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	Authors (year)    
	Country
	 Study design/Method
	Context / Technology tested in the study
	Sample (n)
	Disability (n)
	Assistive technologies & proficiency level 
(Used by participants)
	Task & Technologies to perform the tasks

	Alarjarmeh (2022) [1]
	Online
(Participants were from USA)
	Experimental 
	Evaluating the accessibility of smartphones.
Technology: 
Telegram App (communication) and Macy's App (online shopping) in both iOS and Android.
2 websites (weather forecast and music database). 
	N: 16 
Age: 20-24 (2), 25-29 (3), 30-34 (4), 35-39 (2), 40-44 (1), 45-49 (2), 50-55 (2)
Gender: Female (6), male (10)
Education: Lower than high school (5), high school (5), some college courses (3), college level (3)
	Blindness (3), severe visual impairment (7), moderate visual impairment (6)
	Smartphones and screen readers on computers and smartphones

Proficiency: 
Adequet
	Each participant was tasked to work wit:
(1) two selected mobile websites,
(2) two chosen mobile apps
(3) their chosen combination of one website and one mobile app.

Technology: 
Participants' smartphones (iOS and Android)

	Alluqmani et al. (2023) [2]
	Online/Phone call (UK)
	Mixed Method
(observations and interviews) 
	Investigating challenges faced while online shopping for clothes.

Technology: 
Website 
(Amazon)
	N: 17*
Age: 18-24 (1), 25-35 (2), 35-44 (4) 45-54 (7), 55-64 (2), 75 or more (1)
Gender: Female (11), male (6)


*10 Participants performed the tasks and were observed/interviewed. 
	Blindness (14), low vision (3)
	Screenreader (5), Magnification tools (4), VoiceOver (3), VoiceAssistent (Siri) (1), Screenreader & Voice assistance (1), Colour contrast settings (1), Large cursor setting (1), Voice assistance (1)

Proficiency: 
Not mentioned, but participants used their AT to access the internet.
	Participants were asked to shop three clothing items for a party. Other tasks included logging in to Amazon account, looking for items, and video sharing while doing so.

Technology:
-


	Alnfiai & Sampalli (2019) [3]
	Canada
	Experimental 
	Testing the accessibility of web authentication technique on touchscreen devices (A prototype and the traditional authentication methods).
Technology: 
The prototype BraillePassword (accessible web authentication)
	N: 10
Age: 22-50 years
	Blindness (8), visual impairment (2)
	Screen reader (9), Zoom (magnifier) (1)

Proficiency: 
Proficient in using braille, experience with both iOS and Android Touchscreens 
	Participants underwent training and testing for two authentication methods, creating and logging in with usernames and passwords. The process included correcting typing errors and password resets. Afterwards, participants used the Android smartphone in daily activities.

Technology: 
Android mobile phone with Google's operating system (ASUS mobile phone)

	Aqle et al. (2022) [4]
	Qatar
	Observation and questionnaire
	Testing a prototype search engine compared to Google search engine. 
Technology:
The prototype InteractSE search engine and Google search engine
	N: 16
Age: Average 31.5 years, range 18-59 years
Gender: Female (4), male (12)
Region: Qatar (10), UK (6); Education: Diploma (3), Bachelors (8), Masters (3), Doctorates (2)
	Blindness
	Screen reader: NVDA (16) and JAWS (4)



Proficiency: 
Advanced (more than 5 years)
	Three tasks to choose from:
a) Seeking best universities at location X for undergraduate or graduate studies based on information such as rank and tuition fees.
b) Planning a business trip to city X and looking for information on hotels and restaurants to suit specific needs.
c) Taking a short vacation in city X and searching for the best activities during this two-day stay.

Technology: 
“Screen-reader NVDA remote access” and InteractSE

	Brunsman-Johnson et al. (2011) [5]
	USA
	Experimental
	Observing the “information seeking” strategies of the target group while interacting with the internet.
Technology:
NA
	N: 12
Age: 18-21 (2), 22-29 (4), 30-50 years (6)
	Blindness (7), sighted (5)
	Screenreader JAWS


Proficiency: 
High
	Participants performed basic tasks on a banking website, Amazon.com, and a self-selected website. Followed by questions and a survey.  

Technology: 
A computer was used for all participants (using screen reader JAWS).
Web browser: Internet Explorer 7.0.


	Buzzi & Leporini (2009) [6]
	Italy
	Usability and accessibility study (Qualitative) 
	Studying the Usability and accessibility of Wikipedia.

