
Literature Review: 
 
Introduction 
 
Male dominated societal norms have seen women consistently excluded from digital design            
processes. The question, “how do we develop digital design processes with African women at              
the centre?” seems like one that has been ignored and not prioritised, especially in a world                
where women face harsh inequalities, which are further compounded for African women. Even             
services specifically targeted towards women (such as maternal and infant health) are designed             
taking into consideration third party stakeholders other than women and children for example,             
health care professionals. By ignoring African women in service design, we are ignoring             
approximately half of the continent’s population for services that are utilised by the entire              
population.  
 
Understanding gender dynamics in diverse sectors and adopting design processes that take            
into account these differences, requires intentional effort and collaboration amongst various           
stakeholders through systematic and effective methodological approaches. Allocating resources         
to familiarise oneself with contextual realities and nuances is fundamental in achieving success             
of service interventions amongst communities. More importantly, analysing the complexities in           
relationships across realities, which exist even within the same communities, and breaking            
down the complex identity politics beyond binary gender terms is argued as a winning strategy               
in inclusive service design. Taking into consideration the intersection of gender and other             
markers such as income, age, education, marital status, tribe, and geographical location reveals             
how even individuals of the same gender within the same community have significantly diverse              
experiences. This naturally complicates the design process. 
 
How then do we design common services for such diverse groups? How do we make service                
design more inclusive to African women who suffer inequality in society and are marginalised?              
Admittedly, the design process has evolved over the years from more user centric processes to               
more participatory methods, which has subsequently improved research and project outcomes.           
This literature review attempts to vocalise how gender dynamics play out in the design process.               
By inviting users of the end products as experts and including marginalised people as              
participants in the design process, we see that this positively impacts communities by not only               
having services that work, especially for marginalised groups, but also the contribution to more              
awareness of issues and problems affecting society. 
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Co-Design process 
Co-design refers to collective creativity of designers and people not trained in design working              
together in the design development process [1]. We see that co-design, a variation of              
participative approaches, “user as partner”, is often confused with co-creation, which is a             
broader term referring to collective creativity. Co-design is therefore, a specific instance of             
co-creation [1]. A central feature of co-design is the transition from viewing designers as experts               
and potential users as informants to engaging stakeholders as partners [1]. 
 
In typical co-design or action research projects, once information has been gathered about the              
prevailing problem, the next steps would involve prototyping and settling on a working solution              
after a few engagements. This approach, especially in development contexts, suffers from            
structural problems that often make true co-design impossible because target users don’t feel             
comfortable criticising or even using technology [2]. In these cases we see the designer taking               
design decisions based on their interpretation of the feedback from the users. Molapo et al. [3]                
argue that one can develop a design process that is considerate of their users’ literacy and                
experience. This can be done by prioritising the development of confidence level and             
experience of participants, by adopting techniques common in participatory workshops e.g. role            
playing and brainstorming and the use of high-fidelity prototypes [4]. 
 
In order to support participants prepare for the design process, researchers adopt a technique              
called co-design readiness. Co-design readiness is where participants unfamiliar with the design            
process gain confidence and can voice their ideas and opinions towards solving their problems.              
C. Mburu et al. [5] observe that having separate sessions, and pairing up methods, empowered               
stakeholders to generate numerous design ideas despite the group dynamics that were            
previously prone to conflict and exhibited power imbalances.  

  
Co-design is seen to get more complicated when researchers are investigating sensitive topics             
e.g. health or conducting research with vulnerable populations. Past studies also reveal new             
complex challenges such as power imbalances, dilemma in responding to vulnerable           
respondents, loss of respondents, difficulty in recruiting respondents, and boundary          
maintenance between the researcher’s role and objective of the study. By researchers            
familiarising themselves with the research context and the participants before conducting           
research in sensitive contexts, employing appropriate research methods that are emotionally           
safe for vulnerable participants, practising self-care and avoidance of compassion fatigue, they            
can overcome co-design challenges. An illustration of how vital methodology is, was well             
illustrated in a research study by C. Mburu et al. [5] which sought to support mothers of preterm                  
infants using technology in Capetown, South Africa. The study was focused on identifying             
methods that empowered and fully engaged the participants, such as role playing that allowed              
the doctors to empathise with the mothers’ experience, understand their need for            
communication, and collaborate in new ideas of interacting better with mothers who came to              
their hospital.  
 
