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The climate crisis and mobility constraints caused by the COVID-19 pandemic have led
to a boom in online meetings, which should be maintained for sustainability and envi-
ronmental reasons. However, studies show, that virtual communication can exacerbate
existing inequalities; for example, women are more likely to be overlooked or ignored
in online meetings (Armentor-Cota 2011; Connley 2020). In addition, age and education
level may negatively influence receptivity to technology (NeXR 2020; Buchebner-Ferstl
et al. 2020). In this respect, it is important to further develop online meeting technolo-
gies to facilitate inclusion and belonging in digital spaces.

For this purpose, within the FEMtech research project FairCom, we aimed to contribute
to the development of inclusive online meeting solutions - in terms of both inclusive
software development and the facilitation of online meetings. Our objective was to de-
velop ideas within a participatory process and co-creatively reflect with users on how to
make online meetings more inclusive through technological and social/group dynamic
processes. Our goal was to develop first prototypes of solutions. Furthermore, when
planning FairCom, we aimed to consider gender beyond the binary concept.

To achieve these objectives, we structured the project as follows (see Figure 1)

—_—

1
i Technological

User Needs Assessment ' solutions
1
Literature Online Co-Creation Internal II /
. —+ Team 1-7 Observation  Interviews — —
Review Survey Workshops Workshop

1
Further ) Online
Interviews

I
recruitment Survey : Moderation

1

1

solutions

—_

Figure 1: Research process

First, we conducted a literature review to identify relevant diversity dimensions and ex-
clusion mechanisms to be considered in the subsequent research process. The results
of the literature review were used throughout the research process (e.g. in the creation
of the survey instruments). Then, we recruited seven teams from different contexts
(work, education, leisure) to observe their regular meetings and conducted interviews
and an online survey about experiences of online-meetings, exclusion mechanisms and
needs for improvement. As we were not able to attract another team specialising in
advocacy for trans- inter and non-binary people for our project, we recruited additional
trans- inter and non-binary people for the interviews and the online survey. Building on

' The technological and moderation solutions are not part of this paper as they are still in progress, which is why
they are shown behind a dashed line in Figure 1.
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the results of this user needs assessment, personas and user scenarios were devel-

oped, which were used in the subsequent co-creation workshops. In a participatory pro-

cess, diverse user groups developed ideas for technological solutions and ideas for

interaction concepts. Topics that participants brought forward but for which no ideas

emerged in the workshops were further worked on in an internal workshop with the

project team. Table 1 shows an overview of the methods used in FairCom:

ings

Method Purpose Participants Description
Literature Identify relevant diver- | NA - Literature about (online) com-
Review sity dimensions and munication and online meet-
exclusion mechanisms ings that considers diversity
dimensions was included.
Observati- | Observe real commu- | 7 Teams from different | - Two observants from the Fair-
ons nication culture and | contexts (work, educa- Com team monitored real
potentially exclusion- | tion, leisure time) with online team meetings
ary communication | 5-10 participants per | - In some teams more than one
patterns (outsider per- | team meeting was observed
spective) - Documented via observation
- in total n=53 protocol and if agreed rec-
orded
Guideline- | Qualitatively capture | Recruitment fromthe7 | - Interviews were held online
based the experience of the | teams, moderation ex- after the observations
Interviews users (insider perspec- | perts and further indi- | - Interviews were recorded,
tive) and needs/ideas | vidual recruitment transcribed in summary and
of improvement analysed
- In total n=27
Online Quantitatively capture | Recruitmentfromthe7 | - Implemented in SoSci Survey
survey the experiences of a | teams and further indi- | - Carried out after the observa-
larger user group with | vidual recruitment tion and interviews
online meetings and
their usage behaviour | - In total n=60
(insider perspective)
Personas Fictional user profiles | NA - Starting to develop in a coor-
and user | that help visualise typi- dinate system with the dimen-
scenarios cal users sions technology affinity and
extraversion
- Further enriched by incorpo-
rating the findings from the
preceding needs assess-
ments
Co-Crea- Collaborate with users | Recruitment from a | - For the hurdles described in
tion work- | to develop creative | panel and further re- the scenarios, solution ideas
shops ideas for technology | cruitment from the 7 and ideas for possible
features that facilitate | teams interaction concepts were
inclusive online meet- developed.

- In total n=23

- Online setting with a Miro
board and selected SAP
Scenes
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Internal Discussion and transla- | FairCom project team | - Online setting with a Miro
workshop tion of open questions | members (n=7) board
and topics from the co- - In collaborative brainwriting,
creation workshop into ideas were first collected in
concrete ideas for individual work, then added
technological features to by others and finally
condensed and prioritised in
a discussion.

