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Abstract 
The study of device ecologies in-the-wild presents challenges for researchers. This study 
builds on previous research using ethnographic techniques with low researcher 
involvement and real-time collection of data. It seeks to determine how suitable video 
filming is by users of their own activities in the wild, using first person point of view head-
mounted cameras, to provide rich information about their use of an ecology of devices, 
apps and online services. How does such filming affect the perceived enjoyment of their 
activity (compared to when not using the video capturing device)? Two geocachers 
recorded 11 hours of video covering 7 days of activities over a month and the video 
captured, combined with semi-structured follow-up interviews, indicated that such a 
method may have value when studying users in-the-wild as a complement to existing 
methods, especially as a method for enhancing rapid ethnography. 
 
Keywords: Ethnographic, real-time, device ecologies, in the wild, rapid ethnography 

1. Introduction 
The past 20 years has seen tremendous change in society, much of this supported or even 
driven by technological change, this change has occurred both in the world of work and 
leisure.  Consider how it is possible for a growing number of individuals to act 
collaboratively across much of the planet, including with people they may have never met 
in real life. As the number of these online collaborations increase there is, perhaps, an 
even greater need for physical activities that connect us with the real world. Technology, 
rather than separating us from this physical world, can in fact both support and enhance 
the experience, thus making activities that were previously impossible an everyday part of 
life. One such technology is the sheer computing power that has moved from room size 
supercomputers to our pockets in the past 20 years, with hundreds of millions and soon 
billions of individuals with smartphones in their pockets connected to a vast repository of 
information and additional online computing power. Moreover, such technologies as GPS 
allows us to track our position on the Earth to an accuracy only available to major military 
powers a few decades ago and to be able to see a satellite view of our current position with 
a resolution that would have been a military secret even as a printed image until quite 
recently.  Indeed, it is quite hard to imagine what new possibilities and challenges future 
technological developments will offer individuals during their work, leisure, online, real 
world and virtual world lives. Whatever the future brings researchers will wish to study 
the activities of users in these new environments.  

It can be argued that the challenges for the researcher are different when studying user 
experience of a single device in isolation, such as a desktop computer in a relatively well 
ordered office environment, compared to that of the mobile use of multiple devices for 
leisure activities. The greatly reduced cost of such devices and services means that the 
individuals being studied may possess a multitude of different devices and services that 
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they have acquired over time and adapted to their particular needs and requirements. At 
any time the individuals may add to this ecosystem of devices and services in a way that is 
hard to understand and may be hard to find an exact duplicate of the ecosystem used by 
another individual. 

Considering different research methods that might be used to study this area of mobile 
device usage one may consider many methods of research study from quantitative, 
replicable laboratory studies to traditional ethnographic studies.  The former, laboratory 
studies, have a long history of being used to study human computer interaction.  The 
latter, ethnographic studies, also have a long history of use and it has been claimed that 
such studies can offer a much greater degree of contextual information about the use of 
devices and services than other methods, such as laboratory studies (Millen, 2000). Such 
ethnographic studies are traditionally a special type of field study conducted in natural 
settings and taking a big picture view, the perspective is that of the informant and can be 
undertaken without any preconceived objective or research question (Millen, 2000). 
More recently, ethnographic studies been developed to allow the researcher to limit the 
scope of the study to concentrate on particular aspects of an interaction (Millen, 2000). 
Traditional ethnographic studies take from weeks to many months, though newer 
methods have been developed to allow for more rapid forms of ethnography (Millen, 
2000).    

One interesting consequence of the developments in technology available to individual 
users is that it is possible to leverage this development to allow for new methods for the 
observation of the use of new devices. This seeming tautology refers to the recent 
advances in video recording using extremely small cameras that are inexpensive, rugged, 
have good battery life and capacious recording capacity, which can be shared by the user 
with researchers using inexpensive online storage services. The development of such 
recording devices appears to be progressing at least as fast as the technologies that they 
might be useful to use to study. 

1.1 Research question 
How suitable is video filming by users of their own activities in the wild, using first person 
point of view head mounted cameras, to provide rich information about their use of an 
ecology of devices, apps and online services? How does such filming affect the perceived 
enjoyment of their activity (compared to when not using the video capturing device)? 

1.2 Aim  
The aim of this study is to apply the above research question to a suitable group of users that 
represent mobile computer use, not necessarily related to their occupation and where the 
purpose of their activity is one of enjoyment. The activities of the group are not the focus of 
the study, but the extent to which research into their activities can be facilitated by using the 
method proposed in this study without meaningfully affecting the enjoyment experienced 
when pursuing their activities.    
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2. Related research  

2.1 Laboratory versus field studies (a summary) 
Naturally, it has been asked, even if the technological challenges are reducing, whether such 
field studies are worth the hassle (Kjeldskov, Skov, Als, and Høegh, 2004) compared to 
laboratory studies. In their original paper Kjeldskov et al. (2004), compared the number of 
usability problems detected in a laboratory study (designed to replicate the hospital 
environment) and in actual use by nurses in the hospital environment. In both cases the 
same video equipment was used to capture the screen of the device being used, this was 
combined with ceiling mounted video footage (in the laboratory) and handheld video taken 
by an observer. Six test subjects took part in the laboratory study and six in the field study 
(with the observer recording the usage being one of these nurses). In total approximately 6 
hours of video were captured and this video was analysed by usability experts to determine 
the number of usability problems detected. The results showed that a statistically strongly 
significant greater number of usability problems were detected in the laboratory study as 
compared to the field study (18.8 versus 11.8 on average per usability session), the total time 
taken to plan, setup, conduct and analyse the video collected was 34 man-hours versus 65 
man-hours. Based on these results Kjeldskov et al. (2004) concluded that it was not worth 
the hassle to conduct a field study as opposed to a laboratory study in the example that they 
had investigated. This conclusion was based on the reduced number of usability problems 
discovered in their field study, the ability to detect context-aware usability problems in both 
studies and the difficulties in replicating results produced in field studies. 

As one might expect this paper created considerable discussion and has been cited by 191 
papers, 153 of these were reviewed by Kjeldskov & Skov (2014) when they sought to revisit 
the question they had posed in their original paper 10 years earlier. Interestingly, none of the 
reviewed papers sought to replicate the original study conducted by Kjeldskov et al. (2004). 
A wide range of approaches to examine the question of the value of laboratory versus field 
studies were explored by the 153 papers that Kjeldskov et al. (2014) reviewed. Considering 
the conclusion alone, Kjeldskov et al. (2014) answer to the question as to the value of 
laboratory versus field studies was considerably more nuanced than in their original paper 
ten years earlier, there is now no single answer to the question they posed since now the 
question is not which method is best but “when we should do what, and how we should then 
do it” (Kjeldskov et al., 2014, p. 50).  

To provide some examples of when and the how field studies should be used instead of 
lab studies, it is necessary to consider how HCI research can move from detecting usability 
problems with a single device to supporting the design of new devices and services that can 
better fit into the existing ecology of devices and services used by individuals. Additionally, 
longitudinal field studies can also provide expanded information concerning the use of these 
devices and how this use changes over time. A challenge when conducting field studies is 
that the data collected (unlike traditional laboratory studies) is often made post hoc rather 
than in real-time, meaning that it relies on the, possibly faulty or incomplete, memories of 
the participants. The need for real-time data collection in field studies can also be argued as 
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part of the answer about how they should be studied. All of these aspects are discussed in the 
following sections.   

