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ABSTRACT

1

In HCI, the honeypot effect describes a form of audience engagement in which a person’s interaction with a technology
stimulates passers-by to observe, approach and engage in an
interaction themselves. In this paper we explore the potential
for honeypot effects to arise in the use of mobile augmented
reality (AR) applications in urban spaces. We present an observational study of Santa’s Lil Helper, a mobile AR game that
created a Christmas-themed treasure hunt in a metropolitan
area. Our study supports a consideration of three factors that
may impede the honeypot effect: the presence of people in
relation to the game and its interactive components; the visibility of gameplay in urban space; and the extent to which the
game permits a shared experience. We consider how these
factors can inform the design of future AR experiences that
are capable of stimulating honeypot effects in public space.

Public spaces are increasingly being used as sites for creating
novel and engaging experiences with interactive computing technologies. Examples include large urban displays that
stimulate collective play [41], media facades that encourage
citizen engagement [22] and responsive art installations that
promote interactions between strangers [8].
The deployment of these technologies in public spaces
raises the question of how their design and functionality can
be made sufficiently compelling to generate interest in their
use. In particular, technologies should be designed to signal
their presence and availability to potential users, and should
entice users to approach and engage in active use [31, 57].
These issues require significant attention because they influence users’ engagement and thus may affect the perceived
success of a technology in public space [2].
One phenomenon that stimulates the use of interactive
systems in public space is the honeypot effect [12]. The effect
arises when the presence of people congregating around a
technology in public draws the attention of passersby, thereby
creating an audience. People in the audience may then move
closer to the technology and engage in use of it, stimulating
new opportunities for interaction and social participation
[60]. In addition, the honeypot effect enables bystanders to
learn about the technology and understand the potential consequences of their interactions [41]. This encourages use by
preventing social embarrassment [40]. Hence, stimulating a
honeypot effect is desirable for systems that aim to encourage
user interactions in public space [e.g. 51, 61], and its evaluation is useful to understand the success and effectiveness of
public technologies on audience engagement [60].
The majority of the documented evidence on the honeypot
effect is based on studies that involve interactions with large,
screen-based public installations [e.g. 12, 18, 19, 34, 36, 39, 45,
54, 56, 60]. However, little is known about factors that influence the likelihood of a honeypot effect when other kinds
of technologies are used in public space. Exploring this issue is important, particularly as we are confronted with new
and emerging technologies for use in public space, such as
head-mounted displays [33] and augmented reality (AR) [49].
These technologies raise questions about whether traditional
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INTRODUCTION

approaches to encouraging human involvement with public
installations—through the honeypot effect—are applicable to
systems with new interactional opportunities found in AR.
For instance, does the honeypot effect occur in public AR
installations? In what ways is the honeypot effect with AR
installations different to that of large public displays? Do we
require new ways of thinking about the honeypot effect for
AR installations in public spaces?
In this paper we explore these questions in the context
of mobile AR. We conducted an in-the-wild study of Santa’s
Lil Helper, an AR game that was deployed in late 2017 to the
central urban area of Melbourne, Australia, as part of the city’s
celebration of Christmas. We use this game as an opportunity
to explore issues that shape and constrain the potential for a
honeypot effect in the use of mobile AR. The contribution of
this paper lies in identifying elements of mobile AR that affect
its potential to create a honeypot effect, and which demand
new ways of thinking about what it means to stimulate a
honeypot effect around this technology. We illustrate these
elements as opportunities for the design of future AR games
that encourage spontaneous participation in public places.
2

BACKGROUND & RELATED WORK

The honeypot effect is a phenomenon that supports the formation of an audience around a technology in public space.
The effect was first described by Brignull and Rogers [12],
who studied The Opinionizer, a system that allowed people
to post opinions about a topic of conversation on a large display. Brignull and Rogers observed that people were initially
hesitant to approach the display due to its apparent novelty,
but were ultimately drawn towards it by a “social buzz” that
emerged as people congregated in its vicinity [12]. This encouraged other people to approach the display, and provided
opportunities for vicarious learning through observation of
the display’s functionality. In turn, this allowed people to
avoid potential embarrassment that could have arisen from
interacting with the technology.
This general characterisation of the honeypot effect has
been used to make sense of the way in which users are drawn
into interaction with technologies in public spaces [e.g. 10,
22, 24, 39]. In the present work, we interpret the honeypot
effect as involving three features. First, the physical presence
of people congregating in close proximity to a technology
naturally draws the attention of passersby and provides a clue
that something is happening. This means that the effect is
inherently social; there cannot be a honeypot effect if nobody
is using the technology [59]. Second, the visibility of users’
interactions with the technology is what enables observation
and social learning. This contributes to spontaneous uptake
by allowing an audience to understand the functionality and
interactions required to make use of a technology [60]. Finally,
the honeypot effect can contribute to shared experiences by

allowing audience members to ‘join in’ alongside current
users of the system.
Wouters et al. [60] formalised these features into the Honeypot Model, a spatiotemporal model that describes how passersby can be roused into sustained and committed engagement
with a technology via a series of spatial trajectories and contextual influences. Through their study of Encounters, Wouters
et al. illustrated the importance of providing users with a
compelling experience within the ‘activation loop’ where engagement and learning take place. They further emphasised
the importance of participants’ roles in the honeypot effect.
Prospective users begin as passersby who transition through
the roles of bystander and audience member. An audience
member may then become an actor by making use of the system. While people may drop out of this trajectory at different
stages, their participation nevertheless serves to reinforce the
honeypot effect by drawing others towards the technology
and providing opportunities for social learning [60].
Honeypot Effects Beyond Public Displays
An interesting feature of the literature on the honeypot effect
is that it has mostly been observed in studies of large public
displays, i.e. interactive screens deployed in public spaces.
The way in which such displays are designed and deployed
may naturally lead them to nurture the honeypot effect. For
example, displays typically allow sufficient room for people
to congregate around the technology, and the way in which
displays respond to users’ inputs renders their use highly visible and hence observable. It is also common for large displays
to be walk-up-and-use [e.g. 45], allowing users to enter into
shared experiences and opportunistic interactions.
Previous work suggests that the configuration of these
parameters can encourage or impede the honeypot effect. For
example, Ichino et al. [26] found that a tilted display is less
likely to foster a honeypot effect compared to a vertical or
horizontal display. Ten Koppel et al. [54] found that organising
a set of chained displays in a hexagon or concave arrangement
negatively impacted the creation of a honeypot. In each of
these cases, the position of the display limited the ability
for an audience to observe and engage in spontaneous use,
raising the question of how other parameters inherent to a
technology (e.g. its size or means of enabling user input) can
impact the presence of a honeypot effect.
Notably, only a handful of studies have described the honeypot effect outside of large displays. Balestrini et al. [7] noticed
the effect in their study of Jokebox, a system that required two
passersby to coordinate their actions in order to hear a joke in
a public setting. They observed that passersby were naturally
drawn towards Jokebox through curiosity and observation
of active users. Back et al. [6] observed the honeypot effect
in a study of interactive technology for children; in this case,
one child’s use of a technology was sufficient to attract the