Table 1: Methods used in the FairCom project

In this paper, we discuss our approach to accounting for the diversity of meeting partic-
ipants during the research process, the challenges we faced, and our strategies to ad-
dress them. In addition, we want to determine how we can improve our practice of deal-
ing with diversity and contribute to learnings and further development based on our
practical experience. This text is therefore intended as a report on practical experiences
in a research process and seeks to contribute to an open and failure-friendly exchange
of approaches in research.

Firstly, we aim to examine exclusion mechanisms present in online meetings, focusing
on user groups that have been identified in the literature so far, as this was our starting
point for sampling and developing the survey instruments (chapter 2). We then describe
our methodology and its pitfalls for identifying the user habits and needs of a diverse
user group (chapter 3). Then we will focus on the major challenge of incorporating a
diverse sample of potential users into the needs assessment and the co-creation of
potential solutions (chapter 4 and 5). Finally, we will discuss the difficulty of shedding
more light on the topic of "making diversity visible" (chapter 6). The co-creation work-
shops demonstrated that the participants came up with a wide range of solutions, but
unfortunately, in relation to the objective of addressing the diversity of participants in
online meetings, there were only a few suggestions.

In 2022, we started the FairCom Research Project with a literature review to identify
relevant diversity dimensions and exclusion mechanisms we should consider in our re-
search process. The literature review revealed that, depending on how they are utilised,
online meetings can both reduce and exacerbate existing inequalities.

The findings of the existing bodies of literature in the field of gender studies indicate
that online communication in general is not a gender-neutral space. Women, BIPOC and
LGBTQIA* individuals are often subject to aggressive intimidation, harassment and
threats in virtual spaces (Amarasekara und Grant 2019; Nadim und Fladmoe 2021; Ve-
letsianos et al. 2018; Frey 2020; Rubin et al. 2020; Kawsar 2021; Herring und Stoerger
2013). Both offline and online communication are characterised by exclusionary com-
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munication practices and microaggressions, such as interruptions, which disproportion-
ately affect non-binary individuals, women, queer women, women with disabilities, and
black women (Thomas et al. 2019; Mendelberg et al. 2014, da Silva Figueiredo Medeiros
Ribeiro, Karen 2020). Women are more likely to be ignored and overlooked, and their
voices may not be valued to the same extent as those of male colleagues, according to
research based on a binary understanding of gender (Armentor-Cota 2011; Connley
2020).

There are some factors, which can influence the level of participation in online meetings:
Certain user groups may feel insecure due to their lack of technological proficiency and
digital literacy, which are related to gender and age (Laitinen und Valo 2018; Arellano
2020; Reidl et al. 2020; Hauk et al. 2018; OIAT 2014). The level of education can also
be related to the openness towards digital (educational) formats (Buchebner-Ferstl et
al. 2020; SPECTRA Marktforschung 2018). In virtual meetings, age (potentially related
to hierarchy) can also influence active participation (NeXR 2020). Additionally, social
anxiety and introversion can play a role in this regard (Luk 2021; Lowenthal et al. 2020;
Callahan 2021). Moreover, communication is a challenge for individuals whose native
language is different from the language used in the meeting, and online communication
can further exacerbate this difficulty due to the absence of comprehensive non-verbal
cues and subpar video and audio quality (Hui et al. 2021; Rini et al. 2021; Arellano 2020;
Sohn 2018; Mori 2020).

In summary, we found the following exclusion mechanisms related to online and offline
communication behaviour in the literature, which can reinforce existing differences in
participation:

e Exclusionary communication practices and micro aggressions: These include
interrupting, ignoring and overlooking people in online communication (Cullinan
2016; Connley 2020), as well as the use of technical language, monologuing
and debating, which shifts the focus away from collaborative to individualised
communication. Passive aggressive behaviours such as rolling the eyes or mak-
ing disparaging remarks are also examples of exclusionary online communica-
tion (Arellano 2020), as are misgendering or ignoring, not acknowledging or
pathologising gender identities (Scheuerman et al. 2021).

e Perception and participation: privileged individuals occupy more speaking time,
while others participate less actively in discussions and their contributions are
regarded as less valuable (Catalyst 2020).

e Unstructured meeting culture promotes exclusion: people who speak without
waiting for others to speak have an advantage over those who wait to be re-
quested to speak (Tannen 1995; Heath und Flynn 2014).
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e Camera Use: Although a deactivated camera makes participation in communi-
cation more difficult, not using the camera is more pertinent for certain groups
than others. This is especially true for women and BIPOC, according to a study
of US-American students (Castelli und Sarvary 2021). In part, this is due to poor
internet connection, and in part it has to do with dissatisfaction with the current
design (Meyer 2020).