Technology:
Website (Wikipedia)
	N: 2 
(The authors have tested it themselves)
	Blindness (1)
	Screen reader (JAWS)


Proficiency:
Not mentioned
	Testing different pages and functions of Wikipedia.

Technology:
Web browser: Firefox
JAWS version 10. 

	Buzzi et al. (2019) [7]
	Italy 
	Mixed methods (survey and Experimental (think-aloud method))
	Testing the prototype for the accessibility of web interfaces of Home Automation Systems.
Technology:
The prototype („a Web Interface of a Home Automation Systems“)
	Survey
N: 42
Age: 18-70+ years
Gender: Female (15), male (27)

Experiment
N: 5
Age: Range 26–57 years
Gender: Male (3), female (2)
	Survey:
Blind (32), low vision (10)



Experiment:
Blindness
	Screen reader Jaws for Windows (3) and VoiceOver for OS X (2).


Proficiency:
Skilled 
	Experiment:
Three tasks: (a) Check (if any) what devices are ON in the living
room; (b) Turn off all the lights, and (c) Detect the home internal temperature.

Technology:
Survey: Google Docs
Experiment:  users‘ desktop, Skype

	Candan et al. (2014) [8]
	Italy and USA
	Experimental 
	Testing a prototype for accessing internet and electronic course materials.
Technology:
The prototype iCare-Assistant (“an assistive system” to facilitate blind students accessing the internet and “course materials”)

	N: 5
Age: Range 20-50 years
Gender: Male (3), female (2)
Education: bachelor degree (3), working on master degree (1), two year of college (1)
	Blindness 
	-
	Task 1: Problems with PDFs and looking for information to fix it.
Task 2: looking for contact information of a person.
Task 3: Looking for exam materials.
Task 4: Finding information regarding an unexpected situation.
Task 5: Get suggestions for problems with Excel.
Task 6: Finding information about specific things in Excel.

Technology: 
“iCare Assistant and “Computer Literacy” course webpage (delivered through Blackboard) as the experimental course environment”. 

	Carvalho et al. (2018) [9]
	Brazil
	Empirical (Think-aloud study)
	Testing the accessibility of websites or their native applications with a mobile phone and a screen reader.


Technology:
4 Apps + Mobile websites: Receita Federal, Caixa Economica Federal, Saravia, Decolar.
	N: 10
Age: Blind users 30-63 years (median 51 years, Sighted users 26-41 years (median 27.5 years).
Gender: Blind users male (5), female (1); Sighted users male (3), female (1)
	Blindness (6), sighted
(4)
	Screen readers: VoiceOver (4) or TalkBack (2).



Proficiency:
Expert (1), advanced (2), intermediate (3). 
	2 tasks:
Task 1: Looking for a specific book, and checking what is the total price and estimated time of delivery. 
Task 2: user has to do a simulation of mortgaging a new house.

Technology:
Mobile phones: iPhone 5c with iOS and VoiceOver or Motorola MotoG with Android and Talk Back screen reader. 

	Christy & Pillai (2021) [10]
	India
	Workshops and qualitative feedback survey
	Evaluating the accessibility of mobile applications. 
Technology:
45 mobile applications (for iOs and Android).

	N: 15
Age: Mean 22 years
Gender: -
Education: Graduation and above (15)
Employment: Employed (15)


	Visual impairment and blindness
	Smartphones


Proficiency:
Minimum of 7 years (6) 
	Participants tested each app and rated their satisfaction on a scale of 5.

Technology:
- 


	Cranmer (2019) [11]
	UK
	Interview
	Studying the experiences of disabled children while using digital technologies in school.


Technology:
Technologies used in the school, such as computer, tablet, laptop, etc.
	N: 7 
Age: 13 years (1), 14 years (3), 16 years (1), 17 years (2)
Gender: Girls (4), boys (3)
	Visual impairment 
	What AT exactly are used or in which proficiency level is not mentioned. However, there is a detailed explanation how children use the digital technologies to learn in school. For example, photographing images to magnify them or recording notes to speak text aloud.
	No tasks were involved in the study.


Technology:
NA

	Craven (2004) [12]
	UK
	Observation, talk aloud protocol, and interviews.
	Accessibility of navigating websites using AT.

Technology:
Webpages: a Search Engine, a library OPAC, an Online shopping site, and a Directory of Internet resources.

	N: 40
Age: -
Gender: -
	20 visually impaired (and 20 sighted)
	Not mentioned.
	Four tasks focused on finding information.

