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Smartphones and (smart) people

–How smartphones affect 

personal interactions

Abstract
The  constant  presence  of  todays  smartphones  does  not  only  enable  different  kinds  of  

interactions,  but  also  affects  our  personal  relationships  and  physical  interactions.  The  

physical and digital interaction of people are quite separated and often require us to divert  

our attention to whatever is most important in the moment. The research presented in this  

paper aimed to discover how smartphone usage affects the physical interaction between  

people.  Discovering how and why we use digital technologies may open up for greater  

possibilities to create more integrated and meaningful applications and artifacts in the  

future. A qualitative study was conducted, with observations and interviews.   Smartphone  

use seems to be context dependent and collaborative applications are contributing more to  

the value of the physical interaction. The relationship between users can also affect the  

intention to use mobile technologies. Future artifacts and applications can be made richer  

in terms of user experience by being more integrated with the personal use and context.

Keywords:  Smartphones,  cross  media,  mobile  technologies,  human  factors,  personal 

interaction, user behavior, ubiquitous computing, collaborative design

1. Introduction
Today many of us spend a lot of time with the internet and social media. In Sweden during 

2012, according to the central bureau of statistics, SCB (Statistiska Centralbyrån, 2012), 94% 

of the swedish population had access to the internet, 85% used the internet on a daily basis  

and almost 60% regularly accessed the internet via a smartphone. This implies that we are 

living more and more of our lives on the web and with our phones (Malinen & Ojala, 2012). 

We connect with people to discuss our interests, take photos, watch videos and blog, we pay 

our bills, buy flight tickets and find our way around unfamiliar places with maps and other 

means  of  navigation,  and  adjust  or  support  other  activities  in  our  lives  with  digital 

technologies. More and more of our access is diverted to that which many seem to think of as 

the most convenient way to connect  to the internet:  our smartphones (Malinen & Ojala, 

2012; Cui  & Roto  2008).  By using digital  technology such as  smartphones,  we have  the 

opportunity to connect and experience things that happen in the world that are not directly 

available to our physical reach. 
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Research on the subject of social media and mobile connectivity often has a preference 

towards technology and its impact on the individual, and vice versa. A number of studies 

have been done and are still being done, to identify patterns and behavior of why and how 

people  use  technology  in  certain  situations  and  contexts.  How  are  we  affected  by  slow 

connection  speeds,  are  we  sensitive  about  sharing  personal  information  to  corporations 

running websites we spend time on, trust issues in general and what levels of privacy there 

are within specific applications – are common and important general topics (Boyd & Ellison, 

2008).

Questions like the ones above are often concerned with the relationship between the user 

and the technology. While they are important and essential to the understanding of how we 

are affected by the interaction with digital artifacts, it seems to be more uncommon with  

research on how we affect people that we interact with in the physical world when the digital 

world asks for our attention. You have most likely seen persons being in a situation where 

one or the other have been more involved with their phone than their physical company. I  

guess most smartphone owners in Sweden would be able to recall a situation where they have 

felt a desire to check their phone for something during a period of waiting, boredom or when 

they are notified by a signal from it. The same people would most likely be able to also recall  

a situation where they have felt frustration over someone spending too much time with their 

phone in their  company. The technology affect  not only the individual,  but the personal 

interaction between humans in the physical world as well. In some cases, we can even see  

regulations  and  restrictions  of  use  of  smartphones  at  workplaces  and  public  areas 

(Srivastava,  2005).  This  is  often  a  result  of  the  technology  being  too  intrusive  in  some 

context, for example a smartphone making it harder to focus on a work task for an employee.

When we use our phones to check something online, we are devoting our attention to 

something that is perceived as important or meaningful in that particular moment. It is also 

in almost all  cases something you do by yourself;  on your phone, in your hand, on your  

account on that particular website or in that particular application. This can create a friction 

in  the  personal  interaction  in  the  physical  world  as  your  attention  departs  elsewhere. 

Therefore,  my  research  question  is;  how  do  smartphone  (or  other  equivalent  mobile 

technologies) usage affect the physical interaction between people? 

An approach that involves the relationship between people and the impact of the situation 

of use would allow for an increased insight into how not only the applications themselves  

affect our relationships with one another, but also how we affect people around us when we 

use our smartphones. The way we interact with our personal devices are not constant. We 

take out our phones during particular moments to do something specific. It can be leisure or 

work oriented, and different circumstances may surround each context of use. As suggested, 

it seems that much earlier research have focused on specific technology based interactions or 

circumstances  that  are  based  around  disabilities  or  how  we  adjust  to  technological 

constraints, for example how blind people use phones or how we adapt to short battery life  

(Ferreira,  Dey  &  Kostakos,  2011).  Less  focus  have  been  on  the  role  of smartphones  in 

relationships between people in the physical world, as opposed to technology being the sole  

factor in understanding human intentions and perceptions. 
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In  this  thesis,  I  either  refer  to  the  technology  as  smartphones  or  as  part  of  mobile 

technologies. This is for the sake of understanding the impact of technology as something 

more than a phone is able to do. For example, an iPod can today do almost the same things  

as a smartphone except for making phone calls, and the same thing goes for other devices, 

such as iPads or Android tablets. Regular cellphones are also considered as a part of mobile 

technologies. 

The research presented here is related to cross media in terms of how mobile technologies 

are becoming more transparent and integrated into our every day lives. Smartphones are 

used more and more and will most likely be a an important part of the digital interactivity  in 

the future. In cross media we talk a lot about platform exchanges and traveling between 

different media to enhance user experiences. By finding ways to integrate applications and 

artifacts on a more meaningful level for users, less complicated call to actions and platform 

exchanges can be made and that in turn opens up ways to design better user experiences. In 

order for this to happen, we also have to make sure that the integrity and intentions of the 

individual user is not disrupted, to maintain a valuable user experience and context.

In the next section, I go through previous work from different areas that  I  find to be 

related to this research. In section number 3, I discuss my methodological approach and data 

collection.  Section 4  elaborates  on  the analysis  and results  of  the  data  collected.  In  this 

section, I also discuss the results and relates what I have found with previous research and 

results. My results explain that the context of use is something that affects users behavior, in 

terms of when and how much they use their phone. Users that participated in this research 

also  seemed  to  react  differently  on  their  own  use  and  others  use,  depending  on  what 

applications they were using, with Facebook and Instagram being something that frequently 

was  discussed  during  the  interviews.  Several  users  suggested  that  Instagram  is  more 

accessible as a collaborative application, compared to Facebook. For this research, it was a  

matter of how the relationship between the user, application/product and other people are 

affected by use, and not necessarily how a particular application affects a persons own use. 

