 28 M UK Employed Loss of central vision 5
VP4 25 M UK Employed Blind, with light perception 6
VP5 22 M UK Student Low visual acuity, with colour perception 5
VP6 21 F UK Student Low visual acuity, with colour perception 5
VP7 25 F UK Student Low visual acuity, with colour perception 4
Group Interview Participants
VGP1 23 M UK Employed Low visual acuity, with colour perception 4
VGP2 48 F UK Charity Loss of central vision 30
VGP3 26 M UK Employed Loss of peripheral vision 4
VGP4 56 F China Employed Loss of central vision 19
VGP5 30 M UK Employed Low visual acuity, with colour perception 4

which lasted between 40 – 60 minutes. Each participant was offered
a £10 or $10 Amazon voucher after the interview as compensation
for their time. Ethical consent was obtained from the university’s
departmental ethics committee.

3.1.1 Individual Interviews. The individual interviews with BPS
participants focused on their lived experiences of social interac-
tions with BPS and sighted people and the information needs and
barriers that affect their engagement in social activities. The in-
terview comprised four sections: (1) general information about
participants’ lived experience of visual impairment, (2) previous
experiences of social interactions and reflecting on positive and
negative experiences, (3) strategies to navigate social interactions
in mixed visual-ability social settings, and (4) attitudes towards
technology to facilitate social interactions.

3.1.2 Group Interviews. The findings from the individual inter-
views were essential to developing an initial understanding of our
research topic. However, we recognized the need for discussion
and presenting contrasting perspectives and diverse ideas in the in-
terviews [43][35]. Therefore, two group interviews were conducted
with mixed visual ability participants: Group A with three BPS
participants (VGP1-VGP3) and three sighted participants (SGP3-
SGP5); Group B with two BPS participants (VGP4, VGP5) and two
sighted participants (SGP1, SGP2). In the group interviews, we con-
ducted a role-play of six social scenarios between BPS and sighted
participants (approaching people for help, workplace gathering, at
a party, interacting with friends or family members, making new
friends, public space/transportation) to further investigate informa-
tion needs of BPS participants and information sharing preferences
of sighted participants.

3.2 Participants
Twelve BPS (4 female, 8 male) and eight sighted people (5 female, 3
male) with experience of interacting with BPS people participated
in the interviews. Participants were recruited through word of

mouth, disabled people’s organizations, and public social media
forums.

The 12 BPS participants (VP1 – VP7, VGP1 – VGP 5) were aged
between 21 and 77 years (mean= 33.83, SD= 16.63), and themajority
lived in the UK except for VP2 and VGP who were from the USA
and China respectively. All participants were partially sighted with
some form of central or peripheral vision except VP1 and VP4, who
had no residual vision. One participant (VP2) was unemployed,
one was retired (VP1), and the rest worked as a volunteer (VGP2)
or were students or employed. The participants had a minimum
of 4 years of lived experience of visual impairment; none reported
having visual impairment since birth. Table 2 summarizes the BPS
participants for individual and group interviews.

The eight sighted participants (SP1 – SP3, SGP1 – SGP5) were
aged between 22 – 39 years (mean = 26.75, SD = 4.89) and lived in
the UK, except SP1 and SGP4, who lived in the USA. All participants
were related to a BPS personwith partial central or peripheral vision
or total blindness (SP2, SP3) for at least two years since the onset
of visual impairment. Detailed demographic information of the
participants is presented in Table 3.

3.3 Data Analysis
The individual and group interviews were audio-recorded and tran-
scribed. The interview procedure is described in Appendix B. We
used an inductive thematic analysis [15] approach to analyze the
interview data. First, transcripts were anonymized to remove any
personal information about the participants that was brought up
in the interviews. Next, we used NVivo 12 software to conduct
the initial coding and then organize the codes into three broader
themes: (1) BPS People’s Information Needs in Social Interactions,
(2) Information-sharing Concerns in Technology-Mediated Social
Interactions, and (3) Exploring Information Sharing in Social Con-
texts.
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Table 2: Sighted participants’ demographic information