attention of other children. These cases suggest that the honeypot effect can arise in other technologies, provided that the
use of the technology is visible to outsiders and affords an
opportunity to join in. However, no work has considered how
the honeypot effect may be shaped and constrained by the
particulars of the technology at hand, as well as the environment in which it is deployed. The assumption seems to be that
honeypot effects can (and will) occur when a technology is
deployed to a public setting.
Looking beyond the HCI literature, there are several nontechnical cases that illustrate the occurrence of honeypot
effects in urban settings. A common example is street performance by musicians and dancers, who face an initial task of
drawing an audience to their performance [14]. By creating a
crowd, their performance functions as a honeypot and draws
the attention of passersby, maintaining the size of the audience over time. Another example is that of a music festival.
The event itself may act as a honeypot by drawing the attention of passersby, but particular stages within the festival will
also function as smaller honeypots by drawing crowds of onlookers [53]. We believe that this resembles the way in which
an urban-scale AR setup might make players aware of the
technology and then encourage them to transition between
sites using standalone AR markers.
Mobile Augmented Reality Games
This paper examines the potential for honeypot effects to be
stimulated in the use of mobile augmented reality (AR) gaming applications. AR games allow users to play in a mediated
reality that is produced by overlaying graphics from the game
onto the real-world environment [30]. Typically, a players’
geographic location is incorporated as part of the game, enabling players to interact with hidden objects from the AR
environment [32, 42, 43]. The most well-known example is
Pokémon GO, which allows users to collect virtual creatures
that appear on-screen as if they were in the same physical
location as the player [17]. Other examples include Ingress
[28], Street Art Gangs [1], and Zombies Run! [55].
Previous work in HCI has studied the kinds of player experiences that are created by these games. Early studies focused
on the way in which players coordinate their activities with
respect to each other and the local environment [e.g. 9]. More
recent work has explored how AR games can promote physical activity [3, 27, 46] and how they might guide players to
explore their surroundings [17, 27, 43]. Others have explored
the reasons people play AR games alongside negative factors
that affect their enjoyment [42, 43, 46, 47].
These studies have shown that players naturally configure
AR games as inherently social experiences, with the majority
of players using them in groups with friends and family [27, 44,
46, 52]. In addition, previous work indicates that AR games can
foster spontaneous interactions between strangers [27, 42].

For example, sociality can arise because players are able to
recognise one another through observing low-level activities
that signal their involvement in the game, such as holding
their mobile device in a way that suggests they are catching
Pokémon, or standing in places where Pokémon are known
to appear [42]. However, these observations are based on
interactions between people who are already playing the
game, and thus do not relate to exploring how AR games can
trigger honeypot effects in the same way that other public
technologies can (i.e., by encouraging use from people who
are not already using the system in question). This means
that it is unclear to what extent players can be ‘drawn in’ to
spontaneously participate in AR games.
Previous work provides clues to suggest that AR technologies may be able to stimulate a honeypot effect. Reeves et al.
[49] described the Telescope, an interactive AR experience designed to stimulate engagement in a heritage setting. Their
work drew attention to the way in which users were drawn in
by observing the interactions of people who were using the
Telescope, though they did not characterise this as a honeypot
effect. One explicit mention of an AR honeypot effect is in the
work of Morrison et al. [37, 38], who examined collaborative
use of paper or mobile AR maps. They found that groups using
an AR map naturally huddled around the display to acquire
a shared view, and described this as showing a “honeypot
effect”. However, this characterization differs from the wider
literature in that it primarily describes the physical arrangement of bodies around a device. While such an arrangement
has the potential to act as a honeypot, it is not a honeypot
effect in and of itself, and thus has little to do with the wider
phenomenon of audience engagement. In this paper, we seek
to understand whether and how a mobile AR game deployed
in public space can stimulate the kinds of honeypot effects
that have been witnessed in studies of public displays.
In summary, the honeypot effect has proven to be a useful
contributor to the success of public technologies through
creating awareness of a technology, stimulating an audience,
and lowering social barriers to involvement by conveying
how a system should be used. However, it is currently unclear
as to how the honeypot effect might arise in the use of mobile
AR games. Our study provides a conceptual understanding
of factors that influence the creation of a honeypot in the use
of mobile AR, and identifies opportunities to increase user
uptake through communicating the presence of a game, the
visibility of players and game components, and enhancing
opportunities for shared experiences in the game world.
3

SANTA’S LIL HELPER

Our findings are based on the analysis of user engagement
with Santa’s Lil Helper (SLH), a mobile AR game that was
deployed as a temporary installation to the downtown urban area of Melbourne, Australia, in December 2017. SLH

was commissioned by the city council, and was designed and
developed by a commercial software provider. Our research
team had no involvement in the design of the game or any
of its digital, physical or advertising components, meaning
that we had no stake in its success or failure. The game was
instigated via a dedicated app and employed a combination
of location-based AR content, physical location markers, and
Christmas-themed advertising. The aim was to provide “an
augmented reality adventure that brings to life the City of
Melbourne’s Christmas Festival” [16]. The app was available
for free on the Apple and Google app stores, and was playable
from November 24th through to December 27th, 2017.
Game Design and Infrastructure
The premise of SLH involved a treasure hunting-style task in
which Santa had reportedly lost his mobile phone. Players had
to help recover the phone by visiting six different locations
within the city (see Figure 1a). The locations used by the game
fell within a radius of approximately 1 kilometre and each
was publicly accessible throughout the day. Users could visit
the locations in any order they wished to complete the game.
Each location was denoted by temporary physical markers,
which served as triggers for AR content within the game.
Five of the six sites contained markers that were four-sided
columns approximately 1.85 metres in height (see Figure 1b).
The sixth site had a marker that was implemented as a sign
above a large red throne (see Figure 1c). To play the game,
users had to point their mobile device at a marker to cause
various AR scenes to appear. Users then had to hold their
phone vertically towards the marker face to interact with
the content (see Figure 1d). There were three kinds of AR
content at each location: either a 3D diorama that was explored
through tilting and movement of the user’s device (see Figure
2a for an example); a 3D globe that appeared to ‘pop out’
from the marker face and which could be spun on its axis
by the user; or an immersive 3D scene that placed the user’s
on-screen view within a virtual room. The user could then
rotate their body 360° to look around the virtual room. Each
of these scenes contained a hidden object that gave a clue as
to the location of Santa’s phone. The game was completed by
finding three objects from each marker location (18 objects
total), at which point users were told that they had found the
phone and had successfully saved Christmas.
Marker Sites and Advertising
The six locations used by the game were roughly clustered
around Swanston Street, a main shopping thoroughfare in
the downtown area of Melbourne. The route was anchored
by the Bourke Street Mall (location A in Figure 1a), which is a
bustling shopping area and tourist destination, and Federation
Square (location F in Figure 1a), which is a major venue for arts,
culture and public events. Both of these sites are characterised

(a) The map of the six marker (b) Example location marker
locations, as shown in the
used by SLH, seen in-situ at
SLH application.
the Howey Place laneway.

(c) The signpost marker
(d) A family using Santa’s Lil
(circled) used at the Degraves Helper at the Alfred Place
Street laneway.
location marker.
Figure 1: (a) The map of locations used by Santa’s Lil Helper;
(b) A column location marker; (c) A signpost location marker;
(d) A family interacting with the application.

by large open spaces and high numbers of people in the space
at any one time. Each is a thriving hub of activity during the
festive season. The markers at these two sites were situated in
open spaces near to various exhibits and urban infrastructure
nearby (see Figures 2b and 2c). This included permanent city
services like tram lines and public information booths through
to objects that had been placed temporarily for Christmas,
such as a 16 metre tall Christmas tree and a Santa’s grotto.
The sites within the two anchor locations were laneways, a
network of narrow, pedestrian-only side streets that are characteristic of Melbourne and which house an assortment of
independent galleries, boutiques and cafés. The laneways chosen for the game were Howey Place, Alfred Place, Degraves

Street, and Manchester Lane (respectively, sites B–E in Figure
1a). Most laneways in Melbourne are quiet spaces that offer
moments of respite from the city’s busy main thoroughfares.
Unlike the two route anchors, laneways typically contain only
a handful of people at any one time. The markers in each of
these laneways were placed close to the laneway’s entrance,
and were situated adjacent to walls or windows of shops (see
Figure 1b). The exception to this was Degraves Street, where
the marker was situated above a throne in the middle of the
laneway (shown in Figure 1c).
Additionally, the city council advertised SLH throughout
the city, including at places other than the six marker sites.
Apart from advertisements in newspapers and radio, they
created physical advertising boards that had a similar aesthetic
and physical appearance to those of the game’s AR markers
(see the background of Figure 1c). The intention with this
advertising was presumably to signal the availability of the
game and hence stimulate public interest in its use. In our
study, we attend to the differential characteristics of these
various components and consider their potential impact on
the creation of a honeypot effect around SLH.
4

(a) An example of an AR
scene revealed through
interaction with an SLH
marker.

