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Abstract
Remote collaboration technologies shape how workers are per-
ceived by colleagues and managers, influencing career progres-
sion, trust, and workplace dynamics. This study examines visi-
bility practices—also known as self-presentation or impression
management—by exploring interactions through which remote
workers establish andmaintain visibility. Through 16 semi-structured
interviewswith remote knowledge workers across various roles and
regions, we identify key visibility practices: participating in meet-
ings, leaving traceable links to quality work outputs, and reappropri-
ating miscellaneous features to become visible for others. However,
these practices are deeply intertwined with negative psycho-social
externalities such as internal pressures, fears, mistrust, and privacy
concerns that endanger workers’ overall well-being. Our contribu-
tions include (1) empirical insights into workplace visibility and its
entangled psycho-social complexities, (2) visibility ecosystem as a
socio-material frame, capturing human-technology interactions in
when visibility is at stake, and (3) design implications for collabora-
tion technologies that support visibility practices while mitigating
associated psycho-social externalities.

CCS Concepts
• Human-centered computing → Computer supported coop-
erative work; HCI theory, concepts and models; Empirical studies in
collaborative and social computing.
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1 Introduction
The COVID-19 pandemic significantly accelerated the shift to re-
mote work, marking the biggest change in workforce dynamics
since post-World War II [53]. Between 2019 and 2021, remote work
adoption in Europe rose from 5.5% to 13.5% [4], and in the U.S.,
from 5.7% to 17.9%, with 98% of workers, across a variety of profes-
sions, desiring remote work at least part-time even after the global
pandemic ended[11].

Early research highlighted remote work’s benefits, such as re-
duced commuting and increased efficiency [52]. However recent
narratives point to the multi-faceted nature of remote work both for
individuals and organizations [5]. While it enables flexible schedul-
ing [42, 60], reduced stress, and higher job satisfaction [20], it can
also blur work-life boundaries and increase isolation [7]. Moreover,
organizations benefit from reduced real estate costs [42], while
facing managerial challenges in monitoring performance [30]. Re-
mote work, with its strong reliance on technologies, engages with
multiple socio-technical dimensions such as work-life balance, job
satisfaction, productivity, and visibility management [7, 30].

Collaboration technologies1 like emails, video conferencing,
project management apps, and virtual whiteboards, although used

1Collaboration technologies, close to what historically has been referred to as
"groupware,"[32] are digital tools designed to facilitate communication, coordination,
and the sharing of information and resources among individuals or teams.
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in variety of work settings, are inseparable from remote work.
While, in a co-located workspace, visibility can be practiced by
simple presence and through in-person interactions utilizing va-
riety of non-verbal cues[7] such as positive body language, eye
contacts, or serendipitous encounters [69], in remote workplaces
collaboration technologies are the sole window through which
workers can project their professional selves and enable others to
form impressions about them to eventually become visible in the
desired way. This makes remote work a fertile ground to explore
technology-mediated visibility practices.

Remote knowledge workers whose roles intensely involve ac-
quiring and applying knowledge through Information and Com-
munication Technologies (ICT) [66] are ideal employees to benefit
from remote working arrangement as their responsibilities are not
tied to any geographical constraints and can be performed using
collaboration technologies from anywhere. However, this shift to
remote working affect the way they are seen by their peers and
managers leading to new challenges regarding their visibility in
remote work settings [3, 15, 44, 64].

In other remote work contexts, such as the gig economy, techno-
logical features like "rated reviews"—on platforms like Fiverr and
TaskRabbit—can enhance gig workers’ visibility and potentially
increase their hourly rates [22]. However, in remote knowledge
work situated in organization dynamics, the equivalent of such
technological affordances are less explored.

To this end, our paper investigates visibility and impression
management practices among remote knowledge workers whose
information-intensive work and organizational dynamics offer a
rich context for this exploration. Our work addresses the follow-
ing research questions about the socio-technical implications of
visibility practices within the context of remote knowledge work.

RQ1: What are the visibility practices of remote knowledge
workers?
RQ2: What motivations, purposes, and psycho-social effects
are associated with remote knowledge workers’ visibility
practices?

To address these questions, We conducted 16 semi-structured
interviews and performed a reflexive thematic analysis. Our contri-
butions include (1) empirical insights into various visibility prac-
tices of remote knowledge workers as well as their psycho-social
entanglements; (1) the introduction of the visibility ecosystem, a
conceptual lens to captures the interplay between human actors,
work artifacts, visibility practices, and collaboration technologies;
and (3) design implications for the collaboration technologies, em-
phasizing collective visibility practices, the agency of work artifact
in shaping visibility, shifting from presence and availability metrics
to center contribution and effectiveness, and finally a call toward
more conscious approaches towards reappropriation of any design
intervention in collaboration technologies for gaining visibility.

2 Background
2.1 Workplace Visibility
Erving Goffman’s The Presentation of Self in Everyday Life [28] has
the most theoretical relevance to workplace visibility. He conceptu-
alizes people as performers on various metaphorical "stages"—as

social situations—to present their character. While Goffman’s the-
ory is about everyday physical life, it is not hard to extend it to the
context of every day remote work [15].

Perhaps visibility and impression management are the most
frequent ways to frame self-presentation in the context of everyday
work. Impression management is often framed as activities to shape
and control others’ perceptions [2, 7, 65], often in favorable ways
[6]. Similarly, visibility—with a more literal meaning—pertains to
activities that regulate the extent to which workers’ presence and
identities are apparent to co-workers and supervisors [15, 33, 35,
49, 67].

Both visibility and impression—as academic jargons—receive
theoretical clarity from almost identical literature where "Visi-
bility", in [10, 15, 33, 67, 70], and "impression management", in
[2, 43, 62, 65, 72], were framed in relation to Goffman’s work. De-
spite slight differences, they are often interrelated, hard to meaning-
fully disentangle, and used interchangeably. For instance, Sun et al.
[65] reports similar privacy tensions in "impression management"
on enterprise social media to Hafermalz’s insights on workplace
privacy and "visibility" [33]. In understanding of this phenomenon
we relate to the literature in media study and sociology [10], where
visibility practices come with certain selectivity, directionality, and
interpretation that determines when, to what extend, and for whom
certain activities, workers, objects, and processes are knowable [18],
maintaining the strong tie to the affordances of collaboration tech-
nologies. While we acknowledge that the two term "impression
management" and "visibility" may be interpreted differently de-
pending on the context, we decide to refer to such practices within
the context of remote working as visibility practices.

Workers manage their visibility by engaging with three main
areas: their managers, themselves, and their work.When interacting
with managers, they aim to please and gain favor. When focusing
on themselves, they strive to maintain friendliness and positivity.
Finally, when it comes to their work, they invest in productivity,
continuous learning, and self-promotion [73]

Hafermalz sees links between workplace visibility and the Neo-
liberal paradigm, where individuals are personal brands, motivated
by competition to master self-presentation [33]. The individualistic
free-market logic motivates workers to master self presentation to
gain as much as visibility and exposure that the competition drives
them to [71].