ID Age Gender Location Relationship to BPS
People

Visual Impairment of Related BPS people Years since
Onset

Individual Interview Participants
SP1 27 F USA Niece Low visual acuity, with colour perception 5
SP2 24 F UK Cousin Totally blind 5
SP3 24 F UK Family Member Totally blind 7
Group Interview Participants
SGP1 26 M UK Family Member Loss of central vision 8
SGP2 22 F UK Family Member Low visual acuity, with colour perception not disclosed
SGP3 25 M UK Family Member Loss of central vision 5
SGP4 27 F USA Family Member Low visual acuity, with colour perception 2
SGP5 39 M UK Family Member Loss of central vision 6

4 FINDINGS
4.1 BPS People’s Information Needs in Social

Interactions
BPS participants described the challenges experienced during social
interactions. The most common issue was feeling isolated, espe-
cially in group gatherings, due to the lack of access to non-verbal
cues and visual information and limited support from sighted com-
panions. In general, BPS participants relied on their capabilities
and descriptions from sighted companions to access the non-verbal
visual information. However, this was severely restricted due to its
dependence on the sighted companions’ knowledge of and famil-
iarity with the social setting.

4.1.1 Information needs of BPS people in social interactions. All BPS
participants preferred visual information such as spatial layout and
characteristics, general behavior of the people in their surround-
ings, and non-verbal social cues (movement and gestures of people
during an interaction, facial expression, appearance). Information
about people’s facial expressions was the most frequently men-
tioned by BPS participants. VP7, who is partially sighted, shared
the concern that not being able to recognize people often stops
them from initiating conversations and, therefore, leads to social
awkwardness as the other person may not be aware of their visual
impairment (which can vary due to ambient light, stress, and other
health factors) at the time —“… help me to know how I should also
feel about the particular person. If someone is approaching me looking
so happy to see me, I should also give back a smile expression. And it
would be much helpful.” (VP7)

In addition to the facial expressions, partially sighted participants
were also interested in general descriptions of the people around
them, including what they were wearing and how they looked.
Interestingly, many BPS participants expressed great interest in
knowing people’s appearance and attire yet felt embarrassed to ask.
One participant (VP2) showed concerns about people not following
health and safety guidelines in front of BPS people because of their
visual impairment. VP4 commented that knowing the description
of the person they interact with can enable BPS people to be aware
of their surroundings for potential health and safety risks — “What
the person is wearing. So, if anything happens to me, I might explain
it to someone.” (VP4)

Gender identity was also deemed important to appropriately
address people in social settings, yet BPS participants shared the
concern that voice was not sufficient to identify an individual’s
gender and could lead to awkwardness. — “We have a friend who
sounds like a guy, but she’s actually a girl. So I just feel we should
know the gender of the person so we can appropriately address them.”
(VP6)

Some BPS participants reported it would be useful to receive
information about people’s ages because sighted people can guess it
by people’s figures and faces, but BPS people are unable to do that.
BPS participants had mixed preferences for knowing the ethnicity
of the person during the interaction; some participants thought
the ethnicity information was unnecessary and did not impact the
interaction, while other participants mentioned a passing interest
(VP1, VGP2).

Where possible, partially sighted participants preferred to use
their residual vision to familiarize themselves with the environment
and identify people. VGP2, who lost her central vision, described
her experience of recognizing people from the outline of people’s
shape and their dressing styles and how she could tell whether
people were available for help — “I can kind of tell by their body
language that they’re open. I try not to ask somebody who looks busy
or looks like they’re in a hurry or agitated.” (VGP2)

Apart from visual and behavioral attributes, BPS participants
also wanted to learn about the environment when socially inter-
acting with people, including the physical environment and spatial
environment — “I would like to know how many people there are
and what’s the sequence of sitting and what’s in front of me like that
meeting room is how they set … And then, if there like a party, that
where the table seat and what’s the surrounding, how the, how the
room looks like.” (VGP4)

4.1.2 The role of sighted companion in addressing these needs. In-
formation sharing is a complex issue, as noted by VGP2, “I want
access to all the information, but I also want to choose what I want
to receive.” Particularly as BPS people experience social isolation
and loss of agency due to reliance on sighted people, the need for
access to information that is easily available to sighted people is
not trivial. It highlights the societal and cultural injustice many
people face due to their disability, as eloquently put by VGP2 —
“And don’t forget the sighted person can see… It’s so blooming unfair.
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A sighted person is looking, and she’s calculating all the time. But a
VI person can’t do that. There’s, no fairness in that.” (VGP2)

