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ABSTRACT

Many status-quo interfaces for tablets with pen + touch in-
put capabilities force users to reach for device-centric UI
widgets at fixed locations, rather than sensing and adapting
to the user-centric posture. To address this problem, we
propose sensing techniques that transition between various
nuances of mobile and stationary use via postural aware-
ness. These postural nuances include shifting hand grips,
varying screen angle and orientation, planting the palm
while writing or sketching, and detecting what direction the
hands approach from. To achieve this, our system combines
three sensing modalities: 1) raw capacitance touchscreen
images, 2) inertial motion, and 3) electric field sensors
around the screen bezel for grasp and hand proximity de-
tection. We show how these sensors enable posture-aware
pen+touch techniques that adapt interaction and morph
user interface elements to suit fine-grained contexts of
body-, arm-, hand-, and grip-centric frames of reference.
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Figure 1A-G. Our system senses nuances of mobile vs. station-
ary use, and morphs the UI accordingly. See text for details.

1 INTRODUCTION

The mobility of tablets affords interaction from various
user-centric postures. Yet current tablet interfaces often as-
sume a device-centric perspective. Controls inhabit fixed
positions at the margins of the screen, and remain unaware
of transitions between postures—much less the subtle nu-
ances of these reference frames and contexts of use. A de-
vice-centric Ul design requires the user to adapt their be-
haviors to the layout of the interface on the tablet, rather
than having the tablet adapt its behaviors and controls to
how the user is actually holding and using the device.

Sensing this missing context affords Posture Awareness.
Posture-Aware Interfaces sense and transition between var-
ious egocentric frames-of-reference, including body-, arm-,
grip-, and hand-centric. While some aspects of this ap-
proach appear in previous work (e.g. [2, 18, 41, 74, 80]), au-
tomatically sensing and transitioning between a plurality of
egocentric reference frames—as well as exocentric world-
and device-centric reference frames, when appropriate—of-
fers a key contribution of our system.



Our Posture-Aware Interface morphs to a suitable frame
of reference, at the right time, and for the right (or left)
hand. This affords both one-handed and bimanual
pen+touch interactions for tablets. Each hand plays a dis-
tinct role (in its own local reference frame) to support the
tablet and interact with the screen [80] via touch, or the pen.
As we move down the kinematic chain [30, 80]—from the
body to the joints of the elbow, wrist, and hand—the frame-
of-reference relevant to a context becomes more specific.
Our system senses and transitions between these multiple
frames-of-reference, in a manner contingent on posture.

For example, Fig. 1 shows some contexts sensed by our
system. Grasping the tablet summons Thumb Toolsto a grip-
centric location nearby, such as the left (Fig. 1a) or bottom
(Fig 1b). Putting the tablet flat on a desk reverts to the De-
fault Tools, at a device-centric position near the upper right
(Fig. 1c). Planting the preferred hand on the screen to write
automatically orients miniature Palm Tools (Fig. 1d) to a
hand-centric location nearby. We also sense laying down
the pen to reveal hidden settings (Fig. le). A two-finger
touch splays out Fan Tools for bimanual pen+touch (Fig. 1f).
But if the user instead invokes them with the preferred
hand, the Fan Tools splay out in the opposite direction and
adapt their behavior to suit one-handed use (Fig. 1g). For
each of these states, animated transitions help make clear
how the system responds to shifting contexts, and when.

Our contribution is integrative, taking some elements
explored previously (such as thumb controls [26, 63], or ac-
commodating multiple grips [80]), and unifies them
through interaction techniques with automatically sensed
transitions in look & feel of the interaction. Thumb controls,
for example, are a particular use-case supported by previous
work—yet often only in a fixed manner of use, with static
controls that must be managed by the user. But in our work,
(1) the particular contexts where thumb controls should ap-
pear, or disappear, or move to a new grip-location, are au-
tomatically sensed; and (2) the techniques therefore also
support transitions to other styles of use when users change
how they hold the tablet, or otherwise shift contexts. Our
strategies for moving between handheld tablet use, versus
a supporting surface with full bimanual interaction, offer
one example of how our work puts this into action.

Taken as a whole, then, we contribute the following:

e Posture-Aware Interfaces that sense and transition be-
tween body-, arm-, grip-, and hand-centric frames of ref-
erence, for pen/touch interaction on tablets;

e Realized via a pragmatic combination of three sensors:

— raw capacitance touchscreen images for detection of
the palm (or the pen itself) when placed on the screen;

— inbuilt inertial sensing for detecting the angle of the
display, or tilting movements of the entire tablet;

— peripheral electric field sensors on the bezel of the
device for grip and hand/forearm proximity sensing;

e With example techniques that illustrate how a pen &
touch interface can morph its Ul elements and interactive
behavior accordingly;

e And preliminary user feedback that shows advantages as
well as some remaining challenges of our approach, such
as the need for automatic adaptations to feel stable and
predictable (rather than, for example, distracting by re-
sponding immediately to every minor hand motion).

Our work reveals how “mobile vs. stationary use” [38] is
far from a simple dichotomy: many aspects of grip, handed-
ness, and posture are required to gracefully degrade biman-
ual pen+touch to the varied usage contexts manifest on tab-
lets. Our techniques show that sensing these qualities opens
new possibilities for touch (and pen) interfaces that go be-
yond device-centric approaches, letting the user work effec-
tively from transient postures.

2  RELATED WORK

We address core user interface challenges for tablets, in-
cluding round trips, divided attention, biomechanical com-
fort, and hand occlusion. Our approach considers these as
problems (at least in part) of insufficient context that could
be sensed via raw capacitance images, tilt and motion, grip,
or electric field—with emphasis on pen+touch interactions.

2.1 Round Trips, Attention, Comfort, & Occlusion

Most interfaces divide real estate between a Workspace,
which features user content, and Tools (palettes or menus)
which typically occupy the outer edges of the screen. On
direct-touch devices, round-trips between Workspace and
Tools are monotonous, require a lot of hand movement [23],
and demand divided attention [51]. This also prevents the
user from leaving their hand planted at an advantageous
position and orientation on the screen. For example, artists
tend to rotate artwork frequently as they work [24], to suit
the biomechanics of crafting pen strokes with comfort and
skill. Moving the preferred hand far away to acquire Tools
disrupts focused attention and flow [6, 20], and also runs
counter to the Ul principle of location-independence [64].

Occlusion presents another challenge. Placing controls
near-to-hand is desirable—yet if too close, the hand blocks
them from view. Much work on occlusion-avoidance fo-
cuses on the preferred hand [25, 59, 78, 79], although Vogel
et al. do study one bimanual gesture [79]. But tablets afford
many postures. Users can employ either hand, or approach
an angled tablet from various directions [59]. Our work uses



electric field sensing to add awareness of hand proximity
and the forearm angle associated with each touch.

2.2 Roles of the Hands During Tablet Interaction

The user must juggle strategies to work-around these limi-
tations. For example, users frequently adjust grips or usage
postures for comfort [40, 59, 80]. Many tablet grips involve
both hands in distinct roles [30]. The nonpreferred hand can
support the device, or interact with it—or at times both—
with the forearm, palm, and fingers occupying distinct roles
in a kinematic chain [30, 80]. The preferred hand may touch
the screen, articulate pen strokes, or help support (grip) the
device as well. But the burden falls on the user to manage
the layout of fixed, device-centric user interface controls
across the oft-shifting postures of the hands and device.

Efficient controls can be designed with such grips and
usage patterns in mind. BiTouch and BiPad [80], SPad [26],
and Thumb + Pen [63] provide nonpreferred-hand thumb
controls to swipe through menus and switch modes, in sup-
port of touch or pen inputs in the main Workspace of the
application. Other interaction design strategies, such as
swipe and pinch touch gestures—or command strokes
drawn with the pen [47, 50, 92]—allow users to directly in-
voke actions on the workspace. But gestures can only sup-
port a few key actions effectively.

Our work focuses on the complementary strategy of pos-
ture awareness, and illustrates how this enhances other ap-
proaches via sensing. For example, our Thumb Tools show
how to make thumb controls posture-aware—including
how they automatically come and go, or transition to dif-
ferent manifestations in other usage contexts.

2.3 Sensing Techniques

Buxton [13] argues that much of the complexity that people
experience with technology stems from the burden of ex-
plicitly maintaining missing state. This consists of missing
context [68] that comprises the implicit background of the
interaction. However, grasping, manipulating, and touch-
ing screens—all explicit foreground actions—feel so routine
that one rarely thinks of awkward or inconvenient tablet
interactions in such terms. Yet sensing and responding to
fine-grained shifts of hand placement, grasps [18, 19, 61, 74,
83], and device micro-mobility [54, 88] show promise. Our
work adopts this background perspective and focuses on
sensors with pragmatic potential for consumer tablets.

2.3.1 Raw Capacitance Touchscreen Image Sensing

Early tabletops relied on image recognition techniques [12,
21], leading to many examples of rich input, such as to de-
tect objects [46, 75, 76] placed on the screen, or to sense
additional parameters of touch [10, 15, 35, 84]. But recently,
touchscreen capacitance images have become available on

many mobile devices, spurring new work. For example, the
palm can serve as a distinct input modality [52, 70] to aug-
ment standard multi-touch on smartphones. Bodyprint [43]
and CapAuth [31] use ear-prints and palm-prints, respec-
tively, for identification. Capacitance images also allow es-
timating the 3D pose of the finger during touch [87]. While
some work explores rich image sensing for tablets [3, 5, 67]
or on a touch-sensitive mat [76], very little considers tablets
in mobile postures [82].

