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Goals
• 7 Prototypes

– Social Mobility

– Bystander Video

– Included/Exclude

– Pro Con Library Stack

– Compliance Video

– Don’t Push This Button

– Thought & Speech Bubbles

• 5 Exhibition titles
– In Commons

– Sidewalk Social

– Crowdsourced self

– Self and the City

– Everyone Is You and Me

• Location: 
– SF Public Library Main Branch

• Assess:
– Usage

• Affordances

• Holding time

– Confusion

– Understanding

– Affective response

– Favorite exhibition title



Mini Exhibition

Don’t Push 
This Button

Pro/ConCompliance 
video

Social 
Mobility

Bystander 
video

Included / 
Excluded



Methods
• Observations

– N = 102 over 5 days
• Wed - Sun

• Dec 12-16, 2018

• Interviews
– N = 80 over 4 days (Th-Su)

• Social Mobility N=16

• Bystander Video N=10

• Included/Excluded N=15

• Pro/Con N=10

• Compliance Video N=12

• Exhibition Titles N=17

– Interview Type
• Uncued or Cued

• Single exhibits only

– No interviews (Obs only)
• Don’t Push This Button 

• Thought / Speech Bubbles



Two interview types

Uncued

• Users recruited after unprompted use
• Preferred method, but requires reasonable 

throughput that was not always achieved

Cued

• Users recruited and asked to use exhibit
• “Best behavior” often seen

When results differ between cued and uncued, we report 
both; otherwise, we combine to increase sample size



• The library seemed less heavily attended than during 
evaluation events held in Aug, Sep and Oct.

• Most exhibits were digital in nature
• Exhibits seemed more didactic than prior prototypes. 

Most told users directly about the concept (with the 
exceptions of Don’t Push and Include/Exclude)

• The exhibition seemed less prominent visually than 
prior prototypes (less yellow, no full-wall exhibits)

Researchers’ notes about mini-exhibition



Observable Demographics

Who used the exhibits? (N=102)
• 74% Males (gender observed)
• 90% Individuals; 5% appeared to be children
• 74% over 30 years old (age observed)



Social Mobility

Overview of Results
• Strong engagement and 

understanding
• SFPL patrons did  

overestimate mobility
• Some difficulty with UX



Social Mobility

Observations (N=24)
– 88% pressed button

– 88% turned knob

– 63% read

– 63% watched until end

– 25% sat

– Median time = 2 min 6 sec

– Max time = 6 min 30 sec



Social Mobility

*Cued vs. Uncued
● 7 Cued
● 9 Uncued

Interviews (N=16)*
– 100% used button and knob

– 69% used to end (83% cued, 60% 
uncued)

– 47% read carefully

– 29% sat

– 53% were confused

– 80% understood that society is less 
mobile than presumed

– 13% feel society is mobile



Social Mobility

*Cued vs. Uncued
● 7 Cued
● 9 Uncued

Interviews (N=16)*
– 33% felt sad, disappointed or angry

– 92% said they would recommend the exhibit to 
others, despite its potentially upsetting 
message

– Does the exhibit raise questions for people? 

Several were surprised by the low impact of 

education on upward mobility. One person 

wondered about the importance of economic 

poverty vs the poverty of human connection.

– Do people underestimate the power of the 

situation (opportunity/hard work?) Two (13%) 

focused on the idea that hard work leads to 

upward mobility. 



Social Mobility

Comments: Society is less mobile
• Just how hard upward mobility is. Much harder than 

most people think.
• A lot of us who're working ourselves out of the ghetto 

don't have a chance in hell.
• Capitalism. It's a self-defeating system based on 

imperialism. Communism is a better system. Plus, it's 
(capitalism) oppressive. It provides very little support 
for the working class.

• I am more cynical about success than other people. It 
made me surprised that so many people thought it was 
that easy to make it.

• It got kind of depressing if those are the real numbers... 
I'm all for hopeful messages and this was not.



Social Mobility

Confusion w Exhibit Affordances
• The words (on the bottom of the screen) went a little quick. It passes too quickly. They should explain 

that the numbers are at the top (of the screen), I didn't know that. And the knob was confusing, I 
didn't realize it was adding the number at the top of the screen when I was trying to add 10 people.

• Yeah, the fact that the knob is confusing. It needs some instruction (to know the number of people it 
brings up). And it should say "press the button that says next" instead of just "press the button" on the 
screen.

