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INTRODUCTION

In the connectechome, all devicescan potentially talk to

eachother, but what should they talk about? Previous
researclshowa needfor high flexibility andopendesignof

IT in the homesinceroutinesandorganisationof the home
differsso much baweenfamilies. Home activities arealso
dynamic,in termsof that peopleenterand leaveactivities
that takes place in a highly opportunistic fashion. The
connectechomeopensup a solutionto adesignproblemin

infotainment services.Accessdevicesto infotainment in

the homeare inflexible and stationary. This may lead to

conflicts over spacein the home and friction in home
activities. An examplds whensomeonavantsto watchthe
ashowon thetelevisionsetwhile the kid brotherwantsto

surf the web. Whatif the kid brothercantake his surfing
activity from thetelie to a tablet PC and walk away. What
if hecanthrowit backup on thetelevisionscreenwhen his
sisteris finished watching the show. Perhapshis sister
joins him in his surfing. How is this dealt with in the
interactiondesignof the infotainmentservices?

WORK IN PROGRESS

The first researchquestion that has been preliminary
answereds what good designis concerninginfotainment
co-presentlyused by severalusersin the home. It is
characterisedby six key usequalities: entertainmentgease,
flexibility, face managementseduction,and togetherness.
For furtherdetailsse also Arvola and Holmlid (2000),and
Holmlid, Arvola, andAmpler (2000).

The researchis basedon user trials of three different
infotainmentsystems(relatedto interactivetelevision and
the web), and semi-structured interviews with 28
informants out of which six participated in extended
situatedinterviewsin theirhomes.

Part of the concept of infotainment is of caurse
entertainment Two aspectsof that is ego challengeand
socialchallenge Ego challengeis the testing of skills and
knowledge, and encourageswvhat can be called psycho-
pleasure . Social challengeis a safeconflict. It can be a
matter of comparing strengths, but also a matter of
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managing complex social interaction. Any infotainment
servicethat can offer these has a lead over competing
products.

In the home, usability issuesmust be treatedsomewhat
differentthan the HCI-community is usedto. Userswill
haveto be ableto meettheir goals, but the goals are not
stablein ahomecontext. Theyareevenmore opportunistic
thanin apurposefulwork context.If thereis any resistance
to usinganartifactit will not be used,becausét is not so
important. Rather than talking about effectiveness,
efficiencyandlearnabilityit is morerewardingto seeit as
ease Thatis perceivedeffortlessuse of the technologyand
fluentinteractionwith the artefactwithout any disturbances
and friction. For infotainmen servicesit is clear that
contentis king. The product must be content-focusedpy
whichis meantthat the usersof the servicewantto getto
the contentwith ease Otherwisehe or she will soon get
tired of the systemyegardit to be cumbersomeandin the
long run, abandonit. Diverse user groups of consumer
technologymakesdesign for easedifficult but for more
complexsystemgherearetwo waysto go: Designfor the
leastcommondenominatoin the usergroup or work with
personalisationThe solution would be to build principles
thatabroadusergroupcanagreeuponandthen leaveroom
form the userto createher own environment.Apartments
aredesignedn that way, perhapsinfotainmentappliances
alsocanbedesignedn aroundsuchanidea.

Thecall for flexibility (O'Brien et al., 2000; Frolich et al.,
2001; andLacohee& Anderson,2001)canbe treatedin a
similar way, but whenusing personalisatiorone must be
careful since the individual user may shift rapidly. The
mother of a family or can sit down in front of the
television set only secondsafter the her husband, or
perhapshejoins in, on whateverhe is viewing. This fact
calls for an elegantway of changingbetweenpersonalised
profiles,justlike Frolich et al. pointsout. Peoplein front
of aniTV-appliancewill enterand leavethe activity (for
exampleto make coffee). This will swiftly changethe
charactefrom a single-usesituationof useto a multi-user
situation, whereusersmay haveto sequencethe control
over the application, or using severalsimultaneousinput
devicesas in Single Display Groupware (SDG) (see for
exampleStewart, Bederson,& Druin, 1999). When that
happenssevaralparallell activities takes place with the
systemA usermay be attendingon one part of the screen
while the other is navigatingand opensa menuover what
thefirst useris reading.Semitransparanwvidgets may be a
designsolutionfor the problem. That would also provide
strong-enouglvisualisationsof feedbackin the interface;
visualisationsthat does not disturb the backgroundand
usersattendingthat backgroundwhile still being strong
enoughfor theuserwhomit concerns.

