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1. Experiments: 

· 3 videoconferencing systems are compared to same – room and audio only conversations

2. Purposes:

· to show how the medium of interaction might effect the structure of conversation

· ... how or whether video mediation effects the regulations of conversation

· ...whether visual access is of importance

3. Multiparty Videoconferencing Systems:

1. Picture in Picture (PIP)

· a single videoscreen is divided into quadrants

· each participant sees the others plus himself/herself

>>> no selective gaze possible

2. Hydra System

· each participant is presented with a unique view ( single monitor )

>>> selective gaze/ listening possible

3. Live Wire

· displays only the current speaker to the group

· the current speaker sees the person who spoke last

· voice-switched

>>> no selective gaze possible

Experiment 1: PIP, Hydra, same-room

Experiment 2: PIP, Live Wire, audio only

4. Predictions:


Experiment1
Experiment 2

Turn Frequency/
duration of turns would be
no differences in 

Duration/
more equal among speakers
floor changing expected

Distribution
in the same-room condition



than in the video cond.


Simultaneous
more interruptions in 
audio only conversations

Speech
the same-room conversations
would be less interruptive


> more interactive
> more formal

Handovers
1. less handovers in Hydra
no side or parallel 

& Parallel 
because of the selective gaze
conversations expected

Conversations
2. Parallel conversations



would occur in Hydra










5. Method

· 12 groups of 4 adults participated in each experiment ( who haven´t known each other before )

· debates lasting 16 min each

· groups were divided into pro and con

· 3 different topics were introduced to debate in 3 different conditions

6. Results

Experiment 1
Experiment 2

Simultaneous 
1. More interruptions in the
1. No difference across 

Speech
same room condition
conditions


2. Same-room conver-



sations contained more



simult. Speech than video



conversations



3. No difference between 



video conditions


Switch Time
1. Same-room: switch
1. Switch pauses


overlaps
2. No difference across


2. Video: switch pauses
video conditions


3. No difference across 



video conditions


Handovers
1. Fewer formal handovers
1. No significant 


in the same-room than in
differences across condi-


Hydra or PIP
tions 

Parallel or Side
1. 5x in the same-room
1. No side or parallel 

Conversations
2. 6x Hydra
conversations 


3. Never in PIP


7. Participants´ preferences

1. PIP versus Hydra:

       2/3 preferred Hydra

2. PIP versus LW versus Audio

73% PIP

17% LW

10% Audio

8. Conclusion

· the way in which visual information is present makes no difference to conversational process

· the abscence of visual cues had no effects on duration & distribution of turns

· same-room conversations were more ointeractive ( contained more interruptions )

· the measures are rather to be takenn as indication of formality and interactivity than of problems in turn-taking

· no significant differences among the remote conditions, except Hydra ( which supports selective gaze )

The effects of mediating talk


with technology


( Abigail J. Sellen )