2.2 From studying a single device to an ecology of devices 
One possible reason for the change in the nature of the question is due to the change in the 
focus of laboratory and field studies from one purely concerned (as in the case of the original 
paper in 2004) on usability problems to a focus that assumes such usability problems are 
largely surmounted and that the present day problem is the need to design new devices, apps 
and services that “fit well into people’s complex lives, for work and leisure, and that fit well 
with the abundance of other technologies that we surround ourselves with” (Kjeldskov et al., 
2014, pp. 49-50). The key point is that it is no longer sufficient to consider a single point of 
interaction of one individual with one device or service, it is necessary to consider how 
multiple “digital ecosystems” (Kjeldskov et al., 2014, p. 50) work in harmony together. An 
example of such a digital ecosystem could be that of mobile phones used to take photos that 
are then automatically uploaded and enhanced by Google photos and categorised so as to 
allow for searching by the user so they can share the best images from an event to their 
friends. Services even exist that can combine the images taken at a particular event by 
different people using various mobile phones or wifi connected cameras to produce a 
summary of the event from different perspectives. When adding any new device or service to 
such an existing ecosystem it is necessary to consider how the design of the device or service 
adds to the experience that the device or service is seeking to enhance. 

When considering the value of field studies in this new light it could be argued that they 
are qualitatively different from traditional laboratory studies (designed to create replicable, 
short, and discrete experiments), where field studies fail is when they seek to mimic the 
methods of such laboratory studies, to succeed field studies need to embrace the messy 
nature of such in-the-wild studies with the key additional component that such studies 
should be longitudinal (Kjeldskov et al., 2014). Another study (Rogers, Connelly, Tedesco, 
Hazlewood, Kurtz, Hall, Hursey and Toscos, 2007) referred to by Kjeldskov et al. (2014) in 
their paper goes to consider how such seemingly problematic aspects of research studies 
(such as demand characteristics) can, in the context of such “in-the-wild” field studies, be 
embraced as motivators for users to conduct long-term data collection of such rich “messy” 
data (using audio and video technologies).  

Another study, reviewed by Kjeldskov et al. (2014), by Tolmie, Crabtree, Egglestone, 
Humble, Greenhalgh and Rodden (2009), also employed direct observation, over a period of 
several weeks. In this case the observer participated in the activity, asking questions during 
the activity, which involved what Tolmie et al. (2009) called digital plumbing, the 
installation or extension of existing ecologies of devices and services providing ubiquitous 
(and often invisible) computing to the home. Tolmie et al. (2009) point to the danger of 
seeking to impose new devices or services on the householder ignoring both their wish to 
develop these ecologies to meet their individual needs and the existing ecologies of 
ubiquitous computing already present in the home. The study of such ecologies require going 
beyond an item-by-item analysis of devices and services separated from the wider ecology 
(Tolmie et al., 2009).  
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2.3 Longitudinal ethnographic studies  
Of the 153 studies reviewed by Kjeldskov et al. (2014) eleven concerned field studies making 
use of “ethnographic techniques with minimal researcher involvement and no controlled 
manipulation of variables” (Kjeldskov et al., 2014, p. 46), and some of these studies were 
longer or longitudinal studies. By ethnographic techniques is meant studies that use some 
features of ethnology rather than, necessarily, adhering strictly to all the traditional 
characteristics of ethnographic studies. These studies can be considered a particular type of 
field study, “field ethnographies” (Kjeldskov et al., p. 46). Combined with the longitudinal 
aspects one might coin the term “longitudinal field ethnographies” where the researcher has 
extremely limited involvement, apart from at the initial stage of setting up the procedure to 
be used to record the quantitative or qualitative data, and where what is recorded is highly 
dependent on the participants. Additionally, the data is collected over a period of time 
sufficient to capture a significant sample of all the variety of activities undertaken over an 
even larger period of time (assuming many activities repeat). 

The methods used in the field ethnographies combined with all of the longitudinal studies 
reviewed by Kjeldskov et al. (2014) include: questionnaires, diaries studies, data logging 
(including using the sensors built into mobile phones) and interviews. 

One of these studies, by Wilson, Galliers and Fone (2007), used in-situ evaluations of two 
cognitive artefacts used in a medical shift handover, with the principal method of data 
collection being that of direct observations supported by opportunistic interviews, artefact 
analyses and semi-structured interviews that took place during 24 days over a 10 month 
period. Due to the nature of the location video was excluded as a method of data collection. 
Wilson et al. (2007) concluded that their method should be seen as a complement to existing 
methods and that their method specifically allowed for theories of distributed cognition to be 
explored in the context of the artefacts used in their study. This theory requires a holistic 
view of the use of the artefacts in-the-wild to achieve the goals of the system as a whole, 
going beyond the needs of any individual, particular information flow, etc. 

2.4 Real-time and near real-time gathering of user experience  
In others studies Isomursu, Kuutti and Väinämö (2004) provide valuable insight into the 
real-time gathering of user experience, especially how this gathering can be achieved 
supported by both audio and video. Isomursu et al. (2004) combined the collection of this 
rich user generated audio and video data with follow-up interviews where they sought to 
build on the data collected to provide “a coherent narrative from the usage session” to “put 
the clips into context” (Isomursu et al., 2004, p. 87). Due to the limitations of the technology 
and their wish to maintain a reliable recording, the combined audio and video recordings 
were limited to a maximum of 20 seconds per clip. They noted this did cause some problems 
when piecing together the user experiences recorded and they sought to overcome this by the 
follow-up interviews (Isomursu et al., 2004). 

Isomursu et al. (2004) showed that participants often choose to add extra information to 
their video and audio clips to emphasise, in an exaggerated form, what they considered 
important limitations of the technology they were being asked to use. Note in the case of 
Isomursu et al. (2004) “real-time” perhaps should be given in quotes given that the clips 
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appeared to be near real-time summaries of user experiences made in-situ, but, given the 
limitations of the technology, not actually captured during the first time they experience the 
issue they raised in the clips. 

So, this is an example of the use of real-time (rather than post hoc) gathering of data 
related to the use of a device in the context in which it was envisaged to be used (rather than 
in a simulated context in the laboratory). However, as stated above, the limitations imposed 
by the technology meant that these clips were video snapshots taken in the wild, which, it 
could be argued, caused the subjects to produce exaggerated post hoc summaries to 
exemplify the usability problems that they wished to highlight to the designers of the 
devices.  

Sohn, Li, Griswold, Hollan, Czerwinski, Lund and Tan (2008) chose to use diary studies 
in order to research mobile information needs. Again their study was undertaken over an 
extended period (of two weeks). As Sohn et al. (2008) were well aware of the limitations of 
diary studies (due to the potential for participants to forget to record issues that occur 
between diary sessions), they made use of an established method for “real-time” collection of 
snippets of feedback that could later be followed up when the participants recorded their 
experiences in response to an online set of questions. Again it is, perhaps, appropriate to 
mark the real-time nature of these snippets in quotation marks since Sohn et al. (2008) 
sought to remind participants every 3 hours, by SMS, to send such snippets and so it cannot 
be assumed that participants always recorded issues as they occurred, but, perhaps, up to 3 
hours later. 

Gouveia & Karapanos (2013) addressed the combined problems of the burden of self-
reporting of user experiences and the lack of real-time collection of such data. Gouveia et al. 
(2013, p. 2921) point to the difficultly of “monitoring potentially sparse data, over prolonged 
periods of time and that remain relatively unobtrusive to participants”. Gouveia et al. (2013, 
p. 2922) make use of “the concept of lifelogging” though as before with the goal of 
supporting later recall of details based on this lifelogging data. Using what Gouveia et al. 
(2013, p. 2922) call a “Footprint Tracker” they sought to consider how “four different types 
of cues, namely visual, location, temporal and social context” could be used to support recall 
at a later time. Still images and other data captured are to support later recollection. 