Section  5  concludes  the  thesis.  Section  6  and  7  discusses  future  research  and  my 

acknowledgments. 

2. Related research 

The following section presents  examples  of  previous  research  in  different  areas that  are 
related to this research. Mobile technology and its development could be seen as related to  
and have stakes in several different areas. Hence, I have studied work from different areas, 
including co-located collaboration, collaborative spaces, wireless technologies, information 
access, digital security, properties of technology, position and proximity of displays as well as 
the difference between different generations of users. It is hard to define a specific individual 
research area as the sole focus for this research, as many different aspects of interaction and 
technology can be seen in the use of  mobile technologies.  As a starting point for further 
research in this area, this section discuss several areas that hopefully compose a rich insight  
into the context of the research-question.   
     Humphreys (2010) argues that public areas can in a sense be turned into collaborative  
spaces to create a sense of commonality and familiarity, by sharing what we do in our social  
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media networks. He talks about how mobile technologies both help to facilitate and avoid 
social  interactivity.  Commonality  is  something  that  emerges  through  a  joint  activity  or 
shared perception of some aspect of the world, and mobile technologies can allow people to 
share their digital activity. 
     For example, other research have explored the possibilities of wireless technology to share 
some form of common ground. Kostakos, O'Neill and Shahi (2006) presents us with a study 
of  a digital  artifact  using both bluetooth and NFC (Near Field Communication) to  share 
contact books with users in close proximity to one another. One of their premises is that 
technology that supports the physical interaction between people should assist them, rather 
than enhance or replace something. Some of the factors that they have found that create 
difficulties  in  engaging  with  friends  or  strangers  are;  the  complexity  of  the  technology, 
irrelevant information, potential use for abuse, outdated information and levels of awareness 
between users. The authors also suggest that a shared belief of assumptions between users 
are  part  of  getting  to  know each  other.  They  present  two  main  types  of  evidence  when 
constructing common ground; Communal common ground and personal common ground. 
Communal common ground refers to a shared universal knowledge within a community and 
personal  ground as  rationality  and shared conductive  standards (Kostakos  et  al.,  2006). 
Their results suggest that users prefer NFC technology (which requires the users to be in 
closer proximity of each other, 1-2 meters) before bluetooth, because its interactivity was less 
complicated  and required  fewer  “steps”.  They  also  found that  NFC  offers  stronger  joint 
experiences  than  Bluetooth,  because  the  experience  is  symmetrical,  as  opposed  to 
asymmetrical. Finally, they argue that users react differently depending on the affordances of 
each technology. They suggest that they are interested in identifying situations where friends 
and strangers are comfortable enough to start sharing this way, and that such a study would 
have to take place in a setting such as a cafeteria or restaurant. However, it may be hard to 
find out the underlying meaning of why people use their devices, as there might be more to it  
than just simply being able to use them.

McCreadie and Rice (1999) suggest that there are several different types of access when 

dealing with devices; physical,  cognitive, affective, economic, social and political. Physical 

regards how a device is within our physical reach or ability. Cognitive accessibility refers to 

how we master new technologies and understand how systems work. Affective access refers 

to  issues  such  as  trust  and confidence.  Economic  refers  to  benefits  such  as  cost.  Social 

accessibility  is  for  cultural  norms  and  political  is  for  access  to  power  and  knowledge.  

Affective access is possibly the most common in this research, as social media and public use  

is often mentioned.

Affective access or not, smartphones offer access to different types of applications and 

interactions, and some of these are more intimate and requires a higher degree of security 

and privacy. Examples of this are mentioned by Kostakos et al. (2006). Results by Verkasalo 

et al. (2009) suggest that the usability and adoption of technology is dependent on reliable 

and secure transmission of data, while the system also has to be easy to navigate and adjust 

to the lives the users are living. People may have different kinds of access to a device, be it  

because of sight, hearing or even bodily properties, such as height or the ability to turn your 

head or not. Devices are different, depending on how, by whom and where they are being 

used.
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Mandryk, Scott and Inkpen (2002) investigates how the different properties of a physical 

display allows or prevents a space to influence interpersonal physical meetings. They argue 

that the vast amount of possible types of personal meetings creates unpredictable and unique 

situations. This could present limitations in how a device can be designed to be able to adopt 

to different contexts. There are many people with many different perceptions and ideas of 

social interactivity, and that makes it hard to define who or what to consider when designing 

a device for collaboration. Mandryk et al.  (2002) provides a number of factors that  they 

believe affect the mechanics of collaboration; the orientation of the display, the arrangement 

of the users using the display, the size of the display, the proximity of the user to the display,  

the privacy of the display, the number of displays and the space of input that affects the 

output on the display.  It  seems reasonable to  believe  that  we will  not  see  any futuristic  

holographic  interactive  mass-produced displays  this  year,  and that  the  current  access  to 

displays will be around for some time, which suggests that spatial properties of both subject 

and device is still prolific. 

Hawkey, Kellar, Reilly, Wallen and Inkpen (2005) mentions that spatial proximity is a big 

factor when determining efficiency and collaboration possibilities. The relation to the screen 

can affect the performance in terms of interaction and comfort, as well as the ability to view 

the content properly. They also mean that proximity to not just the screen, but also other 

people,  is  something  that  is  vital  to  the  communication  and  shared  understanding  of  

something. Another thing they suggest as important is the choice between either direct or 

indirect interaction with a display. Direct interaction can only be used when the screen is  

close enough, or from a distance via direct interaction with a remote control or secondary 

display. Finally, they suggest that the choice of input device is important as well to increase  

the ease of interaction. Depending on how the user choose to make an input in a device or 

service (if they have that choice in the first place) the frequency of use may be increased if it  

is valuable to the user, and in the same sense limit it, if it is seen as disruptive or annoying.

Falaki et al. (2010) suggests that there are little research on how often and how long users 

use  their  smartphones,  and that  such knowledge is  a  key to  improving the general  user 

experience. They mean that smartphones will definitely evolve with time, and understanding 

this is important for the next generation of devices. The study that Falaki et al. (2010) have 

performed is of a quantitative nature, considering a larger scope than this thesis. Among the 

results, they provide data that present insight into how frequently a user interacts with the 

personal smartphone. The findings display a wide diversity of use between users, ranging 

between seconds to minutes in length, number of interactions between 10 to 200 and the 

number  of  applications  between  10  to  90.  This  could  have  something  to  do  with  the 

familiarity  and  experience  of  the  personal  smartphone.  There  are  several  factors  when 

determining such differences, and some may be related to which “generation” you belong to.