There has been extensive studies about visibility within HCI
research, particularly on web and social platforms. This includes
web users’ impression formation [63], "selective visibility" in the
LGBTQ+ community [14], Gen Z’s use of emojis and memes to
establish visible identity in China [72], and "Saving face"—as a
privacy protection practices—in high-context societies [62].

In the context of remotework—with strong reliance on technologies—
visibility have been also extensively explored within HCI research.
Marlow et al. [43] developed a model for how GitHub platform
workers form impressions based on public profiles that influence
their decision making on push request. Research by Foong et al. [22]
and Foong [21] examined complexities in online freelancing, in-
cluding visibility and gender roles determine hourly wages. Koehne
et al. [35] found that remote workers often "overcommunicate" as-
pects of their work to gain visibility. Also, professional platforms
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Figure 1: This study is situated at the intersection of HCI
research on remote work and visibility management, focus-
ing on how collaboration technologies enable visibility for
remote knowledge workers.

like LinkedIn, Yammer, and other enterprise social media, perform-
ing within organizational boundaries, facilitate online visibility for
remote workers [15, 65]. Similarly, Lee and Yuan [38] demonstrate
how instant messaging (IM) fosters self-censorship as strategic im-
pression management, shaping how workers present themselves to
managers. However, there’s a gap in understanding how everyday
collaboration technologies, like video conferencing and messag-
ing platforms, mediate, reshape, and infeluence visibility among
knowledge remote workers within fixed organizational and team
dynamics.

2.2 Remote knowledge work
Although remote work covers many activities [17, 24, 25], it gen-
erally refers to performing organizational tasks outside the main
office, predominantly via ICT [25, 50, 52, 60, 68].

Remote work presents varied psycho-social effects on employees.
According to Boell et al. [5], research shows mixed effects on job
satisfaction, productivity, and work-life balance. Beside challenges
including limited face-to-face interaction, performance monitoring
difficulties, lack of mutual context, and increased distraction, it
also raises concerns about and workplace visibility and impression
management [7, 30].

Transitioning from co-located office to remote work settings
replaces spontaneous interaction and non-verbal cues, with the
limited audio-visual capacity of computer-mediated interactions
[3, 15]. Remote performance is less "seen" which motivates remote

workers to particularly invest more to align actual work with how
it is perceived [7, 44].

Our definition of remote knowledge workers closely aligns with
Garrett and Danziger [25]’s classification of "fixed-site teleworker,"
defined as "individuals who work at least one full day a week with-
out traveling to a central office." We focused specifically on knowl-
edge workers since their work is embedded within organizational
structures and team dynamics. This focus allows us to more effec-
tively explore the socially and professionally consequential nature
of remote visibility while avoiding the broader and more varied
contexts of freelancing or gig work, where visibility often align
with free-market-oriented branding practices. Moreover, knowl-
edge workers largely rely on collaboration technologies to perform
their knowledge-intensive activities, in which knowledge—often
digitally stored in various data formats—is their main input and out-
put of work [12]. This delineation ensures that our research remains
tightly centered on remote and computer-mediated visibility.

2.3 Visibility through collaboration
technologies

While remote work is often strongly defined by geographic dis-
persion, it relies highly on mediation of ICT [24, 25, 50, 61, 68].
Post-COVID-19, ICTs have become crucial in mediating collabo-
ration to a degree that it even has recently become a driver for
workers to negotiate the nature of workplace [16].

Olson and Olson categorized these as "collaboration technolo-
gies," including communication tools, coordination tools, informa-
tion repositories, and computational infrastructure, despite the fact
that such tools often serve multiple purposes for workers [51]. For
instance, Google Docs, primarily an information repository, is also
used for meetings due to its multi-author capabilities. In a similar
taxonomy, Sarma [61] classifies these tools by functional complex-
ity and purposes: communication, artifact management, and task
management.

These technologies are not necessarily just for facilitating com-
munication among workers, but also support them to engage with
their work artifacts—digital files that is subject or output of the
work—and all other work-related activities. Employees engage in
visibility-enabling conversations to showcase their knowledge and
expertise enhancing their perceived value for the organization [56].
This is especially enabled by affordances such as persistence and
tracability of interactions—e.g., records of past communication, pre-
vious file versions, etc.—that afford self presentation among these
workers [40].

With recent AI developments, workers face frequent updates
in their collaboration technologies, making them increasingly AI-
powered to de facto revolutionize their tasks and therefore overall
productivity [1]. As a result of this transformation, there arises
a need for exploring the nuanced dynamics of visibility practices
among employees, employers, and the technologies in use. Such
dynamics redefines how visibility of employees, projects, tasks,
work artifacts, etc. are constructed and seen through available
collaboration technologies.
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3 Method
3.1 Participants
We conducted semi-structured interviews with 16 remote workers
working for organizations in Asia (25%), USA (25%), and Europe
(50%). This distribution emerged organically through the recruit-
ment process and the snowball sampling method, ensuring repre-
sentation from varied organizational contexts and remote work
practices. Participants were selected based on three criteria: (1)
having a direct contractual relationship with their employer, (2)
identifying as remote or hybrid workers, and (3) engaging with
location-independent tasks and responsibilities. These criteria were
chosen to ensure participants were engaged substantially in remote
collaboration within organizational dynamics, aligning with the
study’s focus on computer-mediated visibility practices.

The initial seven participants were selected from the first au-
thor’s professional network based on accessibility and alignment
with the study’s inclusion criteria. To broaden the participant pool
and minimize conformity bias, snowball sampling was employed
[59]. Original participants were asked to recommend colleagues or
peers whomet the study criteria but operated in different industries,
organizations, or geographical locations. This approach resulted in
a diverse sample, with nine additional participants recruited from
outside the first author’s immediate network, ensuring a range of
perspectives and experiences. The first author, who conducted the
interviews, decided to conclude the data collection phase once addi-
tional interviews no longer generated new insights, indicating that
data saturation had been reached. Table 1 shows the demographic
information of the sixteen interviewees and the context of their
work.

3.2 Procedure
We initially applied and received research ethics approval from
our institution review board. We then approached interviewees via
email with a general description of the topic. Upon receiving their
willingness for participation, we arranged a time for the interview.
All interviews took between 45 to 88 minutes. We did not compen-
sate the participants, but we adopted a ’gift of giving’ approach.
During recruitment, we informed them about donating to a tree-
planting initiative on their behalf as a token of appreciation. This
approach was selected to both address the complexities of interna-
tional payments and ensure motivation for a ethical participation.

All the interviews were conducted via video conferencing plat-
form (MS Teams), audio and video recorded and automatically
transcribed. The first author validated the transcription for correct-
ness, consistency and anonymity. Interviews were semi-structured
allowing our participants to bring their personal perspectives and
other reflections regarding visibility in remote teams. We developed
blocks of prepared questions with a particular emphasis on personal
experiences and concrete examples of their use of collaboration
technologies when trying to manage visibility.