2.5 The research gap 
The research reviewed shows the development from mainly usability error focused 
laboratory studies to an appreciation of the value of field studies that are qualitatively 
different in nature, considering both the ecology of devices and the need to consider 
interactions over a period of weeks and months rather than hours. The research points to the 
value of real-time or near real-time collection of user experiences in the wild, even though 
such collection only represents snippets of the total user experience and how it may be 
possible to compensate for the fragmentary nature of such collection. Considering the above 
research as a whole it may be argued that by combining several of the elements a 
complementary form of research might be possible: in the wild, studies of device ecologies, 
longitudinal studies and real-time data collection. Additionally, minimal researcher 
involvement can allow for the collection of meaningful user interaction in-the-wild without 
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requiring the presence of researchers and the potential problems (in terms of resources 
required and privacy invasion) that such studies can involve. I am not arguing that such 
research could or should replace other forms of studies, but that it could act as a 
complement to existing methods. 

3. Method  

3.1 Research approach 
The group selected to take part in the study were geocachers. O’Hara, Czerwinski, Lund and 
Tan (2008) looked at what motivated geocachers (both those searching for and those placing 
geocaches). O’Hara et al. (2008) pointed out the place of geocaching as an activity that has 
existed for, as of 2015, more than a decade and that is based on the extensive use of 
technology in situ and online in a context directly connected to the location of its activity. 
However, O’Hara et al. (2008) goes on to note that the technology is something that 
facilitates rather than dominates the activity, with some geocachers making only limited use 
of technology, for very few would the technology itself be a reason to geocache (as one might 
think of some amateur photographers, for example). The technology, clearly, would have to 
be more than just functional to be used and needs to work in very demanding circumstances, 
time after time. 

Therefore, geocachers make use of technology to support their goals rather than as an end 
in itself and many experienced geocachers make use of a plethora of devices, apps and online 
services that are pieced together in no particular order, but are chosen as they are the best 
for the job right now (as opposed to particular “killer devices” that are purchased to solve a 
large number of requirements, as could be argued is the case for most users of smartphones). 
Also geocaching, by its nature, is truly in-the-wild and presents challenges for the researcher 
wishing to gain meaning data about the geocachers’ use of technology.  

To provide a meaningful length of time for the study participants were asked if they were 
willing to commit to up to one month of consecutive geocaching activities whilst being part 
of the study. Naturally the participants could leave the study at anytime if they wished, but 
were informed in advance about the length of the study to ensure that they had no other 
commitments that would, in themselves, prevent participation for this length of time.  

Since the study sought to concentrate on a one-month period, during which all geocaching 
related activities would be recorded, two participants were recruited rather than a larger 
number of participants each over a shorter period.   

3.2 Characteristics of the participants in the study  
Two participants took part in the study, one was male and the other female. The two 
participants are in a long-term relationship and have lived together since at least 2008. 

Female participant: 38 years old, employed by Umeå Municipality, has been a geocacher 
since 2009. 

Male participant: 49 years old, employed in the hospitality industry in Umeå, has been a 
geocacher since 2009. 
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3.3 Placement of video cameras  
Although it could have been advantageous to have used chest-mounted cameras (to allow for 
unrestricted head movements and secure attachment) or bicycle helmet-mounted cameras 
(to allow for secure mounting of cameras), the selected method used in the study was that of 
head-mounted baseball caps (that were bought reinforced with plastic), giving stability and 
flexibility of use across sexes and head-sizes. The chest-mounted cameras were rejected by 
one of the participants as unsuitable for female participants and the baseball cap was seen as 
less intrusive than wearing a bicycle helmet, whilst still offering stability to ensure the 
camera stayed in place through various rugged activities. Various baseball caps from 
lightweight to steadily more rigid (and finally reinforced with plastic) were tested until one 
was found that could support the weight of the camera and could securely fasten at the back 
to ensure that the cap remained on the head of the participant (assuming a wide range of 
head sizes). 

The cameras were mounted pointing 45 degrees down and at right-angles to provide the 
maximum coverage of device usage (from shoulder to feet). The camera was angled 
downwards since it was the activities of the participant that were of principle interest rather 
than those of people that happened to be present when the participant was filming their 
activities. Images of the mounting of the camera and the field of view provided by the camera 
can be seen in image 1 and image 2. Normally a head-mounted camera would be mounted 
horizontally pointing straight at whatever the person wearing it was looking at and with a 
wide angled lens this would show everything that the personal wearing it was looking at from 
the edge of their vision from the left to the right and the camera would clearly be pointing 
directly at anyone talking to the person wearing it. However, the focus of the study was the 
actions of the person wearing the camera in an outdoor setting and/or when viewing their 
devices. By angling the camera downwards by 45 degrees from the horizontal and rotating 
the mounting by 90 degrees the field of view becomes, even when looking straight ahead, 
from their eyelevel to their feet. This means that what is immediately in front of them and 
anything in their hands is captured on video even if they are not directly looking at it. 

A possible advantage to the orientation (pointing 45 degrees down and at right-angles) 
was that the cameras gave the impression that they only captured video of the immediate 
metre or so in front of the participants (and did not capture the faces of anyone that the 
participants’ were looking at). If the participant looked straight at someone in front of them 
the video did capture that individual from their feet up to part of their face (due to the 
extremely wide-angled view of the view camera). However, unlike Google glass or other 
clearly front-mounted video camera the intention was to capture the activities of the 
participant and be informed about activities of others around the participant that were 
taking direct part in these activities (for example sharing the use of a particular device). As 
the camera was angled downwards there was no need for the participant to overtly look 
down to have a clear view of what they were carrying in the hand that the camera was 
mounted on. 

The camera was mounted to the baseball cap using Velcro and a release clip, either of 
which could be used to remove the camera if the removable battery needed to be replaced 
during a particular session. The camera could be mounted on either the right or left side of 
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the cap to accommodate right or left-handed participants and capture the activities of that 
dominant side. It would have been possible to have used dual cameras to ensure that both 
the left and right view were captured and to also ensure redundancy in the video captured (in 
the event of one of the cameras failing to work during a particular activity), however, this 
would have both increased the weight of the baseball cap on the participant’s head and 
meant that they needed to think about checking two cameras were turned on and recording 
and had fresh batteries. For that reason only the single camera was used by each of the two 
participants with additional cameras available for the next activity in the event of hardware 
failure of either of the two cameras. 

As a backup (if the baseball caps ended up being impractical when used by the geocachers 
in the wild) a headband with a bracket that the camera could be mounted to (in the same 
position as the baseball cap) was also made available to the geocachers, but was not in fact 
used by them during the study. 

3.4 Head-mounted camera worn by female participant 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Image 1. Video camera on cap worn by female participant viewed from male participant’s 
video camera when looking at her hands. 
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Image 2. View from male participant’s video camera when looking at female participant’s 
hands. 

3.5 Video camera used 
The video camera used was a Sony HDR-AZ1 full HD 1080P camera capable of recording up 
to 8 hours of video (on the 64 GB card provided) and each participant was provided with two 
batteries, each capable of up to 80 minutes of recording between recharges. The camera was 
mounted in a waterproof housing, rated to 5 metres (this was the choice of the participants 
as they wished to be able to use the device in all aspects of geocaching, including underwater, 
and not to have to think about damaging the camera in normal geocaching activities that 
would include their heads banging into trees etc.). The camera selected was the lightest 
model available in the Sony range with the possibility to record at up to 60 frames a second 
at a 50MB/s bitrate providing extremely high quality video in a lightweight and compact 
form, either in a waterproof housing or without the housing (as the camera is splash 
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resistant). As noted above, the participants wished to use the camera in a housing and this 
made the selected camera the largest possible that could be used when wearing a baseball 
cap (a slightly larger, 30% larger and heavier, Sony model with a longer battery life was, 
therefore, not possible as the added weight and size when in the housing made the cap 
unstable).  