Participatory action research 
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Participatory action research (PAR) or action research, as it is sometimes known, has in its               
implementation and underpinning philosophies of an action purpose. This action purpose           
differentiates PAR from methods whose primary aim is to research or investigate [6]. This              
approach puts together the expertise of the systems designers/researchers and the situated            
expertise of the people whose work is to be impacted by the change. It is important to stress the                   
importance of relying on the people’s experiences, and availing to them resources to enable              
them to act in their current situation [7].      
PAR is defined by its collaborative and participatory nature, PAR therefore moves right away              
from the idea of the ‘outside expert’ coming into a community to examine, theorise and propose                
solutions because the community of research interest is involved at every step as active              
partners. 

 
We can see both co-design and PAR being adopted and what this looks like is the case in                  
Lesotho [3], where they were designing a feedback-integrated platform for community health            
education using mobile multimedia. The methodology involves empowered design which refers           
to designing technology, but making sure that the community can mold the resulting design              
rather than forcing the community to mold itself to our design [8]. Additionally, the methodology               
allowed for empowering for participation, which prioritises devising the most ideal ways to             
engage participants (in this case community health workers, CHWs) and empower them to             
participate in the design and research process. Thus building in them the confidence and              
capability to articulate their needs and devise or propose technical solutions [9]. This study              
began by understanding and discovering the needs of the nurses and CHWs in order to foster                
discussion around the existing solution and possible improvements. At this point their            
participation went as far as narrating their struggles with the mobile phones used as a result of                 
the limited prior experience and possibilities existing in smartphone and app use. In order to               
amplify their voice in the design process they had to be empowered to a point where they could                  
easily contribute ideas, analyses and experiences. Molapo et al. understood that to co-design             
immediately was not their methodology, but to consult with each one of the CHWs and nurses in                 
order to discover their aspirations. From this consultation they would develop a simple             
technology artifact that implements these aspirations as a starting point [10]. Following the             
artifact development, came the exploration and ownership stage where the objective was for the              
CHWs to familiarise themselves with technology (both the mobile phones and the educational             
app) with a following workshop to check in on the learning progress. Once the exploratory PAR                
cycle came to an end, the team introduced the productive PAR stage, through a reflection and                
planning workshop, that jump-started the beginning of true participation and collaborative           
thought. This stage was enhanced through the use of role playing and brainstorming techniques              
which helped the nurses and researchers empathise in the CHWs experiences as well as              
helping the CHWs feel involved and relevant to the project progress. After this stage it was time                 
for the deployment and training of the improved upon app after which a workshop, complete               
with another round of role playing and discussions. A month later, a second workshop was held                
to check in on the progress with a plan to end the current PAR stage with a reflection and                   
planning workshop. 
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We see that this specific approach of introduction of an exploratory artifact, gave the CHWs an                
opportunity to get more comfortable with technology to enhance their feedback and articulation             
of ideas, through exploration and independent discovery through use [3]. Molapo et al. argue              
therefore, that the quality of the CHWs’ participation in the design process would have been               
compromised if they engaged in the design activities too early. Additionally, the CHWs capability              
to participate was enhanced by long deployments periods and frequent engagement through            
activities like the workshops and role playing. One final observation was the importance of the               
researchers communicating clearly and consistently regarding the concept (the feedback          
mechanism) and the artifact (the app/tool used to communicate the feedback) and that if the               
artifact failed to convey the concept, it could be abandoned [11]. Afterall, the objective is to                
design technology that is most beneficial and effective for the users needs or work. 
 