Several papers have explored hand and contact-shape
recognition as an input channel [15, 58], including the ex-
tension of specific fingers to trigger modes during uniman-
ual pen + touch input [14]. These approaches propose new
gestures—that is, foreground actions triggered by intention-
ally shaping the entire hand—geared towards larger, non-
mobile touch surfaces. By contrast our techniques (such as
the Palm Tools, described later) are geared towards tablets,
and focus on background sensing of the normal preferred-
hand resting behavior of the palm to bring up tools at an
appropriate, near-to-hand location.

2.3.2 Tilt (Inertial Motion) and Grip Sensing

Inertial sensors such as accelerometers and gyros are ubig-
uitous on smartphones and tablets, to support context sens-
ing [68] techniques such as automatic screen rotation [36].
Likewise, grip offers a promising sensing channel to adapt
mobile interactions to particular contexts of use [74] such
as to detect which hand grasps a mobile device [28, 33, 83].
On tablets, grip sensors have been used to automatically
place graphical keyboards at a suitable location [19], as well
as to sense shared use [88]. These efforts hint that grip and
motion offer complementary sensing channels, perhaps
best used in combination [18, 40].

2.3.3 Above and Around-Screen Sensing

Research has explored hand movements above and around
displays. While such non-contact gestures can be used to
issue commands or manipulate parameters [11, 17, 57], we
focus on them as implicit channels for context sensing.

Pre-touch (e.g. infrared sensing on a tabletop [2], or self-
capacitive touch on a mobile [41]) affords sensing hands
proximal to the display. This can be used for early detection
of impending touch [85], reaching direction [2], or to sup-
port an “ad-lib interface” that adjusts user interface controls
to various gripping contexts [41]. Our work investigates a
pragmatic approach to detect both grip and hand proximity
in the same sensor, via an electrode ring integrated with a
tablet’s screen bezel for peripheral electric field sensing.

2.4 Pen and Touch

There has been much work on pen and touch [9, 27, 32, 38,
91], but relatively little has explored how to adapt (or



Ref. Foreground Background
Frame (Explicit Actions Required) (Posture Awareness Sensed)
World | Enhancing Pen-and-Tablet [71] |+ Mobile Sensing [36]
Tilt tablet to go through layers Display auto-rotation relative to gravity
- SideSight [11] Default Tools: Put Tablet
Gestur? around edges of a mobile Down Flat for Stationary Use
Device | Conlslnuous Int. Space [15;] « iGrasp Adaptive Keyboard [19]
L lﬂ above-screen Lo reveal docs Keyboard reverts to standard layout if
« Air+Touch [17] not gripping
Raise finger for commands
« BiTouch and BiPad [80] Thumb Tools
Grip Interaction zones for multiple grips |, p o Touch (ad-1ib interface) [41]
. zpadb[ze_gl, . Thumbd+hpfdn [‘;ﬁ] « iGrasp Adaptive Keyboard [19]
Thumb widgets afford held tablet Split or reposition keyboard via grip
Pen: Lay Down Pen: Lay Down & Imprint
to Customize Phantom in Mobile Postures
Pen / » Hover Widgets [29] « Tracking Menus [23]

Pen gestures above-screen
Cursor |. Sensing Tablet+Stylus [40]
Touch with pen-in-hand for menu

Menu follows pen hover movements
« Enhancing Pen-and-Tablet [71],
« Sensing Stylus+Tablet [40]
Natural pen grip changes tools or
response of pen

» Unimanual Pen+Touch [14]
Switch tools with side vs. heel palm
« PalmTouch [52],

Palm Tools

« Occlusion-Aware Menus [10]
Menu avoids palm occlusion

+ Shape Touch [15] « Paperweight Metaphor [70]
Action depends on contact shape Rest palm to *hold down’ content
« Medusa [2], « Guiard-abiding [81]|, paim Rejection [3]

Mode differs for left vs. right hand

Hand

Ignore unintended palm contact

Fan Tools
(Sensed Reach Direction)
« Three’s Company [73]
Hand shadows for tele-present users

« Forearm Menu [1]
User’s forearm defines area for
menu operation

Arm « SleeD Sleeve Display [90] « Medusa [2]
Arm-mounted controls for large dis- | Just-in-Time Widgets as user reaches
play input « Posture-Based Tabletop Widgets [58]

Forearm ignored during hand contact
Body-Centric Auto-rotation
via Grip + Orientation

° VIDEORLACE [4§: 49] « Public Ambient Displays [77]

BOdy Interact via body silhouette Respond as users approach

« Lean and Zoom [34]

« Medusa [2]
Magnify screen when lean forward

User position tracking around a tabletop
« iRotateGrasp [18]
Grip determines screen orientation

Table 1. Foreground and Background techniques for multiple
Frames-of-reference. Our examples (bold) primarily populate
the background, and integrate numerous frames-of-reference.

“gracefully degrade”) interactive behaviors and UI controls
to the shifting grips and postures that typify tablet interac-
tion. While “mobile vs. stationary use” has been articulated
as a key design consideration to allow for graceful degrada-
tion of pen+touch interactions to a variety of usage contexts
[38], our work (and efforts such as BiTouch and BiPad [80])
show this is not a simple dichotomy. There are many forms
and degrees of “mobility” with tablets. Effective adaptation
requires sensing and accommodating a diversity of grips,
postures, and transitory states of both hands.

Elements of this perspective can be found in a few pre-
vious efforts. For example, Sun et al. consider stylus grip as
well as screen orientation [71], but the tablet they used was
tethered and too large for truly mobile use. An exploration
of sensing techniques for stylus+touch interaction [40] in-
cluded tablet grip sensing, but made little use of the tablet
posture and did not include above-screen hand sensing. Our

exploration of Posture Awareness integrates many contexts
of use (and the transitions between them) to an extent not
previously demonstrated for mobile pen+touch interaction.

Since pen+touch affords bimanual interaction—even if
one hand primarily supports the device—knowing which
hand touches the screen is important. Wearables can sense
which hand touches [45, 81], but this approach imposes
some latency (since one must delay response to touch until
coincident motion can be detected) and requires sensing ca-
pabilities extrinsic to the tablet itself. Our approach using
bezel-integrated electric field sensing can sense one hand
via grip detection and the other via its above-screen ap-
proach, before it even touches down on the display.

2.5 Summary

Table 1 illustrates all these reference frames, from exocen-
tric World and Device, to egocentric Grip, Hand, Arm, and
Body. This shows how our efforts go beyond previous work
by integrating multiple postural elements via sensing. We
implement a working system, with practical sensors, and
interaction techniques that put these concepts into action.
The particular set of sensors we employ (raw capacitance
image + inertial motion + electric field) is a sub-contribu-
tion that shows how to realize Posture Awareness in a prag-
matic way. We believe this articulation and emphasis of
posture awareness opens up new possibilities for both sta-
tionary and mobile pen+touch interaction on tablets.

3  REALIZING POSTURE-AWARE SENSING

Our system required several software components as well
as new hardware. We built our posture-sensing tablet using
the detached 12.3-inch screen of a Microsoft Surface Book.
This is slightly larger than consumer tablets (iPads), but we
needed a device that supported simultaneous pen + touch—
as well as access to raw touch data. The Surface Book iner-
tial sensing includes tilt via 3-axis accelerometer.

We modified the touchscreen firmware to stream raw
images to our software at 100 Hz. This lets us bypass system
touch processing and palm rejection, which otherwise scut-
tles events for large “palm” contact areas before reaching
applications. We threshold low capacitance values to re-
duce noise and then use standard blob tracking in combina-
tion with template matching to detect the position and ori-
entation of the palm or objects placed on the screen.

3.1 Peripheral Electric Field Sensor

For grip and proximal hand detection, we built an electrode
ring in the form of a thin overlay on the screen bezel (Fig.
2). This ring consists of 52 individual electrodes that project
an electric field around the device, enabling non-contact
hand detection within a range of about 5 cm.



3.1.1 Electrodes and Sensor Circuit

The electrode ring consists of a 308x216x0.4 mm flexible
printed circuit board with 8x16 mm copper electrodes,
evenly spaced at 3.5 mm gaps, with 15 electrodes per long
edge and 11 per short edge. Black electrical tape protects
the electrodes, which connect to a small circuit board
through four FCC cables, amenable to tight integration. A
Photon PO System-on-Chip (SoC) drives the circuit, with
four Analog Devices’ AD7147 capacitance sensors con-
nected to 13 electrodes each, and the sensor ground con-
nected to the tablet ground. The SoC polls capacitance from
each sensor at 10 Hz, and streams the data to the Surface
Book through Wi-Fi. The circuit board mounts to the back-
center of the tablet, along with a thin 500 mAh lithium-pol-
ymer battery, so it does not materially affect device mobil-
ity. Four small rubber feet keep the tablet flat.

3.1.2 Signal Processing

Both touch and proximity impart capacitance. But touch in-
creases capacitance by roughly an order of magnitude more
than non-contact proximity. We calibrate the sensors by
capturing a capacitance baseline for three seconds while no
hand is present within a 10 cm range to the tablet. In differ-
ent electrical environments, re-calibration may be neces-
sary for good signal detection, a practical complexity that
we currently sidestep via manual re-calibration as neces-
sary. We then subtract subsequent capacitance measure-
ments from the baseline. We can readily detect grip (touch)
events by thresholding. Otherwise, if no touch is detected
on an electrode, we use the subtracted results for a z-score
computation for hand proximity sensing. If the user touches
an electrode, it cannot simultaneously sense proximity be-
cause the capacitance of hand contact overwhelms the
much weaker above-screen signal.