In all joint activities face managemenplay a vital role
(Clark, 1996). With consumer products users try to
communicat@nimage,a socialidentification. This is what
is called positive face (Brown & Levinsson,1987). The
negativefaceis thefreedonof actionwhich is evidentthat
kids in a family try to createeventhough there still is
parentatontrol (O'Brien, etal.). Thereis lots of face work

going on betweergrownupsand especiallyteenagersstill

the situationwithin afamily is more intimate than at work

where lots of face managementtakes place. Face
managemengsa usequality, will bevital in all co-present
groupwareand probablyimportantfor any systemthat is

used in a sharedactivity. This includes all SDGs and
probably all iTV-applications. Design for face work is

indeeda challengingconcept.

Seductionis a use quality that ariseswhen the present
activity is all thereis and an emotional bond is tied
betweerthe usersand the artefact.lt is overlappingwith
the entertainment-parf the conceptof infotainment. The
first level of a seductiveexperiencds clearlydependenbn
the ante-useof the artifact (the eventsand activities that
preceddhe actualuse). What the usersexpectto meetwill
decideif they are enticedby the product, or if it is yet
anotherproduct of the samekind as before.It will also
decidéf theuseris willing to entera stae of flow or only
dismiss the attempt to seduction as foolishness.
Woszcynskiet al. (in press)reports that flow can have
positive as well as negativeeffects. The positive effects
includeusersatisfaction,increasedearning, creativity, and
intrinsic motivation. The negative effects are decreased
efficiency, and over-involvement. Seduction is without
doubtmoreimportantfor consumeiproductsthanit is for
work systems,but in orderfor a systemto sell and get
satisfied users, it might be important to consider. A
seductivesoftware has ecstaticcustomersthat loves the
productand placestickerson their carsthat says:“l love
my [insert product name here]!” That is definitely
somethingto strive for asaninteractiondesigner.

Togethernesss the sccial interactionand unity promoted
in the useof anartefactlt canpromotebothimmediateand
delayedtogethernessA result of togethernesss socio-
pleasure At work togethernesss important as it is at
home,but at homeit is in focus. Spendingtime with ones
family is whatcountsasquality time.

Whensomeoneentersor leavesa use activity thereis an
issue of public and private information and information
displays.Thereis a needfor fluent transitionsbetweerthe
privateandthe public. A userwill needto be ableto share
personalnformationandexperiencegandinvite othersto a
closerrelationship. This may be reflectedin information
appliancesas well. the oppositeis howeveralso true. One
concernis that of showing respectto the othersin the
family and not disturbing the othersin what they are
doing. Un-intrusive technologyis an interesting concept
worth closerattentionin the areaof infotainment.

FUTURE WORK

My researchup until now, has beenbasedon scenario-
primed interviews and situated interviews. Future work
will focusmoreon explorativedesignresearchwith design
conceptdevelopment,implementationand testing. Future
researctguestiongo beansweredncludes:

How canwe designinfotainmentservicesand surrounding
systems for Entertainment, Ease, Flexibility, Face
ManagemeniSeductionand Togetherness?



What arerelevantdesignconceptsof infotainmentfor co-
presentuse, and what arethe constraintsand possibilities
of thoseconcepts?

DISCUSSION POINTS

In whatdirecton shouldthe interactiondesignresearchand
interaction design practice go in the domain of
infotainment?

Whatis requiredof interactiondesignresearchin orderto
be published?Do we havethe right fora for explorative
researchthat tries to open up space for design and
discussionabout design rather than trying to determine
facts?
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