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Voice-based social media platforms that enable attendees to have real-time, ephemeral interactions with
each other—such as X-Spaces, Discord, and Clubhouse—have seen considerable growth in recent years.
While prior research on these spaces has predominantly focused on moderating harms, our work seeks to
understand emergent practices employed by hosts to proactively shape their discussion space— focusing on the
facilitation aspect of moderation duties. Drawing on facilitation strategies, we study these practices through
three comprehensive studies using mixed-methods: survey of social-audio users, co-design interviews, and
analyzing training sessions for hosts. Our findings reveal insights into the issues faced by hosts and attendees,
current facilitation practices, opinions on technological solutions, and factors that could be responsible for
some of the identified issues such as the available training for hosts. We found that hosts themselves are
often significant sources of issues due to practices such as focusing more on self-promotion than facilitating
discussions. In addition, host training sessions seem to encourage behaviors that contribute to the negative
perception of hosts. We draw on outcomes from co-design interviews to guide the design of future tools to
support hosts in facilitating social-audio spaces. Our findings provide insights that could help create a more
positive experience for both hosts and attendees.
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1 Introduction
In recent years there has been a rise in platforms dedicated to supporting voice-based discussions
that allow people to directly speak with each other online (e.g., X-Spaces, Discord, Clubhouse).
The real-time nature of voice-based platforms and the ephemerality of interactions can introduce
complications to existing moderation pipelines, requiring new strategies and practices [56]. Prior
work has identified a number of moderation challenges introduced by real-time voice, such as: (i)
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new norms (e.g., avoid interruptions), (ii) newways to break existing rules, (iii) lack of evidence , and
(iv) lack of moderation capabilities typically available in text-based communities (e.g., organizing
or editing content) [56].

While addressing harms is of great importance, recent studies of moderation have advocated for
proactive practices [63, 94, 103, 110], instead of reactive strategies. Moderators of various social
media platforms (e.g., Twitch, Facebook, Reddit) have expressed the importance of pro-active
measures [98, 99]. These type of strategies become particularly important on social-audio platforms,
as conversations occur in real-time between transient strangers and cannot be easily edited or
retracted, requiring moderators to actively ensure the quality of discussions as they happen. While
prior work has identified a number of proactive strategies that fall under the umbrella of facilitation,
we bring together these aspects and examine their use in ephemeral voice-based interactions.

The quality of a discussion is often dependent on how the host manages the session. In various
settings, employing facilitation best practices have been shown to improve the atmosphere of an
event and discussion dynamics [7]. For participants to have a positive experience, hosts need to
manage a variety of tasks, including giving attendees a fair opportunity to participate, managing the
agenda, and preventing conflicts from getting out of hand, among others [7]. These activities have
been studied in the facilitation literature to enable productive group interactions in various settings
(e.g., teaching, work meetings, group discussions) [7, 13, 82, 120]. However, less is known about the
use of facilitation strategies on social-audio platforms. The online social context may create new
challenges: for instance, unlike classrooms or work meetings, social-audio discussions are often held
between strangers who may or may not return for future discussions. Additionally, participation
is pseudonymous, which may lead individuals to feel less accountable for their statements. Such
differences motivated us to conduct a dedicated investigation of the current state of facilitation on
social audio platforms. In this study, we explore the following research questions:

RQ1 : What issues do users report having with the current state of facilitation in social-audio
spaces?

RQ2 : How do audience members and hosts feel about current practices and potential technological
solutions?

RQ3 : What are hosts in social-audio spaces being taught, and how do these teachings contribute
to the current issues?

We investigate these questions in three studies. In Study 1, we aimed to prioritize the broad
range of facilitation issues that users reported on social-audio platforms. To investigate users’
opinions of the difficulty of each facilitation task, we surveyed 337 users. Surveyed users (which
included listeners, speakers, and hosts) were asked to identify the facilitation tasks where they
had observed the most problems, helping us focus attention on the most negative experiences. We
found that hosts need the most support for: (1) encouraging participation, (2) helping users become
comfortable using the platform, and (3) helping users resolve conflicts.

With an understanding of key challenges with facilitation in social-audio interactions, we then
conducted co-design interviews in Study 2 . We recruited 14 individuals who had used social-audio
platforms in some capacity (either listener, speaker, or host) to view and react to storyboards [23].
One of our goals in Study 2 was to understand the existing practices that led to the tensions and dis-
satisfaction observed in our survey responses. Additionally, we aimed to use design-based methods
to develop ideas for future tools for social-audio spaces, with a special focus on the high-priority
challenges identified in Study 1. These interviews allowed us to better understand the issues that
occur during online voice-based discussions, as well as current facilitation practices. Our results
indicated that there is little consensus on the objectives of or management style for these online
audio discussions. Despite these disagreements, we collected design suggestions and feedback on
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tools that could help facilitate sessions. These design recommendations could help solve the myriad
of facilitation problems currently experienced on these platforms.

Finally, we explored to what extend the host training materials may or may not have contributed
to these issues on voice-based social media platforms. In Study 3, we analyzed a corpus of 16
recorded training sessions using a qualitative coding approach. From the training material, we
extracted lessons that directly contributed to identified issues, those that were unique to social-
audio platforms, as well as lessons that conflicted with facilitation practices. Our results indicate
that hosts are being encouraged to exhibit a sense of ownership over sessions, prioritizing control
over fostering collaborative discussions. Hosts were also taught to manipulate specific features of
the platform to achieve higher attendee and speaker counts.
Through these three studies, we identified facilitation practices and challenges, explored po-

tential technological solutions for some of these challenges, and investigated how the available
training material could be contributing to the existence of observed issues. We conclude this work
by providing design recommendations for improved experiences for both hosts and attendees.

2 Related Work
This project connects two areas of related work. We first discuss prior work on content moderation,
before reviewing the literature on facilitation, discussing facilitation aspects and roles. In doing so,
we explore how voice-based social media spaces affect existing practices in each space.

2.1 Moderation: A Move From Reactive Strategies to Facilitation
With over 4.9 billion people using social media platforms worldwide [8], these platforms and their
governance strategies have garnered significant research [37–39, 69, 77] and public interest [3, 84,
86, 111]. Researchers in this area have studied moderation from various perspectives including
the effectiveness of moderation on future behavior [55, 105], the dangers moderation poses to
moderators [4, 88], the inequities inmoderation decisions particularlywhen it comes tomarginalized
communities [26, 27, 44], as well as contestability and appeal strategies and user’s views of them [114,
115].

A number of definitions have been offered for content moderation throughout the years. One
common definition of moderation views it as “the organized practice of screening user-generated
content (UGC) posted to Internet sites, social media, and other online outlets" [87]. This definition
primarily frames moderation as an issue to be addressed reactively. While a portion of the body
of work on content moderation focuses on reactive strategies, recent work has discussed and
advocated for more proactive strategies when it comes to moderation [90, 99]. One definition of
content moderation that is more aligned with this shift is as “governance mechanisms that structure
participation in a community to facilitate cooperation and prevent abuse" [42]. Both aforementioned
definitions approach moderation from a platform and policy perspective; however, a large body of
work has adopted a community perspective on moderation [33, 67, 97, 117]. These studies focus
on mechanisms of self-moderation through volunteer moderation. One definition inline with this
perspective states that volunteer moderators resemble “community leaders" and “are responsible
for building communities, often from their inception, and guiding them toward positive cultures of
social interaction" [97]. Our work follows this line of research, focusing on proactive practices of
volunteer moderators on social-audio platforms.
A number of studies have investigated proactive moderation strategies [95, 99–101]. Closely

related to our focus on the facilitation aspect of content moderation is Seering et. al.’s study of
how volunteer moderators envision their roles [99]. This work found that moderators used the
metaphors of “facilitator" and “mediator" to describe their roles [99]. Mediators attempted to resolve
disputes, stepping in when discussions became heated. The authors also report that facilitators
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“described themselves as relaxed about moderation, frequently referencing the effectiveness of
community self-regulation" [99]. Another study of proactive moderation investigated effects of
norm-setting in Twitch chat messages, showing how users imitated behaviors, with some users
(i.e., those with authority) having more influence on others’ behaviors [100]. Screening users
prior to joining, and monitoring conversations for potential conflict have also been investigated
in the context of Reddit, Facebook, and Twitch moderation as proactive measures [101]. Prior
work has also identified major challenges community moderators face, including encouraging
contributions and dealing with new-comers [62, 97]. Some of the other proactive strategies that
have been investigated in the contexts of post-based platforms, such as Reddit, include: maintaining
values of community members [29], managing new comers through guiding or limiting strategies
(e.g., not allowing a user to post if they are a new-comer or pairing them with an experienced
user) [54, 76], responding to questions [36], and engaging with comment threads [72]. Prior work
has also investigated similar strategies on other ephemeral content such as Twitch streams [14, 121].
While strategies such as community self-regulation, norm-setting, encouraging contributions,

and helping resolve conflicts are all facilitation strategies, in this work we expand on the existing lit-
erature by bringing together these various strategies from the moderation and facilitation literature
and investigating multiple aspects of facilitation in the context of social-audio content moderation.
This focus on facilitation is also necessitated by the growth of ephemeral social media spaces,
where content disappears immediately or shortly after it is shared, such as social-audio platforms
or virtual reality. As real-time conflict management and resolution are much more challenging
in these spaces, many moderators in ephemeral spaces are attempting to implement facilitation
strategies to prevent harms rather than having to address them once they happen [90].
Another factor that further complicates content moderation on these ephemeral spaces is the

multiple additional roles moderators have to take on. Moderators in ephemeral spaces such as
voice-based platforms have to perform as hosts and content creators. This shared responsibility
was rarely the case in post-based spaces such as Reddit or YouTube video uploads. Even though
a YouTube content creator might check the comments left on their videos after posting, the mix
of roles (i.e., content creation and moderation) often did not occur at the same time. With live-
streaming services such as YouTube live or Twitch these simultaneous roles are becoming more
common. Social audio platforms follow this trend with moderators needing to manage multiple
responsibilities of moderation and content creation at the same time. The desire to create content
that is captivating while ensuring it adheres to the guidelines could create a conflict of interest. It is
worth noting that while moderators on platforms such as Twitch are often individuals other than
the streamer, prior work has shown that the conflict between the viewers and streamers needs is
an issue Twitch moderators face [121]. As a result of these complications, assisting moderators in
implementing facilitation practices could be beneficial in voice-based spaces.