(b) Users at Bourke Street
interacting with a marker
while a tram passes nearby.

(c) A marker positioned at
Federation Square.

(d) A tourist group blocking
access to the faces of a
marker at Federation Square.

METHODS

We conducted an in-the-wild study [13] with the aim of understanding how SLH was used in public space. Our initial
approach to the research was open-ended and exploratory.
We saw SLH as a unique opportunity to examine a highlylocalised application that incorporated AR in pursuit of what
seemed to be ‘public engagement’. As such, we did not begin by looking at the honeypot effect; rather, it emerged as a
salient concern through the observations we made and our
sensitivity to users’ behaviour. In particular, our attention was
drawn to the relative lack of user uptake and to parameters
of the game that appeared to affect this. We therefore used
the study as an opportunity to consider how honeypot effects
might arise (or not) in the use of AR in public space.
We conducted our study in the two weeks prior to December 25th 2017 to maximise our exposure to users. We
used a combination of first-hand experience, observations in
the vein of rapid ethnography [35] and informal interviews.
These techniques are recognised approaches for evaluating
technologies in public settings [2, 7]. All of our materials and
procedures received approval from our institution’s ethical
review panel before the study began.
First-hand experience is good practice when studying games
since it allows researchers to understand how the game works
while supporting the interpretation of findings [42, 58]. In
our case, all members of the research team downloaded SLH
after its release and individually visited the marker sites to
explore the game’s content. This provided an appreciation of
the game’s functionality and a grounded understanding of
the sites in which it was played.

Figure 2: (a) AR content in SLH; (b) Users interacting in city
space; (c) A marker at Federation Square; (d) Markers ‘blending in’ and being blocked within urban space.

We then conducted rapid ethnography [35] to understand
how members of the public engaged with the application in
context. We visited the marker sites on a daily basis in the two
weeks prior to December 25th and engaged in observations
of people who we opportunistically found to be using the
application. Observations were done covertly by standing
approximately 10 metres from the markers and by allowing
users to interact freely without intrusion. Observations focused on user behaviour and the actions of bystanders as
the game was played. Three researchers spent a total of 36.5
hours in the field. During this time we observed 48 distinct

groups of people using SLH. We did not see anyone using the
application alone. We made field notes to record observations
and took digital photographs to support later analysis.
In addition, we approached groups whenever possible and
asked if they would consent to a brief interview about their
use of SLH. This was typically done after they had finished
interacting with the marker. In some cases we approached
when it appeared as though users were encountering difficulties with the game. Twenty-four groups agreed to provide
feedback. This contributed to our understanding of how they
found out about the game and what affected their experience.
As has been recognised in previous work [41, 60], the nature
of in-the-wild research can make it difficult to conduct indepth interviews. As such, interview notes comprised salient
points rather than verbatim transcripts. One strategy we employed to enhance our interviews was to take an ‘emergency
pack’ that contained four mobile power banks. We did this
because AR games are known to drain users’ batteries quickly
[4, 43, 46] and this was also true of SLH. We allowed interviewees to recharge their mobile devices during the interviews,
and we found that this strategy was successful in acquiring
feedback that went beyond mere surface reflections.
Analysis
Our study produced 30 pages of field notes, 168 field photographs, and 24 field interviews. As an ethnographicallyinformed investigation, our analysis used a grounded, immersive, and data-driven approach in the interpretivist tradition
[20]. The aim of such an analysis is to interpret and account
for things that were observed in context [21]. Since our study
involved multiple investigators, we pooled our field notes,
photographs and interviews, and reviewed them collaboratively to build common ground about our observations while
identifying points of distinction. Through this process we
arrived at a shared account of the way in which people used
SLH, and how this use was conditioned by the surroundings
in which it was deployed.
5

FINDINGS

Our engagement with active users allowed us to understand
their general experience of SLH. We found that users enjoyed
the game and valued the opportunity to combine the novelty
of AR with traditional Christmas activities such as shopping
and visiting tourist attractions. However, one of our most
immediate observations—and which sensitised us to the issue
of user takeup and the honeypot effect—was that only a small
number of people were playing SLH at any one time. This is
of issue because attention is unlikely to be drawn to an AR
game if nobody is playing it.
During the study, we found that the marker sites were
typically devoid of active users and thus offered few opportunities to stimulate interest around the app or around other

people’s activity. We would often wait at a marker site for
more than 30 minutes without seeing anybody playing the
game. The number of people we observed playing SLH did
vary depending on the date and time of day, with more people
appearing to play on 22–24th December (i.e. the days just prior
to Christmas Day) and more people playing in the afternoon
and evening than the morning. However, it became apparent
that SLH was not sufficiently engaging to draw an audience,
despite the presence of advertising boards to publicly signal
the availability of SLH and to encourage participation.
As the study progressed, we questioned how the lack of
user takeup might be explained by qualities that are particular
to the SLH deployment and to the nature of mobile AR itself.
The following sections detail relevant observations in relation
to three properties that are inherent to stimulating a honeypot
effect: (1) the extent to which people are present near a technology; (2) the various levels of visibility that communicate
how a technology is used; and (3) the ability for people to
share an experience within a common interaction space.
The Presence of People Playing the Game
Our first set of observations relates to the presence and spatial
configuration of people that we observed to be playing SLH. A
prerequisite for a honeypot effect is for people to be within the
vicinity of an interactive technology, and for those people to
be seen participating in its use [12, 59]. This is critical because
the presence of people using the technology is what sparks
the interest of passersby, and contributes to the formation of
an audience [60]. This illustrates that the honeypot effect is in
some sense a self-perpetuating phenomenon; in order to draw
in an audience, at least some people need to be interacting
with the technology in the first place [60].
Mobility Challenges of Urban AR Games. One quality of AR
games is that they typically ask users to explore their environment and hence introduce a degree of mobility into the
user experience [17]. However, current understandings of the
honeypot effect are constructed on the basis of technologies
that remain situated within a single interaction space in which
the technology is deployed and used [22]. Hence, the physical
location in which a honeypot forms is scoped to a relatively
well-defined space from which the technology and its users
do not move away. This is true of both Encounters [60] and
Jokebox [7], as well as the various situated displays described
in the literature [e.g. 19, 39, 45, 54, 56].
In contrast to these cases, use of SLH was not confined
to one location but was instead distributed across six different sites. This means that, rather than congregating around
a single zone of engagement in which a honeypot could be
established, users were required to transition from one location to another. Indeed, as we naturally roamed between sites
during the research, we tended to encounter the same people

repeatedly (who were also moving between sites) and it was
rare for us to see more than one group of people at a marker
at any given time.
We interpret the element of mobility as impacting the potential for a honeypot effect in two ways. First, the significant
movement of users means that observable ‘use’ was diluted
across a much larger geographic space. Second, it means that
the time users spent at a given marker site was relatively short.
Users would typically arrive at a site and find the SLH marker,
spend a few minutes performing the interactions needed to
find the hidden clues, and then leave in pursuit of the next location. This means that the available window for stimulating
a honeypot effect was short.
The implication of these observations is that the potential
to stimulate a honeypot effect through creating a ‘social buzz’
around the application was diminished because users were
spread across multiple sites and because they spent relatively
little time at each site. This indicates a need for honeypots to
be re-created at each individual location, facilitating people’s
recurrent transition from bystander to participant as they enter a new location. Here, as each marker location has a unique
appearance and appeal, a challenge lies in configuring the
physical characteristics of each marker space to encourage
a honeypot effect to occur. Furthermore, because the experience naturally spread people out over the city, we reason
that SLH did not result in the usual kinds of ‘clustering’ and
‘congregating’ that otherwise give rise to the honeypot effect
[12]. This has implications for thinking about how designers
might signal the presence of people playing the game; how
opportunities for honeypots might arise through clustering;
and subsequently, how people can learn about social norms
and interactions by observing other participants.
Contextual Constraints of Marker Sites. Deploying an AR
game within a busy urban environment introduces challenges
that typically do not exist in geographically well-defined interactive installations. Previous cases such as SMSlingshot
[22], Encounters [60] and Jokebox [8] were deployed alongside events or in restricted spaces as a solitary occurrence.
Most of these also leverage a specific urban rhythm that has
been implemented to cater for a short-term and impactful experience. This may involve temporary spatial rearrangement
of the urban realm, such as by closing roads and setting up
fencing in order to control the flow of people.
However, an interactive application as dispersed as SLH
makes the physical context less controllable. It is very unlikely
that it is logistically, legally, or economically feasible to close
major roads and divert traffic in a dense urban area, nor may it
be possible or aesthetically pleasing to ‘ringfence’ the system
by erecting barriers. This raises the question of whether a
honeypot effect intrinsically requires physical spaces to be
temporarily rearranged to disrupt the normal flow.