Prensky (2001) argues that younger generations have spent a lot more time interacting 

with digital  devices,  such as  computers,  TV and phones,  compared to  older  generations. 

Emailing, texting, the internet, etc., are therefore more integrated parts of their lives. He 

means that the internal thinking process of younger people are fundamentally different from 

their predecessors. He differentiates the two different “generations” by calling them digital 

natives  and  digital  immigrants.  According  to  Prensky,  the  natives  are  born  into  the 
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technology and that adaption is seamless and natural. Immigrants however, needs to adapt 

and  adjust  to  and  are  fascinated  by  new  technology.  He  suggests  that  immigrants  are 

different in terms of how well and quick they learn. The familiarity and means of interaction 

are affected by previous knowledge and different contexts of use. The reasoning of Prensky is 

quite shallow and are not based on extensive empirical  data,  but he is  recognized as  an 

acclaimed thought leader, speaker and consultant in this particular area. The idea of natives 

and immigrants seems reasonable as a rough way of understanding users, based on findings 

in previous research.

The related research described in this section was used in this research to compare and 

analyze the results that were found through the empirical work that was conducted, and the 

method for this is explained in the following section. 

3. Method
The  research  presented  in  this  paper  is  concerned  with  how  we  affect  our  physical 

relationships when we interact with our mobile devices. The research-question is quite broad 

and requires insight into a wide selection of different use contexts in order to be answered 

with  relevant  results.  However,  such  a  wide  investigation  is  not  realistic  within  the 

constraints of this thesis, as resources and time are very limited. I furthermore claim that a  

quantitative methodological approach is not appropriate in this particular case, because of 

the time constraints and the scope of the data required in order to produce representative  

and relevant results. In order to gain insight into behaviors, perceptions and understandings 

of why and how people interpret, interact and adjust to interactions with mobile devices, a 

qualitative phenomenological approach (Creswell, 2013) is more useful. If you want to study 

the  behavior  and relationship  between  people  and their  surroundings,  observations  and 

informal interviews usually produce a more valid result than just asking the respondents 

about their behavior (Kvale & Brinkmann, 2009). Therefore, I collected data via qualitative 

semi-structured  interviews  and  non-participatory  observations.  Non-participatory 

observations  are  often  combined  with  other  scientific  methods  (in  this  case  interviews) 

(Mason, 2002; Creswell, 2013).

I collected data via observations in a local café and conducted semi-structured interviews 

with people selected based on the observational data. The café was an appropriate context for 

my research (Kostakos et al. (2006). The results of the research most probably is illustrative 

and context specific, mostly because of the limited scope that the data represented, both in 

terms of quantitative measurements and also because the sample was limited to a specific 

number of  people and a specific place. The illustrative sample  of  people selected for  the 

interviews probably narrowed down the scope of the results even further. This was partly to  

make the collection of data more relevant and manageable, and also to get time to go deeper 

into the experiences and social processes of the people involved by allowing more time to be 

spent on each person (Mason, 2002). 

This research have had a methodological focus on smartphones, but the results presented 

later on probably can be applied to any digital mobile technology. Thus, the terminology used 

in different sections may vary between smartphones and mobile or digital technologies.
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3.1 Non-participatory observations
I  collected  observational  data  via  non-participatory  observation,  focusing  on  visual  and 

spatial data  relevant to my research. Data generated from observations are less based on the 

bias and assumptions of the researcher, as the data represent descriptions of phenomena or 

actions that have happened, and thus should be less prone to interpretation. Nonparticipant 

observations  are  useful  in  the  sense  that  you  can  see  what  people  do  outside  the 

manipulation by an external source, such as a researcher. Observation as a nonparticipant 

seemed useful in my case, since I believe that a participatory observation would have been 

effected  by  my  own  bias,  intuition  and  experience  and  it  would  also  have  affected  the 

behavior of the people observed. When doing interviews, it is not guaranteed that you are  

given true or complete answers about what users actually do. They may tell you everything 

they  can  think  of  to  a  certain  degree,  but  may  still  forget  or  not  think  about  specific 

phenomena. 

Many different public areas share similar characteristic, and observations demand a lot 

time  and  resources  (Creswell,  2013).  The  setting  for  the  observation  had  to  be  able  to 

produce data that would give insight into phenomena relevant to my research question and 

this could be possible on many different levels and in many different contexts. The choice of 

observation setting was also affected by my role as a non-participatory observer, as it creates 

constraints on how I as a researcher affect the people I observe. As an observer, I am not able  

to control how people perceive my participation (Mason, 2002).

It is often suggested that you should not be practicing covert observations, but at the same 

time it is hard to maintain an overt position, as the context may be too volatile and dynamic 

to engage with (railway station, airport etc) as there are too many people that you would have  

to inform about why you are doing what you are doing (Mason, 2002).

With these arguments and previous research in mind, I collected observational data from 

a local café in a public mall in Skellefteå, Sweden. The setting seemed appropriate for my 

research. It had the potential to represent several different age demographics, compared to 

for example a pub, where the age restriction alone would exclude some people. It  was a 

volatile and dynamic setting, thus making my observational work as a covert non-participant 

more accessible from a research point of view. 

Considering my experience and knowledge of the general swedish culture, I predicted that 

people would visit the café in smaller groups with higher degrees of familiarity between each 

other, as opposed to being all alone or with people they did not know at all. When selecting 

the café as the setting for my observations, I was aware of the limitations and contextual  

indifferences that came with it, that is, the results would be context specific and limited. I 

expected the future interviews to generate in depth data about the experiences, concerns and 

understandings  of  the  people  I  studied,  therefore  the  observations  were  a  natural 

complement and source for visual data and non-verbal elements, for example the reaction of  

a person in the company with someone using their phone while interacting with one another. 

(Mason, 2002)

I spent most of the time during the open hours of the mall in the café collecting data,  

between 10.30 and 18.30, two days in a row, in the middle of the week. This was of course  

limited in terms of time of day and date etc, but I judged it to be more appropriate compared 
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to for example during rush hours during the weekend, as the setting would probably be too 

chaotic then. My aim was to collect and interpret data about the actions and relationships 

that people had between each other and their phones. I spent most of the time at a table, 

drinking coffee and taking notes on a tablet device. This could have had an effect on my 

collection of  data,  but I  judged it  to be transparent  enough to  not  provoke questions or  

curiosity among people around me. As I began, I saw no restriction in whoever to start to  

observe, as I could not determine who owned and who did not own a smartphone, which was 

essential for my research. The observations were conducted until the patterns of the data 

collected became repetitive. 