BPS participants described the significant impact of sighted com-
panions and caregivers in social settings; where sighted companions
were forthcoming, supportive, and well-informed, BPS participants
found the social experience enjoyable and felt included as the com-
panion would describe the non-verbal information to them. This
information often included facial expressions and reactions of peo-
ple around them — “When having group discussions, I don’t usually
associate with them [other sighted] much because of my condition.
So I have a friend that normally comes down to me in one-on-one
discussions and explains it more to me.” (VP5)

Another major problem was sighted people’s lack of understand-
ing and awareness of visual impairment. Some BPS participants felt
sighted caregivers were not always reliable and often overlooked
BPS people’s needs. The lack of awareness of visual impairment and
support needs of BPS people meant that sighted people sometimes
failed to provide useful information or to explain it in a way that
would cause confusion. Furthermore, they commented that large
social gatherings could be less inclusive due to several simultaneous
activities, leading to BPS people not being able to participate in
group activities like games and feeling left out — “The event that
I attended, I went there with a friend, and my friend left without
leaving a note to me when she had gone. So I just hung there.” (VP4)

Sighted participants also reflected on the challenges of commu-
nicating in mixed-visual ability group gatherings. One sighted
participant (SP1) described that verbal communication with BPS
people was not efficient and required a lot of effort to give audio
descriptions, which were time-consuming and needed patience.
While they advocated for verbal communication, SP1 reflected that
the time and efforted required in describing often led to the social
exclusion of BPS people — “I do not feel too good because sometimes
it makes things slow. Sometimes you might just have just wanted
things to happen fast and wait for no one… It takes a longer time to
explain and then communicate the process.” (SP1)

4.2 Information-sharing Concerns in
Technology-Mediated Social Interactions

We asked sighted participants about their preferences for sharing
their visual and behavioral information with BPS people, and the
responses included mixed opinions and concerns about the pri-
vacy and confidentiality of personal information, particularly if
shared through technology. Some participants were reluctant to
share personal information such as their name, age, and ethnicity,
which would not be obvious to a sighted person at a glance but did
not mind sharing visual information (height approximation, attire,
movement, and behavior) — “I feel it’s fine sharing [visual cues] with
them as far as it’s not personal information then fine.” (SGP4)

Meanwhile, several participants did not object to BPS people
having access to their personal and social information, which they
already share on online social media — “I have [shared my informa-
tion] on my Facebook or my LinkedIn account. I think I’m willing to
share this information because I put them there, and if he could see
them… he would definitely see them. It’s not fair to not give the same
treatment to somebody who can’t see and a person who can see. So I

think it’s OK for me for a blind person to know my information that’s
already on there.” (SP3)

Three BPS participants and two sighted participants suggested
that the technologies should ask for permission before their infor-
mation is shared with BPS people. Sighted participants desired
to have full control in choosing what information is shared about
them, when, and with whom (SGP2). Furthermore, SP1 commented
that technology should allow them to share and withdraw any in-
formation if they later change their mind — “When at the point of
activation … of course, I would register, probably you wanna capture
information or something. So I feel, probably, a consent form can be
sent to my mail. OK. This person wants this information, and are you
willing to share this information with this person? Then I can tick the
boxes, and at the same time, I can leave the boxes unticked. […]And
then I think it should also give me the right to withdraw at any given
time.” (SP1)

Being asked for consent might give them a sense of security,
confirming that only appropriate information is shared. One pos-
sible way this could happen, as suggested by VGP2, is to have a
swipe-through mechanism for people in the vicinity to be able to
initiate social interaction. This would provide both parties with the
control to allow or decline the request to share information and
initiate social interaction. However, this also raised concern about
the usefulness of the technology if people are unwilling to share in-
formation, as it would lead to further exclusion and stigmatization
of BPS people — “So if we don’t give consent, will this device still tell
me that I’m standing in front of, I don’t know, Jonathan, who is 30
years old? If Jonathan ticks ‘No’ and I tick ‘No’, then the machine is
not gonna work, is it?” (VGP2)