2.2 Facilitation: Roles and Strategies
Facilitation is a set of “technique[s] by which one person makes things easier for others" [47]
and facilitators are identified as “people who make things easier, help others towards achieving
particular goals, encourage others, and promote action" [65]. The term facilitation is used in
numerous contexts including physiological [12], educational [40, 48], counseling/psychotherapy
[71], social, and theological contexts [20], with slightly different definitions in each setting. Two of
the closest settings to voice-based social media platforms are classroom and workplace discussions.

When it comes to the facilitation of online classroom discussions, existing literature has identified
various roles facilitators take on [49, 73], one categorization fits these roles into four groups: (1)
intellectual, (2) social, (3) managerial, and (4) technical [9]. The intellectual role helps “group
members achieve predetermined learning objectives, such as understanding critical concepts or
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building subject knowledge" [9, 41, 119]. The social role of facilitators is meant to “create and
maintain a friendly, interactive environment in which participants feel safe and comfortable to
interact with one another" [2]. In their managerial role, facilitators “aim at setting the agenda
(e.g., timeline, norms, and rules) so that online discussions can go on smoothly" [119]. Finally, the
technical role “help[s] group members get familiar and become comfortable with the discussion
programs so that they can participate without technical difficulties" [119].

Organizations have also been turning to active-facilitation approaches in the workplace to help
improve performance [6]. In active facilitation, the facilitator “has a strong attachment to the group
and its task" but takes on an “unbiased service role" [6]. Additionally, they “do not advocate one
particular process, but advocate whatever process the group has agreed to use" [6]. The role of
facilitators in this approach is often broken down based on the meeting timeline, with strategies
being discussed for before, during, and after the meeting [1].

Several techniques have been developed to help facilitators perform their roles. The International
Association of Facilitators and SessionLab, for instance, have compiled over 1000 techniques for
facilitation [50]. Even though these techniques are useful, they often focus on the use of specific
tools (e.g., whiteboards, post-it notes). Additionally, multiple techniques are often offered to resolve
the same issue. Due to the large number of techniques and their overlap, we focus on higher-level
roles rather than specific techniques for our analysis.

3 An Introduction to Social Audio Applications
In this section, we will provide a brief overview of social audio applications and their affordances.
We will focus on the social audio applications of (a) Clubhouse, (b) X-Spaces, and (c) Discord audio.
All three applications enable users to hold real-time audio-only conversations. Live audio events on
Clubhouse are referred to as “rooms” by the application’s users. We use the terminology of room,
session, and event interchangeably in this work to refer to live audio-only discussions. Events could
be public or private–we focus on public events for our studies.
Users within a Clubhouse event are split into two groups with regards to speaking privileges:

those with speaking privileges (i.e., users who are “on the stage”) and those who are not able to
speak (i.e., users who are “in the audience”). Once a user has been moved to the stage, they can
begin or stop speaking (i.e., mute or unmute themselves) at any time during the conversation. Both
groups of users can send messages in the public chat dedicated to the event and use emoji reactions
which are displayed on the side of their avatars for a limited amount of time. X-Spaces offers similar
functionality with minor differences. For instance, only up to 13 people can be on stage at any point
in X-Spaces1, while Clubhouse allows for much larger online gatherings [122].2Another difference
is that X-Spaces doesn’t have a dedicated “chat” section and text-based messages for the event
appear as new X posts. Clubhouse and X interfaces are displayed in Figure 1.

Discord, on the other hand, has a unique characteristic. While Clubhouse and X-Spaces automati-
cally assign “host” duties to the creator of every event, Discord audio spaces don’t require a host to
be present for an audio event to begin. This difference means that audio conversations on X-Spaces
and Clubhouse are time-limited, beginning and ending when the hosting team is available. Discord
conversations, on the other hand, can be joined at any time without the need for a member of the
hosting team to be present, making them continuously open audio “channels” rather than one-time
“events”. However, it is worth noting that while hosts do not have to be present, a large number of

1This limit is only placed on the number of speakers in the room, and not on the number of people who can attend the
event.
2Wewere not able to find an exact number for Clubhouse. However, members of our team have seen events on the application
with hundreds of users “on stage”.
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(a) X-Spaces Interface. (b) Clubhouse Interface.

Fig. 1. Screenshots of events in Clubhouse and X-spaces. Usernames, images, and event titles have been
blurred to preserve the privacy of the users. In both interfaces, the event title is shown on top of the room.
Users hosting or attending the event are shown using their images with their names written underneath the
circular representation. The green icons next to the user’s name on Clubhouse indicate that the user is one of
the hosts. X-Spaces, on the other hand, uses text descriptions to indicate each user’s role. Both platforms
allow users to send chat messages and request to speak (through the hand-raise icon in Clubhouse and the
microphone icon in X-Spaces). Hosts can also choose to record their session in which case attendees will
be notified through a “Rec.” or “replays on” indicator shown on top of the page. The current speaker is also
pointed out on both platforms, either through a gray circle around the user’s avatar on Clubhouse (e.g., the
avatar on the third row on the right) or through wave signs next to the user’s name on X-Spaces (e.g., the
avatar on the first row on the left).

hosts (i.e., server owners) schedule specific audio events they plan to hold and are present for the
duration of these scheduled events.
X-Spaces assigns a “host” badge to the user who has started a session. Clubhouse refers to the

creator of a space with the terminology of “moderator”. However, in both cases, their tasks are
more inline with those of a host and facilitator, rather than a moderator. Namely, these users are
responsible for planning the event, setting and re-iterating the rules and norms, managing the
progress of the event, and responding if or when conflicts arise, among other things. All these
tasks are in line with facilitation duties that have been discussed in prior work [7]. We will use the
terminology of “host" in the remainder of this work to refer to users who conduct such facilitation
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tasks. To perform these tasks hosts are provided with several capabilities within the social-audio
application, such as (i) the ability to mute or remove users, (ii) the ability to select speakers, and
(iii) the ability to remove chat messages. The host who created an event, can appoint co-hosts who
will then have the same capabilities (including the ability to appoint additional co-hosts).
Having discussed the differences and similarities of these platforms, we believe that they all

share several fundamental characteristics concerning the host’s functions that justify investigating
our research questions within the context of all three platforms rather than limiting our work to
a single one. We are interested in how hosts perform their tasks and interact with the group of
people who have come together for an audio event. Since these platforms create similar dynamics
between the hosts and other users within the event, investigating our research questions within
the context of them all is meaningful.

4 Study 1: Surveying How Users Prioritize Facilitation Challenges
Prior work on social-audio applications (i.e., Discord Audio) [56] has highlighted challenges with
the current state of moderation on these platforms. These challenges were identified based on the
host’s recollections of specific negative events and with a focus on harm. However, hosts within
social-audio events are expected to perform a variety of other tasks, such as opening the session,
engaging participants, and conflict resolution, which go beyond the management of harm. These
types of responsibilities fit into the scope of tasks the facilitation literature explores [7]. As a result,
in this study, we conducted a survey in which users were presented with a high-level overview
of aspects of facilitation and asked to indicate areas where they believed current practices were
inadequate. We believe the outcomes of this survey provide more clear insights into the facilitation
challenges within social audio environments.

4.1 Method
4.1.1 Survey Design. As the goal of our survey was to identify aspects of facilitation where issues
arise, the main question asked participants to select up to three areas of facilitation from a provided
list where they had observed hosts struggling. The list of issues was compiled by combining the
facilitation responsibilities presented in prior literature [6, 119]. Wang focuses on facilitation in
online discussions[119]. While the paper studies educational settings, it focuses on online sessions
which is closely related to voice-based social media platforms. Another resource we used was a
handbook released by the Management Consulting Associates focusing on facilitation in workplace
settings [6]. While this setting is further from social audio, they offer a different perspective on
facilitation roles by separating the tasks based on the timeline of the session rather than roles
offered in the previous paper [6]3. Combining both perspectives offers a more holistic view of
facilitation responsibilities.

The combination of these responsibilities created a list of 17 aspects that were presented to the
users in our survey. These aspects are displayed in Table 1. To ensure that the first few options
were not disproportionately chosen due to their prominent positioning, each respondent was
presented with the options in a randomized order. Respondents were shown only the issues, not
the higher-level categories displayed in the table. It is also worth noting that the displayed “Issue
Categories” are just one way of grouping facilitation tasks, and other prior work have offered
different ways of categorizing facilitation functions, such as the five clusters introduced by Den
Hengst and Adkins [25]. Other questions on the survey queried the demographics of respondents.

4.1.2 Participant Recruitment. A short description of the study, the compensation information,
and a link to the survey were posted in the following locations to recruit participants: (1) on four
3These facilitation roles are discussed in our related work section (see Section 2.2), and displayed in Table 1.
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subreddits, the topics of which were related to voice-based social media platforms (i.e., r/Clubhouse-
guide, r/ClubhouseInvites, r/ClubhouseApp, r/twitterspaces), (2) as public chat messages in rooms
that were being held in Clubhouse, (3) as private direct messages to users on X who tweeted about
X-Spaces or private messages to users on Clubhouse who were active during the recruitment period,
and (4) advertisement through X posts by two members of our research team. Users were recruited
through various channels to capture the opinions of individuals who use a variety of social audio
platforms such as Clubhouse, X-spaces, and Discord (Audio). While each platform could have
distinct norms, the facilitation tasks included in the survey are broad tasks identified by prior work
to be useful in group settings [6, 119].
We did not restrict participation to specific roles (e.g., only hosts). As a result, hosts, listeners,

and speakers could all respond to the survey. While each role has different capabilities, including
multiple perspectives is valuable because it ensures a comprehensive understanding of the plat-
form’s dynamics and user experience. Hosts can offer insights into the challenges of managing
discussions, speakers can share their experiences in engaging with the audience, and listeners can
highlight how the interactions impact their overall experience. This holistic approach allows for a
better understanding of challenges on social-audio platforms. Including multiple stakeholders in
the need-finding and design process is a fundamental aspect of Human-Computer Interaction (HCI)
to ensure the development of user-centered and effective solutions [18, 34, 92]. The same strategy
with regards to the inclusion of multiple stakeholders and platforms is applied to all studies within
this work.

Our method of compensation was to provide five 20$ gift cards to five individuals who completed
the survey at random. This study was reviewed by our institution’s IRB.