3.2 Illustrative sample for the interviews
When I selected the illustrative sample for the interviews, the strategic choice was to find the 

'best'  sources of  data,  regarding relevance and reliability  (Mason,  2002).   By sampling a 

small  and specific  amount  of  people,  the  results  would be interpretative  and present  an 

example of the phenomenon explored, but would probably not be representative for results 

of similar research in other contexts. The sample consisted of four younger (below 25), five 

adult (over 30) and three older participants (over 60). The number of people interviewed was 

based on the requirements from my research (Kvale & Brinkmann, 2009). The observations 

presented data related to behavior and use of both genders, and several different age groups. 

As the scope did not represent a quantitative measurement and result, I decided to include  

people in the interviews that were in the same age group and gender as the people observed, 

as well as being explicitly active smartphone users, in order to make clearer connections to 

the results from the observations. (Kvale & Brinkmann (2009).

3.3 Interviews, pilot interview and data collected
With data from the observations as a start I then conducted semi-structured interviews with 

open-ended questions. A pilot interview with an expert was conducted initially, to iterate on 

the structure of the questions and the script. During the interviews, I collected data from 

people  based  on  their  knowledge,  perceptions  and  experience  of  the  topic.  Open-ended 

questions allowed participants to share insights or reflections that was interesting to this 

research, and that was possibly harder to identify from my own perspective.  Knowledge, 

perceptions, experience etc, is to be expected as the primary source of data when conducting 

interpretative ethnographic research (Mason, 2002). My lack of experience as an interviewer 

probably also had an effect on the collection of data (Creswell, 2013). The interviews was a  

complement to the observational data, as they resulted in insights into the perceptions and 

beliefs of people owning and using smartphones, and not just further descriptions of how 

and when they are using them.

The pilot interview session was conducted with a student expert whom are also making 

interview studies. His expertise was in the end not explicitly more reliable and extensive than 

my own. By definition he was not an expert (Kvale & Brinkmann, 2009), but was considered 

one for the sake of the iteration of the questions and structure of the interviews. I got the  

impression that the answers he presented was more complex than the future average answers 

from  other  people  would  be.  This  was  a  rather  predictable  assumption  because  of  his 

previous experience, knowledge and education regarding the subject. The data from the pilot 
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interview was used to elaborate on the questions and structure of the coming interviews, but 

is not part  of the results of this research.

In the end, 12 interviews were conducted, with five men and seven women. The youngest 

participant was 21 years old and the oldest 63. Nine interviews were held in real life, in 

person, and three were held over Skype. All participants were smartphone owners/users. The 

people  participating  was  selected  based  on  the  observational  data,  in  terms  of  age  and 

estimated  experience  with  a  smartphone.  I  estimated  that  I  would  continue  to  conduct 

interviews until  the stories  of  the different participants  became frequently  similar.  I  was 

familiar with some of the participants since before. I did not expect this to affect the results,  

since their perceptions and experience would probably not be affected by our relationship, 

but rather allow them to share more intimate stories where possible. 

Before  each  interview,  I  introduced  myself,  gave  the  participant  my  thanks  for 

contributing with his/her knowledge and experience, and explained the purpose of the study. 

I  tried  my  best  to  make  the  participant  feel  comfortable  and  informed  about  the 

circumstances of the interview, so that they would feel relaxed and prepared to share their 

feelings and thoughts. In qualitative interviewing, it is assumed that the personal interaction 

and relationship has an effect on the quality of work (Kvale & Brinkmann, 2009). I explained 

that  the  data  generated  through  the  interview  would  be  anonymous  and  later  used  for 

comparing and analyzing results in this research. I informed the participant that I was to 

record the discussion for transcription later on. Only two of the participants reacted on the 

fact that the discussion was to be recorded, but quickly gave their consent that it was okay 

after a short discussion on the reason why I did record the interviews. My own smartphone 

was used with a recording application for this. I explained the structure of the interview and 

let the participant know that they at any time could ask any question about the interview, 

research or anything else. Each interview took around 25 to 30 minutes to complete.

The interview questions/script was based on the research question and the data collected 

from the observations (Kvale & Brinkmann, 2009). The script was open and presented in 

such a  fashion that  the participant would be able to elaborate and explain the thoughts, 

feelings  and  circumstances  surrounding  each  given  answer.  This,  in  many  cases,  made 

participants answer several questions with the same long answer. The questions were short  

and easy  to  understand for  each participant,  as  they were  slightly  adjusted,  in  terms of 

language and presentation, according to the knowledge and experience of each participant 

(Kvale & Brinkmann, 2009). Some of them were about the user's own use and habits with 

their phone, and some were regarding their thoughts and feelings about other people using 

their phones in different situations. The questions/script can be found in Appendix 1.

In cases where the participant were to give examples of situations within the given topic, 

and it seemed hard for them to come up with any particular use case (most probably because 

the questions were so open and broad in general) I illustrated with a situation of my own. In 

most cases, I tried to inspire some food for thought, through abstract examples without a 

particular meaning,  in order to not affect the participant with my own bias and perceptions.  

In all cases where this happened, the participant presented a notion of understanding and 

eventually came up with an example of their own use, even if they at first elaborated on a  

situation I specifically presented. 
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After each interview, I transcribed the recorded discussion to text as soon as possible, 

while still having it fresh in mind. Not everything was transcribed as data, as some parts of  

the discussions were irrelevant for this research. This sometimes happened as participants 

went on with elaborated examples of use cases, and I did not want to tell them to stop, but  

rather kept the discussion going for a  while.  This was to further  welcome the ideas and 

thoughts of the participants, as I believe that it might have had the opposite effect if I had 

interrupted their stories. As a researcher, I had to decide what counted as data and not. My 

approach  was  interpretive  and  the  challenge  lied  partly  in  not  mis-interpreting  the 

participants and not inventing what would be treated as data (Mason, 2002). Only one of the 

participants  exaggerated  the  answers  in  an  explicitly  overcomplicated  way.  This  could 

possibly have been a  notion of  him adjusting his  answers to the context,  in order to be 

perceived as a richer source of data. It may also have been partly because of the examples I 

gave in order for him to elaborate on situations where he had experienced something in 

particular.  In  the following  interviews I  was more  careful  to  exemplify  if  the  discussion 

stagnated. The rest of the interviewees were perceived as natural, relaxed and comfortable 

enough with the situation to give what I perceived as honest, open and rich answers. 