The impact of this for SLH was that people’s ability to
position themselves in relation to the markers was affected
by the constraints of each location. The ability for users to
congregate (and thus stimulate a honeypot effect) was attenuated by contextual factors that were beyond their control. For
example, the markers at Bourke Street were placed in close
proximity to tram lines that bisect the thoroughfare (Figure
2b). At Howey Place, one marker was situated close to a wall,
leaving only a small gap for users to enter (see Figure 1b). This
lack of space was also observed at other sites and made the
AR content tricky to access. We reasoned that this would prevent the kinds of ‘clustering’ of active users observed in other
instances of the honeypot effect, where the spatial context
was more accommodating to those behaviours [e.g. 8, 22].
Visibility and Observability: How the Game is Made
Noticeable to Passersby
Our second set of observations relates to the visibility of different aspects of the AR experience. Here we consider visibility
in terms of the salience of the game’s infrastructure and what
users are seen to do while playing the game. This consideration allows us to think about whether components are observable to outsiders, and hence how these might contribute to
the formation of an audience and the kinds of observational
learning that can occur from a honeypot effect [12].
The Visibility of Game-related Infrastructure. Mobile AR applications are characterised by the presence of a target that
triggers AR content and a display upon which this content
appears [49]. In SLH, the targets were the physical markers
distributed around the six sites. The display was each user’s
personal mobile device. In SLH, both the target and the display can be thought of as objects of interest [49] that could
potentially contribute to a honeypot effect.
In examining the physical location markers, it seemed to us
that each had been designed to be visually appealing and hence
as noticeable as possible. Being unique and new additions
to the city, the markers had considerable potential to draw
the interest of passersby. However, because of the time of
year at which the application was deployed, we observed
that markers actually blended in with other objects in the
city—especially those themed around Christmas.
In particular, we found that markers were easily ‘lost’ in the
bustling areas of Bourke Street and Federation Square. Here,
the markers were very much absorbed into the natural ebb
and flow of the sites. We observed that people would naturally
occupy the spaces close to the markers for activities unrelated
to the gameplay of SLH. For example, tourists would often
cluster near the markers on Federation Square to sit down
and rest (see Figure 2d).
This did not seem to be an issue for existing players of the
game, who were attuned to the presence of these markers and

were actively looking for them. Yet in terms of drawing the
interest of outsiders, the markers were largely rendered invisible by their visual similarity to other objects in the vicinity.
The Visibility of People Playing a Game. Previous research has
shown that existing players of AR games are able to identify
other players by observing gestures and physical movements
that are related to the game [42]. Such observations require
tacit knowledge about the interaction mechanism afforded by
the game, and about the fact that there is a game to be played.
In terms of the honeypot effect, such signals play a role in
creating an audience and provide opportunities for people to
learn, become informed, and transition into a participatory
role [60].
In SLH, the primary signal given off by players was the
pointing of a mobile device towards the physical markers (see
Figure 1d). In some cases this involved bodily rotation to explore the AR content, and we also observed people gathering
around a shared device while using SLH [cf. 37]. Both of these
activities can provide a clue that people are doing ‘something’
with their device, but the extent of the activities may not be
sufficient to convey what that something is to an outsider. We
observed that there was little distinction between the use of
SLH and the things that a person might ordinarily do while
holding a mobile device upright in public space. Sending a
text message, taking a photograph, or recording a video all
involve device movements that were similar to the way in
which people used their phone while playing SLH.
One consequence of this was that the playing of SLH could
be misunderstood by outsiders and lead to awkward situations. This became apparent at Degraves Street (Figure 1c),
which required users to point their device at a marker positioned above a large red throne. This spot would often be used
as a photo opportunity for tourists, who would take pictures
of children or family members sitting on the throne. However, this would occur while SLH users were pointing their
mobile device at the same throne to acquire AR content from
the marker. Both activities were indistinguishable from each
other, meaning that passersby often thought that SLH users
were taking a photograph of another family’s children, when
in reality they were simply playing the game.
This presents a need to more clearly convey to bystanders
that users are playing a game and are not engaged in another
activity. In classic understandings of the honeypot effect, it is
usually easy to identify what users are doing because interactions with a system (such as an art exhibit or large display)
are obvious and take place in a dedicated space.
The Visibility of Manipulations and their Effects. A third observation relates to the manipulations that users perform on
their device, and whether the effects of these manipulations
are visible to bystanders [48]. Reeves et al. note that these two
features can vary depending on the character of the system

under study; some systems render manipulations and effects
as hidden and are hence difficult to observe, while others may
reveal or even amplify them [48], making them easy to see by
outsiders.
The visibility of manipulations and effects are important
for creating an audience, and hence become relevant to the
honeypot effect. However, prior studies of the honeypot effect largely take these qualities for granted. This may be because these reports are based on observations of technologies
that have a performative aspect [50]. For example, large displays typically render manipulations as highly observable
through gestures such as pointing and touching of a display
[45]. Some public exhibits even respond to the movement
of limbs or whole bodies [e.g. 41, 60], making manipulations
highly visible and hence observable. Similarly, the effects of
these movements are observable to outsiders because, when
projected on a large display, they facilitate an audience and
open up the possibility for a honeypot effect.
Prior accounts of the honeypot effect describe how people observe from a safe distance in order to learn about the
technology and its supported interactions. In the case of SLH,
manipulations and effects were confined to the screen of a
personal mobile phone. We noticed that this challenged observers to understand the activity on a device’s screen when
viewed from afar. This in turn limited the potential for bystanders to learn about how the system is used and what the
consequences of use are, both of which are useful elements
of the honeypot effect as they lower the barrier to participation and minimize the risk of embarrassment [15]. One way
for people to resolve this might be by clustering around the
device so as to get a better understanding. However, while
certainly useful in the context of family activity, we speculate
that this type of close proximal interaction is likely to lead to
awkwardness between strangers since it would break tacit
conventions around personal space [22].
Sharing Access to a Common Experience
Our final set of observations relate to the possibility for people
to ‘join in’ with shared use of a technology in public spaces.
This issue is important because it relates to the potential for
users to share their experience and transition between roles as
a consequence of the honeypot effect [60]. It also contributes
to the maintenance of a honeypot effect over time. Previous
accounts largely take the issue of joining in for granted since
they involve walk-up-and-use interfaces that allow people
to share an experience easily, e.g. multitouch displays [18] or
exhibits that allow people to dance together [60]. In SLH we
observed two significant challenges in terms of (1) its technical
infrastructure and (2) opportunities for participation.
Technical Challenge. The requirement to download an app
was an immediate challenge for people who may have become