Technology: 
- 

	de Oliveira (2022) [13]
	Brazil
	Usability and accessibility study (think aloud method)
	Testing of a prototype for smart home systems.

Technology:
The prototype app Casa Assistiva
	N: 7 
Age: Range 23-49 years
Gender: male (6), female (1).

	Blindness 
	Screen reader


Proficiency:
Proficient (5), intermediate (2)
(All participants had experience with AT. For example, TalkBack, Voice Over, JAWS, NVDA, and DosVox)
	12 scenarios were developed and tested. Every room had minimum 2 scenarios for different appliances such as TV.

Technology:
Smartphone (Android 6 and iOS 9.2), a desktop computer with Windows 7, two webcam

	Godfrey (2013) [14]
	-
	Accessibility study
	Investigating the accessibility of the statistic Software R.

Technology:
The statistic Software R
	The author has tested the program.
	It is suggested that the author is blind.
	-
	NA

	Gothwal et al. (2018) [15]
	UK and India
	Pilot-RCT (randomized multicenter pilot trial)
	Evaluating the impact of tablets on education.

Technology:
iPad 


	N: 40
Age: 
Intervention group UK:
mean 12.6 years (SD=2.4) 
Control group UK: mean 13.3 years (SD=1.6),
Intervention group India:
Mean 13.4 years (SD=1.3)
Control group India: Mean 14.2 years (SD=2.1)
Gender: 
Control group UK: male (6), female (4)
Intervention group UK: male (5), female (5)
Control group India: male (7), female (3)
Intervention group India: male (4), female (6)
	Low vision
	- 
	Students were using the device during their regular classes and filled a diary about their experience about using the tablets. 

Technology:
Intervention group:
iPad, Microsoft Office (“for word processing and preparation and viewing of slides”). 
Additionally in the UK: WiFi to access school wireless networks and in India:  wireless data (3G) connectivity


	Hochheiser & Lazar (2010) [16]
	USA
	Experimental design

.
	Testing the navigation of three different menus.
Technology:
Menus on webpages

	N: 21
Age: 19-58 year, average 32 year
Gender: Male (10), female (11)
Education: High school graduates (21), college graduates (9)
	Blindness
	All participants regularly used JAWS as their primary AT. 


Computer Proficiency: ranged from several months to over 20 years.


	8 tasks with each of the three interfaces. 

Technology:
A laptop with Windows XP. Internet Explorer 7.0.
An external full-sized keyboard. External speakers for speech output. JAWS 8.0.

	Huang (2017) [17]
	Taiwan
	Experimental design
	Studying the accessibility aspects of touchscreen interfaces 

Technology:
Touchscreens

	N: 32
Age: Average 35.6 years (SD = 1.62)
Gender: Female (14), male (18)
Education: Higher than secondary school (20), elementary school (12)
	Moderate visual impairment
	Proficiency:
More than 2 years of experience using touchscreen smartphones
(Mean = 2.85, SD = 0.58).
	one basic and three advanced tasks working with touchscreens. For example, sliding or using the voice control.

Technology:
Android smartphone with a 5-inch touchscreen



	Huffman et al. (2009) [18]
	USA
	Experimental design
	Testing an optimized design for visual displays for visually impaired office workers.
Technology:
1. Canon (“Voice Guidance Kit access software used with its imageRUNNER models.”)
2. Xerox (“Copier Assistan at access software installed on a connected PC”).
	N: 8
Age: 18-60 years
	Blindness (5), low vision (3)
	Blind participants used braille and speech output.

Proficiency:
either an intermediate or advanced.

Low vision participants used magnification for printed documents and screen enlargement software for computers. 

Proficiency:
Beginner (1), intermediate (1), and advanced (1)
	Task 1: participants were asked to make three
collated and stapled copies of a two-page
document
Task 2: participants made one
double-sided copy of a two-page document
Task 3: participants used their preferred screen-access program and the Xerox system to make three collated and stapled copies of a three-page document.

Technology:
1. Canon (“Voice Guidance Kit access software used with its imageRUNNER models.”)
2. Xerox (“Copier Assistan at access software installed on a connected PC”).