The data collected from the interviews was compared with the observational data and 

related research, as discussed in the following section.

4. Results, analysis and synthesis

4.1 Results from the observations
During  the  observations  I  found  that many  of  the  apparent  smartphone-owning  people 
observed used their  device frequently,  independent of  age  or gender.  In this case of  use 
frequency, frequency suggest the number of times an explicit interaction takes place. In other 
words,  the  implicit  nature of  vibration functionality of  smartphones could be seen as  an 
interactive reminder in your pocket, but was not of interest for this particular research. While 
almost all people observed showed a high amount of use frequency (checking phone for texts, 
time, calls, apps etc), younger users1 (approximately younger than 35 years old) seemed to 
have their phone closer at hand more often. For example, having their phones laying on the  
table  or  in their  hand without using it,  instead of  having it  in their  pockets  or purse.  It  
seemed to be more common for older (or possibly less enthusiastic users) to have their phone 
in their pocket or purse while not interacting with it.  This could be a notion for a lesser 
requirement of the phone being close at hand for a more convenient interaction when called 
for. 
     One particular case was when a man and a woman (~35 years old) had lunch together. The 
woman got her food some time before the man and started eating, while the man started to 
interact with his smartphone. His use ranged from just swiping a feed with his thumb, to 
typing messages with both of his thumbs with what seemed to be a higher degree of input 
efficiency. Even so, he kept discussing things with his lunch date, but with little to no eye  

1

Age  is  difficult  to  estimate.  When  age  is  mentioned,  in  particular  with  respect  to  the  
observations, it is an estimation on my behalf and as such it may of course be wrong.
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contact over longer periods of time. This could be because their topic of discussion was laid 
back and not very important, or that they both knew each other well and possibly felt more 
comfortable diverting their attention to a phone. The woman were still eating while this was 
going on. When she was practically done, the man got his food to the table and only then she 
brought out her own phone, presenting a similar use as the man. She left shortly thereafter,  
while the man was still having his lunch. It was interesting to see how and what presented  
these people with the motivation for interaction, almost as if one person eating and the other 
not would be a case where it is more acceptable to use your phone.

Most of the people observed were in a company of one to three other people. In some 

cases, all users explicitly used a smartphone, and in others, only one did so (for example with  

retired older people, where owning a smartphone is less common (Statistiska Centralbyrån, 

2012). In cases where all users had or used a smartphone, it seemed to provoke less tension 

in the group when one of  them used it, as opposed to a single person using a smartphone in 

a group of people. This interpretation is based on the assumption that when there was a 

single phone on the table with several people around it, only one person was an “obvious”  

user. This may have been an unreliable assumption per se, but for the sake of this research, it 

would not have made a great difference in case a person would keep his or her phone in their 

pocket or not. It would simply have meant that the particular relationship between the phone 

not being used and the user owning it did not affect the personal meeting (at least as far as  

the eye could tell). 

Owners of phones, in particular younger people, seemed to pick up their phone and place 

it  on the table  they were  sitting at  as  soon as  they sat  down.  Sometimes after  the  first  

interaction after sitting down and sometimes straight away as a “preemptive” action, perhaps 

as a preparation for use. The different interactions observed with devices laying on the table  

ranged from a simple click to check notifications or time, to getting picked up and used for  

texting, calls or other applications.

Two younger guys in their early 20's were having coffee at a table next to me. One of the  

guys had his phone on the table the entire time they were at the café, the other had his phone 

in  his  pocket.  They  both  seemed  to  frequently  check  their  phone  for  messages,  time,  

notifications etc. When one of them got a phone call, the other quickly used his phone for 

something, maybe as compensation for loosing the attention of his friend. When the phone 

call ended, I overheard that he excused himself for talking on the phone and he explained 

what  the  matter  was  about.  His  friend  did  not  seem  troubled  about  the  matter.  His 

acceptance might come from either his own experience with similar situations from before, 

or the fact that his friend presented him with the means required to understand why he had 

received and accepted the call in front of him in that particular moment.

As phones were being used in the middle of social interaction between people, the level of 

disruption  seemed  to  be  very  different  depending  on  the  nature  and  complexity  of  the 

interaction. For example, a phone call forced people to engage with the phone completely, 

making their partner wait for it to end. In many cases where there were only two people, the 

partner not receiving the call would either stare and fiddle around with things on the table or 

in his/her pockets (I perceived it to be rather uncomfortable) or use their own smartphone 

for something. A text or personal message would in most cases require the user to use both 

hands  to  type  efficiently  and  fast.  Additionally,  it  was  common  seeing  people  scrolling 
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through  some  kind  of  feed,  browsing  content  fast,  only  requiring  one  thumb  and  little 

commitment (such as the Facebook wall or any Instagram feed). In cases where this was 

observed, users often kept discussing things with their partner while scrolling on the phone.  

With that said, it is difficult to tell whether it affected the relationship between the people or 

not. 

It  was  also  common  that  people  used  their  phones  when  their  partners  went  to  the 

bathroom or to buy more coffee. This could either suggest that it is an effort to decrease the 

perception of waiting for something, or to complete a particular task when it is not disrupting 

the meeting between the  people.  The latter  is  interesting in  the sense  that  it  makes the  

assumption that the user is aware of the technology as a disruptive element for the personal  

meeting. This was further elaborated in the interviews.

4.2 Results from the interviews
Many of the respondents (from now on also referred to as users) shared similar perceptions 

and feelings about the use of smartphones. Some had more radical relationships with their 

phone and their use, while others were less intrigued to constantly use their phone. The users 

that  I  perceived  to  be  more  experienced  or  familiar  with  their  phone  often  gave  more 

complex and longer answers, as opposed to less experienced participants, which often gave 

slightly shorter answers and elaborated less on examples. This could possibly be a notion of 

the user being explicitly aware of the context of the interview, making him or her give more 

complicated  answers  in  order  to  feel  richer  as  source  of  data  in  terms  of  his  or  her  

contribution  to  this  research.  As  said  in  the  method  section,  this  was  only  particularly 

noticeable in one individual case.

All users agreed that their relationship with their phone had a positive effect on their well-

being. Regardless of frequency of use, which ranged between a couple of times per day to 

several times each minute in any given moment, the users were convinced that their phone 

had a positive impact on their lives. However, a great majority of the users perceived their  

use as sometimes being unnecessary and not as something they would perceive as essential 

in their lives. In the cases where this was observed, the user belonged to the “half” I regarded 

as slightly less familiar with the technology. None of the participating users felt novice at 

heart, in terms of what they described as common tasks or actions they were performing with 

their phone. 