interested in SLH, preventing their ability to ‘get involved’.
In our conversations with active users, we found that most
people had downloaded the application at home. Very few
of them had done so while in the city. Interviewees pointed
out that it was not possible to download SLH over a mobile
network because of its large file size (over 500 MB). Although
seemingly a trivial matter, this requirement presented an immediate barrier to participation and hence may have impacted
the potential for the honeypot effect to arise organically.
Participation Challenges. Research suggests that AR games
are usually played in groups of friends and family [27, 44,
46, 52], but SLH was designed primarily as a solitary experience that involved limited opportunities for co-participation.
While previous examples of the honeypot effect typically relate to systems that enable concurrent use of a system by
multiple users, e.g. by allowing them to touch a screen at the
same time, we observed that SLH had limited opportunities
for shared use and thus it was not possible for non-users to
cooperate in a meaningful way.
Our observations suggest that active users wanted SLH
to be more shareable and collaborative. For example, we observed that groups played the game using a single device that
was shared around the group, rather than as a set of individuals using multiple devices independently. Users thus naturally
construed their experience as a collective endeavour and attempted to create a joint view into the AR world by looking
at a single screen together. We observed three strategies for
enabling such a view, all of which involved the management
of the group’s physical device:
(1) Individual ownership. This involved one person taking
ownership of the device to control a group’s interaction
with the marker faces, allowing other members of the
group to view the content as passive observers through
‘over the shoulder’ viewing. Often, the owner was a
parent of young children.
(2) Shared ownership. A second strategy involved users
taking turns to access the AR content, passing their
device around their group in a round-robin fashion to
enable a shared experience.
(3) Individual spectatorship. The third strategy involved
even closer coordination between the participants. This
involved one user positioning the device such that the
AR content appeared on the screen. They would then
pass the device off to another person while keeping the
content active, such that the second user could interact
with it. This was typically employed by parents to help
young children experience the AR.
These observations dovetail with Sobel et al.’s account of
how families organise shared use of Pokémon GO [52]. However, we recognize a major difference between AR and other
technologies that aim to stimulate a honeypot effect: that

of the ability of multiple people to gain access to a shared
artifact, and the ability for those people to interact with it
concurrently. In AR the shared artifact is likely to be a static
marker whereas the dynamic content may only be viewable
on a small, personal, mobile device. This means that there is
limited opportunity for others to experience the interaction
and to take a role in toying with its feedback. In contrast,
large public installations typically combine artifact and dynamic content, enabling large-scale, highly public and shared
responses to interactivity.
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DISCUSSION AND IMPLICATIONS

Our study of SLH has allowed us to consider how the configuration of a mobile AR game can impact the potential for a
honeypot effect to arise around its use. It is worth noting that
some of the issues we identified may be alleviated by future
developments in AR technology. For example, the technical
barrier of requiring people to download an app might disappear if AR becomes a native application on future mobile
devices. Issues around the visibility of location markers could
also be resolved through experimenting with markers that
more clearly advertise their presence in relation to the local
environment. Nevertheless, our study points to three issues
that are likely to shape spontaneous takeup of mobile AR, and
which can inform thinking about the way in which honeypot
effects can be nurtured in future experiences.
• The intrinsic portability that characterises mobile AR
may impact the potential for a honeypot effect by altering the way in which people become ‘present’ in the
locations where the game is played. We observed that
the continual movement of people using SLH seemed
to limit occurrences of the kinds of clustering, congregating and ‘social buzz’ that have been witnessed in
prior research [12, 60].
• Second, the visibility of technology use (in terms of what
people are doing and how they are doing it) impacts the
ability for an audience to gather and learn about the
system. This is a central benefit of the honeypot effect
that was rendered difficult by the nature of mobile AR.
• Finally, the design of an AR experience may impede the
ability of an audience to join in after they have become
aware of the system. This may be because the design
of the AR affords users with fewer opportunities than
urban installations to gain access to a shared experience.
These findings are important because they represent conceptual issues that may be easily overlooked by designers.
Moreover, these issues operate independently of the game’s
visual design and underlying technical efficacy. AR games
undoubtedly involve considerable effort in making them userfriendly and fun to play. However, the lack of knowledge
about how to create a honeypot effect around AR means that

this effort may all be for naught if people do not engage with
the technology once it is placed into context. This requires us
to think about how AR experiences might foster a honeypot
effect as a way of stimulating spontaneous user takeup.

a text or casually taking a photograph. Performative movements such as moving the device through the air in search of
an AR object may serve as a more visible trigger for passers-by
to learn about the presence of an AR game and to participate
themselves.

Design Opportunities

Encouraging Clustering. We believe that geolocation can be
leveraged in AR games to enable micro-honeypots, such as by
making users aware of nearby past or recent activity by other
players, or to indicate current hotspots of activity elsewhere
on the route. These features would bring active users together
in the same space, encouraging clustering and making the
gaming activities more visible to passersby (i.e. non-users)
in order to entice their involvement. Geolocating the game
to different kinds of spaces would also allow for different
degrees of participation, ranging from passive observation
and learning through to direct participation in the game.

The observational nature of our study means that we cannot definitively state that the honeypot effect did not occur
in the use of SLH. However, we did not see it happening to
the extent that has been documented in prior studies [e.g.
12, 23]. Our position is that a public AR experience (especially
a game) should ideally create a honeypot effect. There are
cases in the mainstream media which suggest that honeypot
effects can occur in the use of mobile AR. For instance, some
of the behaviours reported around Pokémon GO, such as large
congregations [25] or even stampedes of people [29], would
undoubtedly attract the attention of an audience and hence
contribute to takeup. However, our observations suggest that
there is no guarantee that a honeypot effect will arise in a
small-scale affair like SLH, and thus we suggest that facilitating a honeypot effect around AR applications requires an
entirely different way of thinking about the parameters that
drive the effect. In this sense, we see our study as opening a
space of possibilities for thinking about the honeypot effect
in mobile AR—there is a need to think about how to convert
the apparent ‘deficiencies’ of AR into opportunities for encouraging participation and creating an audience around the
technology. Here we think about this in terms of drawing
attention to the presence of AR, encouraging clustering, and
providing a shared experience that allows people to join in.
Drawing Attention to the Presence of AR. Large-scale urban
installations often coincide with advertising campaigns to
raise awareness about the event. In the context of AR games,
the presence of markers poses an opportunity to make the
experience visible to passersby. While static and temporary
in SLH, the AR markers could be redesigned to convey interactivity and gameplay more publicly. For instance, markers
could turn into dynamic beacons that convey interactions
to non-users in visual, auditory or sensory form. This could
increase the visibility of effects caused by users’ interactions,
without therefore altering the nature of the AR itself. Alternatively, they may also use permanent elements of the urban
environment, such as urban furniture, electronic screens or
even architectural facades that temporarily light up as a user
manipulates the AR game.
We also recognize an opportunity for AR games to explore
the notion of gestural excess [5], leveraging the user’s body to
perform out-of-the-ordinary movements as part of the gameplay experience. SLH relied on common and well-established
manipulations of mobile phones, as if people were sending

Sharing the Experience. While other large-scale urban installations have successfully experimented with advertising campaigns to raise awareness about the experience, we believe
that there is an opportunity to explore novel interaction opportunities using people’s mobile devices. Here, we can envision
AR experiences that automatically create a game experience
for all users, involving scoreboards and inviting them to either
collaborate in a treasure hunt-style task or compete against
other individuals. The geolocation capabilities of AR in urban
spaces seem especially compelling, even providing the option
to visualize other players’ location on a screen in real-time.
Further opportunities for sharing the experience exist in allowing people to use individual devices that enable collective
access to a shared world, as a form of collaborative augmented
reality [11]. Here, we can imagine scenarios where a group
of users is given a shared view of an AR space that they can
then interact with individually and transfer from device to
device. Such features would also introduce new and interesting research questions related to ownership, access control
and simultaneity constraints.
Future designs should also consider ways of involving nonusers in a shared experience. One way to do this would be to
lower the immediate social and technical barriers to participation. For example, an AR game might allow lightweight
participation by assigning a temporary role to a passerby
without requiring access to the AR. Alternatively, passersby
could manipulate the AR without needing access to the mobile
device, such as by standing in the physical space between the
target and display. This would turn another ‘deficiency’ of AR
into an opportunity for collaboration and engagement.
Limitations and Future Work
In addition to exploring the design opportunities listed above,
future work can build on our study in two ways. First, we

studied only a single game. Other urban AR games have different mechanics and thus may impact the honeypot effect
differently. Second, we were unable to collect log data about
use of SLH because we did not design the application. Log
data would provide complementary insights into completion
and drop-off rates, and would permit the study of marker
interactions that could help to understand how users were
drawn into using the app.
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CONCLUSION