Another suggestion was to give consent to share their infor-
mation each time they are in a social setting where a BPS person
could be using this technology. Several participants, including VP6,
suggested they would like to receive notifications when their infor-
mation is shared. Others felt comfortable with sharing a “standard
bio,” which could be shared with everyone without having to ap-
prove it each time — “I think I prefer to know who is able to access
my information and decide whether or not I want to share it.” (VP6)

Participants discussed their preferences for information to share
in a “standard bio” — emphasizing the need to be able to choose
the information that should be shared and the ability to change
the information-sharing preferences in different contexts — “There
should be like a chat box where I’m asked certain things I feel comfort-
able about sharing… Would you like them to know your height, race,
color, and all of that? Then I get to choose what I feel is comfortable
for me. So, whatever I feel uncomfortable with should not be shared…
that allows me to add and delete.” (SP2)

4.3 Exploring Information Sharing in Social
Contexts

We used scenarios to further investigate how different social situ-
ations influence the information needs of BPS people. These sce-
narios included situations that would normally occur in the partici-
pants’ routine activities. For example, approaching people for help,
attending a workplace gathering, at an informal party, interacting
with friends and family, making new friends, and in a public space
/ on public transport. From the discussions with participants, we
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Table 3: Information sharing in diverse social contexts

Social Context Information
Category

Information Need Information Sharing Concern/Risk

Arriving at a
gathering / public
transport / work
environment

Spatial /
Environmental
Information

Overall description of the space, the attendees
present in the room, activities, and the general
movement of the attendees. This would help to create
a general awareness of the space for the BPS person
to situate themselves and comfortably navigate the
space.

Low risk: Participants did not share any
concern as no personal information
about them was needed at this stage.

General
appearance and
behavior of the
attendees

The number of people in the room, what they are
wearing, what they are doing, and their location in
the space. This

Low-medium risk: Participants did not
share any specific concern as no
personal information about them was
needed at this stage.

Locating
familiar people

Basic description of
the person and
non-verbal
behavioral cues

The location of known persons in the vicinity and
being guided to them. Once closer, knowing the
behavior and emotional state of the person. Are they
busy talking to someone else? Do they appear to be
free and receptive? What are their facial expressions?

Medium-high risk: Participants shared
concern about personal information being
shared and would like to decide with
whom who to share this information.
Additionally, they would like to receive the
same information about the recipient. In
general, participants were more likely to
share this information with a person of the
same gender or with someone they know.

Interacting with
someone

The person’s appearance (what they are wearing) and
other attributes such as their height, age, gender, and
ethnicity. Additionally, during interaction,
non-verbal cues such as facial expressions, body
language, and eye movement would enhance the
social interaction.

Interacting with
a friend, family
member

Intimate physical
description of the
person

The person’s detailed appearance such as the shape
of their body, their eye and hair color, whether their
appearance has changed since the last interaction.

High risk: Participants wanted to be
able to decide which information is
shared, with whom, and when. They
would like to be asked each time
someone requests this information in an
interaction.

identified five information categories BPS people found useful about
their environment, people in their surroundings, and interactions
with people (as illustrated in Figure 1). Table 1 below describes the
information needs of BPS people and information-sharing concerns
of other people in diverse social contexts.

5 DISCUSSION
5.1 Information sharing in mixed visual-ability

social interactions
Our findings highlight the tension between sighted people’s pri-
vacy concerns and the desire to support the social inclusion of
BPS people. Both BPS and sighted participants demonstrated great
understanding and awareness of the value of non-verbal informa-
tion in social interactions. Despite the desire to support the social
inclusion of BPS people, sighted participants shared concerns re-
garding their personal information, such as the description of their
appearance, attire, behavior, age, ethnicity, and other information
being captured via camera-based technologies. These findings are
consistent with previous research exploring the privacy concerns of
bystanders in the context of camera-based technologies [3, 4, 17, 36].
Our findings also highlight the contextual nuances that may impact
the sighted people’s decision to share information where the BPS

person is not perceived to be a threat. For example, the sighted par-
ticipants showed more willingness to share personal information
with BPS people of the same gender or with BPS people whom they
had previously met.