These exclusion mechanisms can occur in online communication and lead to certain
individuals being disadvantaged and having less influence. However, much of the liter-
ature primarily originates from the US context and often considered one diversity di-
mension rather than including several dimensions. Therefore, we wanted to collect
more data on online meetings from our Central European cultural context and consider
several diversity dimensions like gender, age, language, ethnicity and education. In the
next chapter we will discuss our methodological approach and the difficulties in this
attempt.

In the development of the various survey instruments for the needs assessment (quan-
titative online survey, interview guideline, observation protocol), we attempted to take
the exclusion criteria and diversity dimensions identified in the literature review into ac-
count. Some details on the individual methods (e.g. numbers of participants) can be
found in Table 1in the introduction.

Observations

Approach: For the observations of online meetings, identified exclusion mechanisms
were integrated into the observation protocol (e.g. microaggressions and discriminatory
practices such as interruptions, overlooking or misgendering, sexist/xenophobic/racist
remarks, etc.). For each observation, there were two observers from the project team.
Each observer took notes on the demographical characteristics of each participant and
after each observation, both observers exchanged their respective notes on these char-
acteristics in order to calibrate them.

Difficulties/learnings: We are aware that an external assignment of diversity character-
istics to people is by no means reliable. However, since we also had the interviews and
the survey, in which the same participants could express their insider perspective, we
deemed it appropriate to concentrate on the outside perspective in the observations.
This also seemed suitable because exclusion mechanisms in online meetings are partly
based on external perception. In addition, it would also have been practically challeng-
ing to capture the demographics with small questionnaires, as we did not want to overly
influence the observation and prevent sharing individual characteristics within the
group. As observers, we found it difficult to complete this section and felt uncomfortable

59



Queer-Feminist Science & Technology Studies Forum — Volume 8, December 2023

answering these questions from an outside perspective. However, it was helpful to dis-
cuss this with the other observer. In addition, it is important to clarify in the description
of diversity characteristics in the report that they were not self-reported (e.g. perceived
as women). Overall, we experience the handling of diversity characteristics in observa-
tions as challenging and want to explore this matter further.

Interviews

Approach: The interview guideline touched on similar topics as the observation (e.g.
micro-aggressions), but focused more on the interviewee's perception and experience
of online meetings and on needs and ideas of improvement. For example, one question
was about how comfortable the interviewee felt speaking up in online meetings and the
reasons behind it. We asked quite open-ended questions and also spontaneous follow-
up questions during the interviews to give space to the experiences of the interview
partners. Following the interview, we distributed a brief demographic questionnaire in
order to capture the diversity characteristics of the interview partners.

Difficulties/learnings: The interviews worked quite well and the brief demographic ques-
tionnaire was an appropriate tool to obtain self-reported information. Specific chal-
lenges with the individual questions of the brief demographic questionnaire are de-
scribed below in the section on the online survey, as the wording of the demographic
questions was the same for both. In addition, during the interviews, we encountered
some language barriers with a few interview partners, where a translator would have
been helpful.

Online Survey

Approach: Similar to the interview guide, we incorporated the exclusion mechanisms of
the literature review into the online survey by inquiring the participants’ experience with
microaggressions such as interruptions or being overlooked, having difficulties speak-
ing up, among others. Additionally, we focused on capturing their usage behaviour in
online meetings (e.g. camera use, chat use etc.). On the other hand, we included gender
and other diversity dimensions that appeared to play a role in the literature review (e.g.,
age, education, language) in the demographics section in order to analyse the results
accordingly. In developing the specific questions for the quantitative online survey, we
aimed to formulate questions and response categories that were easily comprehensible
and sensitive to various life circumstances and affected groups.

Difficulties/learnings: We now want to critically reflect on the development process of
the questionnaire and the challenges we had in this context:

First, we discussed the manner in which we intended to inquire about gender: Since we
planned a rather small sample size for the survey and this option was recommended in
the guidelines of Scheuerman et al. (2020), we chose an open text field. The question
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was not a compulsory, so participants could decide whether they felt comfortable an-
swering it. In this open text field, survey participants could describe their gender (“Ges-
chlecht”) in their own words. The majority of the participants identified themselves as
female or male, few used the terms woman or man. Some participants identified as non-
binary (some in English, others in German) and others as inter*, intergendered, gender-
queer-/fluid or inter/male. One participant proactively gave feedback that they strongly
support the option of open text fields?.