	Kamei-Hannan (2008) [19]
	USA
	Accessibility testing
	Evaluating the accessibility barriers of a computerized test called Measure of Academic Progress (MAP)

Technology: 
MAP-test (“measures
academic growth in reading, language,
and mathematics”)
	N: 49
Age: Grade 2-5 and grad 6 and higher
	Visual impairment
	Braille (29), magnification software Zoom (13), the rest used the platform without AT (7)

Proficiency:
Not mentioned
	Students completed the adapted computerized MAP-test in 2 separated groups of screen magnification and Braille 

Technology:
Magnification software and Braille 


	Khan & Khusro (2019) [20]
	Pakistan

	Empirical/Experimental design (think aloud method)
	Investigating the experiences of blind people while performing tasks on smartphone

Technology:
A prototype app


	N: 41
Age: Mean 33.8 years
	Blindness
	Smartphone



Proficiency in using smartphone:
sufficient 
	Performing 27 tasks on smartphones that were grouped into basic, intermediate and advanced level. For example, sending email or answering call.

Technology: 
Android smartphone (version 5.1)

	Khan et al. (2020) [21]
	Pakistan & Afghanistan
	Empirical study
	Evaluating the usability of a prototype of email client for blind people

Technology:
The prototype TetraMail: an accessible email prototype for blind users 
	N: 38
Age: 21-30 years (31), 31-45 years (7)
Gender: Female (9), male (29)
Education: Educated (116), literate (21)
	Blindness 
	Smartphone

Proficiency:
No experience (n=4), 6 months (n=13), and 12 months (n=21).
	14 tasks related to email activities. For example, attaching a file, replying an email, creating a folder, etc.


Technology: 
Participants’ smartphones: Samsung S6, Qmobile A12, and iPhone 5

	Kim (2022) [22]
	-
	Interview
	Investigating the users’ attitudes regarding selective assistive apps

Technology:
Assistive apps: Seeing AI, BeMyEyes, and TapTapSee apps
	N: 30
Gender: Male (13), female (17)

	Visual impairment
	Assistive apps


Proficiency:
Experienced (24) 
Prospective (6)

	No tasks were included within the study.  


Technology:
NA

	Kim et al. (2016) [23]
	South Korea
	Interview (think aloud method)


	Investigating the user experience with smartphone and their camera function 


Technology: 
A smartphone prototype implemented on Galaxy 3 mobile/android and used android screen reading software talkBack + camera setup
	N: 20
Age: 36.6 years (SD=7.9)

	Visual impairment
	Smartphone


Proficiency:
Use of smartphones for an average of 12.7 months
	7 tasks for the benchmark testing. For example change of text size, take a photo, and record participant’s voice, etc.


Technology:
The prototype 



	Lee et al. (2023) [24]
	-
	Online survey, Interview, and Experimental design
	Evaluating the accessibility and user experience of comic books and evaluating a comic book reader prototype 



Technology:
The prototype: AccessComics (“an accessible digital comic book reader for people with visual impairments”)
	Survey
N: 68
Age:  25-34 (36,8%), 35-44 (26,5%)
Gender: Female (20), male (47), not specified (1)

Study 1
N: 8
Age: Mean 32.13 years (SD=8.17)
Gender: Male (5), female (3)

Study 2
N: 8
Age: Mean 32.3 years (SD=11.9)
Gender: Male (4(, female (4)
	Survey
Blindness (46), low vision (22)




Study 1
Blindness




Study 2
Blindness
	Survey
Screen reader


Proficiency:
43 out of 46 of blind users and 9 out of 22 of visually impaired users used screen readers “almost all the time”.
	Study 1: introduction to four comics, reading the first page of Chilling Tales on the AccessComics prototype and reading another page of another comic, once they were familiar.

Technology:
iPhone 11 (iOS 13.7), Safari, Amazon kindle app 

Study 2: Participants evaluated four audio files for immersion, understanding, and information on a 7-point scale. 


	Leporini and Buzzi (2022) [25]
	Italy
	Online survey
	Investigating the accessibility of eBooks and the challenges and strategies of the target group when using them for educational purposes.

Technology:
eBooks

	N: 75
Age: Under 30 years (35), 40+ years (25)
Gender: Female (41), male (34)
Education: High school (38), middle school (13), Masters (23), PhD (1)



	Blindness (43), partially sighted (31), moderate low vision (1)
	-
	No tasks were included within the study.  


Technology (used for the survey):
Google Form

	Leuthold et al. (2008) [26]
	Switzerland
	Experimental study
	Development of “an enhanced text user interface” and its evaluation. 

Technology:
Website of the University of Basel 
	N: 39
Age: Mean 36 years (SD=14.72), range 18-64 years
Gender: Female (28%), male (72%)
	Blindness
	JAWS screen reader


Proficiency:
At least 1 year
	Search task (to find a person on the website), navigation task (the university’s address). 