In order to ensure that the longest possible recordings were captured, without the need for 
participants to swap out the batteries (and potentially interrupt their geocaching activities), a 
lower frame and bit rate was selected than the maximum for the camera (this potentially 
doubled the battery life) and had the additional advantage of allowing for just over 8 hours to 
be recorded on a single 64GB memory card without requiring any data to be removed. As with 
all aspects of the method employed here, the selection of video camera was a compromise 
made based on the requirements of the particular case that was being studied. If the 
participants had been happy to use the camera without the housing then, for the same 
weight on the head, the larger camera could have been used and this would have provided up 
to 40% more battery life (meaning that more than 2 hours of video could have been captured 
or the same amount of time could have been captured at a higher frame and bitrate, 
increasing the quality of each frame considerably). When used without the housing the 
camera is water resistant and the battery is much easier to quickly replace (as in the housing it 
needs to be first removed from the cap before the battery can be accessed for replacement). 
The disadvantage (if one ignores the cost of replacing a broken camera) is that the participant 
may be concerned about damaging the camera, in the housing the camera is both much more 
robust and conveys this impression to the participant. 

3.6 Method for data collection and ongoing feedback 
Since the participants in the study were happy to communicate via Facebook messenger 
feedback, therefore, any questions that they had about the equipment could be answered in 
real-time and issues related to video filming their activities could also be addressed without 
needing to meet between the initial setup and demonstration and the final semi-structured 
interview at the end of the one-month study. As mentioned above, multiple duplicates of the 
cameras were available to the participants and would have been dropped off to them as soon 
as there was any indication of mechanical failure of the camera, housing or batteries of the 
camera that each participant had. No such mechanical failure occurred during the study. As 
the participants also readily used online services to upload files they were happy to upload 
the videos taken after each geocaching trip and again this ensured that there was minimal 
involvement from the researcher (that is myself) and that the video material could be 
accessed relatively quickly after each geocaching trip. If the participants took more than a 
week to upload the video I suggested picking up the memory card and replacing it with a new 
one, it was clear, however, that the participants preferred to upload the data themselves, 
rather than meet (and this suited the goal of attempting to achieved minimal researcher 
involvement during the course of the study). 

Together with the ongoing feedback provided to prompts via Facebook messenger, this 
video provided feedback that the participants were able to record their activities using the 
provided video cameras and that the material provided was of a sufficient quality to allow for 
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meaningful viewing of their activities (that is to say the video showed, most of the time, 
clearly what the participant was doing, including clear images of the screens of the devices 
that they were using). To provide an additional backup the participants were asked not to 
delete any videos that they uploaded from the cards, as these were then separately collected 
at the end of the study, just in case there were any problems with the uploads that were made 
by the participants. The data was upload to a secure link on Microsoft’s OneDrive service 
that both the participants and the researcher (that is myself) had read/write access to. 

3.7 Example video capture and visual activity summary 
In order to provide feedback to participants after they had taken part in the first geocaching 
activity a visual summary of the actions noted was made (this is shown as figure 3 in the 
results section) and a short video created, based on that taken by the geocachers that 
maintains the maximum amount of information about the activities undertaken and the 
devices and services used, but without revealing identifiable personal information about the 
geocachers. This information was shared with the geocachers using the secure OneDrive 
storage space. Although not requested by the geocachers, it did help them to understand the 
information that would be shared in the final published study. 

3.8 Semi-structured interviews and impact of filming 
Semi-structured interviews of about 30 minutes per participant took place following the 
completion of the one-month capture of geocaching and other related activities, the questions 
were created based on the information provided in the videos. These consisted of follow-up 
questions to check my understanding of the activities shown in the videos, additional 
questions raised by the activities in the videos and reasons for the choices of the devices used 
for particular activities. In addition, further question were designed to help to determine 
whether the filming process had impacted the enjoyment by the participants of their 
geocaching activities. 

The extent of the rich information captured by the video self-ethnography was determined 
by the ability of the video captured to provide a descriptive narrative of the interaction of the 
geocachers with the devices, apps and services (rather than simply the number of individual 
uses of each device, app or service). The determination as to whether the data collected was 
rich in nature can be determined by the reader based on the provided transcripts of the semi-
structured interviews (and the relevant summaries included in the results section), shown as 
Appendix 1 and 2, and the example screenshots provided and annotated for the initial 
geocaching activity (shown as figure 3 in the results section). To provide full access to all the 
videos taken by the geocachers would reasonably require careful editing and approval before 
they could be widely shared. The initial trial video of about 20 minutes (for the female and 
male participants) that was created and approved to be shared by the participants took about 
3 hours to edit to maximize the user interaction shown and still maintain the anonymity of 
the participants.  

The extent of the impact was determined by such factors as the willingness to provide the 
video footage (without moral coercion or financial incentive), impact shown during the 
filming, as well as feedback given during semi-structured interviews. 
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4. Results   

4.1 Was any video captured? Did the study run the full month? 
The participants took part in geocaching activities and maintained a video record of these for 
the entire month (see figure 1 and 2), at no time during this month did they indicate in any 
way that they wished to end their participation in the study. Anecdotally, the male geocacher 
asked via Facebook messenger about the different kinds of video cameras tested for the 
study, as he was interested in buying one after the study was completed to use to document 
his geocaching activities in the future.  

4.2 Raw record of the total amount of data captured 
In total during the month’s study the two participants captured and uploaded just under 11 
hours of video, the distribution of this video is shown in figure 1 and as a calendar (figure 2) 
to show more clearly exactly when the various activities mentioned in the transcripts (shown 
as appendix 1 and 2) took place. 

  
 

Female - Trial day    - 07 min 23 sec 
Female - On computer (on trial day)  - 02 min 51 sec 
Male - Trial day    - 03 min 11 sec 
Male  - Trial day (continued)   - 10 min 52 sec 
Male - Trip 3 days after trial, cut off  - 00 min 21 sec 
Female - First 2 day trip day 1 (of 2)  - 18 min 30 sec 
Female - Continued    - 26 min 30 sec 
Female - Continued    - 17 min 18 sec 
Female - First 2 day trip day 2 (of 2)  - 32 min 51 sec 
Male  -  First 2 day trip day 1 (of 2)  - 35 min 09 sec 
Male  -  Continued    - 19 min 52 sec 
Male - First 2 day trip day 2 (of 2)  - 26 min 18 sec 
Male - Week after first 2 day trip  - 28 min 38 sec 
Female - Week after first 2 day trip in boat - 23 min 22 sec 
Female - Continued    - 22 min 40 sec 
Female - On computer following trip  - 17 min 08 sec 
Female - 3 days after boat trip, with others - 29 min 50 sec 
Female - Second 2 day trip day 1 (of 2) - 35 min 08 sec 
Female - Continued    - 35 min 09 sec 
Female - Continued     - 24 min 46 sec 
Female - Second 2 day trip day 2 (of 2) - 23 min 07 sec 
Female - Continued    - 35 min 09 sec 
Female - Continued    - 03 min 58 sec 
Female - Continued    - 27 min 59 sec 
Male - Second 2 day trip day 1 (of 2) - 35 min 09 sec 
Male - Continued    - 35 min 09 sec 
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Male - Continued    - 27 min 09 sec 
Male - Second 2 day trip day 2 (of 2) - 16 min 18 sec 
Male - Continued     - 07 min 32 sec 
Male - Continued    - 14 min 24 sec 
Male - Continued    - 07 min 02 sec 
Male - Continued    - 06 min 07 sec 
 
Figure 1. Distribution of video recorded during the study. 
  