This paper has explored the potential for honeypot effects to
arise in the use of mobile AR. Our work has drawn attention
to the requirement for people to be present around an AR
technology, for their use of the technology to be visible to
an audience, and for the audience to be able to ‘join in’ as a
contribution to spontaneous uptake. For small-scale AR deployments like SLH, the question of stimulating user uptake
is particularly acute and worthy of design attention. We believe that the honeypot effect should be a relevant concern
for future AR experiences given that achieving a critical mass
is a key goal for these applications [43]. Stimulating spontaneous user uptake should therefore be seen as an initial step
to achieving broader uptake of a mobile AR experience.
ACKNOWLEDGMENTS
The authors wish to thank Trent Clews-de Castella, PHORIA
and the Melbourne City Council for instigating the Santa’s
Lil Helper application.
REFERENCES
[1] Paula Alavesa, Minna Pakanen, Hannu Kukka, Matti Pouke, and Timo
Ojala. 2017. Anarchy or Order on the Streets: Review Based Characterization of Location Based Mobile Games. In Proceedings of the Annual Symposium on Computer-Human Interaction in Play (CHI PLAY ’17). ACM,
New York, NY, USA, 101–113. https://doi.org/10.1145/3116595.3116614
[2] Florian Alt, Stefan Schneegaß, Albrecht Schmidt, Jörg Müller, and Nemanja Memarovic. 2012. How to Evaluate Public Displays. In Proceedings of the 2012 International Symposium on Pervasive Displays
(PerDis ’12). ACM, New York, NY, USA, Article 17, 6 pages. https:
//doi.org/10.1145/2307798.2307815
[3] Tim Althoff, Ryen W White, and Eric Horvitz. 2016. Influence of Pokémon GO on physical activity: study and implications. Journal of medical
Internet research 18, 12 (2016).
[4] Ionut Andone, Konrad Blaszkiewicz, Matthias Böhmer, and Alexander
Markowetz. 2017. Impact of Location-based Games on Phone Usage and
Movement: A Case Study on PokéMon GO. In Proceedings of the 19th
International Conference on Human-Computer Interaction with Mobile
Devices and Services (MobileHCI ’17). ACM, New York, NY, USA, Article
102, 8 pages. https://doi.org/10.1145/3098279.3122145
[5] Thomas Apperley. 2013. The body of the gamer: game art and gestural
excess. Digital Creativity 24, 2 (2013), 145–156. https://doi.org/10.1080/
14626268.2013.808967
[6] Jon Back, Caspar Heeffer, Susan Paget, Andreas Rau, Eva-Lotta Sallnäs Pysander, and Annika Waern. 2016. Designing Children’s DigitalPhysical Play in Natural Outdoors Settings. In Proceedings of the
2016 CHI Conference Extended Abstracts on Human Factors in Computing Systems (CHI EA ’16). ACM, New York, NY, USA, 1359–1366.

https://doi.org/10.1145/2851581.2892416
[7] Mara Balestrini, Paul Marshall, Raymundo Cornejo, Monica Tentori,
Jon Bird, and Yvonne Rogers. 2016. Jokebox: Coordinating Shared
Encounters in Public Spaces. In Proceedings of the 19th ACM Conference
on Computer-Supported Cooperative Work & Social Computing (CSCW
’16). ACM, New York, NY, USA, 38–49. https://doi.org/10.1145/2818048.
2835203
[8] Mara Balestrini, Yvonne Rogers, Carolyn Hassan, Javi Creus, Martha
King, and Paul Marshall. 2017. A City in Common: A Framework to
Orchestrate Large-scale Citizen Engagement Around Urban Issues. In
Proceedings of the 2017 CHI Conference on Human Factors in Computing
Systems (CHI ’17). ACM, New York, NY, USA, 2282–2294. https://doi.
org/10.1145/3025453.3025915
[9] Steve Benford, Andy Crabtree, Stuart Reeves, Jennifer Sheridan, Alan
Dix, Martin Flintham, and Adam Drozd. 2006. Designing for the Opportunities and Risks of Staging Digital Experiences in Public Settings. In
Proceedings of the SIGCHI conference on Human Factors in Computing
Systems, Vol. 22. 427–436.
[10] Gilbert Beyer, Vincent Binder, Nina Jäger, and Andreas Butz. 2014.
The Puppeteer Display: Attracting and Actively Shaping the Audience
with an Interactive Public Banner Display. In Proceedings of the 2014
Conference on Designing Interactive Systems. ACM, New York, NY, USA,
935–944. https://doi.org/10.1145/2598510.2598575
[11] Mark Billinghurst and Hirokazu Kato. 2002. Collaborative Augmented
Reality. Commun. ACM 45, 7 (July 2002), 64–70. https://doi.org/10.1145/
514236.514265
[12] Harry Brignull and Yvonne Rogers. 2003. Enticing People to Interact
with Large Public Displays in Public Spaces. In IFIP TC13 International
Conference on Human-Computer Interaction (Interact ’03). IOS Press,
Zurich, Switserland, 17–24.
[13] Barry Brown, Stuart Reeves, and Scott Sherwood. 2011. Into the Wild:
Challenges and Opportunities for Field Trial Methods. In Proceedings of
the SIGCHI Conference on Human Factors in Computing Systems (CHI
’11). ACM, New York, NY, USA, 1657–1666. https://doi.org/10.1145/
1978942.1979185
[14] Andrew Carlin. 2014. Working the crowds: Street performances in public spaces. In City Imaging: Regeneration, Renewal and Decay, T. Brabazon
(Ed.). Springer, 157–169.
[15] Victor Cheung, Diane Watson, Jo Vermeulen, Mark Hancock, and Stacey
Scott. 2014. Overcoming Interaction Barriers in Large Public Displays
Using Personal Devices. In Proceedings of the Ninth ACM International
Conference on Interactive Tabletops and Surfaces (ITS ’14). ACM, New
York, NY, USA, 375–380. https://doi.org/10.1145/2669485.2669549
[16] City of Melbourne. 2018. Santa’s Lil Helper. (2018). https://
santaslilhelper.com.au/
[17] Ashley Colley, Jacob Thebault-Spieker, Allen Yilun Lin, Donald Degraen, Benjamin Fischman, Jonna Häkkilä, Kate Kuehl, Valentina Nisi,
Nuno Jardim Nunes, Nina Wenig, Dirk Wenig, Brent Hecht, and Johannes Schöning. 2017. The Geography of Pokémon GO: Beneficial
and Problematic Effects on Places and Movement. In Proceedings of the
2017 CHI Conference on Human Factors in Computing Systems (CHI ’17).
ACM, New York, NY, USA, 1179–1192. https://doi.org/10.1145/3025453.
3025495
[18] Céline Coutrix, Kai Kuikkaniemi, Esko Kurvinen, Giulio Jacucci, Ivan
Avdouevski, and Riikka Mäkelä. 2011. FizzyVis: Designing for Playful
Information Browsing on a Multitouch Public Display. In Proceedings
of the 2011 Conference on Designing Pleasurable Products and Interfaces
(DPPI ’11). ACM, New York, NY, USA, Article 27, 8 pages. https://doi.
org/10.1145/2347504.2347534
[19] Travis Cox, Marcus Carter, and Eduardo Velloso. 2016. Public DisPLAY:
Social Games on Interactive Public Screens. In Proceedings of the 28th