3.1.3 Sensing Hand Hover & Reach Direction

When the user touches the screen, we estimate the forearm
approach angle by searching for a hovering hand at the
peak of the electrode z-score sums within a sliding window
of 5 capacitance samples, while omitting any electrodes that
the user is already touching. We set a threshold on the de-
tected peak value, as well as a majority voter of length=>5 on
the result to avoid chatter. We calculate the orientation of
any detected hand(s) by computing the vector between the
touch point and the position of the peak electrode, which
we assume must represent the user’s forearm.

4 INTERACTION TECHNIQUES

To demonstrate how posture awareness can manifest in
pen+touch on tablets, we iteratively designed a series of test
applications to explore design issues and challenges that
arise. Each includes basic mark-up functionality, allows the

AD7147
PhotenP0rS6C

Wi-Fi Antenna

Screen Bezel
Electrode Ring

Projected Electric Field

Figure 2. Sensor board mounts on back. Screen bezel pro-
jects electric field around tablet. Circular inset: Red pads
indicate electrodes; blue, shared sensor / device ground.

user to change pen colors and thicknesses, and at times to
invoke a few other commands such as lasso selection mode,
copy-paste, and undo. Although minimal, we found these
sufficient for users to experience our Tools and sensing
techniques—in the spirit of insights gained through ‘toy’
applications such as GEDIT [50] in the past—and to try rep-
resentative tasks that elicit the key design challenges of
Round Trips, Divided Attention, Comfort, and Occlusion.

We do not necessarily seek to optimize time-motion ef-
ficiency. Keeping tools close-at-hand may offer benefits [56,
80], but it depends on the task sequence [4, 55]. Unlike desk-
top productivity, tablets afford casual & informal interac-
tion [16, 39, 44, 65] that rewards convenience, comfort,
maintaining attention on one’s content, and interacting
from a variety of physically relaxed postures. For mobility,
such concerns tend to trump minor gains in efficiency.
Hence our goal is to make context-appropriate tools availa-
ble and reachable from a variety of fine-grained postures—
to address pen+touch for mobile vs. stationary use [38], uni-
manual or bimanual, with fingers or thumb, pen or touch
(or both simultaneously), and whether a particular sub-task
is articulated via the preferred or non-preferred hand—with
satisfactory answers often contingent on posture.

4.1 Thumb Tools: Grip-Centric Frame of Reference

When the non-preferred hand grips a tablet, the thumb of-
ten remains available for touch [26, 80], lending itself well
to mode switching [72] and thumb+pen interaction [63].

Our Posture-Aware Interface senses the presence of the
gripping hand and combines this with other information
and postural transitions. For example, when the user picks
up the tablet with the non-preferred hand, the user inter-
face’s linear toolbar scoots over to a position near the hand
grip, and morphs into an arc that suits the range-of-motion
of the thumb (Fig. 3a & Fig. 4aef). The size of the individual
elements also expands to better accommodate the impreci-
sion of thumb input. Thus the layout, radial extent, and



Figure 3. In bimanual grips, using either thumb is plausi-
ble. So the user can just physically tip the tablet to slide the
Tools to the left or right, resolving the ambiguity.

scale of the Thumb Tools are all tailored to a grip-centric
frame of reference.

The Thumb Tools raise a design challenge for posture-
aware techniques, that of contextual responsiveness vs. sta-
bility. If the Posture-Aware Interface is over-eager, the tools
can very easily ping-pong between different screen loca-
tions. In early implementations that did not handle this
trade-off well, we found such behavior annoying. But if the
UI fails to respond promptly to a change in context, it feels
‘wrong’, the tools remain out of reach, and one wonders
why they failed to follow. This suggest the existence of a
cost-benefit tradeoff for automatic adaptation to posture.

We addressed this in part through the sensor design. For
the purposes of grip sensing, we treat the sensor electrodes
as discrete pads (without linear interpolation in-between).
Since these pads are spaced at 2 cm intervals, this design
naturally keeps small positional shifts from jittering the
placement of the Thumb Tools. Yet if the user slides their
thumb to a new position for comfort, the Thumb Tools
quickly snap to the new grip-centric location.

We also use the sensed grip and the tilt sensor synergis-
tically to decide when to move or dismiss the Thumb Tools.
For example, if the user puts down the tablet—such that no
grip is sensed—and if the root mean square (RMS) of the
three accelerometer axes (over a one-second rolling buffer)
falls below a threshold, this indicates the device is station-
ary. The interface then decides it is safe to revert to a linear
toolbar, and does so with an animated transition. But if the

<J/[E B
Figure 4. Details of: (A) Left-handed Thumb Tools.

(B) Fan Tools splayed to right. (C) The miniature Palm
Tools. (D) When the user sets the tablet flat, Default Tools
appear near the top-right corner. (E) Bottom-edge Thumb

Tools. (F) Right-handed Thumb Tools. In (A-F), the circular
icon is an 8-way marking menu with more options.

device is still in motion during a momentary loss of grip
sensing, we assume the user is most likely shifting between
transient grips, so we keep the Thumb Tools in a stable lo-
cation for the time being. Together, these considerations
make the tools feel stable while still being responsive to
posture changes. And using the electric field sensor, The
Thumb Tools fade (20% opacity) as the thumb lifts from the
bezel. This lets users see content that happens to fall behind
the tools, without having to shift to a new grip location.

4.1.1 Tipping the Tablet to Resolve Ambiguous Grips

If the user holds the tablet with both hands, in a two-thumb
grip, it is unclear which hand the Tools should flock to. We
considered duplicate Tools, with one set for each thumb, but
this feels cluttered. Splitting the tools between two thumbs
likewise invites constant indecision—which side to use?

To resolve this, we introduced an embodied gesture [22]
(Fig. 3). At first, when user naturally holds the tablet with
its left-right tilt nearly level, the system shows a faint linear
toolbar near the center of the screen to provide visual feed-
back of this ambiguous state. Then, tilting the tablet by
more than 20° morphs the toolbar, with a quick animation,
into the Thumb Controls on the corresponding side. We
found this to be an intuitive and easily guessable interac-
tion. And once the user “tips” the interface to one hand or
the other, it stays there for the duration of the bimanual
grip. However, the user can choose to “tip it back again” at
any time by angling the tablet by more than twenty degrees
in the opposite direction.

4.2 Default Tools: Tablet Flat for Stationary Use

In some usage contexts, such as when the user puts the de-
vice down flat, a device-centric placement of Ul controls re-
mains appropriate. Once freed from the constraints of sup-
porting the device, both hands can comfortably reach any-
where on the tablet’s screen. We therefore sense when the
user sets the tablet down flat and relinquishes their grip.
The Tools morph back into a linear toolbar near the top-



right of the screen (the “Default Tools”). This provides the
user with a familiar resting state that helps show our varied
and perhaps unfamiliar Tool sets relate to traditional desk-
top tool palettes. And since both hands are unencumbered,
we also favor behaviors that afford bimanual interaction
when the device is flat, whether or not the Default Tools are
up, as we will see in some of the following sections.

4.3 Palm Tools: Hand-Centric Frame of Reference

The Thumb Tools discussed above consider grip-centric
frames of reference, primarily for the nonpreferred hand,
that follow the outer boundaries of the screen. But what
about the hand holding the pen, especially when it is in-
volved in sketching, lettering, or heavy line-work? During
such tasks, the artist may use a specific hand position and
orientation to produce pen strokes with a particular curva-
ture—or to cross-hatch in a well-practiced and precise pat-
tern. In such cases, having to move the hand away to pick a
different stroke thickness, or pen color, physically disrupts
the work and makes it difficult to continue drawing from
the same biomechanical pivot-point where they left off.

To address this problem, we explored location-inde-
pendent Palm Tools (Fig. 4c & Fig. 5ab) that teleport (with a
short animated transition) to a hand-centric location when
the user plants their palm on the screen while writing or
drawing. This therefore introduces a frame of reference to
our Posture-Aware Interface that is preferred-hand-centric.
Related techniques such as Tracking Menus [23], Trailing
Widgets [25], and Hover Widgets [29] use pen hover sens-
ing as a way to support location-independence [64]. But the
very limited range of pen hover (typically 20 mm or less [3])
makes it unreliable as a proxy for the current hand location.

4.3.1 Palm Detection vs. Palm Rejection

We use the raw capacitance image from the touchscreen to
detect the palm and place our Palm Tools at a convenient
spot nearby. Unlike Occlusion-Aware Menus [10], our tech-
nique senses the palm’s orientation in addition to the pres-
ence of the palm from the raw capacitance image, allowing
our system to position controls in a stable and predictable
spot even before the pen tip enters hover range. This strat-
egy of palm detection stands in sharp contrast to the ‘palm
rejection’ [3] commonplace on tablets today, and shows the
value in passing hand contact events on to applications ra-
ther than ‘rejecting’ them (at the firmware or operating sys-
tem level) outright. It also illustrates how touch can be used
as an implicit sensing modality [42], rather than solely as a
channel for explicit ‘foreground’ commands [[14], [58]].

4.3.2 Recognizing Palms

We primed template-matching using a few captures of the
palm at varying orientations. High-fidelity palm detection
(or rejection) is not an objective of this work. We gathered
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Figure 5. The Palm Tools rotate to match the “up” direction
in the hand-centric reference frame of the sensed palm.

about a dozen sample templates per user prior to pilot stud-
ies and our informal evaluation, which was sufficient for
users to experience our techniques as intended.

4.3.3 Size and Reachability

When the Palm Tools appear, they morph into a curved lay-
out (Fig. 4c) well-suited to the biomechanics of pen move-
ment. The small size keeps all Tools within reach. In a Fitts’-
Law sense pointing to small targets has a higher index of
difficulty, but they work well since the user can reach the
targets with fine motor control from a tripod (precision) pen
grip, even while the palm remains planted on the screen.

