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There is a prevailing belief that interruptions using cellular phones during face to face interactions may affect severely how people relate and perceive each other. We set out to determine this cost quantitatively through an experiment performed in dyads, in a large audience
in a TEDx event. One of the two participants (the speaker) narrates a story vividly. The listener is asked to deliberately ignore the speaker during part of the story (for instance, attending to their cell-phone). The speaker is not aware of this treatment. We show that total
amount of attention is the major factor driving subjective beliefs about the story and the conversational partner. The effects are mostly independent on how attention is distributed in
time. All social parameters of human communication are affected by attention time with a
sole exception: the perceived emotion of the story. Interruptions during day-to-day communication between peers are extremely frequent. Our data should provide a note of caution,
by indicating that they have a major effect on the perception people have about what they
say (whether it is interesting or not . . .) and about the virtues of the people around them.

Introduction
Cellular phones are ubiquitous, with more than 300 million users in the United States and
more than 6.800 millions world-wide [1]. This pervasive device opens a window to understand
multiple aspects of human society. Several studies have analyzed cell-phone calls as large-scale
social networks, describing communication patterns and network structure [2, 3, 4, 5, 6]. Communication data has been studied to understand human mobility patterns [7, 8, 9]. These data
also offers an indirect measure for social interactions—showing non-Poissonian bimodal
interevent distributions [10, 11, 12]—and where relationships between people may be infered
from reciprocal calls patterns [13, 14, 15].
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These studies focus principally on cell-phones as a tool for quantitative sociological research
to understand different aspects of human behavior. Instead, we investigate the impact that cellphone distraction may have in human relations. Cell-phone use impairs attention even to
gazed elements of the visual scene [16], which has been recognized as a major risk factor during
driving [17]. Because this has become a major safety issue, the vast majority of research on inattention due to cell-phone use has concentrated on its implication on driving deficiencies.
However, the consequences of inattention are obviously not only specific to driving. For instance, cell phone users walk more slowly, change direction more frequently, and are less likely
to acknowledge other people [18]. In fact, many people sense that using cellular phones and
other electronic devices may have a strong cost on how we communicate and relate to each
other. However, this cost has not been thoroughly studied empirically. The goal of this paper is
to solve this empirical gap determining—in a quantitative manner—how human social interactions are affected by frequent interruptions based mostly on the use of electronic devices.
To this aim, we performed a two-player social game, with a large sample (N = 713 couples)
playing simultaneously in two different experiments performed in theaters, during TEDx
events. Each player of the dyad was assigned a different role. The speaker was asked to narrate
a very engaging four-minutes story. Some listeners were given instructions to pay full attention
to the speaker. Other listeners had to ignore the speaker mainly using his cell phone (text messages, Twitter, etc.). Finally, others listeners had to change their attitude from full attention to
no attention for different time periods during the four-minute exercise. The speaker and the
listeners only read the instructions of their role. However, the instructions of the listener included also a description of the speaker task. Thus, the listener is aware of all aspects of the experiment, while the speaker is not informed of the listener’s role. Following this treatment, we
measured participant’s beliefs about the quality of the story and about the
conversational partner.