4.1.3 Validating Survey Responses. We received a total of 1,643 responses to our survey. To validate
collected data, first any responses submitted from duplicate IP addresses were removed (i.e., only
unique IP addresses were kept). This step reduced the response count to 404. Next, duplicate email
addresses were removed, leaving 366 responses. We then removed any response that was completed
in less than one minute, resulting in 358 remaining responses. Lastly, any responses from outside
of the United States were removed (due to IRB limitations) resulting in a total of 337 responses.
After the aforementioned cleaning steps, we find that it took users an average of 4.6 minutes to fill
in the survey with a minimum of 1.03 minutes and a maximum of 39.9 minutes.

4.1.4 Demographics of Respondents. The majority (N=179, 53%) of respondents were between
the ages of 25 and 34, followed by 18-24 year olds (N=64, 19%) and 35-44 year olds (N=63, 19%).
Additionally, 82% were White, followed by 9% Black/African American respondents. Male users
submitted 51% of responses. Through a multiple-select question, 224 (66%) respondents indicated
using Clubhouse, 275 (82%) mentioned using X Spaces, and 199 (59%) selected Discord (Voice)4.

4.2 Findings
In this section, we discuss the results of our survey on the aspects of facilitation in need of
improvement. Table 1 displays the number of votes in our survey for each aspect of facilitation hosts
struggle with. We found the following four issues to be reported most frequently: (1) encouraging
participation or inviting responses (N=101), (2) helping group members become comfortable with
using the platform (N=95), (3) helping the group resolve differences or conflicts (N=86), and (4)
setting up rules/norms (N=81).

4Users were instructed to select all the applications they had experience with. This is why the percentages do not add up to
100%.
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Issue Category Issue # Votes %
Social Encouraging participation or inviting responses 101 29.9%
Technical Helping group members become comfortable with using the platform 95 28.1%
Social Helping the group resolve differences or conflicts 86 25.5%
Managerial Setting up rules/norms 81 24%
Intellectual Making connections between relevant pieces of information 73 21.6%
Managerial Keeping discussions focused 72 21.3%
Managerial Demonstrating leadership 70 20.7%
Intellectual Asking questions to clarify 66 19.5%
Intellectual Developing an understanding of the issues 62 18.3%
Social Acknowledging contributions 61 18.1%
Managerial Managing the agenda and progress 60 17.8%
Managerial Opening the session 59 17.5%
Intellectual Summarizing key points 54 16%
Intellectual Initiating questions 54 16%
Managerial Closing the session 54 16%
Social Setting the tone 51 15.1%
Managerial Preparing and circulating an agenda 49 14%

Table 1. Survey responses highlight the aspects of facilitation most challenging for hosts in online voice-based
spaces. The horizontal line separates the top four issues which are further examined in Study 2 (Section 5).
Higher-level categories (social, technical, managerial, intellectual) are drawn from facilitation literature [9]
and discussed in Section 2. These “issue categories" were not shown to survey respondents and are included
here for reader clarity.

Encouraging participation or inviting responses was the main aspect of facilitation where the
respondents observed difficulties. Lack of participation could slow group progress or create a boring
session [7]. As a result, the facilitation literature has studied circumstances in which small or large
portions of participants do not participate in the discussion, offering techniques to improve these
situations [7]. Previous studies exploring facilitators’ perspectives on challenges have reported that
encouraging participation is the second most difficult task for facilitators both experienced (that is,
5 years or more: 66.7%5) and less experienced (that is, less than 5 years: 71. 9%) [108].
Making participants feel comfortable using the platform was the second most voted-for issue.

This issue indicates that even if hosts are personally comfortable using the technology, they
are not successful at creating the same feeling for participants. Through a survey of facilitators
with different levels of experience, Tarmizi et. al. had also found that creating comfort with the
environment and tool to be considerably difficult for facilitators [108].

Conflict resolution (#3) is the topic of many studies on facilitation [17, 96]. Conflicts can be very
challenging to resolve as they are heavily influenced by emotions, making it difficult for people to
act rationally [113]. This inherent difficulty could be exacerbated by the anonymity of involved
parties in voice-based spaces, which could affect the discussants’ willingness to adhere to prosocial
behaviors. These factors could explain why helping the group resolve differences or conflicts is our
third most voted-for issue.
Finally, setting up rules/norms (#4) was reported to be the fourth most challenging aspect hosts

struggle with. Prior work has also indicated that facilitators find atmosphere management to be
a very demanding task [24]. While difficult, this aspect of facilitation is extremely important as
setting appropriate ground rules can help ensure meetings are more productive [82]. These rules
can also help enforce effective group interactions.

5Percentage of experienced facilitators who reported encouraging participation to be a difficult task.
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4.3 Study 1 Discussion
While we focused on the four aspects of facilitation that received the most votes, the distribution of
responses is relatively flat, ranging from 29% to 14%. Furthermore, even the issue with the fewest
votes still had a significant number of participants (N = 49) identifying it as a problem. This suggests
that facilitation in voice-based spaces may be underperforming across all aspects and requires
substantial improvement.
One reason why users report negative experiences with all aspects of facilitation could be the

host appointment mechanism. Currently, any user on social-audio platforms can create and host or
co-host events, regardless of their duration of experience with these applications. IAdditionally,
users interested in hosting are not required to complete any form of training. As a result, hosts
are often unfamiliar with facilitation techniques. Moreover, since there are no limits on how long
hosts have been using the platform, they could be unfamiliar with social-audio norms. Including
mandatory training or requiring hosts to have experience with the application (e.g., having used
the platform for a minimum number of days or having attended a minimum number of hours of
other events) might be helpful. Only being able to use voice (i.e., not being able to have visual
or physical contact with participants) could be another reason why facilitation on social-audio
platforms is so challenging. Prior work has found that some facilitation functions become more
demanding to perform when there is a lack of proximity to the participants [24].

Facilitators’ inability to know who their participants are before each session prevents them from
fully preparing. Prior work recommends understanding the audience and tailoring content to meet
the needs and interests of attendees [6]. However, this is not entirely possible for social-audio
hosts. Most social audio platforms allow hosts to schedule and announce their upcoming events,
but to the best of our knowledge, they do not provide information to hosts about the users who
“set reminders” for themselves to join the events. Providing summary demographics or a list of
expectations—such as topics of interest or the anticipated level of participation (e.g., speaking or
listening)—could help hosts plan more effective sessions.

Events not being part of a recurring long-term series or conversation, might be another reason
why hosts might have less incentive to support users in contexts that aren’t directly related to their
event. For instance, helping the user become comfortable with the platform might not be a priority
for the host as they might not interact with the same group of users after that one event.
A number of the most observed issues could also be connected with one another. For instance,

prior work has discussed how one way of encouraging participation is introducing new members
to the group’s norms [108] as without knowing these norms new users might feel unequipped to
participate. However, since setting rules and norms is an area social-audio facilitators struggle with,
the effects propagate to encouraging participation as well.
Having identified aspects of facilitation where users express a need for improvement, we con-

ducted more in-depth co-design interviews in our next study. Through these interviews, we asked
participants about positive and negative experiences they had when using social audio platforms.
Additionally, focusing on the top issues reported through the survey, we discussed users’ perspec-
tives on potential technological solutions for these issues. Through these interviews we explore
current practices that might explain the reason behind this level of dissatisfaction with host’s
implementation of facilitation tasks.

5 Study 2: Co-Design Interviews to Understand Facilitation Practices
Having identified significant facilitation challenges on social-audio platforms in our previous study,
our objective was to delve into the practices employed by hosts when participating in online audio
discussions. Additionally, we aimed to investigate user reactions, perspectives, and suggestions for
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potential technological solutions to address facilitation challenges. To achieve these goals, inspired
by the methodology presented in [23], we conducted co-design interviews with 14 individuals
who had engaged with social audio platforms in various capacities (either as listeners, speakers, or
hosts).

5.1 Method
5.1.1 Developing Storyboards as Co-Design Prompts. Storyboards are often used in qualitative
research [91] to generate richer data and prompt more meaningful participation [21]. To prompt
ideas and inputs from participants with respect to facilitation tools, we used storyboards in our
experiments [23]. Each storyboard was made up of five panels with the first two describing the
problem, and the next three proposing a potential solution. Visuals were intentionally designed to
be rough sketches to ensure participants felt comfortable criticizing and suggesting modifications.
A total of five storyboards were created. Four of these storyboards showed potential solutions

for the four most common issues identified in our survey study (discussed in Section 4). We focused
on the top four issues identified as the most challenging by social-audio users in our co-design
interviews. Limiting the scope to these issues helped prevent participants from feeling overwhelmed
by too many divergent topics while allowing for in-depth discussion of each issue without requiring
excessively long interviews [68, 107]. However, we acknowledge that other facilitation functions
displayed in Table 1are also of value and should be considered in future work. It is important to note
that while our storyboards focused on the issues with the highest number of votes, participants
were encouraged to discuss any challenges or negative experiences they had in social-audio events.
Consequently, additional challenges were identified and are addressed in our findings.

A fifth storyboard targeting facilitator collaborations was also added (Figure 2e) to help explore
issues with collaboration in these voice-based discussions. Facilitator collaboration was not one of
the issues shown to users on the survey as it was not indicated as a major task or issues by the two
sources used. Recent studies on moderation, however, have discussed the importance of teamwork
when it comes to content moderation [15]. As a result, we include another storyboard to investigate
issues and a potential solution for host collaboration in social-audio spaces. All storyboards are
shown in Figure 2.
Solutions presented for each issue were developed through multiple brainstorming sessions

between the members of our research team (N=5). Storyboards were designed to convey the core
concept behind the solution without focusing on the specific design elements of any existing social
audio application interfaces. The goal of the presented designs was not to provide optimal solutions,
but to probe participants for discussion.

5.1.2 Co-Design Interviews. We designed an interview protocol that asked users of voice-based
platforms (e.g., listeners, speakers, and hosts) about the current issues they faced on the platform,
and how they thought these issues could be solved. Participants were first asked to recall a positive
and a negative experience they had on voice-based platforms. Within the exploration of each
experience, facilitation practices and strategies were also explored.