4.3.4 Relative Orientation and Stability

When the user first plants their palm, the Palm Tools tuck
themselves into place 30° counter-clockwise relative to the
sensed palm direction to help keep them convenient, but
out of the way. The Palm Tools maintain approximately the
same position relative to the hand, even as the user’s palm
comes down in different areas of the screen or at different
arm angles. In particular, the local “North” of the Palm
Tools follows the reference frame of the hand (Fig. 5).
Hence, the user can trigger a radial menu command with
confidence, knowing that “up” is always hand-centric—
even if they are writing in a mobile posture that might re-
quire an unusual approach angle.

We also found that keeping the Palm Tools in a stable
location was important. Our initial implementation tracked
continuously with the sensed palm position and orienta-
tion, or as the user glided their palm to a new spot, but this
made the tools feel somewhat unstable, and less predictable.
And indeed, pilot users found this hyper-sensitivity of the
tools annoying. In response, we updated the design to only
update the position of the tools when the hand position
changed by more than about 1 cm, or the hand orientation
changed by more than 45°, but further pilot users still found
this could trigger distracting palette movements. We also
experimented with a design alternative that only teleports
the Palm Tools to the hand when the user explicitly sum-
mons them via touching down the thumb of the non-pre-
ferred hand. We found this works well, but it precludes us-
ing the Palm Tools as a one-handed interaction technique.
Furthermore, it puts the burden for managing tools onto the
user, which was counter to our design goal of sensing pos-
ture and shifting the burden to the computer.



Figure 6. The miniature Palm Tools (A) fade on pen hover
(B), and dim to an outline when the palm rolls back (C).

These explorations led us to our final design, which only
repositions the Tools when first sensing a palm-down
event. This corresponds naturally with user-initiated
changes of posture, and makes the tools feel stable and pre-
dictable. We found that pilot users strongly preferred this.
However, this does mean the Palm Tools placement is not
absolutely identical every time the palm touches down, as
can be observed in our video figure, due to limitations in
how well we can match the initially observed palm contact
area to the final resting spot of the palm.

4.3.5 Fade on Roll-Back of the Palm to Reduce Obscuration
During pilot studies we found that reducing the potential
overlap of the Palm Menu with content was important,
which led us to shrink the Palm Tools to just 40% the scale
of the Default Tools. We also made the Palm Tools semi-
transparent (Fig. 6b) to reduce any obscuration of content,
except when the pen hovers over them (Fig. 6a).

To further limit obscuration, we experimented with
sensing partial palm contact. We noticed that artists some-
times pause to inspect their work while sketching: they tip
the pen by rolling back the palm, while remaining in contact
with the drawing surface. Then, when ready to proceed,
they simply re-orient the wrist to return their writing in-
strument to the same position, orientation, and biomechan-
ical advantage as before.

We therefore sense this change in the raw touchscreen
capacitance image of the palm and use it to fade back the
Palm Tools to a barely perceptible dim gray outline (Fig. 6c)
that minimally obstructs the content on the screen—while
also making reappearance of the tools at this location com-
pletely predictable for the user.

We define palm roll-back as a decrease in the palm foot-
print of 15% or more. Even though the centroid of the palm
contact region changes during this transition, we keep the
Palm Tools in the same stable location. This makes it possi-
ble for the user to target the tools with confidence, and with
a ballistic motion of the pen, if for example they want to
change the color or stroke thickness during line-work.

4.4 Fan Tools: Hand, Grip, and Arm-Centric

To explore the posture-awareness of larger tool palettes
with richer sets of tools—analogous to Toolglass and Magic
Lenses (TGML) [8] or the Zoom-Catcher of Xia et al. [86],
both of which emphasize tool placement by the non-pre-
ferred hand—we implemented a set of Fan Tools. These also
demonstrate the integration of aspects from the Hand, Grip,
and Arm reference frames across both hands.

The Fan Tools (see Fig. 4b for detail) take their design
inspiration from color sample fan decks, such as those seen
in paint stores, which can be splayed out to show a range of
hues. Our Fan Tools appear in place (Fig. 7a) when the user
touches the screen with two fingers. But a touch-screen
cannot sense which hand touches, so a design quandary
arises: should the tools splay to the right, or the left?

For example, Xia et al.’s Zoom-Catcher assumes that the
user touches with two fingers of the left (non-preferred)
hand, so its cone-shaped selection tool sweeps out to the
right. Webb et al. [81] encounter a similar design issue, and
use a wrist-mounted fitness tracker in combination with a
large display to sense nonpreferred-hand touches. But this
does not address varying posture of use.

Using the above-screen hand detection of our electric
field sensor, the Fan Tools can directly sense which direc-
tion the hand reaches onto the screen from. The tools then
splay out in the opposite direction, so that they are not oc-
cluded by the hand. Further, by combining hand approach
detection with grip sensing, we also know which hand is
available (or not), and can make reasonable inferences
about handedness. For example, if the left hand is gripping
the device, and we observe a touch event that reaches onto
the screen from a different direction, then the touch must
come from the user’s right hand. In this way, as the inter-
action progresses, we can properly invoke behaviors for
each hand, whether preferred or non-preferred.

But this gets more interesting as we consider fuller pos-
ture-awareness. When the user isn’t gripping the device
and the tilt sensor tells us that the tablet is on a supporting
surface (e.g. on a table, or flat on one’s lap), we know that
both hands are available for bimanual action. So for a right-
handed user, if the left hand touches down with two fingers,
the Fan Tools splay out to the right (Fig. 7a), and they act as
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Figure 7. Stationary posture for Fan Tools. With both
hands available, the left (non-preferred) invokes tools for
simultaneous pen+touch (A); on release, they vanish (B).

Figure 8. Mobile posture for Fan Tools. The left hand grips
the tablet, so only the right (preferred) is available (A); on
release, they remain posted for interleaved pen+touch (B).

a quasimode [66] that requires holding the tools in place
(i.e. amode maintained through muscular tension [69]). The
preferred hand can then use the pen to pick the desired tool
via simultaneous pen and touch. In our prototype, letting go
from this state (by removing both fingers from the screen)
automatically dismisses the Fan Tools (Fig. 7b).

But if the left (non-preferred) hand is instead gripping
the tablet to support it, we have a different situation. Here,
only the right hand is free to reach onto the screen. A two-
finger touch still invokes the Fan Tools, but now they splay
out to the left (Fig. 8a). If the user wants to pick a tool with
the pen—held of course in the preferred hand—they must
let go. So if the Fan Tools automatically dismiss as before
(Fig. 7b) they cannot be used from this mobile posture. But
by sensing this context, our system knows to instead leave
the Fan Tools posted so that the user can instead interact
with them with the same hand, via interleaved (as opposed
to simultaneous) pen and touch (Fig. 8b).

Taken together, these aspects of the Fan Tools show how
the combination of grip, tilt, and above-screen hand detec-
tion support contextual-adaptation of the technique for
each posture. And critically, the burden of maintaining the
missing state (i.e. options for how the tools present and be-
have) is handled entirely in the background by the system.

4.5 Lay Pen Down to Customize

Because the Surface Book pen has a conductive metallic
body, we realized that it could be sensed and tracked if the
user lays the pen down on the screen. In effect, this allows
the pen to act as its own prop. We use this use to bring up
a special configuration mode where the user can simply lay
down the pen to customize (Fig. 9).

One motivation for this technique was to help users dis-
cover pen hardware settings that are typically buried deep
in system options—and hence rarely noticed or used. By
helping users find these settings, they not only learn about
their pen—but through the act of customizing and person-
alizing its operation to make it “theirs,” they may come to
see it as a more valued possession [7, 62], rather than a ge-
neric consumer object of little personal attachment.

When the user lays down the pen, the current applica-
tion dims (but remains visible in the background) and the
system enters a pen configuration mode. A phantom of the
pen starts tracking its position and orientation, and leader
lines appear, to point out hardware control points. These
include the pen tip, the barrel button, and the eraser (which
is also a customizable button that can be used even when
the pen is away from the screen). Excentric radial menus
serve as iconic labels at the end of the leader lines (Fig. 1e
and Fig. 9c) and allow the user to directly change the default
system mapping of the associated hardware element.

For example, the eraser button can be programmed to
Undo, Paste, Screen Grab, or Advance Slide functions. The
pen’s barrel button can trigger various modes such as Lasso,
Highlighter, Eraser, or Diagramming mode. And the system
default ink style for the pen tip can be set to the user’s pre-
ferred color and stroke weight. When the user picks up the
pen, the system exits pen configuration mode, and the ex-
centric radial menus animate back into to the Default Tools,
which helps users see how the settings they just selected
connect to application functionality.

4.5.1 Posture Awareness through Imprinting

Self-revelation of hidden functionality by placing the pen
on-screen can be taken further through posture awareness.
Previous work has explored sensed tangible objects on tab-
lets [5, 53, 89]. But since tablets are used with a variety of
mobile postures—where the screen is often tilted, or in con-
stant motion—it’s difficult to adopt traditional tangible in-
teractions that rely on a horizontal surface. A slippery
screen cannot hold tangibles in place.

To afford mobile postures with our Lay Pen Down to Cus-
tomize technique, we developed the notion of imprinting
objects on the screen. Imprinting the pen leaves behind a
phantom that acts as a proxy for the object. This phantom
stays on the screen after the user lifts the pen (Fig. 9¢). This
also means that lifting the pen from the screen does not exit
the configuration mode when the tablet is in a mobile pos-
ture. Rather, the mode persists—not unlike the way our Fan
Tools stayed posted to accommodate one-handed use (Fig.
8b)—and the user instead swipes up to exit the pen config-
uration mode. This simple adaptation allows the technique
to accommodate mobile postures.