• It's difficult to know when to push botton vs. when you are prompted. Sometimes it says push the 
button and sometimes it didn't say [tmm] when to move on. At first it went on; it's on. It went too fast 
and I'm a pretty fast reader.

• The navigation. [SM about navigation?] Sometimes pushing "next" (button) made it go to the next 
window but sometimes no.

• Turning the knob for one person [vs. turning knob for more people].
• I think the only thing confusing was that when I turned this one little person moved out of the spot so 

I thought that turning it would only move that one little person.
• Doing the turning. wasn't clear what it was for. are you looking for numbers or percentages. For 

numbers, maybe include a keypad. 
• Yes, that it didn't have a restart button. Because when I walked up it was halfway through.
• Right now it's very info rich, it's gadgety but not informationally rich like a New York Times 

infographic. Would be better to have a touch screen where you could get more information if you 
wanted it.



Social Mobility

Recommendations
– Use uniform method for 

advancing to next screen

– Offer more interactivity? 
• More information?

• More questions?

• See how people in CCC 
respond?



Bystander Video

Overview of Results
– The chart was engaging

– The video was 
understandable, but most do 
not watch to the end

– No evidence of upset from 
linking to city’s homeless 
population



Bystander Video

Observations (N=23)
– 35% watched to end

– 30% listened with handset

– 74% read chart

– Median time = 27 sec

– Max time = 3 min 49 sec



Bystander Video

Interviews (N=10)*
– Unusual Gender breakdown

• 60% Female (observed)

– Differences by Interview type
• Used audio handset

– Cued: All 5

– Uncued: Only 2 of 5

• Watched to the end

– Cued: 3 of 5

– Uncued: 2 of 5

*Cued vs. Uncued
● 5 Cued
● 5 Uncued



Bystander Video
Interviews (N=10)*
– 30% felt some confusion

– 50% understood bystander effect
• No effect of cuing

– 40% mentioned the influence of the 
number of people, a group, and/or 
being alone.

– 50% spontaneously linked to 
homelessness

– 20% expressed sadness or guilt

– Talking about Helping 
• 70% described reasons to help

• 30% described reasons not to help *Cued vs. Uncued
● 5 Cued
● 5 Uncued



Bystander Video

Relating to bystander effect
• It did make me think about how I'd approach people on the street. In San Francisco and Oakland 

there's a lot of panhandling so when people come up to me I usually don't look. I often see 
people in disarray or in an inebriated state, and this made me think that maybe they're actually 
going through something medical. In cities, people tend to be on their way when walking from 
place to place, so this made me think that maybe I should slow down and pay more attention. It 
made me reflect more on how I can connect to others in public spaces.

• I was like, dang, that's a cold hard truth. People really do need leaders. 
• it happens so many times, seeing someone in distress. Your heart races and all those things 

(points to chart) come up. I usually provide the help because that's what I'm drawn to do.
• When you step up to help people sometimes it's true, you don't know when to help and when 

not to.
• I work for Supportive Housing, so in my own training we have a "no touch" policy. So I get the 

idea of liability, if you do something to help you could get blamed personally or organizationally. 
The sue-happy nature pushes people away from helping each other. But I get that you're more 
likely to help when you're alone, because if I'm passing by a guy who looks like he has a heart 
attack I'd be less likely to assume someone else already called an ambulance.

• I mean we're all human so we should want to help each other. Unless he's a druggie or 
something.



Bystander Video

Comments on Exhibit presentation
• For an exhibit, I'd like interactivity. Like if you 

had a button to push about how or when you 
would help, and a timer (keeping track of how 
long before you decide), and you could see how 
long it took other people to decide what to do.

• Got me thinking about a class I took in college 
called Moral Luck where we learned about 
studies like this, like the Kitty Genovese case, so 
this wasn't new information. And I wonder if 
you could offer something new, new 
perspective or research that people haven't 
seen before.

• I liked the different examples they showed, the 
group scenarios.



Bystander Video

Recommendations
– Reshoot video to be 

more fast-paced

– Create an interactive 
version where people 
respond to different 
videos?



