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Interest & Experiences
We have developed an audience engagement and
interaction tool Presemo (http://screen.io) and
deployed it on different events, such as panels, seminars
and education events. Presemo provides different
interaction modules which can be applied periodically to
collect feedback and comments through the system (see
Fig. 1).
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Figure 1: Different interaction modules in Presemo

Our previous in-the-wild research has examined the
process [12, 13] and different modalities of such tools

http://screen.io


[16]. We are interested to further examine how these tools
function and affect the participation, and especially the
role of the socio-technical design in the ourcomes of these
systems.

Open Research Issues
Major challenge in the research literature we have
examined is lack of common terminology and
measurement tools in use. For example, [15], [4], [9] and
[1] examine content of messages but their categorization
schemas differ significantly. This makes it more difficult to
conduct comparative research to understand influences of
the system design and social context on the results.

1. What items should be measured in co-located
settings to understand the system use?

• from the user perspective

• from the settings pesrpective

• from the contributions perspective

Figure 2: Interactions in
co-located remote participation

However, to understand these questions one must have a
normative standing point – values – which conseptualize
participation. Jürgen Habermas’ public sphere is an
relevant term to understand co-located computing and its
implications to audience. Shortly paraphased, the idea of
public sphere is to create and equal and open rational
discussion environment [8]. We suggest that in the best
case the remote tools act as a mean to extend the public
sphere and therefore, enhance audience participation to
the event. This consept has been examined in political
science, and scholars have examined if such environment
can be created using remote groupware tools, such as
forums or telepresence environments [2, 20, 7, 21, 6, 5].
Even while CSCW community has acknowledged these

ideas (see e.g. [10, 11]), the conseptual development of
public sphere has not been that clear yet (however, [17]).

2. What are the (normative) goals of participation, and
how the idea of Habermansian public sphere fits
into this?

Lastly, we highlight that use of remote tools in colocated
settings combines both mediated and non-mediated
communication. Furthermore, we need to understand how
both of these support interaction towards positive and
productive interaction. Thus, drawing from the research
literature on performance as interaction [19, 3, 18, 14], we
propose a new term live participation that incorporates
both physical and digital (mediated) interaction between
different roles. Some of the interactions are shown in
Figure 2; for example an interaction episode between the
audience and performer may include mediated tools (such
as Presemo), but also utterances or other cues.

3. What differences between mediated and
non-mediated interaction emerge when using remote
tools in co-located settings; and furthermore how
these differences support attention maintainance
and performance?

Workshop goals
Our goal is, based on the three highlighted research
challenges above discuss with practitioners and researchers
engaged to study co-located participation tools. Especially
we are interest on their rational of the measurement tools
in use (1), and how different normative theories may
support development of these analysis tools (2). Lastly,
we are interested to hear how others have examined the



interaction taking place in these tools, and especially what
kind of rythms and orchestrations have been used (3).
Based on these discussions, we will reformulate the idea of
live participation to support other researchers engaged on
this topic and furter explore meaning of interaction in the
framework.
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