Figure 9. We sense laying down the pen (A->B) to reveal
pen hardware settings. During mobile use, this leaves an
‘imprint’ of the pen on-screen (C). Laying the pen at screen
edges allows it to ‘pick up’ pictures or the current app (D).

4.6 Body-Centric Auto-rotation: Grip + Orientation

Our last example extends Cheng et al.’s iRotateGrasp [18],
which uses grip sensing to prevent accidental screen auto-
rotation on a mobile phone, to tablets. The technique avoids
accidental screen rotation if the user lays on a bed or couch.
Cheng et al. use two different grip gestures to determine
portrait vs. landscape display orientation.

But our posture-aware interface picks a plausible body-
centric reference frame by combining changes in grip with
the sensed tablet orientation. If users intend to switch ori-
entation, we observed that this inevitably results in grip
changes. However, the grip gesture does not change if the
tablet rotates with the user when the user lays down on
their side (e.g. on a sofa). Therefore, we built grip-based au-
torotation, which queries the accelerometer for orientation
updates only when the grip changes. Specifically, we keep a
rolling buffer of the 10 latest gripping states (i.e., roughly 1
second of data). If the buffered grip changes, the tablet looks
for a corresponding orientation change for auto-rotation.

5 INFORMAL EVALUATION

We conducted usability assessments with 8 participants.
Participants tried the various techniques as they were being
developed, and we used their comments and feedback to fo-
cus our efforts and make iterative improvements.

5.1 Participants & Procedure

We recruited 8 participants (2 Female) of ages 24-37 (aver-
age=28) years. All participants were right-handed, used tab-
lets > 2 years, and had experience with an active stylus. Par-
ticipants begin by sitting in front of a table with the posture-
sensing tablet. But to reflect tablets’ real-world usage with
different mobility levels, we asked participants to vary their

posture for each interaction technique. Specifically, we
tested three device postures: (1) gripped in-air, (2) sitting on
lap, and (3) flat on table. We also allowed participants to use
any variant postures that they found comfortable. For each
of the five tested techniques, we showed a demonstration,
and then asked participants to try it for 5 minutes, followed
by a 10-minute interview. The study took about an hour,
with a $15 cafe coupon as gratuity.

5.2 Results

All participants were able to learn the techniques within a
few attempts. Overall, our techniques received positive
feedback from participants, but we did observe several un-
anticipated behaviors:

Thumb Tools. 7 participants found it useful to have the
tools within the reach of the thumb. One participant men-
tioned that the animated transition between the default po-
sition (i.e., top right corner) and the thumb position was im-
portant for understanding what was going on. Once partic-
ipants discovered thumb grasp tracking, they changed their
gripping position multiple times during the usage, most of
which were to adjust screen angles. Interestingly, we also
found some participants intentionally repositioned their
gripping hand to move around the Thumb Tools. In this
case, touching the sensing edge was more of a slider than a
background sensor as we intended. This hints that users
may anticipate and co-opt ‘background’ sensing techniques
as more intentional, foreground gestures when the sensed
interaction becomes familiar and expected.

Palm Tools. All participants found this technique use-
ful, making comments such as “The palette is where I need
it” and “It’s useful in the sense that it minimizes the hand
and the pen movement.” Others commented from the per-
spective of focus: “It helps maintain the previous status—
both hand posture, and attention” and “It is useful to stay
focused on the task such as drawing and writing.” However,
one participant thought the solidified Palm Tools some-
times got in the way of the area where they wanted to draw,
suggesting further use of transparency (e.g. by extending
our Fade on Roll-Back feature), or perhaps via positioning
logic aware of the underlying content.

Fan Tools. Participants brought up the Fan Tools at
many spots, to keep close to the Workspace. One partici-
pant said, “It allows me to keep the previous focus/attention
by calling fan palette to that location.” Another mentioned
that he liked to place the palette where needed. Most par-
ticipants liked the hand awareness, e.g., “It’s especially use-
ful for mobile platforms such as phones and pads where I
tend to switch hands a lot.” Two participants liked that the
fan palette knows which way to splay out; two more noted
the “smartness” of when it stayed on-screen. However,



sometimes participants interacted unimanually, even when
both hands were available. This suggests a refinement based
on both handedness and hand availability; a palette trig-
gered by the preferred hand should stay posted whenever
the non-preferred hand isn’t recruited to the task.

Lay Pen Down to Customize. 7 participants found this
interaction intuitive. One said that once he discovered this
type of interaction, he would want to try it in other appli-
cations as well. Two participants liked it as a very explicit
way of switching between the configuration mode and the
normal inking mode, and the Ul was “visually easy to un-
derstand.” One participant mentioned that “It’s hard to have
the pen on screen if 'm holding it in the air. It’s helpful to
have the ‘phantom pen’ to make interactions more stable.”

Body-Centric Auto-rotation via Grip + Orientation.
All participants found this helpful; one mentioned “I turn
off auto-rotation at night since I don’t want the screen ro-
tates when I'm lying in bed. This solves the problem.” We
observed that all participants shifted grips when they inten-
tionally rotated the screen. However, we also noticed that
when they laid on their side, they sometimes lifted off one
edge (i.e., from a bimanual thumb grip to a thumb on the
right side only), causing false positives. To address this, we
could group ergonomically similar gestures into meta-grip
gestures and update the autorotation based on higher-level
changes to grip, rather than the details of finger placement.

6  DISCUSSION

Our work shows that Posture Aware Interfaces have poten-
tial, but this must be tempered by the need for deeper anal-
yses of the trade-offs of sensing techniques. In particular,
automatic adaptation of Uls presents a challenge, because
Ul layout changes could have drawbacks as well as benefits.
This arises, for example, with our Thumb Tools: we noted it
can be unclear how to adapt when the user grips both sides
at the same time. We therefore devised a tipping motion to
take advantage of users’ natural propensity to tilt the screen
in one direction or another to resolve the ambiguity. Our
Palm Tools also demonstrate this issue. As noted earlier,
following every minor adjustment of the palm annoyed us-
ers. But by stabilizing the response (i.e., re-positioning the
tools only on initial contact), the technique was well-re-
ceived.

Clearly, there is a cost-benefit tradeoff of adaptation that
one must weigh in the design of such techniques. This chal-
lenge deserves more emphasis in future work; over-eager
adaptation becomes annoying or unwelcome if this trade-
off is out of balance. Arguably, even techniques in common
use—such as automatic screen rotation—are close to the tip-
ping point of this balance: when triggered by accident they

can be annoying, and force users to manually turn off auto-
rotation. Yet if users are forced to explicitly change screen
orientation, this ‘extra step’ becomes irksome (or simply
gets skipped) during mobile interaction [18, 37].

Missing details of context—as well as discrepancies in
the sensed frames-of-reference—both contribute to the
problem. For example, the addition of grip-sensing [18] par-
tially solves this challenge for automatic screen orientation,
and indeed, our Grip-Based Autorotation technique shows
how to refine this further still. Our technique combines
grip-centric and world-centric (device orientation relative to
gravity) context to reason about the correct and desired ex-
perience in a body-centric frame of reference. Building sen-
sors and techniques that can reliably bridge these (and
other) natural reference frames remains a challenge.

Unusual postures, such as those that users might tempo-
rarily employ during situational impairments, pose another
challenge. Our techniques recognize certain grip-states, and
take continuous changes into account. But users might still
hold their devices in other, unanticipated ways that would
confuse our techniques. Designing for fail-safe states—such
as the standard placement of our Default Tools when the
device is flat—might be one reasonable way to handle un-
certain inputs. But at present our system does not attempt
to recognize such states; larger data sets from longitudinal,
real-world use would also be helpful in this regard.

Finally, while our techniques demonstrate postural
awareness, formal experiments must quantitatively assess
various trade-offs of time, attention, biomechanical com-
fort, and learnability. During mobile use, comfort (for ex-
ample) may be more important to users than time-motion
efficiency, but during other tasks attention could be para-
mount. These factors need to be studied so that we can un-
derstand what to optimize for, when, depending on task and
context (e.g. [4, 55]). It would also be interesting to study
usage patterns as users learn to anticipate sensor responses.

7 CONCLUSION

Overall, our work demonstrates how posture awareness can
adapt interaction, and morph user interface elements, to
suit the fine-grained context of use for pen and touch inter-
action on tablets. Posture-awareness includes nuances of
grip, the angle of the tablet, the presence and orientation of
the palm on the screen while writing or sketching, and
which direction the user reaches onto the screen from dur-
ing touch. Taken together, these contributions show how a
few simple sensors can enable tablets to more effectively
support both ‘mobile’ and ‘stationary’ use—and the many
gradations in-between.



REFERENCES

[1]

[2]

[3]

[4]

[5]

[9]

[10]

[11]

[12]

[13]

[14]

[15]

[16]

[17]

Takamasa Adachi, Seiya Koura, Fumihisa Shibata and Asako Kimura.
2013. Forearm menu: using forearm as menu widget on tabletop system,
in Proceedings of the 2013 ACM international conference on Interac-
tive tabletops and surfaces  (ITS '13). ACM. p. 333-336.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1145/2512349.2512393.

Michelle Annett, Tovi Grossman, Daniel Wigdor and George Fitz-
maurice. 2011. Medusa: A Proximity-Aware Multi-touch Tabletop, in
Proceedings of the 24th annual ACM symposium on User interface
software and technology (UIST '11). ACM. p. 337-346.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1145/2047196.2047240.