Technology:
Three different interfaces of the website were tested.

	Líbera et al. (2017) [27]
	Brazil
	Focus group/Interview 
	Discussing the social media use of students with visual impairments 


Technology:
NA 
	N: 14 (7 per group)
Age: 12-19 years
Gender: - 


	Blindness (6), low vision (8)
	Screen reader

Proficiency:
- 
	No tasks were included within the study.  

Technology:
NA

	Locke et al. (2022) [28]
	Australia
	Online Survey or phone interviews
	Investigating the use of smartphones and accessibility factors by the target group  

Technology:
NA




	N: 845 
Age: - 
Gender: - 

	Low vision (26%), legal blindness (45%), total blindness (20%), other visual impairments (10%)
	Screen readers (33%), Smart home devices (34%), screen magnification (27%), bone conduction headphones (9%), other AT with iPads, tablets, computers etc. (56%)

Proficiency:
-
	No tasks were included within the survey’s questions. 


Technology:
Online-questionnaire tool Survey Monkey

	Martiniello et al. (2022) [29]
	International
	Online Survey
	Evaluation the accessibility aspects of smartphones and tablets as well as apps and features used by the target group.


Technology:
NA



	N: 466
Age: Mean 41 years, range 18-80 years
Gender: Female (247), male (216), missing (3)
Nationality: USA (52.8%), Canada (19.5%), Germany (13,7%), UK (3.7%), Australia (2.4%), others (7.9%)
	Mild visual impairment (9), moderate (30), severe (78), profound (349)
	PCs with Screen readers (85%), Audio Book readers (59%), Braille Displays (54%), PCs with Magnification software (28%), handheld or digital magnifiers (22%), closed-circuit television (CCTVs) (19%)

Proficiency:
Intermediate or advanced skills

Smartphone
Proficiency:
More than 3 years (89.8%), 1-2 years (7.5%), less than 1 year (2.7%)

Tablets
Proficiency: More than 3 years (70%), 1-2 years (19%), less than 1 year (11%)
	No tasks were included within the survey’s questions. 


Technology:
NA

	Mi et al. (2014) [30]
	USA
	Case study & usability study 
	Development of a heuristic checklist for accessible smartphones based on prototype hardware and software.

Technology: 
A hardware prototype of a smartphone and two software prototypes 
	Phase 1: Development of design guidelines 
N: 6
Age: 18-67 years
Gender: Female (4), male (2)

Phase 2: Usability/Case study
N: 9
Age: 26-57 years
Gender: Female (3), male (6)


	Blindness and visual impairment 



Phase 2:
Blindness (4) and visual impairment (5)


	Not mentioned 
	Phase 1: No tasks were defined. 

Phase 2: 8 tasks were defined to use the prototypes. For example, send and delete a text message, make a call using shortcuts, and use the screen reader. 

Technology:
A smartphone prototype. 
Two software prototypes: One had voice activation and the other a screen reader.

	Mirri et al. (2012) [31]
	Italy
	Accessibility study & usability testing (questionnaire)
	To improve web accessibility, a prototype was designed and tested. 

Technology: 
The prototype: a browser extension enhancing accessibility (of Facebook) based on “user profiling”: GAPforAPE
	Study 1 (Facebook accessibility)
N: 10
Age: 55 years (1), 42 years (1), 20 years (4), 30 years (4)
Gender: female (3), male (7)
Education: Master (2), bachelor (3), high school diploma (5)

Study 2 (Evaluation)
N: 20 (10 were from study 1)
Age: 51 years (1), 40 years (2), 20 years (4), 30 years (3)
Gender: Female (4), male (6)
Further information: Master (3), bachelor (5), high school diploma (2).
	Study 1: blindness








Study 2:
visual impairment
	Not mentioned 
	Study 1: 
10 tasks related to activities on Facebook. For example, liking a post and editing their account’s setting. 

Study 2:
Group 1 from study 1 repeated the tasks using the prototype.
Group 2, later in development phase performed 10 tasks on Facebook using the prototype. 

Technology:
Participants’ own laptops 

	Muwanguzi & Lin (2010) [32]
	USA
	Interview
	Understanding blind students’ experiences using online education platforms. 

Technology:
Blackboard (an online course management) 

	N: 5
Age: 18-31 years (M= 24.8 years)
Gender: Female (4), male (1)
Education: a freshman, a sophomore, a junior, a senior, and a master student
	Blindness
	Screen reader (JAWS for windows and Window-Eyes (2)). Screen magnifiers (2): Zoom Text and Magic by using a mouse.