Participatory Design (PD) 
In a research project investigating the possibilities and challenges of do-it-yourself (DIY)            
assistive technology (AT) in Western Kenya, we see a great example of how PD is adopted. By                 
including the perspectives of multiple stakeholders and utilising an open source DIY-AT            
prototyping platform (TalkBox) as a technology probe, to better comprehend the factors            
attributing to the development and uptake of this type of technology [12]. A well-designed              
technology probe is technically simple and flexible with respect to possible use. It is not a                
prototype, but a tool to help determine which kinds of technologies would be interesting to               
design in the future, where we expect the users to adapt to the new technology but also adapt it                   
in creative new ways, for their own purposes [13]. The research team implemented an              
interdisciplinary workshop facilitator training and focus group where a full day training took place              
to introduce the concept of DIY-AT and demo the workings of TalkBox. Afterwards, a focus               
group took place to discuss how the technology could be adopted by specific students, from               
which the researchers took detailed notes and administered pre and post questionnaires. Soon             
after, the workshop facilitator teams (formed after the training) conducted a series of workshops              
(community engaged workshops) where they showed parents, students (with disabilities) and           
other teachers how TalkBox worked and how it could be customised for other students with               
disabilities. At the same time, a stakeholder focus group discussion was held with governmental              
and non-governmental representatives of departments and organizations committed to         
providing support and services to people with disabilities to discuss the social, technical, and              
economic barriers to accessing assistive technologies in the region. This group was also shown              
a demo of the TalkBox and thereafter discussed the possibilities of DIY-AT. It was observed that                
the students showed signs of being excited and engaged while using the technology, which is in                
accordance to previous research that has shown people with disabilities, their family members,             
teachers, therapists or volunteers who design and fabricate DIY-ATs can feel a boost of              
empowerment and agency [14]. 
 
While PD has been evolving over the years, there exists different understandings of             
‘participation’ by societies that is determined by local value systems. Friction can be             
encountered between designers and users due to differing socio-cultural value systems. As            
Winschiers et al. [15] point out “local participatory performance is guided by implicit and explicit               
rules that aren’t always obvious to community outsiders.” It is for this reason that PD needs to                 
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be dynamic in order to account for these diversities existing not only amongst individuals but               
also in reference to cultures, thus there is no single technique of conducting PD [16] [17].                
Participatory approaches thus tend to be behavioral [18]. Furthermore, in a project exploring             
how information and communication technology can be used to enable both civic and cultural              
participation, it was realized that “the close integration of – and skills transfer between – the                
research team and participants would be essential to the successful implementation of            
co-creative community projects.” [19].  
 
Generally in the development context, participation refers to the process by which            
disadvantaged people have the opportunity to influence decisions that affect them and is directly              
attributable to project success [20]. In IS projects, participation is observed to fail when it               
ignores context, reality and other factors [21]. Heeks, goes further and breaks down key              
questions to ask where participation is being considered: 1) What is the political and cultural               
context? 2) Who wants to introduce participation and why? 3) Who is participation sought from?               
Do they want to, and can they, participate? As participatory techniques continue to be adopted,               
the complex hidden workings of power relations have been revealed and broken down [22]. 
 