Michelle Annett, Anoop Gupta and Walter F. Bischof, Exploring and
Understanding Unintended Touch during Direct Pen Interaction. ACM
Trans. Comput.-Hum. Interact. , 2014. 21(5): p. Article 28 (39pp).
http://doi.acm.org/10.1145/2674915.

Caroline Appert, Michel Beaudouin-Lafon and Wendy Mackay. 2004.
Context matters: Evaluating interaction techniques with the CIS model,
in Proc. of HCI 2004. Springer Verlag. p. 279-295.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/1-84628-062-1_18.

Daniel Avrahami, Jacob O. Wobbrock and Shahram Izadi. 2011. Por-
tico: tangible interaction on and around a tablet, in Proceedings of the
24th annual ACM symposium on User interface software and tech-
nology (UIST '11). ACM. P 347-356.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1145/2047196.2047241.

B. Bederson, Interfaces for Staying in the Flow. Ubiquity, 2004. 5(27).
Russell W. Belk, Possessions and the Extended Self. Journal of Con-
sumer Research, 1988. 15(2): p- 139-168.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/209154.

Eric A. Bier, Maureen C. Stone, Ken Pier, William Buxton and Tony
D. DeRose. 1993. Toolglass and magic lenses: the see-through interface,
in Proceedings of the 20th annual conference on Computer graphics
and interactive techniques. ACM. p- 73-80.
http://doi.acm.org/10.1145/166117.166126.

Peter Brandl, Clifton Forlines, Daniel Wigdor, Michael Haller and
Chia Shen. 2008. Combining and measuring the benefits of bimanual
pen and direct-touch interaction on horizontal interfaces, in Proceed-
ings of the working conference on Advanced visual interfaces (AVI
'08). ACM. p. 154-61. http://dx.doi.org/10.1145/1385569.1385595.
Peter Brandl, Jakob Leitner, Thomas Seifried, Michael Haller, Bernard
Doray and Paul To. 2009. Occlusion-aware menu design for digital tab-
letops, in CHI '09 Extended Abstracts on Human Factors in Compu-
ting  Systems (CHI EA  '09). ACM. p. 3223-28.
http://doi.acm.org/10.1145/1520340.1520461.

Alex Butler, Shahram Izadi and Steve Hodges. 2008. SideSight: multi-
"touch" interaction around small devices, in UIST '08. p. 201-204.

B. Buxton. The Active Desk. 2009. Available from: http://www.bill-
buxton.com/ActiveDesk.html.

William Buxton. 1995. Integrating the Periphery and Context: A New
Taxonomy of Telematics, in Proceedings of Graphics Interface '95. p.
239-246.

Drini Cami, Fabrice Matulic, Richard G. Calland, Brian Vogel and
Daniel Vogel. 2018. Unimanual Pen+Touch Input Using Variations of
Precision Grip Postures, in Proceedings of the 31st Annual ACM Sym-
posium on User Interface Software and Technology (UIST '18). ACM.
p- 825-837. http://dx.doi.org/10.1145/3242587.3242652.

Xiang Cao, Andrew D. Wilson, Ravin Balakrishnan, Ken Hinckley
and Scott E. Hudson. 2008. ShapeTouch: Leveraging contact shape on
interactive surfaces, in Horizontal Interactive Human Computer Sys-
tems, 2008. TABLETOP 2008. 3rd IEEE International Workshop on.
p- 129-136. http://dx.doi.org/10.1109/TABLETOP.2008.4660195.
Joseph Chee Chang, Nathan Hahn and Aniket Kittur. 2016. Support-
ing Mobile Sensemaking Through Intentionally Uncertain Highlighting,
in Proceedings of the 29th Annual Symposium on User Interface Soft-
ware and  Technology (UIST '16). ACM. p. 61-68.
https://doi.org/10.1145/2984511.2984538.

Xiang 'Anthony' Chen, Julia Schwarz, Chris Harrison, Jennifer
Mankoff and Scott E. Hudson. 2014. Air+touch: interweaving touch &
in-air gestures, in Proceedings of the 27th annual ACM symposium

[18]

[19]

[20]

[21]

[22]

[23]

[24]

[25]

[26]

[27]

[28]

[29]

[30]

[31]

[32]

[33]

on User interface software and technology (UIST '14). ACM. p. 519-
525. http://doi.acm.org/10.1145/2642918.2647392.

Lung-Pan Cheng, Meng Han Lee, Che-Yang Wu, Fang-I Hsiao, Yen-
Ting Liu, Hsiang-Sheng Liang, Yi-Ching Chiu, Ming-Sui Lee and
Mike Y. Chen. 2013. iRotateGrasp: automatic screen rotation based on
grasp of mobile devices, in Proceedings of the SIGCHI Conference on
Human Factors in Computing Systems (CHI '13). ACM. p. 3051-3054.
http://doi.acm.org/10.1145/2470654.2481424

Lung-Pan Cheng, Hsiang-Sheng Liang, Che-Yang Wu and Mike Y.
Chen. 2013. iGrasp: grasp-based adaptive keyboard for mobile devices,
in Proceedings of the SIGCHI Conference on Human Factors in Com-
puting Systems (CHI '13). p- 3037-3046.
http://doi.acm.org/10.1145/2470654.2481422.

M. Csikszentmihalyi, Flow: The Psychology of Optimal Experience.
1991: HarperCollins.

Paul Dietz and Darren Leigh. 2001. DiamondTouch: a multi-user touch
technology. in Proceedings of the 14th annual ACM symposium on
User interface software and technology (UIST '01). ACM. p. 219-226.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1145/502348.502389.

Kenneth P. Fishkin, Thomas P. Moran and Beverly L. Harrison. 1998.
Embodied User Interfaces: Towards Invisible User Interfaces, in Pro-
ceedings of EHCI '98. Springer, Boston, MA. p. 1-18.

George Fitzmaurice, Azam Khan, Robert Piek, Bill Buxton and Gor-
don Kurtenbach. 2003. Tracking menus, in Proceedings of the 16th
annual ACM symposium on User interface software and technology
(UIST '03). ACM. p. 71-79. http://doi.acm.org/10.1145/964696.964704.
George W. Fitzmaurice, Ravin Balakrishnan, Gordon Kurtenbach and
Bill Buxton, An exploration into supporting artwork orientation in the
user interface, in Proceedings of the SIGCHI conference on Human
factors in computing systems (CHI '99). ACM. p. 167-174.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1145/302979.303033.

Clifton Forlines, Daniel Vogel and Ravin Balakrishnan. 2006. Hy-
bridPointing: fluid switching between absolute and relative pointing
with a direct input device, in Proceedings of the 19th annual ACM
symposium on User interface software and technology (UIST '06).
ACM. p. 211-220. http://doi.acm.org/10.1145/1166253.1166286.
Cédric Foucault, Manfred Micaux, David Bonnet and Michel
Beaudouin-Lafon. 2014. SPad: a bimanual interaction technique for
productivity applications on multi-touch tablets, in CHI '14 Extended
Abstracts on Human Factors in Computing Systems (CHI EA '14).
ACM. p. 1879-1884. http://dx.doi.org/10.1145/2559206.2581277.
Mathias Frisch, Jens Heydekorn and Raimund Dachselt. 2009. Inves-
tigating multi-touch and pen gestures for diagram editing on interac-
tive surfaces, in Interactive Tabletops and Surfaces (ITS '09). ACM. p.
149-156. http://dx.doi.org/10.1145/1731903.1731933.

Mayank Goel, Jacob Wobbrock and Shwetak Patel. 2012. GripSense:
Using Built-In Sensors to Detect Hand Posture and Pressure on Com-
modity Mobile Phones, in Proceedings of the 25th annual ACM sym-
posium on User interface software and technology (UIST '12). ACM.
p- 545-554. http://doi.acm.org/10.1145/2380116.2380184.

Tovi Grossman, Ken Hinckley, Patrick Baudisch, Maneesh Agrawala
and Ravin Balakrishnan. 2006. Hover widgets: using the tracking state
to extend the capabilities of pen-operated devices, in Proceedings of the
SIGCHI Conference on Human Factors in Computing Systems (CHI
'06). ACM. p. 861-870. http://doi.acm.org/10.1145/1124772.1124898.
Yves Guiard, Asymmetric division of labor in human skilled bimanual
action: The kinematic chain as a model. Journal of Motor Behavior,
1987. 19(4): p. 486-517.

Anhong Guo, Robert Xiao and Chris Harrison. 2015. CapAuth: Iden-
tifying and Differentiating User Handprints on Commodity Capacitive
Touchscreens, in Proceedings of the 2015 International Conference on
Interactive Tabletops & Surfaces (ITS '15). ACM. p. 59-62.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1145/2817721.2817722.

William Hamilton, Andruid Kerne and Tom Robbins. 2012. High-per-
formance pen + touch modality interactions: a real-time strategy game
eSports context, in Proceedings of the 25th annual ACM symposium
on User interface software and technology (UIST '12). ACM. p. 309-
318. http://dx.doi.org/10.1145/2380116.2380156.

Beverly L. Harrison, Kenneth P. Fishkin, Anuj Gujar, Carlos Mochon
and Roy Want. 1998. Squeeze me, hold me, tilt me! An exploration of
manipulative user interfaces, in Proceedings of the SIGCHI Confer-
ence on Human Factors in Computing Systems (CHI '98). ACM



[34]

[35]

[36]

[37]

[38]

[39]

[40]

[41]

[42]

[43]

[44]

[45]

[46]

[47]

[48]

Press/Addison-Wesley Publishing Co. p.
http://doi.acm.org/10.1145/274644.274647.