Proficiency:
Braille:
Poor (3), Excellent (2) 
Blackboard: 4 months (1), 1 year (1), 1.6 (2), 2.6 (1)
	Participants already had experience using Blackboard and shared their experience and perspective in the interviews. 


Technology:
Blackboard

	Nimmolrat et al. (2021) [33]
	Thailand
	Interview and usability testing 
	Investigating important needs of the target group accessing “digital devices”. Development and usability testing of an accessible pharmaceutical app.

Technology:
Ru Tan Ya application (for medication management) 

	N: 60
Age: -
Gender: Female (28), male (32)
	Visual impairment (4) and blindness (56)
	Smartphone

Proficiency:
No experience (8)
Beginner (15)
Intermediate (35)
High-level (2)
	Participants tested the app based on “real-life scenarios”. They had for example find information regarding a specific problem, setting timer, and using other features of the app.

Technology:
iPhone 6 and and Huawei P20 pro

	Rodrigues et al. (2020) [34]
	Portugal
	Study 1: Workshop (focus group, observation), 
Study 2: Qualitative analyses of forums for blind people,
Study 3: “Rank-ordering” questions.
	Investigating the target group’s experiences using smartphones 

Technology:
NA
	Study 1
N: 42
Age: 25-79 years (M=51.8, SD=14.0)
Gender: Female (19), male (23)

Study 3
N: 16
Age: 26-63 years (M=45, SD=13)
Gender: Female (4), male (12)

	Blindness
	Study 1: 
Screen reader and Smartphone

Proficiency: 
Screen reader: Different levels 
Smartphone: no experience (17), novice (18), experts (8)

Study 3:
Smartphone: android (8) and iOS (8)

Proficiency: 
3 to 54 months

	Study 1:
Novice participants learnt and practiced the use of smartphones and their features.

Technology:
Android smartphones with TalkBack and iOS smartphones with VoiceOver.

Study 3:
Each participant received a set of 13 RFID cards and an RFID reader (PROMAG PCR330). 

Technology:
“A developed cross-platform web application that enabled participants to receive auditory feedback about each card. It was HTML5-based Text-To-Speech library (responsivevoice.js) with a Portuguese female voice”. 

	Sapp (2007)[35]
	USA
	Experimental (Usability & accessibility testing)
	Investigating the accessibility of a software called MySchoolDayOnline.

Technology:
MySchoolDayOnline: a platform for students with calendar, tasks, and class schedule features. Microsoft Outlook
	N: 12
Age: High school students (age not further described)  
Gender: -
	Visual impairment (2) and blindness (10)
	Computer, screen reader (JAWS for Windows), screen-enlargement software

Proficiency:
Experienced 
	Participants were instructed to perform 8 tasks on Outlook and 10 Tasks on MySchoolDayOnline (e.g. log in, finding information, and working with the calendar) 

Technology:
MySchoolDayOnline and Outlook

	Senjam et al. (2022) [36]
	India
	Interview
	Investigating the experiences of the target group using smartphones. 

Technology:
Smartphone
	N: 2
Age: 29 & 27 years
Gender: Female (1), male (1)
Education: Post-graduation (1)
Employment: Unemployed (1), employed (1)
	Visual impairment and blindness
	Smartphone

Proficiency:
10 years (1) and 7 years (1) of experience.
	NA

	Shimomura et al. (2010) [37]
	Iceland
	Experimental (usability testing via reflection method)
	Evaluating the challenges and important factors for visually impaired students using computers while performing everyday tasks. 

Technology:
Computer and the Internet 
	N: 3
Age: 13-18 years
Gender: -

	Blindness
	Screen reader, Braille, speech synthesizer, and computers 


Proficiency:
Experienced 
	Several tasks were defined: Sending email, organizing e-mail addresses, editing Microsoft Word document, searching specific information on the Internet, searching specific information on a specific website, solving mathematics problem

Technology:
“A standard PC computer, an Internet
connection, speakers or a headphone, and the Dolphin screen reader with a speech synthesizer and a Braille display.”

	Singleton & Neuber (2020) [38]
	USA
	Video observations and interview 
	Evaluating visually impaired students’ strategies to navigate Word and PDF documents.