We had four main areas of discussion: to understand visibility
practices we asked about their (1) experience of making themselves
visible and (2) experience of noticing their colleague’s visibility
practices, to understand the role of technology with regards to

psycho-social effects of such practices we asked about (3) their
feelings, motivations, and desired goals related to these practices2.

3.3 Analysis
We analyzed the data using Reflexive Thematic Analysis [8, 9]
which allows iterative engagement of researchers with data to “gen-
erate” themes. We utilized Atlas.ti for the coding process 3. The
first author took the primary role by coding and constructing initial
themes. Co-authors helped review codes and themes through a
reflexive process. Our process consisted of (1) data familiarization
(throughout the interview process), (2) creating patters of data as
codes that are flexibly connected to research questions, (3) con-
structing initial themes (4) collective review of themes through
relationship maps amongst co-authors, (5) converging themes into
flexible and adaptable insight .

Our analysis is informed by Actor-Network Theory (ANT), orig-
inally developed by Bruno Latour and Michel Callon, which chal-
lenges traditional dualism that separate the intentional human
mind from the passive material world. ANT emphasizes the ac-
tive interplay between human and non-human actors in creating
socio-material realities, where technologies are seen as active par-
ticipants rather than mere tools [13, 37]. This perspective informed
our reflexive thematic process, leading us to adopt a flat and rela-
tional ontology that conceptualizes socio-material configurations
as networks and associations.

4 Findings
Through a creative, reflective, and critical engagement with the data,
we identified 69 codes derived from 389 quotations, each flexibly
connected to our research questions.4 In the following sections, we
elaborate on the two overarching themes aligned with our research
questions. In Theme 1: Technology-Mediated Visibility (Section 4.1),
we discuss visibility practices and the structures enabling them,
primarily addressing RQ1. In Theme 2: Visibility and Psycho-Social
Entanglements (Section 4.2), we explore the psycho-social phenom-
ena associated with these practices, in response to RQ2.

4.1 Theme 1: Technology-mediated visibility
4.1.1 Meeting for visibility. Most of our participants 5 mentioned
standing out in online meetings is considered a clear path to higher
visibility as an established norm within organizations. P13 received
advice from her team lead, “to speak in the meetings” and “to be
more involved in the meeting [so] that people see” her.

Participants show their engagements in meetings through a
range of technological features. Some of these strategies seem like
equivalents of in-person ones such as readiness behind the camera.
P13 also wanted to always be ready for video calls. Therefore, she
always changes her outfit and gets prepared in the morning because
she thinks that she is“going to work. So it shouldn’t be a problem
to turn on the camera.” P16 sees a connection between visibility in
meetings and use of video. She said, “I put my camera on. That way
you’re kind of more show[ing] face, compared to people who don’t.”
2Interview guide and questions are available as supplementary material
3Code book, quotes, and grounded frequency are available as supplementary material
4The codebook is available in the supplementary material.
5We use the phrase ’most of our participants’ whenever there are at least 11 participants
(roughly 70 %) supporting the statement.
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Table 1: Demographic Information of Participants

ID Job Title Gender Career Level Location Current Setting Days Remote

P01* Product Designer Male Senior Tehran, Iran Home 3+ Days
P02* Senior Associate Male Mid-Level Den Haag, Netherlands Home Fully Remote
P03 Planning Engineer Female Senior Netherlands Home 3+ Days
P04* Software Engineer Male Senior Greece Home Fully Remote
P05 IT Project Manager Female Mid-Level Berlin, Germany Home Fully Remote
P06 Systems Engineer Male Mid-Level Den Bosch, Netherlands Home <3 Days
P07 Plan Engineer Female Senior Gorinchem, Netherlands Home 3+ Days
P08* Program Officer Female Mid-Level Philadelphia, USA Home Fully Remote
P09 Software Engineer Male Senior San Diego, USA Home Occasionally
P10 Business Partner Female Entry Level Princeton, USA Home <3 Days
P11* Research Scientist Female Senior Amsterdam, Netherlands Home Fully Remote
P12* Product Manager Male Senior Tehran, Iran Home Occasionally
P13 Crime Advisor Female Senior The Hague, Netherlands Home 3+ Days
P14 Social Designer Female Mid-Level Eindhoven, Netherlands Home Occasionally
P15 UX Designer Female Entry Level Delft, Netherlands Home 3+ Days
P16 UX Designer Female Mid-Level Goleta, USA Cafe/Home Fully Remote

* Although participants may occasionally oversee interns or collaborators upon managers’ request, these workers brought explicit and
relevant experience in supervising others within remote collaboration contexts.

Some were paying attention to emerging features of collabora-
tion technologies like the parallel-to-meetings chat and in-meeting
reactions (e.g. like, clapping, thumbs-up). P08 reported using many
of these technologies in combination. She said, “maybe it’s my facial
expression, maybe I put something in the chat, maybe I use like the
icon in the teams or in the zoom to show a reaction” because she
believed they are all ways for people to know that she is “not zoning
out working from home”.

Presentation—outcomes, achievements, news—was also often
mentioned as specific practices that lead to higher visibility during
remote meetings. When we asked about occasions when P10 found
herself very visible at work, she pointed to online meetings that
she presented her work:

“The moments where that happen is when I have a really
big presentation because that’s really like the bread and
butter of visibility in the corporate world.” (P10)

Although meeting-based visibility were mostly centered around
work responsibilities, some interviewees also reported utilizing
synchronous, semi-synchronous or completely asynchronous so-
cial interactions as a way to enough visibility. We were told that
activities via company groups and channels lead to higher levels of
visibility:

“It is always the case [that] if you share personal things
about your life with people, you connect easier with
them. [You] connect deeper with them and when you
connect better, you are more visible to them.” (P11)

4.1.2 Visibility through work artifacts. In addition to more formal
and synchronous presentations, sharing work artifacts—any work
output such as reports, source codes, project reports, etc.— via asyn-
chronous and semi-synchronous communication channels such as

emails and IMs was frequently noted as a visibility practice. P14
mentioned using company Teams channels to show her work and
receive feedback: “I finished my task. Then I send it to the group chat
and then I’m like, hey, I’m done like this! This is it! And then I get the
reaction like: Oh, super nice, that sort of thing.”

Direct involvement in producing work artifacts enhances visi-
bility and fosters positive impressions, especially in cases which
associations between work artifact and contributors are traceable.
For isntance, P06 involvement of individuals in the organizations
“normally would result in a document or report or something else
tangible.”. P04 also mentioned that:

“it’s a easier to analyze the effort of the team with tools
like JIRA [and] it’s very easy to understand what has
been done by whom [...] If these are important features—
important revenue-wise—everyone will search for you,
so you are visible.” (P04)

P11 said: “if you are doing your tasks the impact is already clear and
if you are not it’s also clear.” When we asked P02 how he shows
himself and his presence in the organization, he said: “I show this
with my work, I try to show it with my work.”