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 2. Calendar of events.  

 
Figure 2 and 3 are shown as a measure of the amount of video captured by the 

participants and to show the distribution of the different activities. It should be noted that 
the video camera appears to always split files into a maximum length of approximately 35 
minutes, this is the reason that there seem to be multiple continued recordings of about that 
length. The female participant noted this in the semi-structured interview included as 
appendix 1. She noted that it was not apparent to her until she uploaded the files as the 
camera simply continued filming until the battery died. Also she noted that even though the 
battery died in the middle of filming it still captured all the activities it was recording up 
until the second it turned off (so the camera did not split files to prevent data loss). 

To explain the notation used in figure 1 and 2 “trial” refers to the first time that the two 
participants went out on a short geocaching trip, following the start of the study at the 
beginning of August 2015. Three days later a short 20 second clip was recorded by the male 
participant whilst sitting in the back seat of a car driven by someone other than his female 
partner, this I labelled as “cut” and followed up on in the semi-structured interview with 
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both the female and the male participants. “2 day trip” indicates that this was a longer trip 
with multiple caches. “Boat” indicates this was an activity that included a cache that could 
only be found underwater and a rubber boat was used with the female in the boat and the 
male in the water, since he was diving more than 5 metres underwater he didn’t wear the 
video camera as he was concerned the housing might not hold for the depth he dove down 
to. “F” indicates that during that trip only video from the female’s camera was recorded. As 
noted during the semi-structured interviews (and as I could see from the video taken by the 
female’s camera) the male had a problem starting the camera during this trip and thought 
that he had turned his camera on and in fact had not. 

4.3 Summary of activities during the trial filming 
Figure 3 shows activities from the initial geocaching trip where the male and female 
geocachers first used the video recording equipment. The first image shows the male 
geocacher and, as he goes on to describe in the semi-structured interview, he chooses to use 
a standalone car GPS and in the case of the trial trip he did not program the device in 
advance (which is possible and is his usual practice when undertaking planned longer 
geocaching trips). Since there are quite a number of figures (15) to enter into the car GPS 
from the phone this means it can clearly be seen in the video how he has to repeatedly go 
back and forth between the two devices in order to enter the correct coordinates into the car 
GPS. 

One of the issues that became apparent during the trial was that the male geocacher used 
a password to access his phone and was initially concerned about this being recorded on 
video, as he was not entirely clear as to how the video might be used. 

The female participant mainly used a dedicated GPS handheld device. As both geocachers 
explain in their interviewers, the handheld GPS has several advantages over even modern 
smartphones, such as the one used by the male geocacher and the female geocacher chose to 
explain in detail, in a video with voiceover, about how she uses the handheld GPS with her 
laptop to record detailed logs of her geocache finds. I mention this fact since I did not ask the 
female geocacher to record this explanatory video it was entirely her own idea, she informed 
me by Facebook messenger that she had done it and hoped I would find it interesting as she 
wanted to provide background to her use of the handheld device while geocaching. Similarly, 
the male geocacher chose to record a video of his use of the mobile application Turf as he 
explained during the semi-structured interview, this is an activity similar to, but distinct 
from geocaching, but that he regularly takes part in and wished to explain and show what he 
and his partner did when using the app.  
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Figure 3. Ecology of devices. Geocaching trial 

Notes for figure 3 
1. Start of geocaching 
2. Male turns on car GPS 
3. Selects email with geocache 

information 
4. Opens email, clicks on link 
5. Opens link in geocaching app 
6. Looks at app and car GPS to 

transfer coordinates manually 
(back and forth) 

7. Suggested to male by female to 
turn off camera due to battery 
life 

8. Close to arrival at geocache 
9. Female’s Android phone 

charging 
10. View from female’s camera 
11. Female uses dedicated GPS with 

geocaching software 
12. View from male’s camera 
13. Female selects current geocache 

information 
14. Female steps out of the car to 

lock GPS signal 
15. Male selects geocaching app on 

his android phone 
16. Male views map of the current 

geocache 
17. Male searches for geocache using 

app 
18. Male finds geocache 
19. Male records find on paper in the 

geocache box 
20. Female records her presence at 

the find 
21. Male records the find in app 
22. Female takes a picture 
23. Female selects the camera app 

for a selfie 
24. Female takes an image using the 

main camera 
25. Female checks the image 
26. Selects the Facebook app 
27. Female adds a comment 
28. Posts to Facebook about 

participation in the study 
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4.4 Semi-structured interviews with the two geocachers 
Making use of the information provided in the 11 hours of video I prepared questions to 
create the basis for semi-structured interviews with the two geocachers. These interviews 
took place approximately a week after the last two day geocaching trip recorded by the two 
geocachers. The transcripts of these interviews (approximately 32 minutes for the female 
and 40 minutes for the male geocacher) are provided as appendix 1 and 2. 

The focus of this study is not the actual use by geocachers of an ecology of devices, apps 
and online services, but how suitable video filming by these participants is of these activities 
to provide rich information about this use. Additionally, the focus is to determine whether 
such filming affects the perceived enjoyment of the activities that were part of the study. 

The videos were, therefore, viewed with these goals in mind, that is to create a list of 
questions seeking to further explore the use by the geocachers of their devices, apps and 
services during the course of the month’s study so as to determine whether the viewing of 
the video could provide the basis for informed questions probing this use during the 
activities viewed. The results of these questions can be determined by the reader with 
reference to the coding provided by figure 3 of the activities during the trial geocaching 
activity (this was created without reference to the participants and only used the information 
that could be determined from repeated viewing of the videos taken from the male and 
female participant’s video cameras). This trial video alone formed the basis for a large 
number of follow-up questions in the semi-structured interviews (shown as appendix 1 & 2) 
including the use of email, dedicated geocaching app and car GPS by the male participant 
and how this deviated from his usual practice of programming the car GPS using his desktop 
computer on longer preplanned geocaching trips. Similarly, the female’s use of both the 
handheld GPS device and Android phone with various services was explored further in the 
semi-structured interview based on the data provided from her video camera. 

To reiterate the research question: How suitable is video filming by users of their own 
activities in the wild, using first person point of view head mounted cameras, to provide rich 
information about their use of an ecology of devices, apps and online services? How does 
such filming affect the perceived enjoyment of their activity (compared to when not using the 
video capturing device)? 

The results as regards to the first part of the research question is therefore that, from the 
semi-structured interviews, the video filming of activities from a first person point of view 
can provide useful information about the participant’s use of devices, apps and services that 
can provide the basis for an informed discussion that can further probe this use.  

As regards to the second part of the research question, the stance I took when viewing the 
videos and when asking the follow-up questions during the semi-structured interviews was 
to try to determine whether at any time the use of the video cameras had a negative impact 
on the enjoyment of the participants or disturbed others around them. During the course of 
the study the participant’s met both individuals that were only casual acquaintances, close 
friends and family and the problems that wearing the cameras caused in terms of privacy 
concerns they encountered was also explored in the semi-structured interviews. 
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Both participants noted in repeated questioning that they experienced no meaningful 
problems (in terms of worries about invasion of privacy) from the people that they 
encountered during the study and the only problem noted (as I could see the behavior) was 
that in the beginning of the study the male was concerned about entering his password into 
his phone in front of the camera until he realized (by viewing figure 3) what data would be 
shared to third parties. 

The principle problem encountered was by the female participant was that she found that 
the baseball cap was initially uncomfortable, as she was not used to wearing anything on her 
head. On her request she was provided with the headband, but chose, in fact, never to use it, 
as she became more used to wearing the baseball cap as the study progressed. 