In order to capture gender transitions, we also asked: .Entspricht Ihr aktuelles Ge-
schlecht jenem, das lhnen bei lhrer Geburt zugewiesen wurde?*“[ls your current gender
the same as the one ascribed to you at birth?]. We requested this information, because
we wanted to include the perspectives of inter* and trans* individuals on online meet-
ings®. This question was also not compulsory, so participants could decide whether they
felt comfortable answering it. One participant from the inter* community gave feedback
that asking for gender in this manner can be confusing, as it is unclear whether we ask
for the legal gender or the gender identity. Therefore, as Poge et al. (2022) point out, it
should be phrased in a more understandable and precise way. Another participant in
the online survey, a moderator from one of the recruited teams whose members have
a diverse cultural background and first languages other than German, also told us that
the team found this question confusing. This shows that addressing the needs of several
groups can be contradictory and therefore challenging. So a potential approach could
be to ask explicitly and precisely about individuals’ identification as inter* or trans*, but
also to include info boxes that explain these terms in a comprehensible way for people
who are not yet familiar with them.

In order to capture whether participants might have marginalisation experiences in
online meetings for being BIPOC and/or having a migration background, we included
the question: Werden Sie von manchen Personen z.B. aufgrund lhrer Sprache,
Hautfarbe, Herkunft oder Herkunft lhrer Eltern nicht als Osterreicher*in gesehen? [Are
you not perceived as an Austrian by some individuals, for example because of your
language, skin colour, origin or the origin of your parents?] In contrast to other ques-
tions, we did not receive any feedback on this question, but are considering an alterna-
tive wording because it was challenging in the report to describe this group as it covers
many life realities at once. For the future, it might be easier to be more precise and ask
about the groups individually. However, this would unduly lengthen the questionnaire.

To inquire about physical limitations that could impact participation in online meetings,
we posed the question, “Haben Sie eine Seh- oder Horbeeintrachtigung?” [Do you have
a visual or hearing impairment?]. In our case, it would have been better to ask about

2 We did not ask for feedback directly, but the person chose to give feedback to the project team in an email.
3 Currently, there is little research that includes the experiences of inter* and trans* individuals in online formats.
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disability instead of impairment, as individuals who can see well with glasses also re-
sponded affirmatively to this question, although they have visual difficulties in online
meetings. However, the primary intention was to use the question to identify people
whose vision cannot be fully compensated for by glasses. This resulted in a decrease
in the significance of the collected data on this item.

Regarding educational background, we asked for the highest level of education with a
closed question. The answer categories were highly aligned with the Austrian educa-
tional system, which makes it difficult for individuals with education from other countries
to classify themselves. In addition, it was unclear for the participants if they could include
their foreign degree even if it was not officially recognised in the Austrian system. In the
future, it might be better to use an international classification system of education levels.

As a general learning, we can conclude that being as precise as possible makes it easier
for the participants to answer questions, as well easier for us to use the results. In addi-
tion, if one aims for a diverse sample, the survey instruments also have to reflect these
different life realities (e.g., language). However, this also leads to longer questionnaires
with info boxes and more detailed questions.

Simultaneously with the development of the data collection instruments, we started to
recruit teams for the needs assessment. In compiling the sample of eight teams, we
faced the challenge of representing the following diversity dimensions:

Context of Gender Age Language Ethnicity Education Online Tool
Use
Company Women Under Meeting in BIPoC Low Zoom
35 native
language
Research Men 36-50 Meeting Caucasian Middle Microsoft
in other Teams
language
Association, Diverse Older High GotoMee-
community of ting
interest
Self-help Google-
group or sim- Meet
ilar

Table 2: Dimensions and characteristics for the selective sampling
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We initiated a search among our extended networks to identify teams that meet specific
diversity requirements and have a maximum membership size of 15 for the purpose of
observation. In order to identify teams, we requested the following information from
teams via email:

e What is your team working on, and what is the purpose of your meetings?

e How often do you meet?

e How many members does your team or group have? What is the approximate
composition of your team in terms of gender and age?

e What software do you use for your online meetings?

The selection of the teams to be observed followed a selective sampling strategy (Ganz
and Hausotter 2020), for which the diversity dimensions to be covered were defined.
The search for the teams was modified on the basis of the information provided by the
teams already acquired in order to meet the dimensions that were still missing.

The teams that we were able to recruit for our study covered a wide variety of individual

dimensions:
Team Gender Age Meeting Ethnicity
language skills
Women Men Divers Under 36-50 Older Fluent Partly Cauca- BIPoC
35 sian
Neigbourhood 9 0 0 1 3 4 5 4 5 3
network
Adult education 8 2 0 3 4 2 1 9 0 10
course
Education team 8 1 0 5 4 0 9 0 8 1
Facility 0 6 0 1 3 2 6 0 6 0
management
team
IT-team 0 3 3 0 0 6
Research group 3 5 0 0 7 0 6 2
Lab team 1 0 4 0 1 0 4
Total 31 22 0 21 21 9 39 13 35 16