Work artifact-related comments were also recognized as a way
of materializing visibility. Such comments go beyond basic commu-
nication and manifest the author’s personality as well as expertise
with regards to certain work-artifact. P09 described their code re-
view system: “We have a code review system. The code we write must
be reviewed by others who leave comments” showing “how that per-
son’s personality is, how accurate he is, and how carefully he develops
the code.” He noted that “if there was not such a tool such a possibility
would not happen.”
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General engaging in others work by posting comments, ques-
tions, or responses ensures visibility, especially since these inter-
actions are public visible and preserved in tools such as Google
docs, Miro, or code review systems. P01 used comments to enhance
visibility and acknowledge colleagues’ work:

“For example, when I saw Miro’s board that the re-
searcher had done something, I would go somewhere
and give a comment even if I didn’t have any. For ex-
ample, I said, wouldn’t it be better if you do something
like this? Or if you do something, it’s fine. A comment
like this so that the person knows that I saw his work.”
(P01)

Additionally, our participants pointed to an interesting aspect of
visibility linked to proactive engagement mainly through questions:
workers who ask relevant questions (“the right questions”) become
more visible. For P16 people could become visible by "asking ques-
tions" because she “think[s] it shows that [the person is] an active
listener and curious.”

This type of visibility practice isn’t limited to simple contribution
to tangible work artifacts. Being introduced as a point of reference,
or contact person of a project or matter also creates some visibility.
P09 said: “if I answered an e-mail, two hundred people would see the
e-mail. It means knowing me as the point of contact for this story. Or
someone whom I don’t know on another team can call me and tell me
to check something.”

4.1.3 Visibility by reappropriation. Most participants reported uti-
lizing presence and activity awareness tools to gain visibility. P05
told us that with her previous boss, she “was in front of laptop the
whole time trying to be green” because if her boss called her, she
“really needed to be there.” P14 also mentioned her calendar as way
of showing her availability and hence becoming more visible:

“Another waywould bemy calendar we’re using Outlook
in that it has the time, the hours that I am working,
and it has some free [slots], If I don’t have a meeting,
you know! That’s another way that I’m showing people
[that] this is in my working hours, but I am not booked.”
(P14)

Participants also employ complex strategies leveraging newer
awareness tools across various collaboration technologies. Some
participants (3/16) became visible through active sessions inmultiple-
author-supported platforms like Google Docs, Miro, and Figma. P01
“would not close the tab of the Google Doc when [he] was done with
it”, giving others a longer period to spot his avatar and see that “he
was there.”

Similar to gaining visibility based on work artifact-related com-
ments (Section 4.1.2), file metadata and version history were utilized
to gain visibility. P05 noted that people can learn a lot from file
metadata:

“So yes, when you work with someone on something,
you go there to do your part and you see nobody [has]
accessed the file, it’s there. I mean, it’s next to the name!
Everything... Name, date, time...” (P05)

For some interviewees (3/16), timely responses indicated avail-
ability and dedication, and make co-workers or subordinates visible.
P02 told us that to evaluate some interns or junior staff he would

Type Visibility Practices

Meeting for
visibility.

Presenting outcomes and achievements.
Utilizing in-meeting chat and reactions.
Preparedness behind the camera.
Social interaction via channels and
groups.

Visibility through
work artifacts.

Adding Work-related comments.
Sharing work outcomes.
Providing to-the-point reflection.
Engagement and discussion about
others’ work.
Being a reference point.

Visibility by
reappropriation

Utilizing availability status.
Timely response to communication.
Leaving traces in file metadata.
Showcasing busyness.

Table 2: Although visibility practices are hard to meaning-
fully isolate, we utilized a reflexive process to assigned each
practice a category that best showcased the inherit qualities
of quotations. However, we acknowledge that some practices
have a deeper multi-facet dimension and might belong to
more than one category. Table 2 summarizes the practices
that our participants mentioned over the course of inter-
views.

“check the email response” by “looking at [when] he—the junior staff—
responds to that email [and] how long it takes.”

4.2 Theme 2: Visibility and psycho-social
entanglements

4.2.1 Building trust and professional growth. We found out that
our participants perceive a strong potential in visibility practices to
reduce mistrust among supervisors. This usually becomes crucial
at the beginning of a career or a new role (5/16). Beyond this initial
mistrust, they reported experiencing general mistrust and disbelief
in remote working from their co-located colleagues. In this context,
visibility practices help fill the trust gap. For instance, a simple use
of camera in video calls can potentially fill the trust gap leading
through visibility (7/16). P07 said sometimes when people don’t
turn on the camera she thinks “maybe they are busy doing something
else. They’re not concentrating on the meeting or the person who’s
talking”.

P02 thought “if the worker [is] feeling, secure and confident and
feels like [he’s] being trusted, he needs to less invest time in his vis-
ibility.” P08 said that she felt the pressure of being visible in the
organization at the beginning of her role but after a while, she
already became visible: “I don’t have that pressure because I feel like
my image has been built now.”

When mistrust is not an issue, visibility assures seizing future
opportunities and career progress. P08 explained, “you kind of need
to make that visibility to make sure that when new opportunities
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comes your names is being raised as suggested.” Promotion and career
development also came across as motivating driver for visibility.
When we asked P09 what he thinks might happen if somebody does
not care about his visibility at all, he responded: “the consequence is
that he cannot be promoted easily.”. P03 said if people are not visible
in the company promotion does“ not happen for them easily because
nobody can trust them very well”. P10 added that only working
hard is not enough and people need to showcase they are "very
well-rounded" because “people are not always promoted based on the
merit.” P13 also pointed to financial consequences of being visible,
she said: “if you [are] seen you get paid well. I would say this is a
very direct line between the promotion both financially and also in
the hierarchy of the organization.”

4.2.2 Gaming and showmanship. Although visibility at work seems
to be perceived as a contributor to career development, most of our
participants pointed out that workplace visibility is not correlated
with the actual quality of performance and should be perceived
separately. However, they mentioned that many workers gain more
visibility than their actual performance deserve. P14 thought, if
“somebody is more visible than the other. It doesn’t mean, that they’re
working better or working more.” P13 said that visibility is not the
only indicator of performance because it is hardly possible to “dis-
tinguish between the people who are just presenting [or] just working
on their marketing part and the people who really do the job.” P04
blamed the corporate culture: “In some corporations, in many cases,
they reward what is more visible and not what makes more sense and
what is more important.”