The younger users between the ages of 21 to 30, had similar ideas on how their use affects 

their friends and company in different situations. With minor differences,  they explained 

their use as acceptable as long as their company consisted of three or more people. This was 

often backed up with an explanation of why, which in all cases were something along the 

lines with: “... and it's okay as long as there are more than one other person there, and of  

course the situation and place matters as well”, as exemplified by one of the younger girls. 

There was a tendency among the users to explain their use as dependent on the context.

For example, the youngest user was well aware of her extensive use and that her phone 

was almost as important to carry with her as her household keys. She explained her use as 

addictive but not something she would stop. When she was studying at home, she usually 

switched off the phone to avoid interruption in her studies. I asked her why, and she said that 

it was because she knew that she would otherwise use it to check Facebook or play games. 

12



She explained her use as conscious, aware and extensive, and she considered her friends to 

be on the same level in terms of acceptance of use2 in different situations. 

Almost all users agreed that there is a “social understanding” to divert your attention to 

the company you are spending time with. Only one user thought that it was okay to use your 

phone in as good as any situation, apart from formal ones, such as at the cinema, a funeral or 

wedding etc. Many users exemplified with situations where it was easier to accept or use his 

or her phone without disrupting the meeting. This was often in a context where there were 

more than three people and all of them were familiar with one another. One of the users 

called it “the formality of the situation of use“. He would use his phone at work a lot, where  

he was working night shifts and his phone was the main source of entertainment through 

long periods of time when he had nothing better to do. He would not use his phone when the 

company had guests walking around observing different areas, as he thought that it would 

look inappropriate and as if he was “slacking” if he was using his phone when they were 

passing by. He elaborated on the situations where this happened as mainly a problem from 

the observers point of view, because they could not know what he was doing with his phone. 

He  thought  that  it  would  probably  be  more  acceptable  or  at  least  create  a  better 

understanding for his use if the person observing him would know what he was doing.

A common topic for discussion during the interviews was when a group of people did 

something together, such as watching a movie, and someone would use their phone. Some 

users  thought  that  it  obviously  was  okay  to  use  your  phone  however  you  wanted  to, 

whenever, in these situations. For example, it would be okay to text a message, Facebook or 

view pictures on Pinterest etc, but making a phone call would require you to excuse yourself 

and go to another room. Other users perceived this as a collaborative situation that you were 

doing together, even if the screen was something that each and everyone was diverting their 

attention to. If someone were to use their phone, they were not doing what everyone else was 

and  had  decided  to  do,  which  was  disruptive  for  the  atmosphere  and  pleasure  of  the 

situation. 

One user told a story about her watching a movie with a friend and that the friend was 

texting and using Facebook instead of watching the movie with her. She then proceeded to 

put on her headphones and watch the rest of the movie “alone”. Her friend reacted on this 

and felt excluded. Her story was a clear example of two people having different perceptions 

of what is acceptable use, what is a joint activity and what is not.

One user suggested that it would be inappropriate to use her phone during a funeral or  

any other  formal situation, and she was more prone to use her phone while  visiting her 

parents place (out of boredom in that context), while she thought that the phone could be 

something that added to the discussion and value of the social dimension when hanging out 

with  her  friends.  She  explained  that  displaying  YouTube  videos  or  showing  pictures  on 

Instagram could reimburse or keep a discussion going.  She saw a clear  difference in for 

example using Instagram and “Facebooking”, as using Facebook would be a more private 

interaction and that the pictures on Instagram was more accessible from an outsiders point 

of view.

2Acceptance of use would be whether or not the group thinks it is okay to use your phone.
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One user explained her use as  limited to situations where she either needed to check 

something (e-mail or text) or to rid herself of boredom. She also mentioned that she used her 

phone as a shield of some sort, in situations where she did not want to look like she got  

nothing to do in public (waiting for the bus or a person) or when she wanted to avoid verbal 

interaction with someone that she knew was passing by. This was mentioned by three other 

users as well, in as good as the same words. 

The oldest user (living alone) and one of the extreme users referred to the phone as their  

company or friend in different situations. The older user explained her use as extensive in 

terms  of  the  phone  replacing  actions  she  previously  had  done  with  her  computer.  The 

extreme user suggested that his use was so frequent and re-occurring that just picking up the 

phone, turning on the display, turning it off and putting it back into his pocket was very 

common. His choice of words was that it was more like a  form of compulsive behavior or 

“ticks”, rather than something he did for a specific reason. It was also just as common for 

him to open up applications such as Instagram, Aftonbladet.se or Pinterest and just refresh 

the feed several times, to figure out if there was any new content he had missed. 

4.3 Synthesizing results and related research
As said in the introduction, many people are using their personal smartphone on a daily 

basis. More and more people are becoming familiar with the technology of such devices and 

we can see a broad representation of use in different age groups. Depending on who you are 

observing,  you  may  expect  variable  use  patterns  depending on  cultural  differences,  age, 

experience and/or familiarity with such devices. Although you may not own a smartphone 

yourself, most people probably know someone that own and use a smartphone, and this have 

probably exposed them to someone using their phone when hanging out together.

When  this  research  first  started,  I  expected  a  greater  difference  between  users,  in 

particular older and younger users. This was merely a notion I had from before, and also 

from the impressions I got from the work of Prensky (2001). It was surprising to see that 

most  users  shared  many  similar  assumptions  about  their  own and others  use.  It  seems 

reasonable to believe, although my results and representation of data in terms of context is 

limited, that users adjust and form their behavior depending on context. Sometimes, the user 

seems to be aware of his/her use and adjusts accordingly to the situation. In other cases, the 

use  is  more  casual  and  implicit.  This  was  most  obvious  where  there  were  many  people 

involved in a joint activity. The individual use was not seen as disruptive to the meeting as 

the personal interaction was still maintained through the “other people there”. There were 

exceptions however, where extensive use from someone would be disruptive for the context, 

even for the most experienced users. Still, it seemed to be dependent on the context of use. A 

laid  back  activity,  for  example  watching  a  movie  or  TV,  was  a  more  acceptable  use 

environment, while at a dinner with friends was not. Minor differences was seen between age 

groups,  where younger users level  of  acceptance of  others use  was higher than for  older  

users. 