Technology: 
Accessible PDF and Word documents
	N: 7
Age: 18-44 years
Gender: Female (3), male (4)
Education: Master (2), undergraduate (4), PhD (1)
	Visual impairment (3) and blindness (4)
	Screen reader and screen magnifier

Proficiency:
Experience level of using AT varied from 5 to 10 out of 10:
5/10 (1), 6/10 (1), 7/10 (1), 8/10 (2), 9/10 (1), 10/10 (1)

	Participants were observed completing tasks involving navigation of a 22-page accessible PDF and an 11-page accessible Word document. 

Technology:
Participants’ own laptop and their choice of AT 

	Sreedhar et al. (2022) [39]
	Online 
	Survey and (empirical) interviews (Think-aloud method)
	Identifying important factors of accessibility of images on shopping websites and usability testing of a prototype for automatizing image description of websites. 

Technology:
Empirical study interviews: The online platform Zoom 

Evaluation user study (via Zoom):
AIDE: a prototype for automatic generation of alt-text for images 
	Survey:
N: 54
Age: -
Gender: -

Empirical study interviews:
N: 7
Age: -
Gender: -

Evaluation user study:
N: 18
Age: -
Gender: -
	Survey: visual impairment

Empirical study interviews: Blindness

Evaluation user study: Blindness
	Empirical study interviews:
Screen reader

Proficiency: 
-

Evaluation user study (interviews):
Screen reader (Voiceover (3), Google Read & Write (2), NVDA (1), Narrator (1), JAWS (12))

Proficiency: 
2 years (1), 3+ years (3), 7 years (2), 8 years (1), 10+ years (2), 20+ years (5), 30+ years (3) 
	Empirical study interviews:
Browsing two webpages of a retail website, evaluating the images and their alt-text.

Technology:
-

Evaluation study interviews:
Browsing two webpages of a retail website and answering an online questionnaire.

Technology:
Google Form

	Stary et al. (2003) [40]
	Italy or Austria (not clear)
	Questionnaire 
	Evaluating usability and content of a web-based tourist information software.

Technology:
A multimedia web-browser to provide information for tourists in Rome
	N: 20
Age: 56-66 years (35%), 46-55 years (30%)
Gender: Female (2), male (18)


	Visual impairment (1) and blindness (19) 
	-
	Participants answered questions to evaluate the proposed system. 

Technology:
-

	Swati et al. (2021)[41]
	Pakistan
	Experimental  
	Evaluating the accessibility of Facebook Messenger using smartphones.

Technology:
Facebook Messenger 


	N: 5
Age: 26-35 years
Gender: Female (2), male (3)
Education: Secondary Level Educating (Incomplete)(1), Postgraduate (1), Graduate (3)
	Blindness
	Smartphone & Screen reader

Proficiency:
Smartphone: Between one to three years of experience 

	Eight tasks working with Facebook Messenger was defined (e.g. creating a group, adding people to the group, send a message, etc.)


Technology:
A Samsung Galaxy J6 smartphone is used with Android OS

	Tigwell et al. (2020) [42]
	-
	Mixed method (online survey, interviews)
	Investigating challenges and accessibility aspects of using emojis by the target group.

Technology:
NA
	Survey:
N: 58
Age: 18-57 years (M = 29.59, SD = 10.11)
Gender: Female (12), male (43), missing (3)

Interview:
N: 11
Age: 18-37 years (M = 28, SD = 6.15).
Gender: Male (8), Female (2), Agender (1)

	Visual impairment and blindness
	Survey: Screen reader software (JAWS (6), VoiceOver (5), NVDA (3), and TalkBack (3)). Magnification (10), glasses/contact lenses (5), braille or braille displays (4).

Interview: Screen reader (Voiceover (10), NVDA (5), JAWS (3), and Talkback (1)).

Proficiency:
-
	NA



Technology:
Online platforms (accessible for screen reader users)

	Vigo & Harper (2013) [43]
	UK
	Study 1: Observations (Think-Aloud method) 

Study 2: Observation

	Observing the experiences of the target group while using the internet.

Technology: 
Different websites 
	Study 1
N: 20
Age: -
Gender: -


Study 2
N: 5
Age: -
Gender: -
	Study 1
Visual impairment (6) and blindness (13)

Study 2
Visual impairment (4) and blindness (1)

	Study 1:
Screen readers and screen 

Proficiency: 
Experts

Study 2: 
screen reader and screen magnifier 

Proficiency:
Beginner (4)
Intermediate (1)

	Study 1: 
Four specific tasks without time limit while interacting with websites:
1) the weather forecast for a specific location, 
2) specific information about a journal in a digital library, 
3) information about Salomon Islands in a large catalogue of resources, and 
4) purchase a suit in a large department store”.