Our participants also framed over-emphasizing on work out-
comes and achievements for gaining visibility as a form of show-
manship or show-off (P01). P15 shared feeling negatively about
a colleague of heres when she would“ get into kind of the nitty
gritty, even though none of [them would] understand” to show-off
more than to update others. P09 also brought the example of be-
ing irritated by her colleague’s over-emphasizing on unnecessary
details:

“[. . . ] he wouldn’t say he did [the] task. He would go
through the details of implementing this, using these to
get [to] that, like all of these technical details that you
don’t really have to [say]. And it was also really like a
misuse of the time of the meeting.” (P09)

Participants also revealed a degree of mistrust about awareness
tools. P02 told us that he would pretend to be online through his
availability status: “even if I’m not working. I [am] trying to, with
my phone, [to] make sure that I’m shown, that I’m online and I’m
standby...” P16, on the other side, was suspicious about availability
status because she thought those were easy to manipulate and hard
to trust because “if you’re out for whatever reason and you have Slack
on your phone, you can always open Slack on your phone.”

Similarly, some participants (9/16) believed visibility practices
can be perceived as showmanship and irritating when the asso-
ciation to work artifacts, as we discussed in Section 4.1.2 is not
explicitly clear. P04 said: “It annoys me if these behaviors occur from
people who are not actually doing work.” P10 believed that it should
be a balance between efforts for visibility and efforts for actual
work:

“There’s a lot of examples of people that recognize the
importance of visibility. But then they don’t actually
provide substance, so they’re just talking. But they’re
not saying anything of substance, and that is very an-
noying.” (P10)

4.2.3 The uncertainty of visibility. Our participants referred to an
interesting pattern about the uncertain and doubtful nature of vis-
ibility as “something defined by others.” (P14). P10 implied that
visibility is only in worker’s control but some part of it is actually
up to others:

“You can try the hardest that you can, but if your leader
just doesn’t give a s**t about you, then your visibility
management won’t really feel like it’s bringing you
anywhere. Even if you’re doing it all the right ways and
doing all the right things.” (P10)

P06 told us about an occasion when he out-performed in the or-
ganization but he only realized through explicit feedback from his
supervisors about that. He said, “I don’t think I noticed that a time
how visible it was. But very quickly after it happened, I got compli-
ments from a very experienced test engineer and the manager of my
department.” P16 also mentioned the vital role of appreciating or
highlighting her colleagues in front of others for giving visibility:

“[. . . ] If I’m presenting, and I’ll be talking about some-
thing [then] I would like to refer to her in the call, [I
say] she did that with me. We did this. She gave me
this idea and perhaps even [by] asking her questions
like: can you recall the research that we used for this
thing? or perhaps [saying that] she [can] answer [to]
this question better!” (P16)

We found that our participants often rely heavily on explicit
feedback and support from colleagues and managers to assure their
visibility. P01 told us that as a team lead it is very important to
provide clear feedback to his team members to ensure “that their
minds were at ease and their energy was focused on their work rather
than worrying about [his] perception of them.”

4.2.4 Fears and internal pressures. Our observations reveal a spec-
trum of fears, concerns, and internal pressures related to visibility
at work. Some of the participants (6/16) expressed "fears of not
being seen" (P01) at work. P02 told us that he feels that if he doesn’t
pay attention to his visibility he “lose trust of the colleagues” and
they might think that he is “abusing remote working and maybe not
working.”

Participants told us that they have fear about consequences of
failing to maintain a certain level of visibility. Some participants
(3/16) like P11 could see that if she is not “too visible or trying to be
visible [...] it can result in termination” from the job. Others (5/16) felt
worried about their career and though if people don’t see ther value
they –"never grow". P01 described, “ a psychological fear that no one
will see the potential that [he] have and that [he] will not flourish.”
Some participants (6/16) like P15 pointed to social repercussions,
such as isolation and being "forgotten" if not visible enough.

Finally, the internal “pressure of performance” (P08) and creat-
ing favorable professional images was perceived a more significant
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driver by some participants (4/16) compared to other internal pres-
sures such as turning the camera on (4/16) which is almost equally
present. 4.2.3:

“I really feel like maybe the other name for it, is like
impostor syndrome, but I really felt this pressure. like, I
need to prove to these people that I’m smart. I can think
critically. I have a smart things to say and so forth.”
(P08)

5 Discussion
Our findings shows a strong relationship between visibility and
career progress (Section 4.2.1) as well as links between multiple
physco-social phenomena (Section 4.2.4) which can potentially
affect employee wellbeing. For instance, workers who want to fill
the trust gap by gaining visibility (Section 4.2.1) might experience
discomfort due to their high reliance on external assurance about
their visibility (Section 4.2.3). This can cause multiple fears and
internal pressures (Section 4.2.4) as well as form potentially negative
impressions—such as assumption of showmanship (Section 4.2.2)—
for their colleagues. Therefore visibility is a significantly multi-facet
phenomenon that can impact employees’ welbeing in negative
ways which makes the design of collaboration technologies vital in
accelerating or minimizing such externalities.

Differing standards across social and professional contexts [48]
raise concerns around privacy and visibility. Such tensions in re-
mote work settings where the boundary between collaboration
and personal space is particularly thinner is challenging more than
normally is[27]. Collaboration technologies, as the sole window for
interaction for remote workers, not only facilitate remote collabora-
tion but also often serve as tools of extracting data under the guise
of visibility. These platforms rely heavily on collecting, process-
ing, and analyzing data which poses privacy risks [34], compelling
workers to continually negotiate their digital appearance in align-
ment with organizational governance and managerial oversight
implemented in their organizations [19, 54].

In everyday life, Brighenti [10] introduces the concept of "fair
visibility," describing it as a threshold below which individuals risk
social exclusion. Hafermalz [33] discusses the "fear of exile," high-
lighting how remote workers voluntarily subject themselves to
surveillance to achieve visibility, driven by a desire for recogni-
tion. We illustrate how remote workers often feel compelled to
disclose more information to mitigate the risk of being "forgotten"
or "unseen" in our findings in Section 4.2.3).

Visibility is inherently contingent on the subjective perceptions
of observers [10, 70]. Similarly, Hafermalz [33] introduces the no-
tion of the "managerial gaze," emphasizing how visibility in remote
work is ultimately shaped by attempts of supervision. This illu-
minates that successful workplace visibility is channelized with a
specific directionality from managers—as well as co-workers—and
ultimately embody in interactions between workers, managers, col-
laboration technologies, and work artifacts. Thus, we propose a
necessary shift in understanding visibility from solely an individual
practice enacted by workers to viewing it as a shared socio-material
construct involving those who employ visibility-enabling practices,
those who attend to such practices, the specific socio-material struc-
tures in which these practices are enacted, and the technological

environment that shapes and sustains them. Therefore, in the fol-
lowing section, we elaborate on the specific configurations through
which workers, managers, and technologies interact when visibility
is at stake.

5.1 Understanding the Socio-material
Configurations Enabling Visibility

Many of the visibility practices discussed in this paper—such as
speaking in meetings or maintaining presence—are well-known
and have already been translated into platform features within
tools like Zoom, Teams, and Google Docs. These implementations
reflect a long-standing trajectory of collaboration technology de-
velopment aimed at enhancing mutual awareness, often shaped
around managerial oversight and coordination logics [32], a trajec-
tory that continues to be critically reflected on in recent work [16].
In contrast, our analysis offers a relational and socio-material lens
that moves beyond instrumental or self-help framings [15, 65], re-
visiting classic groupware concerns stemming from managerial
assumptions and control logics through the lens of contemporary
entanglements and a socio-material ontology [13, 36].