Chris Harrison and Anind K. Dey. 2008. Lean and zoom: proximity-
aware user interface and content magnification, in Proceedings of the
SIGCHI Conference on Human Factors in Computing Systems (CHI
'08). ACM. p. 507-510. http://dx.doi.org/10.1145/1357054.1357135.
Bjoern Hartmann, Meredith Ringel Morris, Hrvoje Benko and An-
drew D. Wilson. 2010. Pictionaire: Supporting Collaborative Design
Work by Integrating Physical and Digital Artifacts,in CSCW '10 Conf.
on  Computer  Supported  Collaborative = Work. = ACM.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1145/1718918.1718989.

Ken Hinckley, Jeff Pierce, Mike Sinclair and Eric Horvitz. 2000. Sens-
ing techniques for mobile interaction, in Proceedings of the 13th an-
nual ACM symposium on User interface software and technology
(UIST '00). ACM. 91-100.
http://doi.acm.org/10.1145/354401.354417.

Ken Hinckley, Jeff Pierce, Eric Horvitz and Mike Sinclair, Foreground
and Background Interaction with Sensor-Enhanced Mobile Devices.
ACM Trans. Comput.-Hum. Interact., 2005. 12(1 (Special Issue on
Sensor-Based Interaction)): p- 31-52.
http://doi.acm.org/10.1145/1057237.1057240.

Ken Hinckley, Koji Yatani, Michel Pahud, Nicole Coddington, Jenny
Rodenhouse, Andy Wilson, Hrvoje Benko and Bill Buxton. 2010. Pen
+ Touch = New Tools, in Proceedings of the 23nd annual ACM sym-
posium on User interface software and technology (UIST '10). ACM.
p- 27-36. http://doi.acm.org/10.1145/1866029.1866036.

Ken Hinckley, Xiaojun Bi, Michel Pahud and Bill Buxton. 2012. Infor-
mal Information Gathering Techniques for Active Reading, in Proceed-
ings of the SIGCHI Conference on Human Factors in Computing Sys-
tems (CHI '12). ACM. p- 1893-1896.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1145/2207676.2208327.

Ken Hinckley, Michel Pahud, Hrvoje Benko, Pourang Irani, Francois
Guimbretiere, Marcel Gavriliu, Xiang 'Anthony' Chen, Fabrice Matu-
lic, Bill Buxton and Andrew Wilson. 2014. Sensing Techniques for Tab-
let+Stylus Interaction, in Proceedings of the 27th annual ACM sym-
posium on User interface software and technology (UIST '14). ACM.
p- 605-614. http://dx.doi.org/10.1145/2642918.2647379.

Ken Hinckley, Seongkook Heo, Michel Pahud, Christian Holz, Hrvoje
Benko, Abigail Sellen, Richard Banks, Kenton O'Hara, Gavin Smyth
and William Buxton. 2016. Pre-Touch Sensing for Mobile Interaction,
in Proceedings of the SIGCHI Conference on Human Factors in Com-
puting  Systems (CHI  '16). ACM. p- 2869-2881.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1145/2858036.2858095.

Ken Hinckley, A background perspective on touch as a multimodal
(and multisensor) construct, in The Handbook of Multimodal-Multisen-
sor Interfaces, O. Sharon, et al., Editors. 2017, Association for Compu-
ting Machinery and Morgan & Claypool. p. 143-199.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1145/3015783.3015789.

Christian Holz, Senaka Buthpitiya and Marius Knaust. 2015. Body-
print: Biometric User Identification on Mobile Devices Using the Capac-
itive Touchscreen to Scan Body Parts, in Proceedings of the 2015 an-
nual conference on Human factors in computing systems (CHI '15).
ACM. p. 3011-3014. http://doi.acm.org/10.1145/2702123.2702518.
Frank M. Shipman IIT and Catherine C. Marshall. 1999. Formality Con-
sidered Harmful: Experiences, Emerging Themes, and Directions on the
Use of Formal Representations in Interactive Systems, in Computer
Supported =~ Cooperative =~ Work  (CSCW).  p.  333-352.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1023/A:1008716330212.

Ahmed Kharrufa, James Nicholson, Paul Dunphy, Steve Hodges, Pam
Briggs and Patrick Olivier. 2015. Using IMUs to Identify Supervisors on
Touch Devices, in Interact 2015. IFIP.

Sven Kratz, Tilo Westermann, Michael Rohs and Georg Essl. 2011.
CapWidgets: tangile widgets versus multi-touch controls on mobile de-
vices, in CHI '11 Extended Abstracts on Human Factors in Computing
Systems. ACM. p- 1351-1356.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1145/1979742.1979773.

Per Ola Kristensson and Shumin Zhai. 2007. Command strokes with
and without preview: using pen gestures on keyboard for command se-
lection, in Proceedings of the SIGCHI Conference on Human Factors
in Computing Systems (CHI '07). ACM. p. 1137-1146.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1145/1240624.1240797.

Myron Krueger, Artificial Reality II. 1991: Addison-Wesley.

17-24.

[49]

[50]

[51]

[52]

[53]

[54]

[55]

[56]

[57]

[58]

[59]

[60]

[61]

[62]

[63]

[64]

[65]

Myron W. Krueger, Thomas Gionfriddo and Katrin Hinrichsen. 1985.
VIDEOPLACE-an artificial reality, in Proceedings of the SIGCHI Con-
ference on Human Factors in Computing Systems (CHI '85). ACM. p.
35-40. http://dx.doi.org/10.1145/317456.317463.

Gordon Kurtenbach and William Buxton. 1991. Issues in combining
marking and direct manipulation techniques, in Proceedings of the 4th
annual ACM symposium on User interface software and technology
(UIST '01). ACM. 137-144.
http://doi.acm.org/10.1145/120782.120797.

Gordon Kurtenbach, George Fitzmaurice, Thomas Baudel and Bill
Buxton. 1997. The design of a GUI paradigm based on tablets, two-
hands, and transparency, in Proceedings of the SIGCHI conference on
Human factors in computing systems (CHI '97). ACM. p. 35-42.
http://doi.acm.org/10.1145/258549.258574.

Huy Viet Le, Thomas Kosch, Patrick Bader, Sven Mayer and Niels
Henze. 2018. PalmTouch: Using the Palm as an Additional Input Mo-
dality on Commodity Smartphones, in Proceedings of the SIGCHI
Conference on Human Factors in Computing Systems (CHI '18).
ACM. p. 1-13. http://dx.doi.org/10.1145/3173574.3173934.

Rong-Hao Liang, Liwei Chan, Hung-Yu Tseng, Han-Chih Kuo, Da-
Yuan Huang, De-Nian Yang and Bing-Yu Chen. 2014. Gaussbricks:
magnetic building blocks for constructive tangible interactions on port-
able displays, in CHI '14 Extended Abstracts on Human Factors in
Computing Systems. ACM. p- 587-590.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1145/2559206.2574776.

P. Luff and C. Heath. 1998. Mobility in collaboration, in Proc. CSCW
’98 Conf. on Computer Supported Cooperative Work. ACM. p. 305-
314.

W. E. Mackay. 2002. Which Interaction Technique Works When? Float-
ing Palettes, Marking Menus and Toolglasses Support Different Task
Strategies, in Proc. AVI 2002 International Conference on Advanced
Visual Interfaces. ACM. p- 203-208.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1145/1556262.1556294.

1. S. MacKenzie, Fitts' law as a research and design tool in human-com-
puter interaction. Human-Computer Interaction, 1992. 7: p. 91-139.
Nicolai Marquardt, Ricardo Jota, Saul Greenberg and Joaquim A.
Jorge. 2011. The Continuous Interaction Space: Interaction Techniques
Unifying Touch and Gesture on and Above an Interaction Surface, in
Proceedings of the 13th IFIP TC 13 international conference on Hu-
man-computer interaction - Volume Part III (INTERACT'11).
Springer-Verlag, Berlin, Heidelberg. p- 461-476.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-3-642-23765-2_32.

Fabrice Matulic, Daniel Vogel and Raimund Dachselt. 2017. Hand
Contact Shape Recognition for Posture-Based Tabletop Widgets and In-
teraction, in Proceedings of the 2017 ACM International Conference
on Interactive Surfaces and Spaces (ISS '17). ACM. p. 3-11.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1145/3132272.3134126.

Emily B. Moore. 2015. Tilting the Tablet: The Effect of Tablet Tilt on
Hand Occlusion, in Proceedings of the 33rd Annual ACM Conference
Extended Abstracts on Human Factors in Computing Systems (CHI
EA '15). ACM. 1633-1638.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1145/2702613.2732790.

J. Nielsen, Noncommand User Interfaces. Communications of the
ACM, 1993. 36(4): p. 83-89.

Mohammad Faizuddin Mohd Noor, Simon Rogers and John William-
son. 2016. Detecting Swipe Errors on Touchscreens using Grip Modula-
tion, in Proceedings of the SIGCHI Conference on Human Factors in
Computing  Systems (CHI  '16). ACM. p. 1909-1920.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1145/2858036.2858474.

Michael I. Norton, Daniel Mochon and Dan Ariely, The IKEA effect:
When labor leads to love. Journal of Consumer Psychology, 2012.
22(3): p. 453-460. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jcps.2011.08.002.

Ken Pfeuffer, Ken Hinckley, Michel Pahud and Bill Buxton. 2017.
Thumb + Pen Interaction on Tablets, in Proceedings of the SIGCHI
Conference on Human Factors in Computing Systems (CHI '17).
ACM. p. 3254-3266. http://dx.doi.org/10.1145/3025453.3025567.

Ken Pier and James A. Landay. 1992. Issues for Location-Independent
Interfaces, in Conference Name.