In order to be considerate towards Sub-Saharan communities, this would mean appreciating            
that the way of life is deeply interconnected within their communities, “I am, because we are;                
and since we are, therefore I am”. (Mbiti, 1990) [23]. In [15] a study exploring how PD can better                   
serve the global but locally diverse village through a knowledge management system in             
Namibia, the research team adopted a dialogical approach to PD. As compared to discussion,              
dialogue is based on the respect of all participants, suspends judgement and isn’t aimed at               
convincing other participants of ‘rightness’ of any opinion, but is a space to co-create. We see                
pre-existing relationships (one of the researchers originating from the community) cemented the            
community’s commitment to PD and also trust building, additionally seeking permission to do             
the project, from the village elder (male) and cultivating a relationship between him and each of                
the researchers is fundamental for PD success. Conducting all interviews in the local language              
by the researcher (and only translating when absolutely necessary) thus not disturbing the flow              
of the conversation. When it came to determining the roles and agendas, admittedly external              
researchers usually have high influence in the entire research process, however in this instance              
the researcher originating from the village was in control. Furthermore, those in the research              
team who were younger and female had to assimilate to the local customs by taking on docile                 
roles, regardless of their professional designations. Planned project activities were not imposed            
on the community so that the research process could naturally integrate itself with the              
community’s practice, this also gave the researchers the opportunity to participate in some             
community initiated activities. These non-planned activities were later considered as vital for the             
PD process, which should fit local cultures [24]. Not only is it beneficial for better understanding                
of community dynamics [25] but also addresses the power imbalance, by creating an equal              
playing field for participation resulting from performance anxiety and feelings of intimidation due             
to differences in socio-economic status [26]. However, it’s important to note that these activities              
may not always be beneficial, yet take a lot of time out of the field-work time, so a balance must                    
be struck. To empower community members and actively involve them in the research process,              
the researchers introduced user generating video-recording devices for knowledge capturing,          
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also in a bid to reduce the element of outsiders recording everyday occurrences in the               
community. From the introduction of technology probes we see the increase of confidence in              
technology usage and gives researchers the opportunity to validate early design ideas in situ.  
 
Gender - Inclusive Design Processes 
Society, where we live and work, is inundated by gender differences and gender inequalities              
which define and impact experiences. According to Oxfam [27] a gender analysis explores the              
relationships of women and men in society, and the unequal power in those relationships. It               
brings inequalities to the surface and to the attention of people who can make a difference. By                 
performing gender analysis in all their work, by crafting and implementing programs that             
consider the needs and perspectives of all genders, they seek to avoid reflecting and furthering                
these imbalances by eliminating the assumption that their work benefits both men and women              
equally. A good gender analysis exposes the differences in the lives between men and women,               
i) the unique barriers each face, ii) how their skills, capacities iii), aspirations differ, iv) how they                 
are often subject to uneven , and division of labour, and they have differing access and control                 
over resources.  
 
When designing gender-sensitive social protection programmes, Tebaldi [28] argues that it is            
vital to understand and differentiate between practical and strategic needs. Practical needs stem             
from women’s practical experiences, which are defined by unfair systems of labour division             
based on gender, whereas strategic gender needs arise from women’s structurally defined            
subordinate condition in relation to men (Molyneux) [29].  
 
In the case of public works programmes, we see that they have the potential to improve both                 
community infrastructure and women’s quality of life by implementing projects relevant to their             
needs by making some of their daily tasks less time-consuming. An analysis [27] of these               
programmes in sub-Saharan Africa illustrates how to include women in public work programmes             
by being more ‘gender aware’. This has been done by: 1)Setting explicit targets for women’s               
participation, 2)Linking mothers and young children in areas of the intervention to nutrition             
services, 3)Conducting awareness-raising campaigns and including ‘soft’ public works activities          
(gender differentiated tasks), which traditionally attract more women, 4)Having childcare          
facilities on-site and/or by some of the beneficiaries, to encourage women’s participation; and             
adopting flexible working hours and possibility of working half-days due to women’s other             
responsibilities related to the home. In this analysis, it was also observed that where women               
were the head of the household, it became difficult for them to juggle their household               
responsibilities and participate in the programmes. Conversely, where men were the head of the              
household, women often reported lacking control of funds and transfers attributable to their             
household. This clearly signifies a need to understand gender dynamics, which are constantly             
changing. 
 