Table 3: Coverage of diversity dimensions of selected teams

We were able to cover nearly all diversity dimensions to at least some extent, as table
3 shows, but none of the designated teams had an individual that identified gender-
divers. As it was a big concern and part of our research interest to think gender not only
in binary terms, we decided to reach out for a team of trans*, inter* and non-binary peo-
ple within our research project. A search on the web and in our personal networks re-
sulted in 16 possible groups/associations/networks/sub-organisations of advocacy
LGBTQIA groups/parties for FLINTAs, queer individuals, trans* and inter* individuals. All
individuals were contacted via e-mail and, to a lesser extent, through telephone com-
munication, with the purpose of extending an invitation to participate in our project. In
the end, we did not succeed in finding a group that was willing to be observed in online

meetings. In hindsight, it might be argued that the decision to propose the observation
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of one of their meetings to the target group was inadvisable. Due to the stigma and
prejudice faced by marginalised groups, it can be difficult to obtain consent from mem-
bers of these groups to participate in research projects (Else-Quest und Hyde 2016) as
this requires a relationship of trust between the group and the research team.

As the online survey of the needs assessment later revealed, trans- inter and non-binary
people in our sample activate the camera in meetings less often than other participants
(Reidl et. al 2022). This suggests that they would also not like to be observed by re-
searchers in a meeting. The potential cause of this outcome could also be attributed to
the intricate nature of the study design, which may have appeared labour-intensive and
hence acted as a disincentive. In addition, we suspect that LGBTQIA groups and asso-
ciations are receiving an increasing number of requests from the research community.
This can be attributed to the rising prevalence of investigating gender diversity in re-
search endeavours, which is increasingly regarded as a scientific standard. Therefore,
these entities are unable to fulfil these requests due to time constraints. In addition, the
timing of our survey in spring 2022 was probably also inconvenient, as many groups
were returning to face-to-face meetings at that time after a long period of online meet-
ings caused by the COVID-19 pandemic.

After we had realised that a team of trans®, inter* and/or non-binary individuals was un-
attainable, we therefore decided to alter our strategy and asked members of the re-
searched and requested organisations, our personal networks and on social media for
interviews and participation in the online survey. In most cases, we did not receive a
response to our requests; but, in two instances, we successfully arranged interviews,
only to have them subsequently cancelled. Finally, only one trans* woman agreed to be
interviewed. Furthermore, the online survey was ultimately completed by six trans*, in-
ter* or non-binary individuals.

In addition, to the observations and the online survey, we interviewed three to five mem-
bers from each team whose meeting we observed. Again, the respondents were se-
lected using the method of selective sampling (Ganz und Hausotter 2020).

In each case, the moderator of the respective meeting was asked to participate in an
interview, as they could report both from the perspective of moderator and participant
in online meetings. In addition, we interviewed between two and four participants from
the observed meetings. On the one hand, we paid attention to the coverage of various
diversity dimensions (gender, age etc.). On the other hand, we examined the team’s
structure and the role of its members. We wanted to ask both seemingly more extro-
verted individuals, who had a large share of speaking time in the observed meetings,
and seemingly more introverted, quieter individuals. In addition, three interviews were
conducted with experts on moderation and (online) communication via online meetings.
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In total, 63 individuals were involved in the needs assessment: 53 individuals were ob-
served, 60 individuals participated in the online survey and 27 individuals were inter-
viewed - so the individual samples overlap to a large extent (see table 1). Given the
comprehensive data available on the participants of the online survey, we will provide
a concise overview of the sample in light of this information:

Online Survey

The link to the online survey was sent to all team members, facilitators and few interest
groups and associations of gender diverse, trans®, inter* or non-binary individuals. There
were 60 questionnaires included in the evaluation. The sample is not at all representa-
tive of the population. Significantly more women participated in the survey, followed by
28% men and 17% trans®, inter* and non-binary individuals. Six people have not an-
swered this question.

56%

Women Men = TIN

Figure 2: Survey: Participants by gender (n=54)

The participants’ ages ranged relatively evenly between 18 and 70 years. 42% of re-
spondents were between the ages of 36 and 50. Up to 35-year-olds accounted for 30%
of the sample and those over 50 years made up 28%. Men tended to be younger than
women. Additionally, individuals whose native language is not the meeting language
tended to be younger.

Among the participants, a particularly large number have completed higher education
at a college, post-secondary institution, university of applied sciences, academy or uni-
versity (68%). Just under 20% have completed an apprenticeship or similar programme
or hold the high school graduation as their highest level of education. Twelve percent
of the participants have a compulsory school leaving certificate or no completed school
education at all.

Almost 90% of the respondents speak German as their native language, while 10% of
the participants have another mother tongue. Among the participants, about 18% stated
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others perceive them as non-Austrians based on factors such as appearance or lan-
guage.