5. Discussion  

5.1 Reflections on the procedure used 
One of the apparent limitation of the procedure used that is surely clear to the reader of this 
paper is the difficulty in presenting the data provided in the video taken by the geocachers. 
Firstly, the problem relates to that of the quantity of data collected. Secondly, the problem is 
also due to the subtle actions of the participants meaning that at times a naïve viewer finds it 
difficult to decipher the meaning of these actions. Thirdly, even if these actions are clearly 
visible in the video what is seen in the field of view is not always enough to understand the 
context of these actions. If only the video were used, without any follow-up interview to flesh 
out details, it would be easy for the viewer to make unjustified conclusions about the nature 
of the interactions being viewed. Furthermore, if it is necessary for the viewer of the videos 
to share their content to a third person, it requires a considerable amount of work to 
obfuscate the identity of the participants, whilst at the same time not removing the nature of 
the interaction that is the essence of what the might be capable of portraying. 

The still images shown in figure 3 perhaps do show how it would be possible to encode 
the data from the videos in a way that provides a narrative of the use of an ecosystem of 
devices and services by such mobile users as geocachers, however, the time required to 
produce such a summary (of the short trial video) indicates the problem involved in post 
analysis of ethnographic data. Since it requires relatively little effort on the part of the 
participant to collect the video data, compared to the time required to full analyze the data 
and code it in a way that can be shared with a third party, the danger is that a researcher 
could rapidly find that they were buried under an ever increasing stack of video material. The 
method used to generate questions for the semi-structured interviews was much more 
effective than that used to generate figure 3. In that case it was only necessary to look 
through the videos to look for repeating patterns of use (such as of the handheld GPS versus 
the low end smartphone and high end smartphone) and anomalies to usage patterns (such as 
the use of a high end pocket camera instead of a smartphone) to generate meaningful 
questions to explore during the semi-structured interview. 

It can fairly be asked, when assessing the value of the procedure employed to determine 
the richness of the data gathered during the study, as to the extend to which it is possible to 
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share data with only limited editing with other researchers or whether it is necessary to fully 
encode the data before it is passed on. In the latter case, as has been argued in the paragraph 
above, the coding process means that it is almost impossible to imagine that the procedure 
of self-ethnography as envisaged in this study could be practically used. If instead the data 
collected by the participants and shared with the researcher can be used by the researcher or 
others in a team and if this video was used to inform other research activities then, perhaps, 
the method could be useful in, for example, rapid ethnography (Millen, 2000). Indeed, the 
current research demonstrates some of the advantages and disadvantages that Millen (2000) 
described about the use of ethnographic research, especially by a lone researcher. If instead 
the video data provided by participant is considered one of the interactive observation 
described by Millen (2000), and used for rapid analysis by a group of researchers from 
different backgrounds, then the wealth of data that can be rapidly produced by the procedure 
described in this study (with the participants uploading the data themselves to a central 
server) could be valuable to provide an additional perspective to inform the work of the 
group and target the next area of research. Individuals with activities or jobs that are not 
naturally amenable to traditional ethnographic study, due to their extreme mobility, could 
make use of the current study’s procedures. Clearly the problems of privacy and the 
reactions of others to being included in any video that are shared could pose a substantial 
problem, as was the case in Wilson et al. (2007). 

Unlike in the case of Isomursu et al. (2004), the participants showed no tendency to act 
up for the camera, perhaps as the video was seen to capture a sufficient portion of the 
activity that it seemed sufficient to provide the data without additional commentary, except 
for the two cases covered in the interviews (that of the linkage of the handheld GPS via a 
computer to the online geocaching log and the description of the Turf application and its 
similarities and differences to geocaching).    

5.2 Suggestions for further research 
As is often the case, the current study might be made more relevant by its application to 
further relevant groups, these might include almost any group that makes use of several 
mobile devices and services at once and is not otherwise easily accessible to other methods, 
such as traditional observation requiring researchers that follow the participants around. As 
has already been mentioned, the use of the procedure described in this study may be of 
relevance to that of rapid ethnography (Millen, 2000) and it might be interesting to study 
whether in fact this is the case.  

6. Conclusions  
In order to investigate the research question of this study a specific case was chosen, that of 
geocachers, it may be that this group are particularly relevant to the application of video self-
ethnography or that the two individual that volunteered to take part are less easily disturbed 
by the filming process. It is surprising that the two participants seemed to have enjoyed the 
process of taking part in the study as much as they did, perhaps there is a self-selection bias 
where only individuals that have no problem sharing their activities with others, and are not 
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concerned what onlookers might think, would agree to take part in such a study. If this is the 
case it could limit the applicability of the method to other groups or individuals that are 
more concerned about their privacy or how they may be perceived by others (that see them 
wearing a head-mounted video camera). 

To remind the reader of the research question it was as follows: 
How suitable is video filming by users of their own activities in the wild, using first person 
point of view head mounted cameras, to providing rich information about their use of an 
ecology of devices, apps and online services? How does such filming affect the perceived 
enjoyment of their activity (compared to when not using the video capturing device)? 

Without further study it is difficult to make conclusions as to the wider applicability of the 
method described in this study. It does seem that it can be said that for the specific case 
studied there seems to be little negative impact on the participant’s experience of their 
normal activities. Additionally, it would seem that, if the video gathered is used to feedback 
to follow-up interviews, then it is capable of providing the basis of a rich study of the use of 
an ecology of devices and services by individuals such as those that took part in the study. On 
the other hand, if the goal is to provide coded data as to this use that can be safely shared 
with a third party (other than in the form of the text from the semi-structured interview) 
then it is clear that the amount of data generated by the participants would rapidly become 
more than a single researcher could cope with, given the ease of creation by the participants.  

What has also not been explored is the wider ethical issues involved in the filming of 
activities that include others than those involved in the study and whether these others can 
provide meaningful consent when being filmed or whether such consent can be provided in a 
way that does not involve pausing the filming (and disturbing the activity being conducted) to 
gain this consent. 

The activities that the participants conducted (from climbing trees to paddling in rubber 
boats out on a lake) do indicate that the method is robust enough to be used in a wide variety 
of mobile environments.  
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Can you tell me your age and what is your background to become a geocacher? 
 
I am 38 years old. My partner has a map fetish; he really likes maps. When we moved in 
together he didn’t have a car we only had my car and he joked that when we buy a new car 
his only requirement was that it had to have a GPS. Since I really liked my own car I thought 
it would be cheaper to buy a standalone GPS and so I bought him one as a Christmas 
present. When he came to register it on Garmin’s website he found a link about geocaching. 
That was in December 2008 and we started geocaching in January 2009.  
 
How many geocaches have you found, roughly, to date? 
  
About 6300 in 28 different countries. 
 
How would you describe your history of the use of technology in general? 
   
As you know I am interested in photography and find that geocaching takes me to locations 
that offer great opportunities for beautiful photos. Looking back before 2008 I used a 
computer and phone about as much as most people, at that time I didn’t have a smartphone. 
My current phone is a Samsung Galaxy S3 and I have had it about a year and a half. Before 
that I also had a smartphone, also a Galaxy, one of the cheaper smaller ones, it made me 
want a larger phone.  
 
When it comes to computers I know a bit more than most, but I’m not really interested in 
computers that much, anyway that’s what a friend of mine that is a computer programmer 
says.  
 
Why did you choose to take part in the study? 
  
It is fun to see yourself from another perspective, to get a view of what we really do, you 
don’t get that much time to reflect on what you do, you just do it.  
 
Did you find that you used the video camera to record all of your geocaching trips or were 
there some that, for any reason, you chose not to record? 
 
We recorded all the trips, if not every minute of each trip. 
 