Once those experiences were explored, to help participants with ideation on potential solutions,
we showed each participant 2–4 storyboards. The variation in the number of storyboards presented
was influenced by the progress of the interview (i.e., time limitations) and whether the participant
resonated with the issue being presented. If a participant did not view the scenario as a problem,
we would not discuss the solution with them. For each storyboard, we initially showed only the
first two panels, depicting the situation and problem. We then asked if they related to the issue
and what they thought could be done to address it. If the issue resonated with them, and having
heard their potential solutions, we shared the full storyboard. We asked for their feedback on the
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(a) Helping group members become comfortable with using the platform

(b) Setting up rules/norms

(c) Helping the group resolve differences or conflicts

(d) Encouraging participation or inviting responses

(e) Helping moderators collaborate more effectively.

Fig. 2. The 5 storyboards presented to participants in interviews.

solution and any shortcomings they identified. Finally, we asked how they thought the solution
could be improved or replaced with other methods.
Table 2 displays a sample of the questions participants were asked. Follow-up questions were

asked in each section to clarify or expand on points. Participants were offered 15$/hr (in line with
our state’s minimum wage regulations) for their time and the interview took one hour on average
(maximum length = 1 hour & 27 minutes, minimum length = 38 minutes).
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Section Example Questions
Opening What role do you think moderators should play in voice-based

spaces?

Understanding Experiences Think of a positive/negative experience you’ve had on [voice-
based platform]:
- What happened?
- How did the host respond?
- What do you think should have been done?

Ideation Over Storyboard Please read the storyboard:
- Do you resonate with the scenario that is depicted?
- Do you think this is a problem?
- What do you think can be done in this situation to solve the
problem?

Table 2. A sample of the questions asked within our co-design interview sessions. Followup questions were
introduced depending on the response to encourage discussion.

5.1.3 Participant Recruitment & Demographics. Participants were recruited for the interview
through three methods: (1) reaching out to the survey respondents6 who had consented to be con-
tacted for a follow-up interview (N=9), (2) students in our institute who had experience using social
audio platforms (N=2), and (3) referral by previously interviewed participants (N=3). Interviews
were conducted with a total of 14 participants over Zoom.

Table 3 displays the characteristics of the individuals who participated in our co-design interview
study. The storyboards each participant was shown is also presented in table. The majority of
participants were African American (53.8%). Women also made up the majority (61.5%) of our
participant pool. Variations in the number of storyboards shown to participants is explained by
time restrictions, and whether they resonated with the issues depicted in the storyboards or not.
The variation in the number of responses to each storyboard is due to our interview strategy; when
a participant brought up an issue before we reached the storyboard segment of the interview, we
made an effort to present the relevant storyboard to gather their viewpoint.

5.1.4 Analysis. We conducted inductive coding [31] on the entirety of transcripts, extracting:
facilitation practices, expectations of voice-based spaces, and reactions to specific technological
solutions presented in the storyboards. A total of eight aspect of facilitation that participants had
polar opinions on were identified. These findings are presented in Section 5.2.

5.2 Findings
In this section, we present our findings along the aspects of facilitation and running sessions that
participants had differing strategies for or face the most challenges when trying to implement. The
participant that discussed each point is referenced using the notation of (P + participant #).

5.2.1 Podcast vs. Conversation: Differing Opinions on Levels of Participation and Interactivity. It is
often assumed that hosts would like to have users engage in the discussion, however, both the hosts
and speakers/listeners whom we interviewed had conflicting views on the level of involvement
they liked to have. Within interviews with participants, one group emphasized the importance of
getting users involved in the discussion and having an interactive conversation:

6Who were recruited through social-audio related spaces.
7These users participated in sessions as listeners or speakers, without possessing moderation capabilities.
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ID Age Applications Used Duration of Use Most Common Role Storyboards
P1 18-24 Clubhouse, Discord 4-6 Months Listener/Speaker 2a, 2c
P2 25-34 Clubhouse, Twitter Spaces Less than 1 Month Listener/Speaker 2d, 2b
P3 55-64 Discord 1 Year or more Host/Moderator 2c, 2d
P4 25-34 Twitter Spaces, Discord 1 Year or more Listener/Speaker 2a, 2b, 2e, 2c
P5 18-24 Twitter Spaces, Discord 6 Months - 1 Year Host/Moderator 2d, 2c, 2e
P6 18-24 Twitter Spaces, Discord 1 Year or more Host/Moderator 2a, 2b, 2e
P7 35-44 Clubhouse, Twitter Spaces 1 Year or more Listener/Speaker 2a, 2b, 2e
P8 25-34 Twitter Spaces, Discord 1 Year or more Host/Moderator 2c, 2d, 2e
P9 25-34 Twitter Spaces, Discord 1 Year or more Host/Moderator 2a, 2b, 2c
P10 25-34 Twitter Spaces 6 Months - 1 Year Listener/Speaker 2c, 2e
P11 18-24 Twitter Spaces, Discord 1 Year or more Host/Moderator 2d, 2a, 2b
P12 25-34 Clubhouse, Twitter Spaces, Discord 1 Year or more Host/Moderator 2b, 2d
P13 55-64 Clubhouse, Twitter Spaces 6 Months - 1 Year Listener/Speaker 2b, 2c
P14 25-34 Twitter Spaces 6 Months - 1 Year Listener/Speaker 2c, 2b, 2e

Table 3. Demographics & experience level of our interview participants. We interviewed 7 listeners/speakers7

and 7 hosts/moderators. The number of times each storyboard was shown to participants is as follows: (𝑎) = 6,
(𝑏) = 9, (𝑐) = 9, (𝑑) = 6, (𝑒) = 7. While we have discussed how Discord audio channels do not require a host
to be present, P3, who exclusively used Discord audio, clarified that they hosted events on Discord—meaning
they were present for the entire duration, and performed hosting tasks.

“that’s the whole point of, you know, social audio, like to actually have a conversation,
not just listen to one person" (P7)

Another set of participants , however, revealed that they use social audio platforms to teach certain
topics and hold classes. For this group, controlling the number of attendees (through limiting the
number of people allowed in the space (P11)), when they could join the session (through disabling
the join link after a certain period of time (P5)), and how much involvement in the content they
could have, was very important. Citing a need to control attendees, prevent rowdiness, and prevent
themselves and the conversation from getting distracted, they would sometimes mute all attendees
and disable the chat, and only enable some of these capabilities for short periods of time during
which attendees could ask their questions (P5). One example of how they would run a session was
as follows: “I had to reduce the number of [attendees]. I disabled the chats. And whenever I wanted
your opinion, I would call your name and allow you to talk" (P11).

Hosts who wanted to create an interactive space believed that if “you create that kind of environ-
ment where we can laugh at our stupidity, we can laugh at our silliness. It makes people feel safer"
(P3), thus encouraging them to participate. Additionally, hosts would verbally encourage members
through asking for contributions (P7). This encouragement would at times be done through reach-
ing out to members privately through text messages telling them that they are “welcome to join
the stage if [they] wanted, [or had] any questions" (P13). Private messages, however, were thought
to be “helpful, although sometimes annoying" (P13) if the participant did not have anything to add
at the time.

Among speakers/listeners, some expressed that “the main good point [about voice-based spaces
is that] it doesn’t really convey any like pressure [...] and you don’t need to actively participate"
(P1). This group enjoyed listening to these events “almost like a podcast going on in the background
while I’m like cooking or doing something else" (P2). Others disagreed, expressing that participation
is “important because otherwise, it’s one person talking to you. So why have an audio space? Just
go listen to a podcast or watch a YouTube video or something, you know. So I think that’s what
audio spaces are for, for people to participate" (P7).
When talking about the type of engagement attendees expected, they expressed that “it would

have been nice to have a host who was actively asking people to engage by asking specific questions
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[...] right now it was very much like question answer sessions and not very interactive or engaging
otherwise" (P2).

5.2.2 Panel of Experts vs. All Opinions Welcomed: Composition of Speakers Based on Different
Characteristics. Participants also discussed different properties of speakers they believed were
important. Overall levels of expertise of speakers was one of the mentioned properties. Participants
mentioned enjoying listening to professionals or experts in a topic speak, going as far as praising
the hosts if they had good knowledge of the topic, such as:

“the fact that the host was so knowledgeable on the topic. And when I [...] went up on
the stage and I asked specifically about my upbringing and my education [...] she took
the time and she, like, really explained and went in the background of what happened
[...] So, the fact that she, one took the time, and two was extremely knowledgeable of
the topic [was important to me]" (P7)

However, they also mentioned feeling intimidated to contribute if all speakers are experts: “[if
the panel of speakers are all] so specialized that I don’t even feel comfortable participating [...] I’d
be more interested in being in something where it’s more everybody’s opinion is welcome" (P13).
They further expressed:

“I like to hear people other than the experts, be able to step in and talk to me, that’s
the benefit of having a platform like this. Otherwise I will just, you know, turn on the
TV and watch some show where they’re interviewing somebody that knows about
quantum physics, for example. It’s the engagement that makes it interesting, it makes
it a social platform." (P13)

While the feeling of being uncomfortable participating in rooms where speakers are experts was
echoed by other participants, some believed their level of comfort in participation was also greatly
influenced by the tone the host had set . In other words:

“[in] some of the [...] conversations, there are people who are [...] really high up or really
removed from what I do. So I wouldn’t feel comfortable in this space unless the host
sets that tone [...] having a host constantly interacting or having a thread throughout
that conversation, asking for engagement from people that’s low stakes engagement,
but still makes you feel part of a larger community in the conversation." (P2)

Diversity of speakers was another characteristic of the speaker group participants cared about,
but believed was often not implemented well: “[most of the spaces I’ve attended] wasn’t very diverse
or inclusive" (P2). Finally, participants felt like they were not able to participate in discussions due
to the large number of people within the space, one person taking up too much time, or because of
how speakers were selected: “the few people that are speaking are often the friends of the host"
(P4).

5.2.3 Shutting Down Disagreements vs. Exploring Differing Opinions: Exploring Conflict Management
Styles. In contrast to workplace conversations or educational environments where achieving
consensus may be the objective, social-audio discussions are oriented towards embracing diverse
opinions. Participants expressed joining spaces out of curiosity (P1) or to hear “different opinions
from different people" (P14). The majority of participants believed that “you do need [a] diversity
of perspectives" (P2) on the topics that are being discussed. They expressed that being able to hear
differences in opinions is “something that makes a space sweet and great, because as one person
is supporting, definitely another group of people [are] opposing" (P4). They acknowledged that
the expression of these differences needed to be done in a “concise manner, in a good manner, in a
respectful manner" (P4). When that wasn’t the case, they believed hosts needed to intervene, with

Proc. ACM Hum.-Comput. Interact., Vol. 9, No. 2, Article CSCW083. Publication date: April 2025.