Due to limited resources and a small sample size, we were unable to conduct an inter-
sectional analysis of the data. Therefore, we decided to analyse the quantitative and
qualitative data step by step according to diversity dimensions. On this basis, we were
able to identify differences based on age, gender or origin, but cannot make any asser-
tions regarding the overlap of diversity dimensions. This additive approach is a defi-
ciency of our project because social identities and inequality are interdependent and
not mutually exclusive for groups such as Black lesbians (Bowleg 2008). An intersec-
tional analysis of all types of data would be preferable.

For a common understanding of the target group’s desires and needs, we developed
personas based on the results of the needs assessment. Personas are fictional user
profiles that help visualize a typical user, foster empathy, and improve designers' under-
standing of the people they are designing for (Miaskiewicz und Kozar 2011). We used
these personas in remote co-creation workshops with potential users to develop solu-
tion ideas for different application scenarios. To find suitable and appropriate partici-
pants, a questionnaire was sent to a user panel in advance. Based on the answers, a
diverse group of people was put together for the workshops.

Personas

When creating the personas for our project, we paid special attention to gender and
diversity dimensions and attempted to avoid stereotyping. Following the work of Him-
melsbach et al. (2019) we tried to consider the four layers of diversity (Gardenswartz und
Rowe 2009) in the design of our personas. The first layer of diversity highlights the dis-
tinctive personality, which in our project represents technology affinity and extraversion.
For the second and third layers, we mapped age, ethnicity/race and gender in the first
dimension and education, geographic location, language, migration biographies and
also parental or relationship status in the second dimension. The individual aspects in
the work context are displayed in the fourth layer and were also represented in the
personas and their scenarios through the use of online communication, either in the
business context or in the private context, as well as through the role as moderator or
participant.

We started in a coordinate system with the dimensions technology affinity and extraver-
sion (see figure 3). Within the coordinate system, four personas formed the basis for
further development. The female and male gender components of the dimensions were
equally distributed. In order to avoid these stereotypes, the female persona was not
assigned with non-tech proficient and introverted.
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Extroversion

)

Valentin Miller

Maria Muth

Alex Mayer Darja Melnik

Hermann Kiraly Tiam Ansarh

Technology affinity
Figure 3: Coordinate system for creating the personas (pictures are Al-generated)

In addition to the four basic personas, a fifth non-binary persona was created with me-
dium expressions of the two dimensions. All other previously mentioned diversity di-
mensions were distributed among the meanwhile five personas.

This set of five personas and their corresponding user stories were further enriched by
incorporating the findings from the preceding needs assessment. This approach aligns
with the recommended practice of developing personas by aggregating user research,
combining insights from numerous users into a cohesive narrative (Adlin und Pruitt
2010). After a detailed review of the results of the needs assessment, that took place in
advance (see chapter 4), it immediately became apparent that another persona was
crucial, whose primary focus was on mobile online communication. Thus, a total of six
personas were created, which are described in more detail in table 4.
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Persona Short description Age | Gender | Origin Device
Name

Hermann Must attend telcos at work, is | 63 m Austria PC at
Kiraly very stressed as a result, has work

difficulties in using, often
turns off his camera

Valentin Successful start-up CTO, likes | 36 m Austria Mobile,

Miller to share, technology must be tablet,
able to do everything and PC
solves any problems

Tiam  An- | Language barrier, therefore, 28 w Iran Mobile,

sarh prefers to use chat, afraid of tablet,
making mistakes, is very PC

structured and wants struc-
ture in an online meeting

Alex Mayer | Has to communicate a lot at 43 Non-bi- | Austria Mobile,
work, but doesn’t like telcos, nary tablet,
feels misgendered and being PC

discriminated against, wishes
for more sensitivity, ac-
ceptance and tolerance in
this context

Darja Uses telcos privately to com- | 30 w Ukraine | Mobile
Melnik municate, participates with

her cell phone, in a noisy en-
vironment, is often disturbed,

always has her micro on

Table 4: Short description of all personas
Co-Creation Workshops

Fostering the involvement of a wide range of individuals, in human-computer interaction
research is essential for the development of technologies that are both safe and inclu-
sive, thereby promoting fairness and equality.

To facilitate the upcoming co-creation activities, efforts were made to form diverse
groups of participants for the workshops. Consequently, a short questionnaire was sent
to a user panel in advance with the purpose of soliciting their participation in comple-
menting the questionnaire and engaging in one of the co-creation workshops. On the
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basis of those answers we selected the participants for the upcoming co-creation work-
shops. This questionnaire inquired about various dimensions of diversity, including gen-
der, age, ethnicity, experiences of discrimination, and educational background. Addi-
tionally, participants were asked about their familiarity with technology (Wessel et al.
2019), their extraversion (Rammstedt und John 2007), and other factors relevant to
online communication, including their role in the meeting, the context, the device they
would be using, the environment, and their frequency of engagement.