[20]
[21]
[22]

[23]

[24]
[25]
[26]

[27]

[28]

[29]
[30]

[31]

[32]

[33]

Australian Conference on Computer-Human Interaction (OzCHI ’16).
ACM, New York, NY, USA, 371–380. https://doi.org/10.1145/3010915.
3010917
Norman K Denzin and Yvonna S Lincoln. 2011. The SAGE handbook of
qualitative research. Sage.
Paul Dourish. 2014. Reading and interpreting ethnography. In Ways of
Knowing in HCI. Springer, 1–23.
Patrick Tobias Fischer and Eva Hornecker. 2012. Urban HCI: Spatial
Aspects in the Design of Shared Encounters for Media Facades. In
Proceedings of the SIGCHI Conference on Human Factors in Computing
Systems (CHI ’12). ACM, New York, NY, USA, 307–316. https://doi.org/
10.1145/2207676.2207719
Juho Hamari, Aqdas Malik, Johannes Koski, and Aditya Johri.
2018. Uses and Gratifications of PokÃľmon Go: Why do People Play Mobile Location-Based Augmented Reality Games?
International Journal of HumanâĂŞComputer Interaction 0, 0
(2018), 1–16.
https://doi.org/10.1080/10447318.2018.1497115
arXiv:https://doi.org/10.1080/10447318.2018.1497115
Luke Hespanhol and Martin Tomitsch. 2015. Strategies for Intuitive
Interaction in Public Urban Spaces. Interacting with Computers 27, 1
(2015), 311–326. https://doi.org/10.1093/iwc/iwu051
Elizabeth Horton. 2016. Mayhem as rare Pokémon appears in Central
Park. The Telegraph. (2016). https://www.telegraph.co.uk/technology/
2016/07/16/mayhem-as-rare-pokmon-appears-in-central-park/
Junko Ichino, Kazuo Isoda, Tetsuya Ueda, and Reimi Satoh. 2016. Effects of the Display Angle on Social Behaviors of the People Around
the Display: A Field Study at a Museum. In Proceedings of the 19th
ACM Conference on Computer-Supported Cooperative Work & Social
Computing (CSCW ’16). ACM, New York, NY, USA, 26–37. https:
//doi.org/10.1145/2818048.2819938
Tuomas Kari, Jonne Arjoranta, and Markus Salo. 2017. Behavior Change
Types with Pokémon GO. In Proceedings of the 12th International Conference on the Foundations of Digital Games (FDG ’17). ACM, New York,
NY, USA, Article 33, 10 pages. https://doi.org/10.1145/3102071.3102074
Pavel Karpashevich, Eva Hornecker, Nana Kesewaa Dankwa, Mohamed
Hanafy, and Julian Fietkau. 2016. Blurring Boundaries Between Everyday Life and Pervasive Gaming: An Interview Study of Ingress. In
Proceedings of the 15th International Conference on Mobile and Ubiquitous Multimedia (MUM ’16). ACM, New York, NY, USA, 217–228.
https://doi.org/10.1145/3012709.3012716
Brian Koerber. 2016. Pokémon GO stampede reveals the future of
gaming is terrifying. Mashable. (2016). https://mashable.com/2016/08/
22/pokemon-go-stampede/
Pavan Ravikanth Kondamudi, Bradley Protano, and Hamed Alhoori.
2017. Pokémon GO: Impact on Yelp Restaurant Reviews. In Proceedings
of the 2017 ACM on Web Science Conference (WebSci ’17). ACM, New
York, NY, USA, 393–394. https://doi.org/10.1145/3091478.3098861
Hannu Kukka, Heidi Oja, Vassilis Kostakos, Jorge Gonçalves, and Timo
Ojala. 2013. What Makes You Click: Exploring Visual Signals to Entice
Interaction on Public Displays. In Proceedings of the SIGCHI Conference
on Human Factors in Computing Systems (CHI ’13). ACM, New York, NY,
USA, 1699–1708. https://doi.org/10.1145/2470654.2466225
Tony Liao and Lee Humphreys. 2014. Layar-ed Places: Using Mobile
Augmented Reality to Tactically Reengage, Reproduce, and Reappropriate Public Space. New Media & Society 17, 9 (March 2014), 1418–1435.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1461444814527734
Christian Mai and Mohamed Khamis. 2018. Public HMDs: Modeling and
Understanding User Behavior Around Public Head-Mounted Displays.
In Proceedings of the 7th ACM International Symposium on Pervasive
Displays (PerDis ’18). ACM, New York, NY, USA, Article 21, 9 pages.
https://doi.org/10.1145/3205873.3205879

[34] Daniel Michelis and Jörg Müller. 2011. The audience funnel: Observations of gesture based interaction with multiple large displays in a
city center. Intl. Journal of Human–Computer Interaction 27, 6 (2011),
562–579.
[35] David R. Millen. 2000. Rapid Ethnography: Time Deepening Strategies
for HCI Field Research. In Proceedings of the 3rd Conference on Designing
Interactive Systems: Processes, Practices, Methods, and Techniques (DIS
’00). ACM, New York, NY, USA, 280–286. https://doi.org/10.1145/347642.
347763
[36] Keith Mitchell and Nicholas JP Race. 2006. Oi: Capturing user attention
within pervasive display environments. In Proceedings of Workshop on
Pervasive Display Infrastructures, Interfaces and Applications at Pervasive.
[37] Ann Morrison, Alessandro Mulloni, Saija Lemmelä, Antti Oulasvirta,
Giulio Jacucci, Peter Peltonen, Dieter Schmalstieg, and Holger Regenbrecht. 2011. Collaborative use of mobile augmented reality with paper
maps. Computers & Graphics 35, 4 (2011), 789–799.
[38] Ann Morrison, Antti Oulasvirta, Peter Peltonen, Saija Lemmela, Giulio
Jacucci, Gerhard Reitmayr, Jaana Näsänen, and Antti Juustila. 2009. Like
Bees Around the Hive: A Comparative Study of a Mobile Augmented
Reality Map. In Proceedings of the SIGCHI Conference on Human Factors
in Computing Systems (CHI ’09). ACM, New York, NY, USA, 1889–1898.
https://doi.org/10.1145/1518701.1518991
[39] Jörg Müller, Robert Walter, Gilles Bailly, Michael Nischt, and Florian Alt.
2012. Looking Glass: A Field Study on Noticing Interactivity of a Shop
Window. In Proceedings of the SIGCHI Conference on Human Factors
in Computing Systems (CHI ’12). ACM, New York, NY, USA, 297–306.
https://doi.org/10.1145/2207676.2207718
[40] Tuduyen Annie Nguyen, David Kodinsky, William Skelton, Parminder
Kaur, Yu Yin, Anijo Mathew, and Santosh Basapur. 2012. Interactive
Philanthropy: An Interactive Public Installation to Explore the Use of
Gaming for Charity. In Proceedings of the Designing Interactive Systems
Conference (DIS ’12). ACM, New York, NY, USA, 482–485. https://doi.
org/10.1145/2317956.2318027
[41] Kenton O’Hara, Maxine Glancy, and Simon Robertshaw. 2008. Understanding Collective Play in an Urban Screen Game. In Proceedings of the
2008 ACM Conference on Computer Supported Cooperative Work (CSCW
’08). ACM, New York, NY, USA, 67–76. https://doi.org/10.1145/1460563.
1460576
[42] Susanna Paasovaara, Pradthana Jarusriboonchai, and Thomas Olsson.
2017. Understanding Collocated Social Interaction Between PokéMon
GO Players. In Proceedings of the 16th International Conference on Mobile
and Ubiquitous Multimedia (MUM ’17). ACM, New York, NY, USA, 151–
163. https://doi.org/10.1145/3152832.3152854
[43] Janne Paavilainen, Hannu Korhonen, Kati Alha, Jaakko Stenros, Elina
Koskinen, and Frans Mayra. 2017. The Pokémon GO Experience: A
Location-Based Augmented Reality Mobile Game Goes Mainstream. In
Proceedings of the 2017 CHI Conference on Human Factors in Computing
Systems (CHI ’17). ACM, New York, NY, USA, 2493–2498. https://doi.
org/10.1145/3025453.3025871
[44] Konstantinos Papangelis, Melvin Metzger, Yiyeng Sheng, Hai-Ning
Liang, Alan Chamberlain, and Ting Cao. 2017. Conquering the City:
Understanding Perceptions of Mobility and Human Territoriality in
Location-based Mobile Games. Proc. ACM Interact. Mob. Wearable
Ubiquitous Technol. 1, 3, Article 90 (Sept. 2017), 24 pages. https://doi.
org/10.1145/3130955
[45] Peter Peltonen, Esko Kurvinen, Antti Salovaara, Giulio Jacucci, Tommi
Ilmonen, John Evans, Antti Oulasvirta, and Petri Saarikko. 2008. It’s
Mine, Don’t Touch!: Interactions at a Large Multi-touch Display in a
City Centre. In Proceedings of the SIGCHI Conference on Human Factors
in Computing Systems (CHI ’08). ACM, New York, NY, USA, 1285–1294.
https://doi.org/10.1145/1357054.1357255