CSCW083:16 Nazanin Sabri et al.

participants giving-up on the session if the host did not intervene in time: “I feel like the moderator,
just let things play out for so long. So I felt [that even if I] speak up, what difference does it make?
Probably nobody would even try to listen" (P14).
Hosts implemented different types of intervention. One method was to completely shut-down

the discussion:

“I have the power to mute everyone that is speaking. If you guys are all fighting [...]
then basically what I’ll do is I’ll mute everyone, then I’ll talk about it, or what you
guys are doing is not proper, that you guys should allow each person to express their
views. Then I would open the mic again for one person or the other person or the next
person. [...] If I notice that, ok, everyone is cool. But if I notice that, OK, you guys are
still fighting, the best thing is just to end the space" (P4)

When asked if they thought there were any downsides to their suggested strategy, they did
not believe there were any (P4). Another strategy hosts employed to stop the disagreement from
continuing, was to acknowledge differences in opinion and “tell participants that their idea also
works" (P8). They expressed that this strategy would stop any further disagreements.

Finally, one participant believed that when there is conflict “you first have to address the emotional
response to that, [...] you have to understand the psychology and really pay attention to that detail
so that you can then direct the conversation in the right way" (P3). They believed that conflicts
occur either because (1) the participants are seeking attention or (2) they are truly interested in
exploring the topic. If they are seeking attention, the host would “put them in the spotlight, because
clearly they need it, then [the host] can turn that spotlight off" (P3). Times of conflict were viewed
as occasions when “delicate manipulation" (P3) is useful. However, even if the participant is hoping
to explore a topic, the host has to “think about the 40 other people in the room [and if] it benefit[s]
them to do [that exploration]" (P3).
When it came to situations where conflict could arise, participants also expressed that they

expected hosts to “know the intent of what [a participant] wants to talk about" (P14) instead of just
allowing anyone to speak. They believed that the host “must have been listening and noting people
who were speaking so from the username, [...] next time when that person wants to speak they
should know the angle that person might come from, so [the host] might not allow them to speak
at that point in time and let another person speak [...] based on previous opinions people have
said in the spaces they should be able to know what kind of things they are going to contribute to
the discussion" (P14). While this could help guide the discussion, without the help of any tools, it
could be extremely taxing for the host.

5.2.4 Soliciting Community Feedback vs. Appearing Incompetent: Setting and Informing Users of the
Rules. The importance of rules was brought up by participants both without any prompting and as
a response to our associated storyboard (Figure 2b). The unprompted mention of rules was linked
to some participants defining the role of the host as someone who “gives the guidelines [...], rules,
and regulation" (P10) or the person who “maintains order by setting rules and regulations" (P14).
When it came to how attendees are informed of the rules of each space, participants expressed that
while “you can write it in the room description, [...] most people don’t read that" (P7). As a results,
hosts would often “state them at the beginning of the room and then as more people come in" (P7),
or they would do a “reset" (P7) as part of which they would remind users that “this is this space,
we’re talking about this topic, [and] these are our basic rules" (P7). Another way to remind people
of the rules was that “when it happens, it’s brought up" (P7). While resets seem to be a common
practice used in most events, some expressed issues with the practice as hosts were “repeating
[the rules] over and over" (P4) which attendees found “more like a distraction [...] So I think it

Proc. ACM Hum.-Comput. Interact., Vol. 9, No. 2, Article CSCW083. Publication date: April 2025.



The Balancing Act of Social Audio Facilitators: When Self-Promotion Overshadows Community Care CSCW083:17

should be written down [...] [and you see the rules] before you join in the space, [...] then you can
go ahead and join" (P4).
While informing users of the rules is an important aspect, selecting rules is another issue that

needs to be addressed. Participants expressed that the selection of rules could be difficult because
the hosts “don’t know the kind of people who will join the space" (P14) or “they are a novice
and they’ve never [held events] before so they don’t know what to expect from the space" (P14).
While many agreed that “there are some rules that could apply to almost any room" (P7), they
also believed changes need to be made “based on [...] the topics" (P4). When it comes to who is
responsible for the selection of rules, one suggestion from prior work is to ask participants to
generate ground rules [6] (One implementation of this practice was depicted in Storyboard 2b).
Interviewees however, had conflicting views on the matter. Some believed that if they are the host
of a space then they “should be able to create the rules and regulation for everyone that will be
joining this space" (P4), and if the rules are shown to attendees prior to joining, they would have
the option not to join if they did not agree with the rules (P4). Others believed more flexibility is
required, pointing out that while “if it’s [the host’s] room [...] and they’re taking ownership and
responsibility" (P7) hosts should be selecting the rules, “but at the same time [hosts] should also
listen to the members [...] if the members collectively feel that there’s a better rule, or one rule
shouldn’t be used" (P7). Participants also thought that while the need for some rules might not
be clear to hosts from the beginning, they should be vigilant that if something they don’t think is
appropriate “keeps happening, [it] should be a rule now" (P7).
When it came to asking for participant input participants expressed concerns about attendees

not being able to “see [the prompt to send in a rule] on time" (P4) to be able to provide input, and
doubting that they “would have the right expertise to be making good recommendations" (P2).
Another participant expressed that:

“when you do this, your audience might feel that maybe you don’t know what to do
with the space you’re trying to hold. They kind of view you as maybe incompetent
because if you are coming to host a space. Then definitely, you should know what to
do and what not to do. So why are you asking them to make the rules for you?" (P14)

The need to present one-self as competent and in-charge rather than trying to get the community’s
input is an interesting aspect of facilitation in these spaces to consider.

5.2.5 Enforcing Rules vs. Allowing Issues to Self-Resolve: Handling Harms in Voice-Based Events.
Deviating from the main topic of discussion and interruptions were some of the main harms users
mentioned when discussing negative experiences: while some expressed that they sometimes
enjoyed breaking the rule of staying on topic and believed that they should be allowed to do so
if the majority of participants agreed with the change in the direction of the discussion (P1),
others believed that “there are some free-for-all rooms but a lot of the rooms are structured to a
specific topic and [...] the host should be trying to keep everyone on topic as possible" (P7). This
contradiction around addressing harms when they occurred, was an additional source of frustration
for some participants. Reflecting on the hosts’ lack of action when it came to individuals who went
off topic, one participant expressed:

“[the host] is simply just not putting any kind of a control. And they’re just allowing
people that are willing to, spout off [...] and they’re just letting them go" (P13)

In this scenario, having an event in which participants are willing to talk and contribute to the
discussion, instead of a quiet meeting, might have been the driving factor behind why the host did
not take action. It is also worth noting that the facilitation literature discusses different strategies
for dealing with problems that arise [7]. One of these strategies is to do nothing in cases where the
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problem does not seem to be too serious and is likely to disappear or be handled by other members
if left alone [7]. As a result, the lack of action by hosts could be thought of as the implementation
of this strategy. Our participants however, had very negative reactions to this lack of action.
When discussing conflict resolution, participants also brought up the importance of listening

and being attentive to prevent any mistakes by the hosts themselves:
“one of the hosts said that, well, what I think she’s trying to say, which is my pet peeve,
when people try to put words in my mouth, and then she got my points wrong and I
was like, no, no, that was not my point" (P7)

While this participant acknowledged that the host “tried to help" (P7) they still felt unsatisfied
because “one, it was after a while but two, she still got the point I was trying to make wrong [...] I
felt I wasn’t being listened to" (P7).

5.2.6 Support Systems vs. Sources of Conflict: Navigating Co-Hosting Challenges. While hosts
expressed that managing sessions is a task that could be undertaken by one person, they often
believed having at least two people available was a good idea. One motivation for having more
than one person was to be able to split tasks and focus on specific tasks (P5). Another reason was
to ensure that someone could take over and run the session in case of technical problems, such as
losing internet connection or experiencing audio quality issues. This preference for multiple hosts
requires additional steps to ensure that these individuals collaborate effectively.
When describing sessions with multiple hosts, participants described a hierarchical structure

with the event creator being in charge of major decisions (e.g., rules, and expectations) and the
management of other hosts (P7). Participants described holding preparation sessions prior to
events, as well as getting together after events if issues occurred (P7). The plan for the event was
also revealed to be discussed in the private sessions co-hosts held. However, in contrast with the
suggestion to share the agenda with participants [6], hosts often kept the agenda to themselves
and used it internally. While not knowing the participants beforehand may contribute to hosts
not sharing the agenda prior to the event, they also chose not to share it after the event had
started. Hosts explained that they believed the agenda would not be useful to the participants (P5).
Participants however, expressed an interest in “see[ing] what’s the whole purpose of this talk so
that they can decide whether or not [... it] is aligned with their purpose" (P1).
Even though there is a hierarchical structure between hosts, one participant recalled a clear

breakdown of co-hosting efforts that went unnoticed by the lead host for far longer than it should
have. The conflict was understood to be due to personal conflicts between the co-hosts:

“they mute each other’s microphones, they get into arguments over certain topics [...]
one closes the room even though the other one didn’t want to" (P7)

5.2.7 The Use of AI vs. Authenticity: Perspectives on Technological Solutions. When discussing the
use of technologies in general, but also AI in particular, the majority of users did not have specific
hesitations or only questioned the ability of the systems to perform well or correctly. A subset of
participants, however, believed that the use of such systems need to be carefully considered:

“AI or any kind of assist feature [...] only works if that is what the audience is prepared
to accept that is the practice. It only works if people are paying attention to it and
interacting with it so that it’s a natural flow" (P3)

The participant discussed how even using the chat feature would be ineffective if the host did
not interact with and acknowledge the user inputs through methods such as reading the message
out-loud (P3). As a result they believed tools could be helpful but would not be a solution on their
own. Another participant cautioned against a loss of authenticity:
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“don’t let AI do everything [...] let it be with someone, collaboration [because otherwise]
the authenticity of a lot of things won’t be there anymore" (P9)

This resistance towards the use of AI is in-line with other studies that find hesitancy regarding
the use of this technology [78].