These findings are in line with the prior studies reporting the im-
portance of consent [3]. Future research should further investigate
the meaning of ‘consent’ to bystanders in different contexts. For
example, if an individual accepts an invitation to a party, it may
mean he has already granted consent to share his information at
that party. To protect privacy and satisfy the needs of BPS people, a
possible design solution could be a feedback system on the device to
let bystanders know they are detected and request confirmation of
the information to be shared. Consequently, sighted people should
also have access to the information of people with whom their
information is being shared. As the social context is the main factor
influencing both BPS people’s information needs and bystanders’
information-sharing preferences, the two fields may overlap.

5.2 Context-adaptive social technologies to
support information sharing

Our findings show that BPS people’s information needs in social
interactions are dependent on the context and BPS users themselves.
This is in line with previous findings exploring the importance of
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context-specific information [4]. The need for access to concise,
relevant, and appropriate information was identified in our findings,
as all participants unanimously agreed that information can only
be effective and useful when provided in a concise, appropriate,
and user-friendly way. Both sighted and BPS participants desired
to have control over what to share and what to receive and sought
ways to customize the information sharing and receiving prefer-
ences according to the social context. In Figure 1, we highlight the
varying information needs of BPS people in different contexts.

Context-adaptive or context-aware technologies [18] have been
explored with HCI research in the context of personal informat-
ics [16, 42], healthcare [9, 10], and learning [5, 23, 25]. Although
the applications have been primarily human-centric, collecting or
providing information to the technology user based on the user’s
movement and behavior. Some examples of such technologies
are physical activity and health-tracking wearables, interactive
displays, and, more recently, video games and digital personal as-
sistants [27]. Context-adaptive social technologies could support
BPS people’s information needs by allowing customization of the
type of information the user may wish to share or receive in a
specific social context. For example, when seeking help in a train
station, the technology could be adapted to locate a reliable person
of authority, such as train station staff or a police officer, and guide
the user away from potential hazards such as street furniture and
obstacles, crowds, dogs, and groups of children. Whereas, when in
a workplace gathering, the user could be supported to describe the
space layout, food, and seating arrangements, locate a person of
interest, and describe the persona’s appearance and behavior, in par-
ticular when a familiar person is in the visual field and is indicating
non-verbal cues (e.g., making eye contact, smiling). Technologies
could also be made to adapt to the user’s needs, behaviors, and
interactions. For example, in low ambient light, a partially sighted
person may find it difficult to see and require more information.

Beyond the functionality, ease of use, efficiency, and accuracy of
the technology are some of the non-tangible yet important needs
identified in this study. The information provided by the technology
should be designed to be brief and intuitive as well as multimodal
to enable users to adapt the technology to their preferences in
different social contexts.

5.3 Limitations and Future Work
Although our findings have provided rich insights into the infor-
mation needs of BPS people and information sharing by sighted
people, we recognize that the number of participants in this study is
relatively small and may affect the generalizability of our findings
to a larger sample. Furthermore, all the sighted participants were
family members of a BPS person and understood the challenges
around the social inclusion of BPS people. Research has demon-
strated that the relationship between the BPS and sighted persons
could influence information-sharing preferences [12]; further re-
search in this area should explore the information-sharing concerns
with sighted persons with diverse experiences and in a wider range
of social settings.

6 CONCLUSION
This study investigated the needs of BPS people in diverse social
contexts and the potential role of social technologies in addressing
these needs. Our findings demonstrate that, in the absence of appro-
priate technologies, BPS people often rely on sighted family mem-
bers’ support to navigate social settings, including learning about
the environment, locating persons of interest, initiating conversa-
tions, and getting a description of people’s appearance and behavior.
Additionally, participants raised concerns regarding information
privacy and security and the need for explicit consent in sharing
information with the technology and subsequently sharing it with
technology users. We discussed the potential of social technologies
to support the information-sharing and receiving needs of BPS and
sighted people in diverse social contexts. Our findings contribute a
deeper insight into the information needs of BPS people and the
information-sharing preferences of sighted people in the context
of social technologies. We also contribute recommendations for
the design technologies to address the diverse information-sharing
needs of BPS and sighted people across social situations.
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