Included/Excluded

Wednesday-Thursday Version             Friday-Sunday Version

Shorter throw 
time

Larger Include 
Text

Shorter delay 
between 
reflection 
questions

Game Your 
Emotions: 
Play to the 
end to see 
how it feels



Included/Excluded

Overview of results
– Very few used it to the end

– Many complained it was too 
simple or uninteresting

– Large effect of interview type
• Most cued users understood 

main concept; some even felt 
excluded

• Few uncued understood it, 
though some felt excluded 
without realizing that their 
feeling was relevant



Included/Excluded

Observations (N=16)
– 38% read

– 25% used to the end

– 13% sat

– Median time = 52 sec

– Max time = 2 min 52 sec



Included/Excluded

Interviews (N=15)*
– Played full game

• 83% cued 

• 22% uncued

– Felt frustrated / bored
• 17% cued

• 67% uncued

– Thought about inclusion
• 67% cued

• 33% uncued

– Exhibit was reminder to be 
inclusive

• 83% cued

• 22% uncued
*Cued vs. Uncued

● 6 Cued
● 9 Uncued



Included/Excluded
Thinking about Inclusion
• [Cued person] I lead teams. It got me thinking about 

how do I include everybody and how they include 
everybody [Your team?]  Yes. How are we leaving 
behind slower performers.  [At work?] Yes. Just 
generally speaking, with the diversity of people that 
I work with, making them feel comfortable in new 
environment, making them not feel left behind. 

• [User who complained that there was no main 
point]: It kept throwing it to me. It was 
nerve-racking. [What part of it was nerve-racking?] 
It threw it 4 times then it left me out. I was losing 
my patience waiting for the ball. It was supposed to 
be a rotation. I got tired of it. [How did it make you 
feel?] Impatient. Frustrated and left out. [You had 
these feelings when?] When they didn’t pass the 
ball.

• [User didn’t realize the point until the interview]: I 
figured it was some experience with the ball and 
then they left me out.  Okay -- this (interview)  is 
helping me experience this.  Maybe that's the 
lesson of it.



Included/Excluded
Comments on Exhibit Design
• [Cued person] It has a very explicit prompt 

(reflection Q at the end).  It’s not subtle.
• [Cued person] It was pretty obvious. 
•  It’s really dry. If you program this and want to 

frustrate somebody: how long does it take? I 
notice I wasn’t getting the ball eventually got the 
ball.

• In general, it doesn’t progress fast enough, it’s 
slow-paced. I’m bored to be honest. Just because 
of the slow pace.

•  I think it would be interesting to have a points 
system. There's not much at stake here.  
Numbers could give people a choice -- a higher 
score for inclusion would be interesting I think.

• I lost interest. It's just basic a button and that's it.
• I was ready to play ball. There should have been 

more activity to it. The ball should have bounced. 
I don’t know. More ball players.

• It doesn’t seem it was as challenging as things at 
the Exploratorium.



Included/Excluded

Recommendations
– Rework the game to 

make it more exciting

– Offer more game 
options?

– Offer more context?



Pro-Con Library Stack

     Wednesday-Saturday Version Sunday Version

Open the 
drawers



Pro-Con Library Stack

Overview of results
– Exhibit is understandable and 

engaging

– Few visitors actually opened 
drawers, however



Pro-Con Library Stack
Observations (N=28)

– 82% read

– Of the people who stopped at 
the exhibit: 61% opened at least 
one pro drawer, 57% opened at 
least one con drawer, and 68% 
opened one or more drawers 
(32% didn’t open any).

– On average people opened 1-2 

pros and 1-2 cons (~3 drawers 

opened on average).

– Median time = 30 sec

– Max time = 15 min 31 sec



Pro-Con Library Stack
Interviews (N=10)*

– 26% looked at both sides of an 
argument

– No one felt confused

– 60% understood confirmation 
bias

– Half (50%) reflected on their 
own searches, internet searches, 
or the librarian’s role

– Favorite topics:
• Health care (90%)

• Gun rights / control (90%)

• Minimum Wage (80%)

• Climate Change (70%) *All Uncued



Pro-Con Library Stack

Interviews (N=10)*
– Suggested topics:

• Race relations
• Diversity - strength or weakness
• Impact of social media on 

interpersonal contact
• Protection against STDs
• Free or paid community college
• Democrat and Republican 

positions
• Wealth distribution in US and 

world — fair or unfair
• Judicial System

*All Uncued



Discussing Confirmation bias
• The new term "my-side bias".  It's a 

great term to use as a way to explain 
the media.

• Usually we research things with 
confirmation bias, toward researching 
in a way that's reinforcing.