5.2.8 Post-based vs. Live: Learning How to Properly Use Social Audio Platforms. Participants also
mentioned expectations they had from the platform (rather than from hosts). Discussing a mismatch
between their expectation and the reality of using social-audio platforms, participants compared
these platforms with other social media they used. Participants stated having times when they
“have got a half hour free" (P13) and want to go “check out Clubhouse just like I wanted to go check
out Facebook [or] Instagram, the same idea. I wanna be able to just go in there. [and] see what
conversations are happening." (P13). They however expressed that this type of use does not seem
to be possible, acknowledging that “I can’t expect the moderator to be sitting there all day long for
when [I] might suddenly want to jump in and find a good conversation. But that’s kind of what we
do with Facebook and Instagram" (P13). To help shift this mindset and improve understanding of
how to use the platform, they suggested that “maybe Clubhouse should think about [having] a
room that everyone can attend to kind of learn how to use Clubhouse better" (P13). While this
participant was aware that Clubhouse had rooms discussing new features, they believed it would
also be useful to teach users how to navigate the platform in a way that they “could get the most
benefit from" (P13) it.

5.3 Study 2 Discussion
In this study, we showcased the diversity of preferences and expectations among users of social-
audio platforms. This high degree of conflicting expectations could partly be attributed to the
unclear ownership of social-audio events. In platforms such as Twitch or YouTube, videos/streams
are seen as belonging to the streamer, with other users on the platforms being viewers [46]. While
Twitch streamers might interact with comments on the stream, the comments are often not the
main or only content of the stream. In other platforms such as X, Instagram, and Facebook each user
owns their own content. While users can interact with other users’ content, there is often a clear
separation between who each piece of content belongs to. On social audio events, however, this
distinction is not as clear. As attendees directly contribute to the content of social-audio events, they
seem to have a sense of ownership and stronger opinions on how events should be conducted. Hosts,
on the other hand, having created the event, perform actions inline with a sense of owning the
event. This conflict in views often results in actions being taken by hosts that cause dissatisfaction
in the attendees.
Another reason for the observed conflicting views on how events should be conducted could

be that the goal of social audio events are not clear to all stakeholders, or that the same goals
are not shared by them all. Participants could be coming to social-audio events to have real-time
discussions about a topic they are interested in. For these users the topic, and the ability to have
a discussion might be the driving factor. On the other hand, hosts might be looking to increase
their following on the platform, and become influencers. Wanting a larger following or to become
an influencer is not a concept unique to social-audio platforms. Influencers on other social media
platforms such as Instagram have been studied in prior work [52, 79]. The interplay between how
content is created in social-audio and the want to become an influencer, however, could introduce
new challenges. While there are group dynamics and interactions between influencers and users
on other platforms as well (e.g., comments on Instagram posts or Twitch streams), these dynamics
don’t directly change the content itself. For instance, a host might feel like they would need to talk
a lot and dominate the conversation in order to attract more followers which would reduce the
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amount of discussion within the event. Or they might feel like being argumentative would make
them more entertaining and increase their appeal as an influencer, resulting in more speakers or
hosts purposefully breaking rules or creating conflict. Similarly, hosts might refrain from enforcing
some rules or being strict with rule breakers to avoid losing followers, which would again affect
the flow of the event (i.e., the content) and lead to dissatisfaction. The issue of hosts’ perception on
these platforms, which we observed within our findings could also be partly related to this issue.
Hosts demonstrated a heightened awareness of users’ opinions and were particularly concerned
about the perception of appearing “incompetent". This desire to project competence and authority
could be reflected in their facilitation practices as well.
Some of the dissatisfaction expressed by users could stem from the host’s lack of facilitation,

conversation, and emotional intelligence skills. For example, participants shared that they do not
feel heard, highlighting the need for facilitators to develop active listening skills. Active listening
has been shown to be at the heart of emotional intelligence because it allows people to remain
open to new perspectives, ideas, and experiences [83]. In our study, participants reported responses
from hosts that were just aimed at stopping the disagreement by saying “Your idea also works”
without showing genuine interest in the proposed idea or asking follow-up questions that could
enrich the conversation. This could contribute to participants feeling dismissed.
Finally, our study highlighted several key differences between in-person facilitation and social

audio-based facilitation. One notable difference is agenda sharing. Not sharing an agenda was
found to be a common practice in social-audio events, even after they began. This contrasts with
facilitation literature, which stresses the importance of starting any meeting with an agenda.
Additionally, facilitation literature suggests that the group should have the opportunity to assess
whether the agenda suits their needs and propose adjustments [7]. While this approach may lead
some members to leave if the agenda doesn’t meet their expectations, it is preferable to having
dissatisfied participants remain in the discussion. Social audio platforms could improve their
interfaces by allowing hosts to post an event agenda and highlight the topics being discussed at
any given moment. This would help participants assess whether the room fits their needs and
understand the ongoing discussion when they join.

In this study, we examined current practices of hosts on social audio platforms and the challenges
they face. We found that some of the practices employed by hosts contribute to conflict and
dissatisfaction. Additionally, we observed that certain views and practices, while not aligned with
facilitation literature, are widely shared among hosts of these real-time audio events. This led us
to question what might be influencing these views and behaviors. One possible influence could
be guides or training materials that promote these practices. As a result, in our next study, we
investigated the training materials available to social audio users.

6 Study 3: Analyzing a Corpus of Host Training Sessions
In our first study, we used a survey to explore the aspects of facilitation that social audio users found
most challenging and where they observed the most issues. In our second study, we conducted
co-design interviews to gain a deeper understanding of current practices and to explore reactions to
potential technological solutions. Our findings revealed that hosts are a key source of the problems,
making it important to investigate the reasons behind this. Prior work has shown that on-boarding
conversations are used by new moderators [101]. In this study, we investigate what is being taught
to hosts on social-audio platforms by analyzing 16 existing training sessions on Clubhouse. We
examine whether the available training addresses the challenges identified in our previous studies
or reinforces some of the conflicts we documented. We acknowledge that training sessions are not
the only method hosts can use to learn how to facilitate; other methods may include understanding
the community’s values through participation and learning by doing.
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6.1 Method
6.1.1 Training Material Selection. To find audio discussions focused on training hosts we searched
for “moderation" on Clubhouse and selected a total of 16 events for analysis. The rationale behind
searching for “moderation" instead of “facilitation" is that the role of guiding the conversation is
advertised and recognized as being done by “moderators" on the application [74]. Additionally,
the events held by official Clubhouse employees that teach methods for having better discussions
are called “Lessons in Moderation". Moreover, speakers in these sessions refer to the discussed
techniques as “moderation methods". Even though moderation keywords were used for these
sessions, the content focuses on the discussion of facilitation techniques and practices.
Through our search on Clubhouse we found 16 events. The analyzed events were made up of

eight that are held by official Clubhouse personnel and eight by other users on the platform. Where
possible, events not associated with Clubhouse were selected such that they were held by different
clubs. Our goal was to diversify the clubs that organize the events to ensure the content would be
as heterogeneous as possible.
All selected events were recorded by the hosts of the session themselves and made publicly

available on Clubhouse. Participants in the event were informed that the event was being recorded
as it was happening. No recordings were made by the research team. The recorded sessions are
available on the application, as well as through the web version of Clubhouse for public access. The
content of these sessions is not searchable through the web as the transcripts of the audio sessions
are not publicly available online. However, we were not able to get consent from participants after
the fact, because the recordings do not provide a full list of event participants. This study was
approved by our institution’s IRB.

In total, the 16 rooms are 18.3 hours long. The rooms have an average of nine speakers (maximum
= 16, minimum = 2) and an average of 1,890 attendees (maximum = 5,525, minimum = 11). All
rooms were held between November 10, 2021 and May 8, 2023. Events that were held by Clubhouse
personnel (N=8) usually had a 20-30 minute teaching portion, with the remainder of the hour
being dedicated to question and answers. Sessions held by other users on the platform (N=8) had
different formats, with some being a discussion between a pre-selected panel of speakers, while
others invited participants to contribute or ask questions. While some platforms have mandatory
training sessions for their moderators [53], as hosts on Clubhouse are not employees, participation
in these training sessions is not mandatory.
In addition to Clubhouse, we searched for training material on X-Spaces and Discord Audio.

However, we were not able to find pre-recorded audio events aimed at training hosts on these
platforms. We were able to find two online text-based documents published by X-Spaces8 and
Discord9 that discussed moderation in their voice-based spaces. However these guides focused on
the features of these spaces, or practices such as finding evidence for reports of harms, which have
already been investigated [56]. As a result, these guides were not included in our findings.

6.1.2 Analysis. As we are interested in aspects of teachings that are specific to social audio, we
performed inductive coding [109] on the transcripts of recordings. Our goal was to identify teachings
that are unique to social audio, or teachings that conflict with the existing facilitation literature.
This will help us identify issues the facilitation and moderation literature need to address to help
hosts of voice-based spaces better perform their tasks. These findings were grouped into six codes
which will be discussed in Section 6.2.

8https://help.x.com/en/using-x/spaces-hosting
9https://discord.com/community/how-to-moderate-voice-channels-discord
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6.2 Findings
Through our analysis we found strategies for various aspects of facilitation discussed including
time management, engaging participants, and specific features of the application to assist hosts. In
this section, however, we will focus on tips that address novel requirements of social audio spaces.
The training session that discussed each point is referenced using the notation of (R + session #).
We do not include number of mentions for each issue because the eight sessions that were held
by Clubhouse personnel often recited the same instructions . As a result, these numbers could be
misleading as to the importance of each issue based on whether they were brought up in the official
or non-official sessions. The presented issues are ordered based on the level of specificity of the
task they address, going from higher level issues to lower level ones.