As mentioned, there seems to be a relationship between the complexity of the actions 

users perform with their phones and their ability to maintain focus on other tasks. This has 

also been noticed in previous research (Falaki et al., 2010).  The youngest users seemed to 

have an easier time picking up their phone, quickly “being done” and putting it down again, 
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as opposed to slightly older people, where the interaction seemed to be executed with more 

reflection, thus presenting a lower use frequency. Younger users often displayed cases where 

a  phone could be “active”  vs  “passive”  well  over  10  times during a  30-60 min session 3, 

whereas older users seldom checked more than twice or three times during a single session. 

More younger people are  smartphone owners than older (Statistiska Centralbyrån,  2012) 

and this could be an important reason that the frequency of use is more explicit,  as they 

possibly are more comfortable with the technology (Prensky, 2001). In addition, Falaki et al 

(2010) suggest that the longer a user has to interact with his or her smartphone, the lower 

the frequency of use is. This could mean that younger, more familiar or experienced users 

perceive it as a frequent and fast interaction, while older or less experienced user may find it 

more  complex  and  slow,  thus  decreasing  the  use  frequency.  This  implies  that  less 

experienced users probably perceive use as more disruptive because of their pre assumptions 

of using a phone taking more time than it actually does, depending on the experience and 

skill of the user.

An interesting notion for several users was the idea of difference between interactions. For 

example, using Facebook was seen as more disruptive than using Instagram in a group. This 

could either be because of the commitment and privacy of use revolving around a particular 

action, or whether the activity is seen as having a higher degree of “escaping the moment” or 

not. Facebook is a centralized system. Users of the system can only communicate and share  

things with each other, within the boundaries of the system. Everything you do on Facebook 

has some form of privacy stamp on it. If you send a message, only the receiver can read it. If 

you have specific privacy settings, then only a number of people can see what you do. It is  

really something you do for yourself with limited access for other people. It does not promote  

any real  sense of  commonality in a  group (Humphreys,  2010 & Kostakos et  al.,  2006).  

Instagram is more open in terms how others can access your content or not. There are  

only  two  settings:  Open  or  private.  Private  requires  an  “invite”  to  view  your  content 

indefinitely, while open means accessible from anyone at any time. You can also perform less 

actions with Instagram. You can search for other people or tags, view pictures, add people, 

like and comment. Hence, it does not require a lot of effort to use. 

There are two sides to the discussion about these two platforms. One is that the explicit  

nature of  the Instagram application on your phone, makes it  less private and easier/less 

intrusive to share, both online and offline. The other is that the cognitive ability required to 

interact  with  Instagram  is  lower,  thus  making  it  easier  to  perform  different  tasks 

simultaneously, such as talking to someone and scrolling through pictures. It is not as easy 

with Facebook, as the platform is mostly centralized around content that is text based or has  

a combination of both visual and text based content. 

As  Kostakos  et  al.  (2006)  argues,  a  symmetrical  and  supporting  interaction  is  more 

valuable than the opposite. Instagram is less complicated than Facebook in many instances, 

which also adds to the value of the experience it presents (Kostakos et al. (2006). It has a 

better usability for a group of people because it is easier to use than Facebook and has a 

higher chance of being integrated in such different contexts (Verkasalo et al. 2009). So how 

does this matter from the research questions point of view? 

3 Session as in period of use. In this case, as long as they were spending time at the café.
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Facebook has been around for some time now. Instagram as well, but its presentation is 

different.  Most users in this research show a difference between their  relationships with 

Facebook and Instagram. Facebook is private and holds a lot of your private information, 

both intimate and not. Instagram only presents the information (pictures) you take. Those 

pictures are public and available and only become sensitive when you take a picture that you 

do not really want to share. It is not about whether it is Facebook or Instagram you are using,  

but  rather  about  how  our  integrity  and  life  is  reflected  through  our  use  of  a  specific  

application. Facebook is more centralized around the individual, while Instagram is less so,  

as pictures are easily accessed by anyone who would like to access them. It may be a result of  

the application itself allowing or denying a particular kind of access for any given user. It may 

also be something that lies within the decision making of the user depending on what makes 

he/she interact with the content, be it for affectional, emotional, political or social reasons, as  

suggested by McCreadie and Rice (1999).

During the observations, it seemed like most people were using applications that were 

related to some kind of social behavior, and/or games or other laid back and easily accessible 

apps.  Some  of  them  I  could  see  using  a  particular  app,  and  others  were  assumptions 

according to their behavior which often reflected their use, in terms of if they were using one 

or  two  hands,  or  talking  with  the  people  they  were  hanging  out  with  or  not.  It  seems 

reasonable to believe that people are more prone to using social media applications and other 

communication based applications in public spaces, compared to for example accessing your 

bank account or filming yourself for a vlog (video blog). This could be partly because it does 

not require a certain amount of time to execute a “leisure oriented action”, nor a secure and 

trusted  space,  which  is  important  when  you  for  example  pay  your  bills  or  make  other 

transactions online.  Based on what was found during the research,  it  seemed likely  that 

people were adjusting their specific use of certain applications to the context. In this case, the 

observations were conducted in a public space open to anyone: a café. It was chosen as an 

appropriate  location  for  this  research  partly  because  the  possibility  for  social  mobile 

interactions were more plausible.  The type of interactivity does not really matter for this 

research,  but  social  media  applications  are  apparently  used  to  a  higher  degree  in  such 

contexts. 

There were no cases observed with people doing something explicitly private or something 

concerned with their immediate integrity. This could be because the display of a phone does 

not allow a private and integrated use in a public space. The displays of smartphones looks 

and feels (mostly) the same way and can only be used in so many different ways. It is a 

specific size, often only big enough for one person to use it effectively, as well as oriented 

towards that user and meant for only one person at  a time interacting with it,  in a very 

specific way. (Mandryk et al., 2002)

5. Concluding discussion
The research presented in this paper has been part of an effort to introduce new insights into 

a research field which have seen little work so far. Using a smartphone have not been a big 

part of our lives for a long time. The first generation of iPhones was released merely six years 
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ago and today, we are using smartphones to such an extent and frequency that it seems that  

we have been using them for a much longer time. In this paper, a novel research area have 

been presented and the research conducted in this thesis, therefore have been of exploratory 

character.  

The smartphones of today are inherently sharing aspects of design that have existed since 

the appearance of the first handheld mobile phones. The way we hold, look at, touch and  

listen to these devices may not necessarily allow a more open and collaborative space. The 

results of studies such as this one may present either possible alternatives to interaction or 

industrial design, or suggest that its not suitable with such collaborative interactions yet or  

ever. As the technology we use become more pervasive and ubiquitous and new interfaces 

and means of interaction are discovered, emailing, texting, surfing the web and “always being 

online” have gone from being something we do under very controlled circumstances in our 

home or at work, to something that is more on-demand and ever existing. By learning more 

about why users are spending so much time with their phones in different situations when 

hanging  out  with  other  people  and how it  affects  them,  more  meaningful  products  and 

services, related to  collaborative interaction design, can be developed for smartphones and 

other mobile technologies. 