Can you say something about the devices that you used that are shown in the videos? You 
gave, in the detailed video about the use of the standalone handheld GPS, reasons that you 
preferred to use the handheld GPS. However, you used the Galaxy S3 phone quite often, 
despite your stated preferences, could you say why?  
 
The telephone has certain advantages over the GPS device, also we have lost a memory card 
for the GPS device that provides coverage of leisure activities in Sweden, for example in town 
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it is possible to use satellite images to help to see where caches are located. Also in the GPS 
you can only see the last 5 logs that previous geocachers have left (that last found the cache 
we were looking for), whereas in the phone you can read all the log entries and even see 
which of my geocaching friends have already found the cache, if I need to call a friend to get 
some clues to help to find a particular cache.  
 
So the standalone device doesn’t have its own 3G/4G connection? In the video from your 
first geocaching trip you mentioned in the video about needing to load the maps for the 
current cache, rather than from Brazil, where you had just been. Could you say more about 
that? 
 
I don’t know of any mobile connectivity what I was doing was restarting it and getting out of 
the car to give it a chance to relocate the satellites as the last time I used it was in Brazil and 
it takes time to find the nearest satellites when it has moved a large distance since it was last 
connected to the GPS network.  
 
Can I ask why you chose to video film and give a commentary of your use of the computer 
and how it links to the handheld GPS device, since I didn’t ask you to do that, I left the 
choice of how to document your geocaching to you? 
 
Well once you start video filming it becomes obvious that for someone to understand what 
you are doing that doesn’t have any background in geocaching some explanation is needed 
and the use of the computer at home is a central part of the geocaching process, especially 
when it comes to the use of the handheld GPS device.  
  
If that was the case, why didn’t you choose to give explanations in the other video? 
 
Well, in the case of using the computer that wasn’t a time when I was actively doing 
something (like looking for a cache) it was something that seemed to require explanation. 
When you are out in the wild, even if you have a hot baseball cap on, you tend to forget about 
it and just concentrate on the geocaching activity rather than think about that it is being 
video filmed, you just don’t really think about that someone else if there seeing what you do. 
 
When it comes to the geocache that you used a boat to find were there any particular 
challenges there?  
 
Not in terms of the technology more that I am not a very good paddler. 
 
Another geocachers that was with you and your partner was video filming, is it the case that 
video filming is something that is a part of geocaching? 
 
Yes, it is used sometimes. In this particular case the cache we were trying to find was 
underwater. It is difficult to write underwater and there was a clue related to this cache that 
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would then lead to yet another cache. If you tried to remember the clue and then surface to 
write down the information it would take a long time and was quicker to video film the 
information about the clue that could be used later. Also as I was in the boat I could see how 
the cache looked and be part of finding it without needing to get out of the boat (with all the 
other stuff in the boa, mine and the other geoachers). Also video cameras can be useful to 
look for caches that are hidden in small holes, so you can use them to scout out places 
without having to go down every hole to find the one you are looking for.  
 
When it comes to the baseball cap you let me know after one of the earlier caching trips that 
you found the cap a bit hot and wondered if you could try the headband that I had shown 
you, did you end up using the headband or just the baseball cap? 
 
No, for the caches during the period of the study they were all planned rather last minute so 
we forgot to take the headband with us and just used the caps all the time.  
 
Was it the weight or just the heat that was the issue with the baseball cap? 
 
Well sort of the heat, but really the main thing was that I am just not used to having anything 
on my head and it is rather large, for my small head, so I found that it would fall down over 
my eyes at times and limit my field of view unless I made sure that it was tightened in the 
back (where you can adjust the tension of the cap). I did find that towards the end of the 
study I was getting more used to wearing it and adjusting it to fit on my head better and the 
weather was colder towards the end of the study than in the middle, where it was hottest.  
 
Were there any particular technical problems with the video filming, I saw that you used 
each other to check that the camera was on? 
 
We ended up doing that more towards the end of the study as once I thought the video was 
recording and it was only after sometime that day that I noticed that it hadn’t been 
recording. There was one time when we weren’t able to turn on the camera without taking it 
out of the waterproof holder, but otherwise it worked just by pressing the record button on 
the outside of the case.  
 
How much in general did having to use the video camera disturb your geocaching 
experience? Firstly, just in the cases when it was you and your partner, not other people 
present. 
 
Not much apart from the problem with the baseball caps hitting branches and similar 
objects when bending down.  
 
How often would you say that you would have preferred not to have filmed if you hadn’t been 
in the study, if we ignore the issue of the cap hitting branches now and then? 
 



 Appendix 1: Transcript of semi-structured interview with female geocacher 
 

  25 

Well I can’t say that I ever felt that I wished I didn’t have to film. 
 
Considering when others were present when you were geocaching and filming your 
geocaching, how would you answer the question? Firstly, when it comes to the guys you met 
that were also geocaching and your partner had met them before and mentioned about 
taking part in a study how did you feel about filming them? 
 
Well we had met them the day before at a geocaching social event, where people met up and 
chatted so that wasn’t a geocaching trip so we didn’t film it. As you could see in the video 
those guys had no problem at all with being filmed. 
 
When it comes to the clip in the car that is cut off after a few seconds and there are others in 
the car, you didn’t record any other video that day, could you tell me about that? 
 
No, the video in the car was just a short clip where we were going to show something on the 
phone, an app or something and changed our mind. Then we didn’t film the actual cache that 
day as it was going to involve a lot of climbing and we were scared the camera might fall and 
be lost so we didn’t use them. Nothing else other than that. 
 
Otherwise was there a time when you were filming and people with you were impacted by 
you filming? 
 
No, I can’t say that ever was the case. 
 
Returning to your use of the GPS device and your mobile phone for registering geocache 
finds in the geocaching database, how important is it for you to be able to register caches as 
they happen, a day later, a week later, a month later? 
 
Well it is important that caches are recorded in the correct order, even if they aren’t 
registered in the database at the time. Some caches are less important that they are even ever 
registered against exactly the day they happened. If too much time (a week) has gone by and 
I forget to update the date when I log the cache then it can make a difference. The thing is I 
like to write more than I would if I registered a find at the time on my phone and I like to add 
a phone, all of which I prefer to do on the computer afterwards when I have had time to 
think about what I want to write about the find.  
 
I saw that you quite often took one or more pictures using your phone around a cache find, 
but it was only once that I know that you then shared the image that you had taken on 
Facebook. What did you use the images you took for, linking to a geocache find later on the 
computer? 
 
Yes, there was only the one Facebook posting with an image and once I posted an image to 
Instagram. The images I took were attached to my logs of the geocache finds. Often the 
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images are used as reminders just like I said about the video camera on the boat trip where 
we use cameras instead of pen and paper to mark clues for use later and the images are saved 
to Dropbox to share with each other or use for linking to a find, even if the phone got lost.  
 
Once you used a normal pocket camera rather than a smartphone to take some pictures, was 
there a reason for that? 
 
As a photo nerd I do prefer using a “proper” camera. I use a smartphone to document and a 
“proper” camera, preferably a DSLR to take pictures of nature and landscapes that I want to 
record for my own enjoyment, rather than use to document a geocache find.  
 
Now I have have mentioned the GPS handheld device, computer connected the GPS 
handheld device, smartphone, take photos with the smartphone, saving the images to 
Dropbox, GSAK application for registering geocache finds on the computer, Instagram, 
Facebook, c:geo Android app, S120 pocket camera. Is there any other device or service you 
used during the study that I haven’t mentioned? 
 
Not really, except for the large collection of charging devices in the car. We do used other 
devices and services, but I can’t think of any that we used while we were filming during the 
study. 
 
Yes, I saw all of those and noted that you seemed to often charge your phone and your 
partner with his Samsung Galaxy S5 never seemed to charge his phone. Why? 
 