Programme design as illustrated above, goes hand in hand with promoting women’s            
empowerment and meeting their short-term practical needs. That said, such programme design            
does not fully meet the strategic needs of women, which requires a change in wider policy that                 
addresses the inequalities they face. Tebaldi [27] notes that remaining solely concerned with             
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women’s roles as mothers and wives may only reinforce traditional gender-based inequalities.            
Such concerns must be accompanied by other measures seeking to promote women’s            
empowerment, such as links to training and services that support their access to the labour               
market. Investigating and addressing gender differences in agriculture through program design,           
gives these agricultural programs a better chance at meeting their objectives. Adopting gender             
inclusive tactics like allocating men physically intense roles like land preparation, while women             
take up tasks such as weeding and other post-harvest processes, make it easier for women to                
participate. Differences in behaviour, such as the fact that women spend more income in their               
control on food and children’s healthcare, reliance on social networks and social networks as              
compared to men [30]. These in addition to differences in access to agricultural resources and               
inputs between men and women, are important factors to be cognisant of in order to achieve                
successful project outcomes. 
 
In the technology realm, we observe that while the people who are using applications, web               
platforms and products are getting more diverse than ever, unfortunately the tech industry is              
not. This makes it harder for women to foray into or even thrive in design careers. It goes                  
without saying, if fewer women are venturing or staying in design careers then there’s a lower                
interest in design as a career due to fewer female role models [31] [32] [33]. 
 
Designing for inclusion begins with recognizing exclusion. By focusing on excluded people and             
identifying bias in design and leveraging them into design solutions, you’re able to identify better               
design constraints which subsequently leads to products and services that can be used by more               
people [34] [35]. However, as we continue to delve in participatory methods of research, it is                
important to acknowledge that technologies and technology projects are not gender neutral            
even when they are designed and implemented using participatory processes [36] [37].  
 
Schlesinger et al. [38] argue that as Human–computer interaction(HCI), the study of the design              
and use of computer technology, focused on the interfaces between people and computers,             
continues to evolve, the appreciation for the term “user” has also progressed. With the              
acknowledgement that it represents an ever expanding and diverse group of people. In the              
same vein it is crucial to note that each “user” is fractured into different status based on markers                  
such as income, gender, race, and age. This affects how they interact with different services or                
products in society. Williams and Artzberger [39] state that the quality of women users’              
experiences of ICTs will likely be affected by how their marginal gender status interacts with               
other marginal statuses they may have in society, such as minority race, low-income, or              
advanced age. Not only does the electronics industry fall into the trap of ‘designing for               
everybody’, but also binary categorisation when designing for women. When designing           
technology to support the safety of transgender women and non-binary people of colour, Starks              
et al. [40] noted that there barely exists any research on how they use technology. This                
translates into design decisions that result in a lot of technology not being designed considering               
trans-users. 
  
Historically, since computer code is primarily controlled by white men of European origin, it              
typically reflects their cultural biases and corporate business interests [41] [42]. This effectively             
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illustrates the power dynamics embedded in technology which subsequently leads to the            
disempowerment of women and ethnic minorities, who are left out of the design process and               
represent the minority in design fields. Williams and Artzberger [39] posit that technology thus              
has the power of being a weapon for powerful groups to intentionally shape society and gender                
relations, and a tool of well-intentioned, but ultimately ignorant, privileged people to            
unintentionally shape society and gender relations.  
 
This brings us to the concept of intersectionality, a term coined in 1989 by Kimberle Crenshwaw                
who built it on the conceptual work of others. Intersectionality in HCI introduces a focus in                
complexity of identities and the impact these identities have on context and design, thus              
promoting equity within HCI. While focusing on a singular category such as “gender” (rather              
than investigating multiple identity variables) may prove easier, Schelsinger et al. [38] posit that              
it may also result in less nuanced and accurate interpretations. It has also been observed that                
research focused on gender is generally referring to women. When men were the focus of               
research, they are rarely the only group studied. This results in an over-reliance in binaries – a                 
potential blind spot in research. Feminist HCI often falls into this gender trap, by also focusing                
on only women when mentioning ‘gender’. However, if correctly applied, it should be based on               
methods and ethics centred around equity-oriented values and qualities; thereby avoiding the            
further marginalisation of women in technology. 
 