6.2.1 Owning the Sessions vs. Facilitating a Discussion. Some of the investigated training sessions
explicitly state that the facilitator owns the space:

“you really are the captain of your ship. What you want in your room is what you
want" (R4)

While these sessions emphasize that it is important to “try to make space for people [...] so
that they can share their input in their voice, in your spaces" (R4), they still view the space as
being owned by the host. This view could encourage a number of behaviors from the hosts. For
instance, hosts are encouraged to remove users instantly if they believe the user’s behavior disrupts
their session (R1). Additionally, this view allows them to believe it is justified to have specific
participation practices that might not allow everyone to take part in the discussion:

“I’ve been criticized a lot by people in other cultures [...] who say that my [session
management] technique discriminates against them. And it does. My conducting my
sessions in English discriminates against non-English speaking people as well [...]
There are requirements to participate in certain kinds of sessions and if you don’t have
what’s needed for that session, my attitude is that’s fine. There are plenty of other
sessions you can go to" (R10)

While some instructors expressed that it is important to address participant needs when possible
(e.g., “really thinking about what does this person need and being intentional about asking how
can I support them and what do they need from me? And if it’s in my locus of control to give, then
I’m more than happy to do that" (R5)), another outcome of this sense of ownership of events is that
some events are designed to address the needs of the host rather than the needs of participants:

“I’m always thinking about, ok, what’s happening in my business? How can I utilize
Clubhouse to help grow it?" (R16)

Within these business-centered sessions, participants are then viewed as potential customers
rather than discussants: “not everybody who’s gonna come into your room [in] Clubhouse is going
to be the person that you’re really looking for" (R16). Another behavior that potentially results from
this view of social audio events is the participation of hosts in the content rather than managing
the process. In line with the facilitation literature, training sessions on Clubhouse (R1) also make a
distinction between the process of running the room and the content being shared. Stating that
“you need to have a solid process in place in order to ensure that your content shines through" (R1).
However, these classes tend to leave the level of participation in the content up to the individual
host, with statements such as “some moderators just like to be the conductor of the orchestra, they
direct the flow of conversation but they don’t necessarily inject their opinion or their thoughts
heavily [...] Other moderators are more likely to be equal participants in a conversation" (R1).
Instructors do not argue against either approach:
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“the common feeling by most people is that a moderator is supposed to always be
neutral [...] that is not authentic to that way of thinking [as] we don’t remove our
identities just because we’re moderating something. Our identities don’t disappear.
Our lived experiences don’t disappear. And trying to pretend like that’s not a factor,
or someone saying something that’s potentially hurtful to us personally [...] is not
impacting us, in my experience, generally tends to backfire [...] I’m a moderator in this,
but I am also a participant by simple virtue of the fact that I’m in this conversation and
being a part of the discussion that is happening in here" (R6)

This finding closely relates to the conflicting views observed in our previous study. It’s also
worth noting that this sense of ownership of the session is often not present in the facilitation
literature [7]. This literature often views the facilitator as the person who helps the group reach
its goal. In this view, the facilitator does not own the space but instead tries “to help make groups
perform more effectively by soliciting the leadership skills and potential of all members" [7]. Studies
also suggest that the facilitator “must manage the group, the activities and the learning, but not
dominate the group" [64]. Thus it is important to note this difference in views of the host role and
how that might influence the group dynamics in social audio settings. Previous studies of computer-
mediated communication have suggested that power relations are reinforced in computer-mediated
communications [104]. This rings true with our findings which show how the host has full control
of whether or how attendees are allowed to participate.

6.2.2 Strategic Selection of Speakers & Handling Users with Malicious Intent. Having experienced
cases in which people “will enter your rooms for the sole purpose of disruption" (R2), one of the
methods suggested and used by the instructors in these training sessions was to use “the general
go-to [...] to check bios and to see if their social media’s connected and [...] they seem to post things
that are normal" (R2). Hosts were also encouraged to pay attention to whether the users who
wanted to come up on stage and speak had “a picture or a bio, a name that [...] seems reasonably
real or don’t obviously seem unreal" (R2). While this is an example of proactive behavior by hosts,
it requires hosts to perform a large number of tasks that could take away from their ability to run
the session efficiently.
The reason for this challenge could be attributed to a number of differences between social-

audio and traditional computer-mediated communications. Firstly, in most sessions that are not
held on social audio (e.g., online or in-person classes, conferences, or meetings), participants are
often made up of a limited pre-selected number of representatives, as well as others who might
reasonably be assumed to be from a specific population (e.g., students from a particular university
participating in that university’s town hall). Secondly, participants’ awareness of the potential
long-term relationships with others in the non-social-audio session could lead them to have more
collaborative prosocial behaviors as not behaving in such a way could have long-term consequences.
These assumptions, however, are not true in social audio platforms. As a result, hosts are required
to ensure participants are selected appropriately.

6.2.3 Increasing Participation in Spaces. While social audio platforms differ from other social media
platforms by offering live discussions instead of post-based interactions, they remain social spaces.
As such, several sessions discussed strategies for attracting more participants to events hosted on
these platforms. One suggested strategy was for hosts to expand their network within the platform
by participating in other sessions and collaborating with different hosts:

“if you want people to come to your room and get involved [...] participate in other
clubs or other conversations beforehand [... that allows] you to meet people who maybe
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have similar interests and find potential collaborators for your conversations, it also
helps you get probably a few followers if you actively participate" (R1)

Another method for reaching more users that was suggested in the training sessions was to have
more people on the “stage" (i.e., having them in the subset of users who have the ability to speak),
in other words:

“more people on a stage is generally better [... because of] how the product works. So
when someone comes up on stage to be a speaker, [the application] sends out notifica-
tions to their followers that they’re speaking in a room. And so that automatically lets
more people know that there’s this conversation going on" (R1)

While hearing different perspectives is mentioned as the other benefit of having more people
on the stage, that seemed to be a secondary reason for this choice based on how the idea was
presented. This should serve as a reminder that while having a good discussion on these platforms
might be desired, they are still social media spaces in which users hope to gain a following.

“having a diverse group of moderators who are maybe active or have friends or con-
nections or network in different kind of pockets of the Clubhouse social graph can be
really helpful" (R2)

Holding regularly scheduled rooms in order to create a community (R16), as well as teasing
upcoming content within the session (R16) were some of the strategies that were suggested to
help keep participants from leaving soon after they join a room. Finally, Clubhouse employees did
suggest that they are “working on ways to improve distribution and reach" (R1) when it came to
finding participants for different rooms.
Strategies aimed at boosting group participation, such as those discussed here, align more

with marketing-oriented tasks rather than traditional facilitation practices. Facilitation literature
often centers around understanding and guiding a predetermined audience, while the emphasis in
this context is on methods to increase the overall number of participants [7]. In contrast, social
audio hosts are compelled to integrate effective marketing and outreach strategies into their
responsibilities. However, these strategies are not new to social media spaces as large numbers of
users on each platform are aiming to increase their following and become “influencers" [52].

6.2.4 Managing New Arrivals Through “Room Resets". Another characteristic of social audio is that
participants can join a session at any point during the conversation. This is in contrast with most
other sessions in which participants are expected to be present from the beginning (e.g., work
meetings or classes). Due to this difference, hosts need to have a way to inform users of what is
happening in the space. This is often done through “room resets" when the host lays out the goal
of the session, as well as what has transpired up to that point in the discussion. Hosts are also
encouraged to “customize [room resets] for how far into the room you are, [and] how many people
have come in to the room" (R10). The type of content in the reset can also change based on the
goal of the room:

“if you’re having a conversation, that is a natural laid back conversation and you’re
not promoting anything, I only do room resets when people come into the room and
the room reset is letting the people in the room know what we’re talking about, where
we are, and where we’re going" (R10)

Resets in business related sessions however, are encouraged to include calls to action. As most
sessions assume participation from the beginning, the facilitation literature often includes steps to
ensure participants are aware of the goal and context of the meeting as part of the introduction
[7]. It is also encouraged to ensure that these goals are clearly stated and very specific [7]. Resets,
however, are not a common practice in the facilitation literature.
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6.2.5 Addressing the Need to Step Away During a Session. Conversations in social audio spaces
occasionally run for prolonged durations. Additionally, since hosting social audio sessions is not a
paid position and not what most individuals do as their profession, hosts might be in locations or
situations that might require them to attend to other tasks as well:

“You never know what else you have going on, you may need to step away for a second
and to be able to trust someone to give over that responsibility to [is helpful]" (R4)

As a result, while the training sessions recognize the possibility of running sessions alone, they
state that “the best practice is to have at least two moderators to kind of carry [the] load" (R1).
To ensure a successful collaboration, they suggest (a) being on the same page about the goal and
expectations of the room, (b) being clear about who will play what role in the room, and (c) selecting
co-moderators you trust because there have been “instances where hostile takeovers can happen"
(R1). Issue between co-hosts was an issue that was also discussed in our previous study, however,
the specific issue of hi-jacking events was not previously brought up.. To address room hijacks, the
Clubhouse training sessions reveled that “we had kind of quietly shipped a little update where you
couldn’t actually remove the room creator" (R3).

To coordinate among hosts, instructors suggested using the private chat features on the platform
(R1) or other applications (R16) to communicate with their co-hosts and resolve any issues in
the space or between the hosts. Hosts are also encouraged to “have a follow up" (R16) after the
meeting to review any issues that might have occurred.

6.2.6 Acknowledging the Importance of Listeners. While the majority of teaching focused on users
who participate in the content, one training session discussed the importance of listeners in spaces
and how without them there would be no conversation:

“we sometimes forget that without the folks listening to you, you won’t have a room. I
think that we sometimes forget that and don’t address the people that are in the room
listening. We kind of focus on everyone that’s on stage and not acknowledge that the
folks that are listening, no matter what part of the room they’re in [...] make a big part
of the room as well, because they are participating in the chat sometimes and their
mere presence brings an experience to the room" (R13)

Even though the majority of work on online participation has focused on active participants,
prior work [19, 80] has acknowledged the importance of “listeners" as they make up the majority
of users on the internet [19]. Compared to post-based platforms, the importance of listeners is even
higher in social audio platforms as these spaces are built around the idea of having the community
come to listen to specific discussions.

6.3 Study 3 Discussion
Through this study we found further evidence for the mismatch between participant and host
expectations of and goals for spaces. In Section 5.3, we discussed how wanting to be an influencer
might be one reason behind this mismatch. This study provided further evidence for this desire,
and showed that hosts are being taught tricks to help improve metrics such as their number of
attendees and followers. These strategies closely tie to the concept of attention economy [22].
Influencers on all social media platforms are looking to capture the attention of users. In most
post-based platforms, however, seeing a post or tweet by an influencer is providing the attention
they are seeking. On other platforms such as YouTube, Twitch, or the social audio platforms being
discussed here, merely seeing the existence of a video or event is not enough. Influencers need to
ensure that users would click through to view the content within. This additional step might be
one of the reasons why numerous techniques are being taught to hosts to improve their statistics.
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Another issue we had previously touched on was the mismatch between the practices of social au-
dio hosts and the facilitation literature. While presenting the teachings in existing training sessions,
we also pointed out how a number of the lessons were in contrast with the existing literature. One
major difference that could greatly affect the quality of events was the participation of hosts in the
content as well as the process. This active participation in the content of sessions by hosts connects
to concepts of neutrality and multi-partiality in the facilitation literature [11, 89]. Some work in
the facilitation literature acknowledges a need for the facilitator to have expertise in the topic of
discussion but asserts that facilitators need to be neutral in relation to the issue [106]. Neutrality or
impartiality encourages not favoring anyone. Multi-partiality, on the other hand, advocates for
favoring everyone equally [5]. In both views, however, the facilitator is not encouraged to side
with specific participants or treat participants differently unlike what is experienced by users of
Clubhouse.