Well, we have got the pocket battery charging packs, but recently we lost them and only 
recently found them again.  
 
One technical oddity is that during the next but last trip when we recorded a longer cache the 
camera split the clip into three 30-35 minute sections. It wasn’t because we turned off the 
video or changed the battery that camera itself seemed to decide to split the clip and then 
continued filming without us doing anything. What was good was that for those clips where 
the battery died while we were filming the video always got saved up to when the battery 
died. I could hear when the battery beeped to warn it was about to fail, my partner said he 
never heard the warning sounds. 
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Can you tell me your age and what is your background to become a geocacher? 

I am 49 years old and have been a geocacher since 2009, no December 2008. I started as I 
got a car GPS as a Christmas present from my dear partner that I mounted in my car. I went 
to the homepage for the maker of the GPS and there was a link to geocaching, have you 
tested geocaching click here link. I tested it as I was interested, it sounded like orienteering 
and that was something I had done quite a lot when I was younger. I love maps. The 
orienteering I did was out in the forest over days or weeks. I now do bicycle orienteering in 
Umeå. Geocaching is quite similar, though the items you need to find are mostly more 
hidden than those with orienteering.  

How would you describe your history of the use of technology in general? 

I have never had a laptop. I first got a desktop in 1996 it was about 30 000 kr with a printer. 
I was an early adopter of car phones I rented one in 1985 for a couple of days just to test it 
out. I recently bought a tablet. When it comes to technology sometimes I am early sometimes 
I am late, we have a CRT television at home no LCD. When it comes to smartphones I have a 
Samsung Galaxy S5 that is always in my hand, the computer that is always with you, with 
Internet connection, it is my fifth smartphone. I first bought an iPhone the 3G in 2008-9. 
Then another iPhone, then an S3, S4 and now an S5. I prefer Windows. At home I use the 
phone versus the desktop about 50% of the time, I write emails most often on the phone, but 
for large images and maps I prefer the desktop computer.  

In 2008/2009 did you geocache with your iPhone or a dedicated GPS? 

A dedicated GPS, I didn’t use a smartphone for geocaching for the first couple of years, there 
were apps, but I didn’t use them and the car GPS only showed roads and distance from roads 
without any maps showing tracks in the forest, etc. 

I am now on my third car GPS. I haven’t used car GPS with wifi or Bluetooth. Often when we 
are going on longer trips I program in the coordinates into the car GPS from my desktop 
computer. Next week we are doing a 1100 geocache marathon all at once during a 24-hour 
period. 

I notice you added the coordinates into the car GPS manually during the trips that were 
video filmed for the study, why was that? 

These were less planned trips than the longer trips I mentioned before and these I get from 
my smartphone. 

I could see that you had to look back and forth from the phone to the GPS, you can’t 
remember them all at once? 

No, there are 15 numbers, even though the first are the same for coordinates around Umeå it 
is still too many to remember without looking back and and forwards from the phone to the 
GPS.  

Why did you choose to take part in the study? 

I thought it would be fun to test out the technology, the video filming. I bought a video 
camera a few years ago, but that wasn’t very good quality and I only used it a couple of times. 

Can you tell me about the typical use of technology for geocaching during the study period? 
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I usual get an email letting me know about a new cache from geocaching.com where I have a 
subscription letting me know of all new caches within an 80 kilometre radius of Umeå. I 
click on the link in the email and choose the app I want to use, my favourite is c:geo, but 
there are 5 or more other apps for geocaching. I can see how far the cache is. I then put it 
into the car GPS. 

Why do you use a car GPS? 

The navigation is faster in the car GPS than the smartphone GPS. 

Why do you charge your phone so really compared to your partner? 

My telephone seems much better I just charge it at night. I had the S3 before and consider 
the battery in that phone is much worse than my current S5.  

When you and your partner used the handheld GPS it was almost always used by your 
partner and you used your smartphone, why? Would you buy the handheld GPS today, if 
both of you had an S5? 

No, probably not, not that model. You can add GPS points and navigate using a compass on 
the handheld GPS that works much better than the smartphone. Also the GPS signal is 
stronger on the handheld, if anything is going to get a GPS signal it is the handheld device. 
My S5 has a better GPS than my partner’s S3, but still not as good as the car or handheld 
GPS. Being able to see satellite images and zooming in on the phone is a key advantage 
compared to the handheld device, particularly in city centres. It takes longer to do this on the 
S3. 

Can I ask why you chose to give a commentary of your use of the Turf app on the phone, 
since I didn’t ask you to do that, I left the choice of how to document your geocaching and 
similar activities to you? 

Well, I wanted to explain about other apps on the phone that we use that are similar to 
geocaching such as Turf. This is an apps based around GPS activities usually done with a 
bicycle, but that can be done on foot and it is frowned upon to do using a car.   

If that was the case, why didn’t you choose to give explanations in the other video? 

I knew that you had done geocaching before so I didn’t think I needed to explain about it. 

How important for you is it to register a find just after it happens? 

Not so important, but it is important to keep an up-to-date record of caches taken reasonably 
close to when they were found as the app shows which caches are still to be found and if you 
fail to register these you won’t see them as done in the app and might go to the same cache 
twice. 

Given you, unlike your partner, register most cache finds on your smartphone how much 
time do you spend afterwards adding images or notes about the find? 

When I get home I reregister finds on the desktop computer and coordinate with the lists 
that my partner has created on the handheld GPS device. My partner is faster than I am to 
add extra text about the find, the weather, how hard it was to find, useful information for the 
next geocachers. 
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How much do you use other social networks such as Facebook combined with geocaching? 

I have got accounts and Facebook and Instagram (not really very active), on Facebook I am a 
member of several groups related to geocaching, but I am mainly an observer on those 
groups, rather than a contributor. I am more into meeting other geocachers at events in the 
real world rather than online.  

Like the guys that we met at the event and then met again at a cache as you saw on the video. 

They didn’t seem to be bothered by you filming them, how did you feel about the filming and 
explaining about why you had a camera on your head when you met them near the cache? 

No, they didn’t seem bothered at all and I just thought it was fun to be filmed doing 
geocaching. Some people might have issues about being filmed, you need to ask to make sure 
they are happy to be part of the film. 

So were there any times that you found that anyone had a problem with being filmed while 
you were geocaching? You were out on several geocaching trips with others. 

No it wasn’t anything I thought about and nothing anyone else mentioned. 

What about when you first started filming and you seemed to suddenly realise that you 
would be filmed entering your password on the phone and you needed to enter it off camera, 
what are your thoughts about that? 

Well, it did make me think at the time. I am the sort of person that thinks about all the 
cameras in a shop that are recording my password. 

What about the physical wearing of the baseball cap, do you normally wear a cap? How did 
wearing it impact you? 

Well, I don’t normally wear a cap or hat any time during the year, but I didn’t find wearing it 
affected me much at all, which surprised me. It was a stable cap and sat securely. I have got a 
big head. I would have preferred a headband, but I didn’t end up testing the one you gave us. 
We often have lights and those use headbands. 

Did you have any technical problems using the camera, batteries not being charged, etc? 

I thought it was a pity that the camera didn’t give a signal that I could hear that warned that 
the battery needed changing. So I missed when it turned off and didn’t know I needed to 
change the battery and missed filming some parts of the caches. 

So, in general, how much do you consider that your experience of geocaching was disturbed 
by having to film? Were there times you wished you didn’t have to film? 

No, not at all. I liked doing the filming. The only issue was that I was concerned at times 
when walking under a tree branch and the camera got hit by the branch or other things that 
it would be damaged, that was the only time I thought about it.  
 