The response rate of the questionnaire was high, but we were only able to cover the
female and male gender dimensions but could not engage inter*, trans* or non-binary
individuals. Thus, several individuals who had previously been asked for an interview
as part of the needs assessment were subsequently contacted via email and asked if
they would be interested in attending one of the subsequent co-creation workshops.
We also re-contacted the various groups, associations, networks, or sub-organizations
that represent the interests of FLINTAs (women, lesbians, inter*, non-binary, trans*, and
gender individuals), queer individuals, LGBTQIA communities, and trans* and inter* in-
dividuals who had already been contacted for the needs assessment. The goal was to
ask them to complete the questionnaire and participate in one of the co-creation work-
shops. Unfortunately, these efforts did not produce the anticipated outcome.

The three co-creation workshops took place online. Within two hours, suggestions for
solutions and ideas for possible interaction concepts that address the hurdles described
in the scenarios were developed together with users. Therefore, the created personas
and user stories served as input and starting points.

A total of 24 people participated in our workshops, including 11 females and 13 males.
They were all between 26 and 76 years old, with an average age of 45. Seven partici-
pants reported that they had experienced discrimination in their life. The range of affinity
for technology was from relatively low (three participant) to very high (five participants).
On average, the affinity for technology was slightly above the mean. The average extra-
version of all participants was 3.66 on a Likert scale ranging from 1 not at all to 5 very
much. While three people had only engaged in private online communication, all other
participants use online communication more in a professional context, with six individu-
als having no moderation experience and one participant acting solely as moderator.

Difficulties and Learnings

In all workshops, we managed reasonably well to assemble a diverse group according
to the previously queried dimensions age, experience of discrimination, extraversion
and technology affinity, but we were unable to adequately cover the gender and edu-
cation dimension.
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During the workshops it became apparent that at least one participant is in a same-sex
relationship. This individual was able to empathize well with various gender and diver-
sity obstacles faced by the exhibited personas. This prompted us to question whether
we had asked the correct question in our pre-questionnaire to select the participants,
whether it was sufficient to ask about gender, or whether other dimensions, such as
sexual orientation, would have been relevant here as well.

During a workshop, one individual was clearly discriminated against on multiple occa-
sions due to their origin. This situation was extremely unpleasant and stressful for the
individual and also for the facilitator and all other participants. It took the facilitator sev-
eral attempts to stop the discriminating person from continuing to discriminate against
a participant. This incident once again emphasized the importance of the project be-
cause on the one hand, the moderator does not always notice discrimination and may
first have to be made aware of it by other participants, and on the other hand, the mod-
erator may not even know how to deal with it.

Within the co-creation workshops, participants actively contributed by generating a mul-
titude of ideas and formulating initial interaction concepts specifically tailored to over-
come the obstacles presented in the personas and scenarios. Three main topics could
be identified. The first topic was that users support a distribution of speaking time
among all participants based solely on task and contextual factors rather, irrespective
of their individual characteristics. For example, participants who present something in
the meeting should get more time than those who just listen and give feedback. This
objective can be supported by technology, specifically by using visual information, such
as displaying the amount of time already spent speaking. Furthermore, participants
should have opportunities to provide non-verbal feedback on meeting experiences,
both during and after the session, including instances of inappropriate behaviour such
as discriminatory language. Moreover, making diversity visible was frequently ad-
dressed and discussed. Existing solutions in online communication platforms only pro-
vide limited options, such as displaying pronouns alongside names. It is crucial to de-
velop solutions that comprehensively address diversity in a more inclusive manner.

As the participants found it difficult to develop concrete ideas on the topic of “making
diversity visible”, the project team decided to conduct an internal workshop to further
enhance our understanding and broaden the range of potential technological and mod-
eration solutions for the further use of the project. Seven members of the FairCom pro-
ject team discussed the significance of emphasizing diversity and collected ideas for
technical and moderation solutions.
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The results of the user survey were reviewed in preparation of the workshop, and all
pertinent information was presented in condensed form during the workshop. This in-
cluded the problematic areas of inappropriate jokes and other micro aggressions, mis-
gendering, varying speaking times, and different levels of attentiveness to speaking in-
puts. The survey revealed that trans®, inter* and non-binary individuals were more likely
than cis-woman and cis-man respondents to not want to be filmed during a meeting. In
addition, clear rules and the chat were especially relevant for trans®, inter* and non-
binary individuals. In the interviews, it was also mentioned that an outing can be more
difficult when individuals only know each other online as trust is easier to develop in
personal meetings. Consequently, the subject of visibility is complex and ambivalent.
This prompted the following questions: What visibility options does the digital environ-
ment provide? Who is doing it for whom and to what extent? Who wishes to be made
visible? What benefits can feedback mechanisms provide? In addition, since this topic
frequently came up in the process, (how) could avatars contribute to this?

