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Priority needs

Ageing is accompanied by an increased risk of loss of autonomy [1][2], and ageing
people want to stay at home[3].
» Loss of autonomy is associated with an increased

of domestic accidents.

A solution: conversational agents

« A conversational agent (CA), often referred to as a chatbot, is a type of artificial
intelligence software that can simulate a conversation (or a chat) with a user in
natural language through messaging applications, websites, mobile apps, or

through the telephone ».
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Vocal/Text interactions

Advantages: help limit domestic risks and are recognized as acceptable for seniors

[4].
Disadvantages: However, few technologies correspond to older individuals real

needs [5], and ethical issues [6] must be considered.

» It is essential to prioritize placing the user at the center of the design process."

Co-designh methods

One potential solution lies in adopting co-design methods specifically tailored for

older individuals.
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Participatory design is based on close collaboration among end-users, designers,

developers, and other stakeholders throughout the design process. This ensures

that the system is easy to use, efficient, and adapted to users' needs [7].

Bibliography

[1] Santé Publique France. (2022). Bien vieillir.

[2] Libault. D. (2019). Concertation Grand dgé et autonomie. Ministere des Solidarités et de la Santé. Ministere des
solidarités, de 'autonomie et des personnes handicapées. (2022). Grand age : le Gouvernement engagé en faveur du bien
vieillir a domicile et en établissement.

[3] Forsyth, A., & Molinsky, J. (2021). What is aging in place? Confusions and contradictions. Housing Policy Debate, 31(2),
181-196.

[4] Arnold, A., Kolody, S., Comeau, A., & Miguel Cruz, A. (2022). What does the literature say about the use of personal voice
assistants in older adults? A scoping review. Disability and Rehabilitation: Assistive Technology, 1-12.

[5] Rolfe, S., McCall, V., Gibson, G., Pusram, A., & Robertson, J. (2023). What works in co-producing assistive technology
solutions with older people: a scoping review of the evidence. Ageing & Society, 1-27.

[6] Salomé, S., & Monfort, E. (2023). Révolution numérique et agisme: les enjeux éthiques de l'intelligence artificielle pour
les personnes agées. NPG Neurologie-Psychiatrie-Gériatrie.

[7] Greenbaum, J., & Kyng, M. (Eds.). (1991). Design at work : Cooperative design of computer systems (Vol. 30). Hillsdale, NJ:
Lawrence Erlbaum

[8] Arksey, H., & O'Malley, L. (2005). Scoping studies: towards a methodological framework. International journal of social
research methodology, 8(1), 19-32.

A review of AC co-desigh methods

In this context, we carried out a literature review using the PRISMA method [8] to

assess existing data on co-design in relation to older people and CA.
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Results: 19 projects identified.

— 3 waves of research
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Records excluded based on
inclusion and exclusion criteria
(n=73)

Title/abstract screened
(n=130)
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Screening

Full text articles screened Excludes (n = 41)

(n=64) Reasons :
eAge < 60 years (n=7)

*Not a co-design method (n = 12)
eNot describe the co-design
method (n=7)

*Not our definition of CA (n=9)
eModel study (n = 6)
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Studies included in review
(n=19)
Complementary articles to other
studies
(n=4)

Include

Few projects reported age-related changes in methods,
Numerous sampling biases were observed

No consensus was identified on the form or structure of methods,
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A lack of description of co-design workshops was noted

Focus on Method Effectiveness

Measuring the effectiveness of AC co-design was limited by:

v' The absence of criteria for defining effectiveness,

v The lack of measures to evaluate the effects of co-desigh on CA beyond

usability measures,
v'  The lack of objective measures in the reviewed studies,
v'  The limited number of CA prototypes created by the authors,

v'  The lack of a comparable CA prototype

Our Recommendations

To enhance the quality, transparency, and reproducibility of AC co-design studies

for the older peoples, we propose the following:

v' Include a diversity of participants to represent the variability within the older
peoples,

v’ Evaluate co-design approaches using uniform evaluation criteria,

v’ Establish a theoretically sound frame of reference to standardise practices

What about the future?

Create and test a method for co-designing CA for the older peoples. This involves:

v'  Integrating a wide diversity of older peoples individuals,

v'  Identifying indicators associated or not with the effectiveness of the co-design
method,

v Identifying factors that contribute to the effectiveness, acceptability, and

usability of CAs.