5.1.1 Meeting-based visibility. As detailed in Section 4.1.1, online
meeting structures provide an extensive playground for gaining
visibility. Many remote workers still prefer to initiate and maintain
their image through these communicative structures. Remote work-
ers often believed most of the ways through which online meetings
facilitate visibility can be understood as direct translations of co-
located visibility practices. For instance, remote practices such as
"speaking out in meetings" or "asking the right question" are iden-
tical to the co-located workplace versions and others such as being
"well-prepared behind the camera," can be realized as the digital
equivalent for traditional visibility practices of wearing a business
suit.

However, our finding shows platforms that enable online meet-
ings have substantial agency in reshaping and materializing visibil-
ity through new practices. For instance, participants highlighted
innovative uses of live emoji reactions and parallel-to-meeting chat
as effective visibility practices as backchannels to assure their listen-
ership and engagement without interrupting the primary flow of
conversation [46]. Such backchannels maps into a range of practices
extending from co-located verbal backchannels, such as frequent
affirmations ("yes," "uhm," or "uh huh!"), to remote adaptations like
"overcommunication" through instant messages [35].

While to meet people seems like the most obvious way for be-
coming visible, this type also comes with challenges of such as
assumption of gaming and showmanship (Section 4.2.2) where
participants crises some co-workers hijacking meetings to gain visi-
bility while not equally contributing to the organizational goal. This
leads us to a different configuration where work artifact become
more agential in distributing visibility.

5.1.2 Artifact-based visibility. Our findings in Section 4.1.2 reports
that collaboration technologies not only support the production
of work artifacts but also play a significant role in the visibility of
such work artifacts. Work artifacts play a key role in materializing
visibility toward their contributors. They stand as a beacon of well-
deserved visibility and serve as reliable indicators of a worker’s
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contributions and expertise to the organization. Moreover when the
visibility is stemming from artifact, it acts as a grounded counter
argument for potential assumptions of superficial visibility reported
as showmanship (Section4.2.2). For instance, over-presentation can
lead coworkers to perceive performative showmanship; however,
a strong contribution, a quality comment, or a critical question
linked to a work artifact can help dispel such negative impressions.
This potential to mitigate negative assumptions motivate workers
to remain discoverable traces between themselves and tangible
outputs ensuring their contributions are seen as reflective of their
quality work, expertise, and value to the organization.

Artifact-based relays on non-human work artifacts to gain visi-
bility which shifts away from traditional notions of visibility tied to
physical presence, availability, and interpersonal communication.
Since collaboration technologies enable traceability and accessi-
bility of work artifacts over time, these artifacts find an extended
temporality giving multiple chances to contributors for gaining
visibility over the course of collaboration.

5.1.3 Reappropriation-based visibility. Previous research points
out that remote workers utilize collaboration technologies for dif-
ferent purposes than originally intended [51, 61]. Awareness tools—
such as availability status, when frequently updated, or shared cal-
endar when broadcasting "busyness"—although initially intended to
provide mutual awareness to facilitate efficient collaboration [31],
are obvious choices for remote knowledge gain remote visibility as
we saw in Section 4.1.3.

Moreover, code review systems, multi-author documents, and
virtual whiteboards are primary designed to facilitate authorship,
change management, ideation, or brainstorming [51]. However,
such systems become easily reappropriated for gaining visibility as
well. For instance, as we saw in Section 4.1.3, remote workers reap-
propriate existing features of awareness tools to for preserving their
own visibility: presence indicators are gamed to project an image
of constant attention; timestamps are used to give an impression of
dedication. This reapproprition means that features originally used
for a miscellaneous purpose come to serve workplace visibility—
just as commenting lines of code shifted from being a mean for
higher efficiency in collaboration and change management to a
marker of knowledge and merit of commentator (Section 4.1.2). In
such configurations visibility is often constructed through ill fitting
features, that give a particular view of visibility and undermine
the original intent of the feature. This visibility parasitism tacitly
embeds ideas of productivity and attention into the social fabric
of the organization and accelerate blurring the lines between gen-
uine activity and performative actions without explicit intention.
Moreover, workers do not always find such double-purposed prac-
tices of their colleagues honest and therefore question the merit or
entitlement of achieved visibility and effectiveness of technology.
as multiple participants expressed concern that some may exploit
system (e.g. keeping apps open on their phones to falsely appear
online) in Section 4.2.2 when we reported insight about gaming
systems to gain visibility.

5.2 Towards Visibility Ecosystems
Rather than the seeing visibility through practices done by work-
ers to become seen in workplace, we conceptualize visibility as a

phenomenon actively co-constructed by human and non-human
actors within socio-material entanglements. Agency is thus decen-
tralized: workers, collaboration tools, artifacts, visibility practices,
and managers are the equally shape visibility.

We propose a conceptual framing we term visibility ecosystem
that looks at the relations and interactions between multiple actors
within a collaborative ICT environments shaping the ground for
constructing visibility. Drawing on Actor-Network Theory [37] and
the notion of "assemblages" [45], which emphasize the heteroge-
neous, affective, and emergent nature of socio-material relations, we
conceptualize visibility as a distributed and relational phenomenon.
This conceptualization aligns with a line of contemporary design
research, which underscores the active role of non-human actors
in shaping human experiences within fluid assemblages [26, 57]
where collaboratively perform activities [23].

Our ecosystemic framing of visibility accounts for the complex
interplays of action and agency that occur not just between hu-
mans but also through artifacts and digital platforms that structure
workplace visibility. We intentionally decenter human agency to
emphasize how technologies actively shape the construction of
visibility, rather than merely serving as passive tools.

Visibility Ecosystem provides a nuanced understanding of vis-
ibility as an outcome of socio-material entanglements. Workers,
situated within this ecosystem, engage with established and emerg-
ing practices to achieve visibility. An ecosystemic lense to inter-
pret workplace visibility captures the way that visibility is enacted
by managers, co-workers, or even algorithmic systems, and how
visibility practices materialize into organization-wide recognition.
Collaboration technologies enable relational forces between work-
ers, managers, and visibility practices, essential for transforming
visibility practices into meaningful organizational exposure and
acknowledgment. By highlighting the interplay between human
and non-human actors, it gives a holistic understanding about how
remote knowledge workers ultimately manage their workplace vis-
ibility. For instance, a remote worker might combine the use of
well-prepared video communication in meetings (meeting-based
visibility) and combine it with showcasing detailed contributions
to a shared documents (artifact-based visibility), to maximize their
chance of gaining visibility. In Figure 3 we illustrate various config-
urations in which elements of visibility ecosystem are assembled to
materialize visibility. This framing can better support consious de-
sign interventions addressing not only individual self-presentation
practices but also the broader network that governs the production
of workplace visibility [23, 26, 57].