After the presentation of the results, possible solutions were collected. For this, the
method of collaborative brainwriting* was used, in which each participant was given
several minutes to independently generate ideas and record them on a whiteboard
without any critical evaluation. After this phase, participants had time to silently read and
add to the ideas proposed by others. The collected ideas were then grouped and dis-
cussed with the project team in plenary. One group of proposed solutions centred on
providing feedback to and attracting the moderator’s attention (e.g., some sort of emer-
gency button). Another group of solutions focused on awareness and sensitivity for
needs of gender diverse individuals (e.g., different options of stating pronouns). The
third group was about visualisation and options of anonymous communication in online
meetings (e.g., anonymous message channels to moderator). The last group addressed
sensitization of moderators and moderation techniques and methods (e.g., post-meet-
ing feedback questionnaires and interaction cards). The ideas were refined and priori-
tised. These ideas then contributed to the subsequent process.

This project was conducted in the field of applied research and carried out to the best
of our abilities. When we started the project with the literature review, it became evident
that we would have to consider a variety of diversity dimensions for a needs assessment
in online meetings. However, due to limited resources, restrictions had to be imposed.
For instance, we decided not to address the question of how to develop online meet-
ings for people with disabilities, despite the fact that there is definitely a significant de-
mand for this. Finally, we succeeded in covering many diversity dimensions when re-
cruiting participants for the needs assessment, which led to relevant results for the co-

4 More about collaborative brainwriting can be found here: https://www.lucidchart.com/blog/how-to-use-
brainwriting-for-idea-generation or here https://conceptboard.com/blog/brainwriting-technique-free-template/
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creation workshops. Additional personas had to be developed to reflect these findings
in the personas and user scenarios developed for the co-creation workshops. Overall,
this contributes very positively to the further development of inclusive moderative and
technological solutions in the further course of the project. However, we have been
insufficiently successful in acquiring non-binary participants. To attract this target group,
we should not have asked them for observation. Also, we would have had to think of a
strategy to build trust, e.g., by involving a non-binary person in the research team (e.g.,
an expert). The experiences from the co-creation workshops have also shown us that
under certain circumstances it can be helpful not only to focus on non-binary persons
but also to involve persons with a homosexual orientation in research projects. The co-
creation workshops have shown that they empathized well with gender and diversity
obstacles faced by the personas. In addition, this target group is larger and perhaps
easier to reach than non-binary people.

In conducting the needs assessment, we learned a lot about how to better serve a di-
verse group of participants. We need to use an international classification system to
identify levels of education. We need to ask about disability, not impairment, to get
meaningful data on people who cannot compensate for vision problems with glasses.
In order to accommodate participants whose native language is not German, the utilisa-
tion of interpreters for interviews and the inclusion of information boxes in surveys
would have been essential. This would have had to be calculated in the project costs.
However, we also recognised that different target groups have different needs for ques-
tion wording (clear and in simple language for people with different cultural background
and language, more open text boxes and differentiation between legal gender and gen-
der identity for LGBTQIA* people). Designing intersectional survey instruments that
work equally for all participants is an art that requires further development. We also
contemplate the feasibility of eschewing a one-size-fits-all questionnaire in favor of tar-
get group-specific surveys, allowing for nuanced adjustments in aspects like wording to
better cater to diverse needs. In this case, however, the challenge is to ensure that dif-
ferently formulated questions measure the same. In addition, this approach also raises
the question of resources, as the data analysis is much more time-consuming. Solutions
in this regard need to be developed in following research projects.

We also found that we should have addressed the individual steps of instrument devel-
opment, sampling, and data analysis in more detail for claiming an intersectional ap-
proach than was possible in this development project. An intersectional analysis of the
interview data, for example, would have been beyond our budgetary scope. We were
therefore left with the approach of analysing the data according to individual diversity
dimensions. Yet, with our exploratory approach, we succeeded to collect a wide range
of suggestions for improvement and ideas for solutions that, if implemented, can benefit
a broad range of individuals.
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Allin all, we discovered that dealing with diversity in research and development projects
means a continuous learning process. Based on our experience with FairCom, we would
do some things differently in subsequent projects:

In future endeavors, we aim to assemble a more diverse research team in terms of gen-
der, origin, and other factors. This will enable us to better reach various target groups
when recruiting test subjects and to incorporate a broader range of knowledge and
perspectives into the project. One option here would be to calculate fees for experts to
conduct more specific sensitivity checks with survey instruments. We anticipate addi-
tional resources for a qualitative intersectional analysis.

In conclusion, we expect that our insights from our applied project will contribute to
advancing and further developing the treatment of diversity in research and develop-
ment, as well as promoting an open and honest exchange within the research and in-
novation community.
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