[46] Aung Pyae, Mika Luimula, and Jouni Smed. 2017. Investigating Players’
Engagement, Immersion, and Experiences in Playing Pokémon GO.
In Proceedings of the 2017 ACM SIGCHI Conference on Creativity and
Cognition (C& C ’17). ACM, New York, NY, USA, 247–251. https://doi.
org/10.1145/3059454.3078859
[47] Aung Pyae, Luimula Mika, and Jouni Smed. 2017. Understanding
Players’ Experiences in Location-based Augmented Reality Mobile
Games: A Case of Pokémon GO. In Extended Abstracts Publication of
the Annual Symposium on Computer-Human Interaction in Play (CHI
PLAY ’17 Extended Abstracts). ACM, New York, NY, USA, 535–541.
https://doi.org/10.1145/3130859.3131322
[48] Stuart Reeves, Steve Benford, Claire O’Malley, and Mike Fraser. 2005.
Designing the Spectator Experience. In Proceedings of the SIGCHI Conference on Human Factors in Computing Systems (CHI ’05). ACM, New
York, NY, USA, 741–750. https://doi.org/10.1145/1054972.1055074
[49] Stuart Reeves, Mike Fraser, Holger Schnadelbach, and Steve Benford.
2005. Engaging augmented reality in public places. In Adjunct Proceedings of the SIGCHI Conference on Human Factors in Computing Systems
(CHI ’05). ACM, New York, NY, USA.
[50] Julie Rico, Giulio Jacucci, Stuart Reeves, Lone Koefoed Hansen, and
Stephen Brewster. 2010. Designing for Performative Interactions in
Public Spaces. In Proceedings of the 12th ACM International Conference
Adjunct Papers on Ubiquitous Computing - Adjunct (UbiComp ’10 Adjunct). ACM, New York, NY, USA, 519–522. https://doi.org/10.1145/
1864431.1864503
[51] Hasibullah Sahibzada, Eva Hornecker, Florian Echtler, and Patrick Tobias Fischer. 2017. Designing Interactive Advertisements for Public
Displays. In Proceedings of the 2017 CHI Conference on Human Factors
in Computing Systems (CHI ’17). ACM, New York, NY, USA, 1518–1529.
https://doi.org/10.1145/3025453.3025531
[52] Kiley Sobel, Arpita Bhattacharya, Alexis Hiniker, Jin Ha Lee, Julie A.
Kientz, and Jason C. Yip. 2017. It Wasn’t Really About the Pokémon:
Parents’ Perspectives on a Location-Based Mobile Game. In Proceedings
of the 2017 CHI Conference on Human Factors in Computing Systems (CHI
’17). ACM, New York, NY, USA, 1483–1496. https://doi.org/10.1145/
3025453.3025761
[53] Chris Stone. 2009. The British pop music festival phenomenon. In
International Perspectives of Festivals and Events, Martin Robertson

[54]

[55]
[56]

[57]

[58]
[59]

[60]

[61]

Adele Ladkin Jane Ali-Knight, Alan Fyall (Ed.). Elsevier London, 205–
224.
Maurice Ten Koppel, Gilles Bailly, Jörg Müller, and Robert Walter. 2012.
Chained Displays: Configurations of Public Displays Can Be Used to
Influence Actor-, Audience-, and Passer-by Behavior. In Proceedings of
the SIGCHI Conference on Human Factors in Computing Systems (CHI ’12).
ACM, New York, NY, USA, 317–326. https://doi.org/10.1145/2207676.
2207720
Six to Start. 2018. Zombies, Run! (2018). https://zombiesrungame.com/
Martin Tomitsch, Christopher Ackad, Oliver Dawson, Luke Hespanhol,
and Judy Kay. 2014. Who Cares About the Content? An Analysis of
Playful Behaviour at a Public Display. In Proceedings of The International
Symposium on Pervasive Displays (PerDis ’14). ACM, New York, NY, USA,
Article 160, 6 pages. https://doi.org/10.1145/2611009.2611016
Robert Walter. 2015. Whole Body Interaction with Public Displays. In
Proceedings of the 33rd Annual ACM Conference Extended Abstracts on
Human Factors in Computing Systems (CHI EA ’15). ACM, New York,
NY, USA, 235–238. https://doi.org/10.1145/2702613.2702614
Dmitri Williams, Nicolas Ducheneaut, Li Xiong, Yuanyuan Zhang, Nick
Yee, and Eric Nickell. 2006. From tree house to barracks: The social life
of guilds in world of warcraft. Games and Culture 1 (2006), 338–361.
Julie R. Williamson, Daniel Sundén, and Jay Bradley. 2015. GlobalFestival: Evaluating Real World Interaction on a Spherical Display. In
Proceedings of the 2015 ACM International Joint Conference on Pervasive
and Ubiquitous Computing (UbiComp ’15). ACM, New York, NY, USA,
1251–1261. https://doi.org/10.1145/2750858.2807518
Niels Wouters, John Downs, Mitchell Harrop, Travis Cox, Eduardo
Oliveira, Sarah Webber, Frank Vetere, and Andrew Vande Moere. 2016.
Uncovering the Honeypot Effect: How Audiences Engage with Public
Interactive Systems. In Proceedings of the 2016 ACM Conference on Designing Interactive Systems (DIS ’16). ACM, New York, NY, USA, 5–16.
https://doi.org/10.1145/2901790.2901796
Yanxia Zhang, Jörg Müller, Ming Ki Chong, Andreas Bulling, and Hans
Gellersen. 2014. GazeHorizon: Enabling Passers-by to Interact with
Public Displays by Gaze. In Proceedings of the 2014 ACM International
Joint Conference on Pervasive and Ubiquitous Computing (UbiComp ’14).
ACM, New York, NY, USA, 559–563. https://doi.org/10.1145/2632048.
2636071

Minerva Access is the Institutional Repository of The University of Melbourne

Author/s:
Kelly, R; Ferdous, HS; Wouters, N; Vetere, F
Title:
Can Mobile Augmented Reality Stimulate a Honeypot Effect? Observations from Santa’s Lil
Helper
Date:
2019
Citation:
Kelly, R; Ferdous, HS; Wouters, N; Vetere, F, Can Mobile Augmented Reality Stimulate a
Honeypot Effect? Observations from Santa’s Lil Helper, Proceedings of the ACM CHI
Conference on Human Factors in Computing Systems (CHI 2019), 2019
Persistent Link:
http://hdl.handle.net/11343/221064
File Description:
Accepted version