• I try to look at contrarian views, 
contrarian views to my own.

• It reinforced the fact that I look for 
opposites.  It reinforced what was 
suggested--looking at opposites of my 
own opinion.

Pro-Con Library Stack



Pro-Con Library Stack

Recommendations
– Make the drawers more 

salient

– Add use diagram?

– Shift to slightly more 
heated topics

• Gun Rights/Control



Compliance Video

Observations (N=12)
– 67% used audio headset

– 67% watched to end

– 50% read

– 8% looked at Don’t Push

– Median time = 2 min 5 sec

– Max time = 2 min 30 sec

[PHOTO OF EXHIBIT HERE]



Compliance Video
Interviews (N=12)*
– 92% used headsets and watched to 

end, even uncued

– 33% were confused
• Mainly expected it to be interactive 

because it asks a question

– 58% understood that social cues 
affect compliance

– 42% felt it made them think 
differently

– Thoughts about authority
• 50% might question authority

• 33% will obey 

• 8% will dress like authority



Compliance Video
Discussing Compliance

• I typically do submit more to someone in 
uniform vs. someone in plain clothes. Well 
now I'm actually submitting to you [points 
to researcher’s clothes].

• I'd be more likely to say sure to someone in 
a uniform.

• I might think twice in the future if someone 
who has authority asks me to do something 
weird.

• Maybe I should wear a costume or uniform, 
maybe I'll receive more information. It 
would be cool to try.

• I'm already ahead of the curve when it 
comes to questioning authority.

• Happy that this is here. Plants the seed that 
one should question authority. 
Libertarianism. Abuse of power of the state. 



Compliance Video

Recommendations
– Make exhibit look more 

attractive

– Offer a little more 
context

– Make interactive?



Don’t Push This Button

Front Back



Don’t Push This Button

Observations (n = 23):

• The number of button pushes varied a great 
deal each day
– From 43 to 245

• Some people clearly looked, paused, went on 
to other exhibits, then came back and 
pressed the button

• Very little interplay between this and the 
Compliance video exhibit



Don’t Push This Button

Observations (n = 23):
● None of the 23 who pushed the button watched others 

before or after.

● Only one person looked around for social cues during use.

● 30% of those that used the exhibit pushed the button more 

than once (7/23). Two button pushes per person on average, 

but mostly it’s one push or ~5 pushes.

● Nearly half (48%; 11/23) read the back

● 17% (4/23) had an obvious reaction, such as:
○ looked back at friend and spread out arms as if to say, "What's up 

with this?"

○ son pushed it as much as possible, excitedly and read the back.   



Bubbles (Thought or Speech)

            Wednesday Version 



Bubbles (Thought or Speech)

            Thursday-Sunday Version 



Bubbles (Thought or Speech)

Observations (N=31)*

• Most people sat down without noticing them
– 24% obviously looked at them when sitting

• People who noticed seemed to enjoy them
• Some people took photos of each other
• No clear difference between thought and speech

*Special observations were performed 
to note visitors’ eye gaze



Bubbles (Thought or Speech)

SFPL Patrons



Bubbles (Thought or Speech)

SFPL Patrons



Bubbles (Thought or Speech)

SFPL Staff Explo Staff



Votes for Best Exhibition Title

Exhs 
used 
by Vs

In Commons Sidewalk 
Social

Crowd- 
sourced 
Self

Self and 
the City

Everyone 
Is You and 
Me

1 1 2 1 2 0

2-3 0 2 0 2 1

4+ 0 3 0 0 2

Total 1 7 1 4 3

Sidewalk Social was voted the favorite by the largest 
number of people (7), particularly by people who had used 4 
or more exhibits in the mini-exhibition.



Favorable Comments for “Sidewalk Social” 

Positive statements
• (smiles) That's cute. That does make me chuckle. And I like that it's 

specific to the space. Pedestrian interactions.
• I usually think of a get-together or block party.
• (smiles & laughs) My mind automatically goes to big block parties. 

[Matches what you see here?] If you're planning on putting these on 
the sidewalk, then yeah, since it'll hopefully get people to talk to 
each other.

• Because people are gathering and starting to talk about these 
(together).

• Yeah because I listened to the step forward one [bystander video]. 
True, people react based on what other people do, that mentality.

Negative, but still relevant to our goals
• Don't like it. Reminds of park-lettes. Reminds me of those gardens 

outside coffee shops.