Study 2: no tasks were defined. Users were using websites based on their own choices. 

Technology:
-

	Vollenwyder et al. (2023) [44]
	Switzerland
	Online survey & experiment (Randomized controlled) 
	Identifying important factors on web accessibility using the web accessibility guidelines.  

Technology:
One website with low conformance and one with high conformance to accessibility standards. 
	N: 131 
Age: Mean 38.7 years (SD = 13.1)
Gender: Female (63), male (65), non-binary (3)
	Visual impairment (24) and blindness (16)
	Screen magnifiers, screen readers, braille 

Proficiency:
Self-rated experience with computers: high
	Participants used the websites to shop online. They had three tasks: 
1) find four specific articles, 
2) finding specific information on the website, 
3) use the contact form on the website. 

Technology:
-


	Watanabe et al. (2015)[45]
	Japan
	Survey
	Identifying positives, negatives, challenges, usability problems of smartphones and tablets. 

Technology:
-
	N: 304
Age: 18-90 years (mean 48.2 years)
Gender: Female (105), male (199)
	Visual impairment 
	Features used in smartphones and tablets: 
Blind users: speech output (95%)
Visually impaired users: Large Text (65.8%), Zoom (63.2%), and Invert Colors (39.5%)

Proficiency:
-
	There was no task defined, only answering the survey’s questions.

	Watanabe et al. (2016) [46]
	Japan
	Prototype usability testing (experiment) 
	Usability & “legibility” testing of a prototype web app (using R statistics software environment) generating tactile graphs for the target group. 

Technology:
The prototype 

	N: 7
Age: 21 to 26 years 
Gender: Male (4), female (3)

	Blindness 
	Screen reader & Braille 

Proficiency:
Screen reader: 10-16 years 
Braille: 12-20 years 

	Creating tactile graphs using the web app and evaluating the “legibility”.  

Technology:
a notebook PC (Toshiba), a capsule paper heater (PIAF, Quantum Technology). Screen reader software (PC-Talker, Kochi System Development), Internet Explorer 10, and Zy-Tech 2 paper in A4 size (Zychem) was used as capsule paper.

	Wentz et al. (2013)[47]
	USA
	Survey
	Identifying important factors as well as challenges of using email applications by the target group.

Technology:
A survey web-based tool: SurveyGizmo
	N: 129
Age: 
67+ (7), 55–64 (41), 45–54 (25), 35–44 (20), 22–34 (28), 18–21 (5) 
Gender: Female (64), male (59)
Education: Enrolled in academic classes at a college or university (21/128; 16 %). Employment: employed (5).
	Blindness
	Screen reader

Proficiency:
Screen reader proficiency is not mentioned.
Email-use: more than 5 years (112/125; 90%).
	There was no task defined, only answering the survey’s questions.

Technology:
-

	Yeong et al. (2021)[48]
	UK
	Usability testing / Think-aloud method
	To determine important accessibility features of web-based applications.

Technology:
Gene.Vision: A prototype of a website about genetic eye disorders.
	N: 9
Age: 25-70 years
Gender: Female (4), male (5)
Employment: employed (6), retired (2), unemployed (1)
	Visual impairment 
	Windows PC (7), iPhone (1), iPad (2)


Proficiency: 
Confidence in using the internet: 
Extremely confident (3)
Very confident (5)
Somewhat confident (1)
	Several tasks were used on different websites to evaluate their accessibility and ease of navigation. 

Technology: 
Personal devices, Windows PC, assistive software (when required)


	Zeinullin & Hersh (2022)
[49]
	UK/ Kazakhstan
	Mixed methods: Interviews, experimental, usability testing 
	Allow the user to access information without sighted assistance using the prototype system.

Technology:
Tactile Audio Responsive Intelligent System (TAURIS): to support users to access education material without the need of sighted help.

	N: 11
Age: 18-65 years (average= 35.18 years, SD=13.15)
Gender: Female (5), male (6)
Education/Occupation: Secondary school students (2), university student (1). Employed
at the school library (6), teacher at the school for the blind (1), masseur (1)
	Blindness (5), visual impairment (6)
	Smartphone, Braille 

Proficiency:
Braille literate (8) 
understand some
Braille but are not fluent (3).
	Different modes of accessing information (images) were tested (the prototype, Screen reader, Braille) 


Technology:
Participants’ own devices and “their preferred apps to capture the document and convert printed
text to speech. A standalone device with optical character recognition (OCR) and audio output
which converts printed text into speech” (2).
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