The visibility ecosystem also resonates with insights from prac-
tice theory, which provides a framework for understanding the
relational and emergent nature of socio-material practices [66].
Practice theory emphasizes how actions, materials, and contexts
are interconnected in shaping organizational phenomena, directly
resonating with the ecosystem’s focus on the interplay of workers,
managers, tools, and artifacts in constructing visibility. This per-
spective highlights the active role of artifacts such as dashboards
and collaboration technologies, not merely as mediators but as
co-constitutors of visibility practices similar to what Nicolini [47]
draws on as "textures of interconnected practices" instead of static
entities. At the core, our approach links to the argument that orga-
nizational phenomena—such as hierarchies, power structures, and
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Figure 2: Key components of the visibility ecosystem
(1) Workers: The interactions, feedback, and impressions

of workers—mediated through collaboration technologies,
work artifacts, and managerial oversight—form a dynamic
environment where visibility is continually practiced, nego-
tiated, and assessed.

(2) Managers:Managers initiate attentive procedures that crys-
tallize visibility practices into recognized visibility. With-
out the active participation of managers, visibility practices
might fail to materialize into meaningful recognition.

(3) WorkArtifacts:Work artifacts serve as tangible evidence of
contributions, anchoring visibility to material outputs rather
than just social presence. These artifacts act as proxies for
human assessment, influencing how contributors’ efforts are
evaluated, traced, and acknowledged.

(4) Collaboration Technologies: These mediate and record
workplace interactions, providing the infrastructural founda-
tion for workers’ visibility practices. They enable visibility
through various functionalities, including video conferenc-
ing, awareness tools, activity logs, and in-meeting reactions.

(5) Visibility Channels: The pathways by which visibility can
be materialized through interactions between workers, man-
agers, artifacts, or practices enabled by collaboration tech-
nology.

(6) Visibility Practices: Visibility practices are temporal and
emergent activities that workers engage in along the chan-
nels of visibility involving both human and non-human ac-
tors, . These practices are not fixed elements of the visibility
ecosystem but rather emergent properties of socio-material
interactions between workers, work artifacts, managers, and
technologies. (See Table 2 for examples.)

institutional arrangements—emerge from the ongoing interaction
between actors similar to parts of an ecosystem. We chose this ap-
proach intentionally to ensure an emphasis on the material world
and non-human agency—dimensions that are less foregrounded in
discourse regarding power dynamics of workplaces—not to dismiss

its contributions, but to complement and expand its scope with a
practice-based perspective.

Finlay, we tend to thinkworkplace visibility situated in an ecosys-
tem of humans and non-human technologies because this eosys-
temic lens best captures the dynamic nature of workplace visi-
bility. For instance through adversarial construction, workers fre-
quently adopt competitive strategies to prioritize presence over
substance (Section 4.2.2), such as dominating discussions with
visibility-focused verbal communication that detract from mean-
ingful engagement. Additionally, visibility practices often exhibit
parasitic and predatory dynamics, where organizational structures
are exploited to utilize artifacts for personal visibility gains (Section
5.1.2) or to overshadow substantive contributions using presence
indicators (Section 5.1.3) which ultimately undermine the original
intentions behind those technological features and cause trust is-
sues about validity of such technologies. We also see an stigmergic
aspect in the ICT environment when it turns to workplace visi-
bility, as workers strategically leave traces—comments, edits, or
activity patterns—across tools and documents, creating an envi-
ronmental record designed to influence perceptions. This framing
effectively emphasizes how visibility is continuously negotiated
and co-constructed through socio-material entanglements.

While we have constructed this based on looking at remote work-
ers, we feel that this framing can be useful in other contexts. Remote
work makes this phenomenon particularly apparent through the
use of collaboration technologies, but is otherwise not categorically
different from other kinds of work in the need to create visibility
ecosystemically.

5.3 Designing for visibility ecosystem
We explored various socio-material aspects of visibility practices
from which we derive key design takeaways. This is a gateway
to how our insight and particular ecosystemic framing of work-
place visibility can have implications for the design of collaboration
technologies. We aim that our situated socio-material framing help
reduce the negative externalities associated with design interven-
tions since it make the interrelations of people, technologies and
practices more explicit and situated within networked dynamic.

5.3.1 Designing Visibility as a Shared Organizational Practice, Not
an Individual Burden. Our findings reveal that workers struggle
with the uncertainty of visibility—they invest effort in becoming
visible, yet they lack clear feedback on whether these efforts are
recognized (Section 4.2.3). Additionally, workers are frequently
evaluated based on external perceptions, creating an asymmetry re-
sulting from certain directionality of visibility as we discussed with
regards to how ’managerial gaze’ and attentive forces in Section
5. At the same time, some workers rely on colleagues for visibility
reinforcement, such as referencing each other’s work in meetings
(Section 4.1.2). However, such peer validation is informal and in-
consistent, leaving many workers still feeling unseen and invisible
(Section 4.2.4).

To address this, by looking at how relations are established
through a ecosystemic lens, the design can shift from individual
visibility practices to collective visibility reinforcement by:
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Figure 3: Visibility ecosystems show the interplay of workers, managers, collaboration technologies, and work artifacts. (1)
Workers gain visibility through communication in meeting configurations. (2) Quality work artifacts bring visibility to their
contributors. (3) Workers reappropriate collaboration technologies to gain visibility.

(1) Embedding visibility acknowledgments into everyday work-
flows, where design affordances lead colleagues and man-
agers to formally recognize contributions in shared docu-
ments, messaging platforms, and project management tools.

(2) Designing structured visibility-sharing mechanisms, where
teams can surface and highlight meaningful contributions
during regular check-ins, rather than relying solely on man-
agerial oversight.

(3) Providing transparent visibility dashboards that aggregate in-
dividual and team contributions, allowing workers to better
understand how their efforts are perceived while ensuring
visibility is not concentrated among the most vocal partici-
pants.

By positioning visibility as a shared practice rather than an indi-
vidual burden, these features reduce reliance on self-promotion
and help workers build sustained visibility without performative
pressure.

5.3.2 Strengthening Artifact-Based Visibility to Reduce Dependence
on Synchronous Presence. A central theme in our ecosystemic lens
is that work artifacts—documents, project reports, and structured
contributions—have noticeable agency in distributing visibility
among workers (Section 4.1.2). Unlike synchronous visibility (e.g.,
speaking in meetings), artifact-based visibility provides persistent
traces of work, allowing workers to gain recognition based on their
knowledge and expertise rather than their presentation or inter-
personal communication skills (Section 4.1.1). However, our find-
ings suggest that artifact-based contributions are often undervalued
compared to synchronous verbal participation, leading workers
to overemphasize presence-based strategies for visibility (Section

4.2.2). We encourage design to strengthen artifact-based visibility
by:

(1) Making contribution traces more explicit and enduring, en-
suring that authorship and input in shared documents re-
main visible even as projects evolve and over the course of
collaboration.