In this research, I studied people in a public environment and combined those results 

with elaborated insight from selected users. The results display that users intentions of use 

and how they think they affect their surrounding with their use, are in many ways similar and 

different, depending on context, experience and affordance of use etc. 

Different kinds of applications are perceived as more intrusive than others. Facebook and 

Instagram were clear examples of this. Using Facebook was seen as something you do by 

yourself, no matter the context. The information you access on your platform of choice, is 

restricted to you alone and no one else can use it. Instagram however, is open and accessible 

to as good as everyone. It  is apparently seen as a more collaborative platform, as taking 

pictures or showing pictures to one another is often seen as a joint activity.

The orientation and position of a display affects how we access and use the information on 

a mobile device. Smartphones are per se restricted to a small screen, in a particular direction 

for a particular user. Not much can be done to affect the physical properties of such a screen 

and it may be part of why it is complicated and requires a lot of effort to design collaborative 

solutions to problems.

Smartphones are used as a way to escape boredom, communicate with people of interest, 

play games and finding information required to solve a particular task. The use is context  

dependent  and  many  users  are  aware  of  their  extensive  interaction  with  their  personal 

device.

The number of times a user interacts with his or her device is different depending on age, 

which  often  correlates  to  the  experience  and  expertise  of  the  user.  Younger  and  more 

experienced users  are  using their  devices  hundreds of  times per day,  and older and less 

experienced users seem to have a lower frequency of use. The intention to use and the length 

of the use of a device is  partly affected by the users perception of the interaction. If  the 

interaction  is  considered  complicated  and  time-wasting,  use  occurs  less  often.  If  the 

interaction  is  seen  as  fast  and  rewarding,  use  it  much  more  frequent.  The  age  is  not 
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necessarily explicitly correlated to the experience of the user, but as owning a smartphone is 

more common with younger people,  the time they have spent with their  devices is often 

longer and their interest in them reflects their experience and intentions of using them.

Understanding the user intention to use a product or application in any given situation 

allows for  a  more valuable  integration of  meaningful  and useful  applications.  Not  many 

smartphone products have design aspects that promote or allow a collaborative interactivity 

in a group of people. In order for smartphones to be less intrusive and more integrated in our 

daily meetings and social interactions we need to understand why users use their phones. 

This  is  to create  an enhanced group experience for users  and the possibility  for  a more 

personal common ground (Kostakos et al.,  2006),  instead of something that is seen as a 

problem or  obstacle  for  valuable  physical  interaction.  This  is  something  that  apparently 

works for Instagram as it is a combination between the physical world and a digital artifact 

that adds to and enhance the interaction between people. More applications in the future 

could make good use of this by considering the context of use to a higher degree. Asking 

questions, such as when do we use our phones, may be more valuable and complex than one 

might think. Games for example, are often focusing on a single user interacting with them 

and if more users are involved, the interactivity is often executed online or via some other 

kind of network. Games on phones could rather be treated as tabletop games where people 

come together and share the same experience, which can be more rewarding from a social  

perspective. 

Integration does not only affect  our personal  use,  but also how we pose questions or 

assumptions on people around us. For example, how will Google Glass affect people we are 

simply looking at? Are we sharing sensitive information on Facebook or Instagram? In that  

case, how does it change our view on privacy online and in mobile devices? More and more of 

ourselves are reflected in our activity online, and in a sense, we are living a life on the web 

and  in  the  physical  world.  The  future  may  possibly  fuse  these  two  together  in  a  more 

integrated way.

6. Future research
Future research might find interesting results exploring how we are prepared for even more 

ubiquity  and pervasiveness.  As  the  intelligence  and  control  of  technology  shifts  towards 

users, the context of use have the potential to become more ubiquitous (Verkasalo, López-

Nicolás, Molina-Castillo & Bouwman, 2009). The next step in communication technology as 

the “computer chip in the brain” has been a joke for a long time. But as the probability of  

technology entering and becoming a part of our bodies increases, our sense of control and 

choice may change. We could ask ourselves if we really want that amount of ubiquity or if it is 

important to feel secure and have a sense of ownership and control when using technology,  

as well as where the level of acceptance of computer controlled actions is from a privacy  

perspective (Srivastava,  2005).  However, different situations and actions may differ from 

one another (Verkasalo et al., 2009). For example, autonomy and ubiquitous research often 

discuss how the loss of control affects the user (Barkhuus & Dey, 2003). 
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It  seems  reasonable  to  believe  that  as  our  perception  and  control  of  technology  is 

changing it also has an affect on our physical world relationships, as more of our devices and 

interactions are becoming less tactile and more integrated in our everyday objects and tasks. 

When new products and services are introduced we tend to adapt and enjoy new ways of 

interacting  with  one  another.  Exploring  why  people  use  their  phones  are  key  to 

understanding different behaviors and designing new and meaningful experiences through 

them. At this time, as good as all products available for mobile communication forces us to 

interact with our devices up front,  diverting our entire attention to it.  Not much from a  

design perspective allows or makes it easier to integrate a simultaneous interaction between 

the digital and physical world. We either do  this,  or do  that.  Future iterations on mobile 

technologies  and smartphones  in  general  have the  ability  to  create more integrated and 

meaningful experiences between the physical and digital realm, and for that to happen, we 

need to have a greater understanding about the intentions and feelings of the users.
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Appendix 1
Interview script/questions (translated from swedish)

- Name

- Purpose

- Thank you for participating

- Inform about the general data and how it is to be presented later, and ask if its ok with the  

participant

� Explain the structure of the interview

� - Ask if there are any questions

Can you tell me about a typical situation when you use your phone?

How do you think it affects your well-being?

How do you feel about that?

How often do you use your phone?

Do you ever “think” about you actually using it while doing so?

Can you give any examples of when that might happen?

Have you ever reacted on someones use of their phone while you are hanging out together?

Can you give any more examples of that?

Did you do anything about it?

Are there any situations where you find it inappropriate to use your phone?

Likewise, …. where you find it inappropriate for other people to use their phones?

Why?

Can you give any more examples or elaborate on what you just told me?

(Clarifying reserve question in case something is unclear) 

With what you have told me during this interview, would you say that.... xxxx

- Thank you
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