Henning Pohl and Roderick Murray-Smith. 2013. Focused and casual
interactions: allowing users to vary their level of engagement, in Pro-
ceedings of the SIGCHI Conference on Human Factors in Computing



[66]

[67]

[68]

[69]

[70]

[71]

[72]

[73]

[74]

[75]

[76]

[77]

[78]

[79]

[80]

Systems (CHI '13). ACM. p-
http://doi.acm.org/10.1145/2470654.2481307.

Jeff Raskin, The Humane Interface: New Directions for Designing Inter-
active Systems. 2000: ACM Press.

Sidharth Sahdev, Clifton Forlines, Ricardo Jota, Bruno De Araujo,
Braon Moseley, Jonathan Deber, Steven Sanders, Darren Leigh and
Daniel Wigdor. 2017. GhostID: Enabling Non-Persistent User Differen-
tiation in Frequency-Division Capacitive Multi-Touch Sensors, in Pro-
ceedings of the SIGCHI Conference on Human Factors in Computing
Systems (CHI '17). ACM. p- 15-27.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1145/3025453.3025719.

Albrecht Schmidt, Kofi Asante Aidoo, Antti Takaluoma, Urpo
Tuomela, Kristof Van Laerhoven and Walter Van de Velde. 1999. Ad-
vanced interaction in context, in Handheld and Ubiquitous Computing
(HUC'99). p. 89-101.

Abigail Sellen, Gord Kurtenbach and William Buxton, The prevention
of mode errors through sensory feedback. Human Computer Interac-
tion, 1992. 7(2): p. 141-164.

Itiro Siio and Hitomi Tsujita. 2006. Mobile interaction using paper-
weight metaphor, in Proceedings of the 19th annual ACM symposium
on User interface software and technology (UIST '06). ACM. p. 111-
114. http://dx.doi.org/10.1145/1166253.1166271.

Minghui Sun, Xiang Cao, Hyunyoung Song, Shahram Izadi, Hrvoje
Benko, Francois Guimbretiere, Xiangshi Ren and Ken Hinckley. 2011.
Enhancing Naturalness of Pen-and-Tablet Drawing through Context
Sensing, in ITS *11 Int'l Conf on Interactive Tabletops and Surfaces p.
212-221. http://dx.doi.org/10.1145/2076354.2076371.

Hemant Bhaskar Surale, Fabrice Matulic and Daniel Vogel. 2017. Ex-
perimental Analysis of Mode Switching Techniques in Touch-based
User Interfaces, in Proceedings of the SIGCHI Conference on Human
Factors in Computing Systems (CHI '17). ACM. p. 3267-3280.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1145/3025453.3025865.

Anthony Tang, Michel Pahud, Kori Inkpen, Hrvoje Benko, John C.
Tang and Bill Buxton. 2010. Three's company: understanding commu-
nication channels in three-way distributed collaboration, in Proceed-
ings of the 2010 ACM conference on Computer supported coopera-
tive work (Cscw '10). ACM. p- 271-280.
http://doi.acm.org/10.1145/1718918.1718969.

Brandon T. Taylor and V. Michael Bove Jr. 2009. Graspables: Grasp-
Recognition as a User Interface, in Proceedings of the SIGCHI Confer-
ence on Human Factors in Computing Systems (CHI '09). ACM. p.
917-926. http://doi.acm.org/10.1145/1518701.1518842.

Brygg Ullmer and Hiroshi Ishii. 1997. The metaDESK: models and pro-
totypes for tangible user interfaces, in Proceedings of the 10th annual
ACM symposium on User interface software and technology (UIST
'97). ACM. p. 223-232. http://doi.acm.org/10.1145/263407.263551.
Nicolas Villar, Daniel Cletheroe, Greg Saul, Christian Holz, Tim Re-
gan, Oscar Salandin, Misha Sra, Hui-Shyong Yeo, William Field and
Haiyan Zhang. 2018. Project Zanzibar: A Portable and Flexible Tangi-
ble Interaction Platform, in Proceedings of the SIGCHI Conference on
Human Factors in Computing Systems (CHI '18). ACM. p. 1-13.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1145/3173574.3174089.

Daniel Vogel and Ravin Balakrishnan. 2004. Interactive public ambi-
ent displays: transitioning from implicit to explicit, public to personal,
interaction with multiple users, in Proceedings of the 17th annual
ACM symposium on User interface software and technology (UIST
'04). ACM. http://dx.doi.org/10.1145/1029632.1029656.

Daniel Vogel, Matthew Cudmore, Géry Casiez, Ravin Balakrishnan,
and Liam Keliher. 2009. Hand occlusion with tablet-sized direct pen in-
put, in Proceedings of the SIGCHI Conference on Human Factors in
Computing  Systems  (CHI ~ '09). ACM. p. 557-566.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1145/1518701.1518787.

Daniel Vogel and Géry Casiez. 2012. Hand occlusion on a multi-touch
tabletop, in Proceedings of the SIGCHI Conference on Human Factors
in Computing Systems (CHI '12). ACM. p. 2307-2316.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1145/2207676.2208390

Julie Wagner, Stéphane Huot and Wendy Mackay. 2012. BiTouch and
BiPad: designing bimanual interaction for hand-held tablets, in Pro-
ceedings of the SIGCHI Conference on Human Factors in Computing
Systems (CHI '12). ACM. p- 2317-2326.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1145/2207676.2208391.

2223-2232.

[81]

[82]

[83]

[84]

[85]

[86]

[87]

[88]

[89]

[90]

[91]

[92]

Andrew M. Webb, Michel Pahud, Ken Hinckley and Bill Buxton.
2016. Wearables as Context for Guiard-abiding Bimanual Touch, in
Proceedings of the 29th Annual Symposium on User Interface Soft-
ware and Technology (UIST '16). ACM. p. 287-300.
https://doi.org/10.1145/2984511.2984564.

Daniel Wigdor, Clifton Forlines, Patrick Baudisch, John Barnwell and
Chia Shen. 2007. Lucid touch: a see-through mobile device, in Proceed-
ings of the 20th annual ACM symposium on User interface software
and technology. ACM. p- 269-278.
http://doi.acm.org/10.1145/1294211.1294259.

Raphael Wimmer and Sebastian Boring. 2009. HandSense - Discrimi-
nating Different Ways of Grasping and Holding a Tangible User Inter-
face, in Proceedings of the 3rd International Conference on Tangible
and Embedded Interaction (TEI '09). ACM. p. 359-362.
http://doi.acm.org/10.1145/1517664.1517736.

Mike Wu and Ravin Balakrishnan, Multi-finger and whole hand ges-
tural interaction techniques for multi-user tabletop displaysin Proceed-
ings of the 16th annual ACM symposium on User interface software and
technology (uIst '03). ACM. p- 193-202
http://dx.doi.org/10.1145/964696.964718.

Haijun Xia, Ricardo Jota, Benjamin McCanny, Zhe Yu, Clifton For-
lines, Karan Singh and Daniel Wigdor. 2014. Zero-latency tapping: us-
ing hover information to predict touch locations and eliminate touch-
down latency, in Proceedings of the 27th annual ACM symposium on
User interface software and technology (UIST '14). ACM. p. 205-214.
http://doi.acm.org/10.1145/2642918.2647348.

Haijun Xia, Ken Hinckley, Michel Pahud, Xiao Tu and Bill Buxton.
2017. WritLarge: Ink Unleashed by Unified Scope, Action & Zoom, in
Proceedings of the SIGCHI Conference on Human Factors in Com-
puting  Systems (CHI  "17). ACM. p- 3227-3240.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1145/3025453.3025664.

Robert Xiao, Julia Schwarz and Chris Harrison. 2015. Estimating 3D
Finger Angle on Commodity Touchscreens, in Proceedings of the 2015
International Conference on Interactive Tabletops & Surfaces (ITS
'15). ACM. p. 47-50. http://dx.doi.org/10.1145/2817721.2817737.
Dongwook Yoon, Ken Hinckley, Hrvoje Benko, Fran¢ois Guimbre-
tiére, Pourang Irani, Michel Pahud and Marcel Gavriliu. 2015. Sensing
Tablet Grasp + Micro-mobility for Active Reading, in Proceedings of
the 28th Annual ACM Symposium on User Interface Software &
Technology (UIST '15). ACM. p- 477-487.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1145/2807442.2807510.

Neng-Hao Yu, Li-Wei Chan, Lung-Pan Cheng, Mike Y. Chen and Yi-
Ping Hung. 2010. Enabling tangible interaction on capacitive touch
panels, in Adjunct proceedings of the 23nd annual ACM symposium
on User interface software and technology (UIST '10). ACM. p. 457-
458. http://dx.doi.org/10.1145/1866218.1866269.

Ulrich von Zadow, Wolfgang Biischel, Ricardo Langner, and
Raimund Dachselt. 2014. SleeD: Using a Sleeve Display to Interact with
Touch-sensitive Display Walls, in Proceedings of the Ninth ACM In-
ternational Conference on Interactive Tabletops and Surfaces (ITS
'14). ACM. p. 129-138. http://dx.doi.org/10.1145/2669485.2669507.
Robert Zeleznik, Andrew Bragdon, Ferdi Adeputra and Hsu-Sheng
Ko. 2010. Hands-on math: a page-based multi-touch and pen desktop
for technical work and problem solving, in Proceedings of the 23nd
annual ACM symposium on User interface software and technology
(UIST 10). ACM. p- 17-26.
http://doi.acm.org/10.1145/1866029.1866035.

Robert C. Zeleznik, Kenneth P. Herndon and John F. Hughes. 1996.
SKETCH: An interface for sketching 3D scenes, in ACM SIGGRAPH
1996 Conference on Computer Graphics and Interactive Techniques.
ACM. p. 163-170. http://dx.doi.org/10.1145/1185657.1185770.



