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Mirrored silhouette feedback works well: Our study confirms
findings from previous work [20] on the effectiveness of a
silhouette display as visual feedback to attract passersby atten-
tion and interest, and provoking playful interaction.

Multi-user interaction. She et al [27] mention multi-user inter-
action as research challenge for interactive adverts. In our case,
simultaneous interaction worked well, people even explored
the map together on occasion and often called a partner to
come closer and share the interaction. Sometimes bystanders
would interact from a distance. We recommend to enable
people to collaborate in a simple, non-conflicting way.

Avoid media breaks and interaction modality switches. The
video advert at the end of the game constitutes a media break,
and wasn’t successful. The switch from an attention grabber
via silhouette feedback to phone input in the mobile condition
did not work, and rather appeared to confuse people. If such
a switch is inevitable, it needs to be more fluid in order to
influence expectations.

Integrate advert content into the interaction. We found that
the final video broke off engagement (similar to [24]). Peo-
ple left or just waited for the end of the video to replay the
game, mostly ignoring the video. This means advert content
should be integrated into the interaction, or the video needs
to be very attractive and provide surprises or some kind of
gratification (e.g. different video depending on how well you
did, integrating your silhouette into the ad etc.) .

Content and interaction modality fit. The content greatly in-
fluences usage of public displays [23]. We received positive
feedback in our early evaluations of prototypes on bodily in-
teraction with the map, the interaction (moving about) being
a direct match, without much metaphorical translation, to the
task of exploring a map. Moreover, the advert content of a
guided walk was considered a good fit. Such direct translation
will not always be as evident, but this should be considered
when generating and deciding between design alternatives.

Mobile phone input needs to be extremely low threshold and
only works in contexts where people are apt to use their mobile:
Mobile interaction was revealed as problematic, especially at
a site where people do not have extended time on their hands,
and populated mostly by an older age group that is not comfort-
able and/or familiar with QR codes. This implies that phone
interaction needs to be as instantaneous as body interaction,
to utilize apps that people have already installed as part of
longer-term brand engagement, with a long-term narrative, or
to provide added benefit (e.g. storing information, immediate
purchases, cp. [27, 22]). It might require situations/locations
with a younger audience, and where people people spend con-
siderably more time, might be bored, and might take their
phones out to kill time.

Limitations of Our Study

Many factors are known to influence attention and user en-
gagement, from display location and size [16], orientation [17]
to the environmental context [8, 10, 1]. A display in a cafe or
train station will have different outcomes than one in a library
or workplace. In our case, we tested effectiveness for a tourist

information center. Furthermore, we only tested one design
for an interactive advert.

Counting of glances was done manually in observation and
might have missed some incidences. For the analysis of depth-
images of passersby we were unable to determine whether one
person might have passed the display twice, creating an error
margin for our calculation of numbers of passersby.

The type of engagement in the three conditions is different. In
the non-interactive mode, engagement means the user watches
the advert, but does not need to do anything. In the mobile
mode, engagement encompasses the initial silhouette feedback
phase and the actual mobile phone use for the map game –
but people did not go beyond the first phase of interacting
with the silhouette. In the body-interaction mode, people did
interact with the map game. An open question is whether a
different attraction mechanism for mobile interaction might
result in improved levels of engagements. The iterated wide-
angle version of the body interaction system did not utilize
multiple colours of silhouettes. This may have reduced the
attractiveness of the display and resulted in less group play. It
is likely that a multi-colour silhouette display in the wide-angle
body version would be even more successful. This system
was furthermore only tested for three days, resulting in less
statistical power.

CONCLUSION

We presented a multi-part study on interactive advertisements.
Our initial analysis confirmed previous findings that a silhou-
ette is effective in attracting users. Based on this data, we
designed an interactive advert experience with focus groups,
Wizard-of-Oz and high-fidelity prototypes. Several variants
of this interactive system were deployed in a public location.
Our observations allow us to conclude that in our scenario, a
simple prompt to ’come closer to play’ in conjunction with the
users’ silhouette was well understood, as was the metaphor
of walking around a map. On the other hand, having initially
engaged people switch to use their mobile phone to play was
not well received. We found that although prior research [23]
indicates that movement-based interaction can reduce recall
compared to other interaction modes that require less physical
effort and some researchers [27] argue that it has severe limita-
tions compared to mobile interaction with adverts, it received
the most attention and active engagement, constituting a trade-
off that designers of interactive adverts need to be aware of.
As the silhouette representation attracts bystanders, the final
iteration of our setup used an increased tracking area to attract
users even earlier when passing by the display. This iteration
was successful in increasing engagement levels further and
attracting more group interaction, but interestingly, due to en-
hanced exposure time, removed the landing effect. Finally, we
provided a number of design recommendations for the design
of interactive advertisements.
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