In a research study based in South Africa to study the gender dynamics while setting up a                 
community network, we see researchers explore how exactly participatory methods empower           
women given pre-existing practices and the context of patriarchal cultures within community            
dynamics specifically in african culture by asking questions seeking to unpack deep-seated            
power relations. Being cautious to avoid a westernised lens, the researchers view a ‘traditional              
society’ as non-reductive and does not infer something that is static and backward and that               
consider that “culture is performed and enacted, rather than inhabited and received, and cultural              
categories are implicated in various forms” [36] thus culture is dynamic rather than static [43]. It                
is interesting to note that the paper does not seek to theorise ways to ensure women’s equal                 
participation in the design process, which as I have observed is a gap existing in participatory                
design methodology. They focus on “assessing the accessibility and flexibility of systems,            
especially considering women’s empowerment, freedom and autonomy”, rather than         
documenting actual strategies and steps to make the design process gender inclusive. 
 
Feminist qualitative research methodology, which this study [36] adopted, seeks to actively            
remove the power imbalance between research and subject; is politically motivated and has a              
major role in changing social inequality; and it begins with the standpoints and experiences of               
women [44] [45] [46] and for these three reasons it methodologically differs from traditional              
research. In order to adequately analyse the researchers’ positionality (the conditions under            
which a person’s position in a social structure arises and stabilize), which is constantly              
negotiated in each and every interaction between the researcher and participants [47] [48]; the              
researchers break down each of their ‘identities’ in order to bring awareness to the potential for                
these identity markers to affect the outcomes of the study. In the course of their work, they                 
additionally realised the tensions that could potentially be brought up by investigating ‘gendered             

8 



participation’ and the political complexities of this theme. Very much like our discussions within              
our thematic group which have revealed that analysis of gender as a concept, is not only                
multi-layered but could potentially raise misunderstanding due to varying personal identities and            
political leanings. Similarly as is in the case of Zenzeleni Networks [36], this has the potential to                 
impact our research and any programmatic work we pursue as the GeDIA network.  
  
A summary from the in-depth interviews with women in the community revealed that women had               
no information about Zenzeleni Networks (community network), were not adequately involved in            
the set up to have information about it and were apprehensive about talking about it perhaps                
due to the potential of communicating the ‘wrong’ thing, or were outright disinterested. Studies              
have found low levels of self confidence was often connected with low levels of education,               
which is more common amongst women [49]. This was also observed in Nepal, during a project                
seeking to improve women’s maternal healthcare services, where female healthcare workers           
were noticeably less engaged in the presence of a male doctor perhaps due to 1) his higher                 
education and 2) hierarchical differences in their patriarchal society [50]. 
 