(2) Introducing contextual visibility signals, such as highlighting
contributions in project dashboards or meeting summaries,
ensuring that artifact-based visibility is recognized alongside
verbal engagement.

(3) Providing visibility dashboards that focus on work artifacts
and their contributors fosters equitable recognition, particu-
larly for individuals with strict privacy preferences or limited
engagement in social interactions, ensuring their contribu-
tions are acknowledged within collaborative environments

By reinforcing artifact-based visibility, collaboration technolo-
gies can help workers gain recognition through their expertise and
contributions rather than having to perform visibility through syn-
chronous participation (Section 5.2) and potentially minimize the
harms stemming from privacy visibility tensions (Section 5).

5.3.3 Rebalancing Visibility Incentives to Avoid Performative Engage-
ment and Visibility Gaming. Our study identifies tensions between
meaningful visibility and performative visibility—some workers
feel pressured to over-communicate in meetings or artificially main-
tain an online presence to appear engaged (Section 4.1.3). Others
expressed frustration that visibility does not always correlate with
actual contributions, as some workers gain visibility through self-
promotion rather than substantive work (Section 4.2.2). Addition-
ally, the potentiality of gaming certain presence-awareness features



CHIWORK ’25, June 23–25, 2025, Amsterdam, Netherlands Mehrvarz et al.

(e.g., leaving collaboration tools open longer than necessary) to sig-
nal activity without meaningful engagement cause mistrust issues
for co-workers and managers (5.1.3). As we witness a tendency in
our participants to devalue such reappropriation toward meaning-
ful indicators of work (e.g., artifact-based) we propose that design
accompany these pattern by:

(1) Limiting generation and availability of simplistic metrics
(e.g., meeting speaking time, online presence duration, re-
sponse time) and instead provide affordances to broadcast
qualitative contributions to discussions, organizational goals
and work artifacts.

(2) Creating visibility summaries that reflect sustained impact
over time, ensuring that visibility is measured through long-
term contributions rather than immediate presence signals.

By redefining how visibility is assessed and rewarded, these inter-
ventions prevent visibility from becoming a competition—coming
with technological tricks—and instead encourage meaningful en-
gagement that aligns with workers’ actual contributions.

5.3.4 Speculating about the reappropriation of collaboration tools
for visibility showmanship. Our findings suggest that visibility prac-
tices can become parasitic, where workers strategically repurpose
technological affordances, hijack them to gain visibility. This often
undermine the intended purpose and devalue the effectiveness of
such technological availability. Similar to how instant messaging
(IM) status indicators can be misinterpreted or manipulated (Section
4.1.3), almost any other tool can be reappropriated when visibility is
at stake. This creates a cat-and-mouse cycle, where design interven-
tions in favor of nuance, transparency or trust may inadvertently
foster new forms of performative visibility.

We urge designers to critically evaluate how their interventions
may be reappropriated within the workplace visibility ecosystem.
This applies to all design implications proposed in this section.
Rather than addressing visibility—or any design intention beyond
visibility—in isolation, design approaches should account for their
broader socio-material entanglements within organizational con-
texts and beyond. Our analysis strongly supports the notion that
nearly every technological solution can be reappropriated for visi-
bility, often introducing unforeseen challenges. Consequently, more
conscientious and contextually grounded design interventions are
necessary to mitigate unintended negative externalities that may
emerge from new developments in collaboration technologies.

5.4 Limitations
Our study highlights visibility management practices among re-
mote knowledge workers but comes with limitations. First, our
sample included participants who successfully managed visibil-
ity in remote work, potentially biasing our findings toward more
skilled or resourceful individuals. Future studies should include par-
ticipants struggling with visibility to capture a broader spectrum
of experiences.

Second, as an exploratory study, our findings aim to spark further
inquiry rather than confirm hypotheses. Future research should
adopt confirmatory methodologies to validate and generalize these
insights across diverse settings.

Finally, we have constructed visibility ecosystem based on the
experiences and practice of remote knowledge workers primarily

in order to decenter from co-located visibility practices and focus
on the role of ICT. However we see a significant relevance of our
visibility ecosystem (Section 5.2) for anytime of remote work or
even workers in co-located workplaces. This however is subject to
further inquiry to investigate how this particular socio-material
frame can vary in co-located settings compared to remote ones.

6 Conclusion
This study provides an in-depth exploration of workplace visibil-
ity, uncovering the socio-material complexities of how visibility is
constructed, maintained, and negotiated in the workplace. By in-
troducing the visibility ecosystem, we offer a conceptual framework
that encapsulates the interplay between human and non-human ac-
tors, collaboration technologies, and organizational structures. This
framing highlights the dynamic and relational nature of workplace
visibility practices, positioning it within broader socio-material
assemblages of organizational culture.

Our findings demonstrate that while visibility is crucial for ca-
reer progression and trust-building, it also introduces significant
challenges, including internal pressures, fears of being unseen,
and tensions around performative showmanship. Notably, many
participants initially perceived little difference between in-person
visibility practices and those through collaboration technologies,
underscoring the need for greater awareness of how technological
mediation reshapes these dynamics. Our study offers a nuanced
perspective that moves beyond superficial online advices—often
framed as "mastering online visibility while working remotely"—by
recognizing the agency of technological mediation and network of
interrelated actors within organizations.

The implications of this research extend to the design of col-
laboration tools, advocating for technologies that actively support
transparent and equitable visibility. Designers must carefully bal-
ance the benefits of visibility—enabling tools with their unintended
consequences, incorporating conscious approaches to anticipate
and mitigate potential harms that might distribute unevenly be-
tween multiple components involved when visibility is at stake.

The integration of AI systems—such as emotion recognition—into
workplace practices often reinforces hierarchical control rather than
empowering workers [58], exacerbating tensions associated with
workplace surveillance and visibility. A persistent and active artifi-
cial gaze, as framed by Gould [29] through the concept of ’stochastic
witnesses,’ has the potential to redefine visibility through opaque
and biased decision-making processes [55], compelling workers to
further conform their behaviors to align with machine-driven eval-
uations [39, 41]. These developments intensify the precariousness
of attaining ’sufficient’ visibility, making it increasingly contingent
on subjective and algorithmically mediated judgments, thereby
generating a range of psychosocial externalities for workers. We
advocate for further exploration of AI and machine learning within
the visibility ecosystem, particularly concerning value tensions and
ethical implications. In this regard, the visibility ecosystem provides
a conceptual framework for understanding the co-constructed na-
ture of visibility as it emerges from the interplay between human
and algorithmic agents in distributed workplaces. As collaboration
technologies continue to evolve, so too must our understanding of
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workplace visibility, ensuring that these systems promote both indi-
vidual and organizational development while safeguarding worker
autonomy and well-being.
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