Another issue that was brought up both in existing practices and teachings was the importance
of co-hosting. Co-hosting or co-moderation is not unique to social audio platforms. Moderators on
Twitch, for instance, often work in teams [15]. The mix between content and process creates com-
plications here as well. In most other platforms the creator (e.g., Twitch streamer) is not considered
part of the moderation team while the content creation (e.g., streaming) is taking place. Similarly,
moderators are not thought to be producing content while engaged in their role as moderators. On
social audio events on the other hand, the majority, if not all hosts contribute to the content. This
duality could create complications on top of those faced by moderation teams on other platforms.
One way to address this issue would be to truly separate content from process, much like the
facilitation literature suggests. Different groups of users would then be engaged in different roles.
One potential challenge standing in the way of this separation is the fact that hosts currently often
engage in hosting and facilitation duties for the popularity and status it could bring. However, this
issue is also not unique to social-audio. Streamers on Twitch who might also have similar aims,
have been able to find methods of moderator selection from their community that both support the
sense of community and ensure the roles are filled [121].
Training sessions also brought up how co-hosts should be communicating with one another,

with some suggesting the use of other platforms for this communication. Currently social audio
applications do not offer specific features to assist co-host collaborations. Real-time collaboration
between hosts has also been studied on streaming [15, 16] and social virtual reality [90] platforms.
These studies have also found that moderators in these spaces often rely on external communication
platforms (e.g., Discord) to satisfy their needs [15, 90].This reliance could indicate a need for the
development of within-platform collaboration tools.

7 Overall Reflections
7.1 Design Recommendations
7.1.1 The Design of Multiple Interfaces. Our findings highlighted the differing expectations of
attendees and hosts. To address these varying needs, one potential solution could be designing
separate interfaces for each group—one for hosts and another for listeners/speakers—providing
unique information tailored to each group. Currently, social audio platforms offer similar types of
information to both groups, which may not fully meet their distinct requirements.
The mismatch between the level of participation users wanted and the participation they were

allowed to have was one issue. The interface dedicated to attendees (i.e., speakers and listeners)
could include such information through the use of tags. Examples of event tag types could include
the style of the conversation (e.g., casual chat, Q&A, panel discussion, networking, interview, etc.)
and the expected level of participation (e.g., listener only, interactive, etc.). Using tags or labels has
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been leveraged by other social media platforms [51, 81]. Reddit submissions and Github issues, for
instance, employ labels to provide more information about the content of the item without the need
for the user to open the post or issue [51, 81]. A similar mechanism could be particularly useful in
social audio settings, especially since some contextual information may be unavailable to users
who join an event late. In non-ephemeral settings, content remains accessible for users to explore,
and tags primarily serve as a summarization tool to expedite navigation. However, in ephemeral
social media platforms like real-time audio spaces, information can quickly become unavailable.
For example, if a host explains the level of participation or agenda at the start of an event without
documenting it, this information will not be accessible to users who join midway unless the host
repeats it
Given the host’s need to manage participation and encourage contribution, the interface pro-

vided for hosts could provide different types of information in line with these needs. Speech
contribution visualization is one example of the type of information hosts might find useful
which has been explored in in-person [10] and online video-conferencing platforms [66]. For
instance, the Conversation Clock designed to visualize turn-taking can be transformed into a radial
timeline, where each segment represents a speaker’s contribution [10]. Participation histograms
that dynamically update to show speaking time could also be used to influence group participation
through shared displays [28]. Word clouds [116] could also be used to highlight frequently used
terms by speakers, and assist the host in summarizing the discussion. Additionally, such adaptations
can enhance the host’s understanding of conversation dynamics in social-audio spaces.

7.1.2 Signaling mechanisms: Through our co-design interviews, we also identified instances where
users wanted to share information with the host, such as indicating whether they did or did not
wish to participate in the verbal discussion. Additionally, it could be useful for users to easily
express their level of satisfaction with the discussion. Thus, incorporating signaling mechanisms
may add value. Social translucence and signaling theory, concepts previously explored in the HCI
literature, provide a foundation for designing such features [30, 60]. Information signaling could be
explicit or implicit. Social audio platforms have already implemented some signals such as emoji
reactions and hand raising to request speaking privileges which are explicit. Other signals, however,
could be developed to speed up communication of needs, help hosts in their decision-making
process, and lower the stakes for participation. As some users might feel intimidated to speak or be
in an environment they don’t feel comfortable speaking in (e.g., a noisy space), such methods could
potentially encourage more users to participate. Some design recommendations include status
indicators to let users set their status (e.g., “Listening intently”, “Have a question”, “Agreeing”) to
give hosts a better sense of audience engagement.

The need for mechanisms that could allow users to have lower-stakes participation also connects
with prior work on legitimate peripheral participation [32, 43, 45, 58, 70, 85]. Legitimate peripheral
participation “concerns the process by which newcomers become part of a community of practice"
[70]. This concept has been studied in the context of learning [123] and participation in online
communities [32] with suggestions for tools to support passive participation. New users typically
begin their participation in online spaces through activities that do not require them to expose
themselves [85]. Social-audio platforms, however, introduce two challenges: (1) limited availability
of participation methods, and (2) how exposed users might feel speaking and revealing their voice.
Future work could investigate text-to-voice and voice-modification technologies in the context
of voice-based events [59, 112]. Other platforms have explored ways of reducing the weight of
contributions to encourage newcomers. Halfaker et. al. [45] for instance designed a system to elicit
lightweight contributions from Wikipedia readers. Tools to assist the transition from lurking [75]
to contributing could be designed in voice-based spaces as well.
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7.1.3 Managing Participation. Participants in this study expressed that they often felt excluded
from opportunities to participate in events. This was attributed either to the presence of too many
individuals in the space or to the hosts’ speaker-selection strategies (e.g., only allowing their friends
to speak). Previous research has suggested developing mechanisms to divide virtual participants
into smaller groups to facilitate meaningful communication and participation [46, 57]. While
these studies discuss different strategies, noting the importance of taking existing relationships,
histories, and interests into account [46], our findings also point out the importance of maintaining
diversity and differing points of view when creating the smaller groups. Another challenge when
it comes to such groupings of users in social-audio events is the potential need for a host to be
present within each subgroup. This need is due to the fact that different content would now be
produced within each sub-group rather than each group interacting with shared content (such
as a shared stream/video). One solution for this need could be designing a way for one person to
be able to monitor multiple sessions in parallel. One example of such a tool is “Groupnamics", a
visual classroom support tool that helps manage parallel group interactions more effectively [93].
Through the analysis of vocal activity in different rooms, the system is able to identify spaces where
intervention might be required [93].

7.1.4 Selecting Speakers Properly. We observed a number of issues when it came to speaker se-
lection in social-audio events. One issue was the difficulty of ensuring the person allowed to
speak would not cause harms. Hosts were recommended to take a number of precautions, such
as evaluating each user’s profile and affiliated social media links prior to granting them speaking
privileges. However, this approval process would take time and attention away from managing
the session, and could be taxing for the host. Additionally, the information provided on users
profiles are generally written by the users themselves and not authenticated, making them easily
manipulable.

Reputation systems and badges could be one way of reducing the amount of harm users se-
lected to speak might cause without requiring the host to conduct a deep-dive on their profile.
Reputation systems have been explored on other social media platforms such as Reddit [81]. Other
than preventing harms, badges could also be developed to indicate viewpoints, participation type,
and other factors that might influence the decision making of hosts when selecting speakers. A
tool to summarize the contributions made by speakers could be another way of helping hosts
select speakers who might offer a new or different perspective [35, 118, 124]. Recommendation of
speakers according to specific characteristics could also be a tool that hosts might find useful. As
diversity of expertise, opinions, and speakers was important to users, hosts might find value in
being recommended speakers that match one or more of these criteria.
Another issue with regards to speaker selection that was brought up, was attendees feeling

like hosts were biased and unfair when it came to deciding who was allowed to speak (e.g., hosts
only allowing their friends to speak). As a result, hosts could provide transparency in how they
select speakers, possibly through guidelines that explain the criteria for selecting speakers. This
transparency could build trust and understanding among participants [61].

7.2 Improving Facilitation Practices Through Training
Analyzing our results and noting the significant dissatisfaction with hosts’ performances, we can
speculate that hosts may either be unfamiliar with best facilitation practices or unable to imple-
ment these best practices effectively. One potential direction for future work is to assist hosts in
learning and practicing facilitation skills. This support could be provided through recommended
or mandatory courses, as well as through practice sessions where hosts can experiment with
different strategies. Given the potential difficulty in scheduling live practice sessions, an alternative
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approach could involve using AI agents (e.g., leveraging large language models) with which hosts
can interact to provide feedback on facilitation utterances in a rehearsal or real-time context. A
similar method has been successfully implemented for practicing conflict resolution strategies in
prior research [102].

7.3 Conclusions
In this study, we investigated the facilitation challenges faced by social audio platform users. We
initiated our research by conducting a survey to rank various facilitation tasks according to their
implementation difficulty for hosts. Following this, we carried out co-design interviews to gain
deeper insights into current practices and identify existing tensions within the community. Lastly,
we analyzed existing training sessions to assess how current teachings may contribute to the
observed challenges. Throughout each study, we included diverse user groups, such as listeners,
speakers, and hosts, to ensure a comprehensive understanding of the current landscape.
The findings reveal that many users experience dissatisfaction due to a lack of meaningful

engagement, self-promotional behavior by hosts, and inadequate tools for managing discussions
and conflicts. These issues underscore the need for better facilitation training and tools that can
support hosts in creating more inclusive and productive environments. This entails developing
features to enable diverse forms of participation, improving speaker management, and providing
robust conflict resolution tools. Overall, our study contributes to a deeper understanding of the
hosts’ role in social audio platforms and offers practical insights for platform designers to foster
more rewarding conversations and heightened user satisfaction.
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