The researchers’ observation in the course of the project, was that women tend to be reserved,                
which is also translated as respectable gender behavior. So the question that is raised is, out of                 
the one or two women who speak up how representative is their voice? Further, how can you                 
measure participation of women in spaces where power imbalance is rife, which subsequently             
results in their exclusion from participation? This illustrates some unique challenges of running a              
participatory research study in a rural community. A gender gap is inevitable in the setup of a                 
patriarchal cultural system, which in itself is constructed around the concept of ‘gender             
mainstreaming’ [51] (the process of assessing the implications for women and men of any              
planned action, including legislation, policies or programmes, in all areas and at all levels). This               
is due to the fact that we do an analysis of women separately from men rather than their                  
comparative relationship in society, while also basing the analysis in binary terms. In analyzing              
project performance, when it comes to analysing whether gender equality has been achieved,             
evaluation techniques often fall in the trap of using the binaries of exclusion and inclusion, (an                
instrumental tool, particularly to explore the impact of gendered relations in technological            
solutions and interventions). Yet [52] [53] argue “gender-mainstreaming has failed as a strategy             
towards effective and sustainable change towards gender equality and women’s empowerment           
in development interventions” This is for a couple of reasons, such as: substandard evaluation              
techniques that 1) treat gender mainstreaming as a goal rather than a long term strategy               
towards gender equality 2) most of the gender benefits identified deal with women’s practical              
needs, not their strategic interests.  
This means that without taking a closer look at cultural codes and structures, there is a potential                 
risk of compromising and underrepresenting women’s agency and their capability to negotiate            
their participation in the project. [36] This binary outlook also ignores what women’s participation              
looks like regardless of how gendered it may be and their contribution to successes and               
longevity attributable to the project. Going back to the question of ‘who participates, and how?’ It                
was observed that in the case of Zenzeleni Networks women were working on the project thus                
‘participating’ but their roles regardless of how important, were invisible. This is due to the fact                
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that these tasks fall into the category of ‘domestic chores’, which are largely unrecognized and               
unappreciated in a patriarchal world [54]. 
Additionally, we see women’s contribution is activity specific [55] and their lack of involvement in               
decision making thus being strongly associated with gendered performance and not contribution            
to the information economy [56]. Similarly in rural Chile, men are the head of the household and                 
in charge of the budget thus spending money on information or communication services is a               
much more difficult proposition for women who often did not control their own budget. [28] [49]                
This is evidence that access to ICTs is subject to pre-existing gender norms. According to               
Agarwal, [55] such complicated gendered participations are categorized under what she calls            
“participatory exclusion”. She argues, “they stem from systematic factors and can, in turn,             
unfavourably affect both equity and institutional efficiency. 
It is also observed that when the monthly meetings occur, despite having three women present               
out of the cooperative team of seven, their role doesn’t include leading discussions or decision               
making, thus further marginalizing other group members, women and youth from actively and             
equally participating in the project [57]. This paper introduces a new angle of looking at women’s                
participation in design, rather than viewing it as exclusion of women, we are invited to consider it                 
as gendered participation because it is evident women actively participate, but how they are              
participating is what we should take a closer look at. 
These thoughts on scrutinising the nature of participation are further echoed by Phakeng [58]              
who argues that while statistics are important, words matter more. With all the demographic              
transformation in spaces where we see more women represented, does it actually translate to              
equity in leadership more broadly? It is observed in society that the achievements of women in,                
say government, mask the real power relations within social and political movements. Hassim             
[59] further argues that questions concerning who has voice and agency remain largely             
obscured.  
 
Conclusion 
The extent to which design is by women and not simply for women could be answered in two                  
ways. As illustrated in the review, the design space is overwhelmingly male, for reasons such as                
lack of female designer role models, a symptom of a male dominated design space,              
unfavourable working conditions for women and unconscious bias against women in technology            
[60]. Alternatively, when analysing participatory design techniques we see women being           
included in the process, but their participation is exclusionary due to the nature of tasks they                
perform. In this case I am hesitant to outrightly say that women are entirely excluded from the                 
process, because this would in effect be ignoring and belittling the contributions they continue to               
make in design processes. 
 
Regardless of these two angles, participatory design and research methodology in Sub Saharan             
Africa (SSA), does not specifically cater for women and their intersectionalities, as it does              
outside the continent. In SSA design processes, women are presented as binaries, and gender              
analysis is constructed as ‘men versus women’. Beyond our borders, we see the             
implementation of intersectional HCI, where users are effectively assessed based on various            
identity markers: sexuality (beyond binaries), gender, geography, age, economic and social           
status.  
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In the course of the review, we observe that cultural and social norms are seen to affect the                  
ways in which women can participate in the design process. Factors that designers and              
researchers, who exist as ‘outsiders’ to the communities they research, can only identify and not               
permanently shift for the purposes of service design and eventual project success. 
 
This in itself, presents a unique opportunity to shift what gender-inclusive design processes look              
like and explore more intentionality in improving the quality of women’s participation in design              
processes. However, I am also concerned whether the inclusion of women qualitatively in             
design processes is viewed as a luxury, much like the internet was thought to be as a result of                   
barriers to entry [61], before it was determined to be a basic human right. 
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