Methods
Experiments were performed on a large audience in two different theatres, in TEDx events.
This experiment is part of an initiative referred to as TEDxperiments which aims to capitalize
on TEDx events to construct knowledge on human communication. The first experiment was
performed on September 27, 2013, in Buenos Aires, with an audience of 1200 people at TEDxRíodelaPlata (http://www.tedxriodelaplata.org). The second experiment was performed on October 9, 2013, in Rosario, with an audience of 900 people at TEDxRosario (http://www.
tedxrosario.com.ar).
The theater research assistants handled the material (paper and pencil) to participate in the
experiment. Participants were informed that participation in the experiment was completely
voluntary and they could simply choose not to participate. Participants provided a verbal consent. They simply responded to the research assistants the willingness to participate. Due to the
brevity of the experiment, participants did not sign a written consent form. Participants were
explicitly assured that 1) they participation in the experiment was completely voluntary and
that they could leave the experiment at any time and 2) that all the data was completely anonymous. Anonymity was assured since the questionnaires filled by participants did not have any
personal information (name, age, gender) and were dropped in a common box. The procedures
of the experiments described here were approved by the ethics committee of CEMIC (Centro
de Educación Médica e Investigaciones Clínicas Norberto Quirno).
Each player was paired with the person sitting in the next row of the theater (to make it
more probable that people would play with someone they did not know beforehand) and was
given an envelope containing the instructions for two roles that were assigned randomly.
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Players were asked to open their role and then the game commenced. Videos of the game (see
http://www.tedxriodelaplata.org/videos/tedxperiments) reflect a very strong commitment of
players, in both theatres. Participants were assigned randomly to 6 different groups: 10% of the
players were in the full attention group (the instruction was to pay attention all the time), another 10% were the none attention group (they were asked to ignore their conversational partner all the time). 80% of the participants were uniformly divided in four groups in which the
listener ignored the speaker for a total of two minutes (half of the total story duration). The
four groups were assigned different temporal patterns labeled [(++−−), (−−++), (+−+−), (−+−
+)], where each symbol denotes a minute of the dialog and plus and minus signs index whether
the listener attends the speaker (+) or not (−). After playing the game, players had one minute
to fill an anonymous questionnaire which responding in range of 1 to 10 (1 is the minimum
and 10 the maximum)
Speaker Questionnaire:
• About the story: whether they believed the story they told was entertaining (Question 1, Q1)
and Emotive (Q2).
• About the conversational partner: whether their partner was an interesting (Q3), attractive
(Q4) and enjoyable (Q5) person; whether the way they told the story was effective (Q6), recited fluidly and with good rhythm (Q7) and well perceived by the listener (Q8).
Listener Questionnaire:
• About the story: whether they believed the story they heard was entertaining (Question 1,
Q1) and Emotive (Q2) and told fluidly (Q3).
• About the conversational partner: whether their partner was an interesting (Q4), attractive
(Q5) and enjoyable (Q6) person.
The speaker and the listeners only read the instructions of their role. However, the instructions of the listener included also a description of the speaker task. Thus, the listener is aware
of all aspects of the experiment (that the speaker is asked to tell a very important story and that
they should ignore the speaker during specific times). Instead, the speaker is not informed of
the listener’s role and has no way to know it. To assure that they did not guess that the listener
was acting a role, we asked a random sample of participants (N = 170) whether they realized
that the listener was acting a role. Only 3 participants (< 2%) responded positively.
Only pairs of players for whom we had all responses complete were considered for analyses,
to assure that all comparisons could be paired. This left us with a total of 414 pairs in the first
experiment and 299 in the second experiment.

Results
After playing the game, the players completed a questionnaire responding several questions
(on a 1–10 scale) about how they perceived their conversational partner and the story (see
methods for a full description of the questionnaire).
Is there a bias such that either speakers or listeners tend to judge the story and the partner differently?
Listeners had a better opinion of the speaker than vice versa (average partner perception:
speaker 6.68±0.08, listener 7.53±0.07). Similarly, the story (its quality, whether it was entertaining, recited fluidly) was better ranked by the receiver (average story perception: speaker 5.85
±0.09, listener 6.67±0.09). These results were confirmed by a paired t-test comparing the scores
within each speaker-listener pair which showed a highly significant difference (story: t = 9.08,
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df = 665, p < 1.18 × 10−18, Cohen’s d = 0.42, partner: t = 7.91, df = 615, p < 1.18 × 10−14,
Cohen’s d = 0.41).
Are speaker judgments determined by attention time?
The speaker’s judgments of the quality of the story they told and about their conversational
partner increased markedly as the time of attention by the listener augmented (Fig 1, top panels
a and b).
Are listener judgments determined by attention time?
Analogously, the listener’s judgments of the story they listened and their opinion about the
speaker increased with the time of attention Fig 1, bottom panels c and d). This effect was more
surprising since the listener was aware that ignoring the story was only due to task instructions

Fig 1. Speakers and Listeners judgments on quality of story and conversational partner increase as minutes of attention augment. a) The
speaker’s judgments of the quality of the story. b) The speaker’s judgments of their partner. c) The listener’s judgments of the story. d) The listener’s opinion
about the speaker.
doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0125772.g001
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Table 1. ANOVAs for the story and for the partner scores, with role (Speaker or Listener) and time of attention (0, 2 or 4 minutes as main factors).
Story

Conversational Partner

Factor

F

df

p

F

df

p

Role

16.47

2

< 10-8

12.81

2

< 10-8

26.53

1

< 10

34.04

1

< 10-8

1.89

2

0.15

1.5

2

0.22

Attended Time
Interaction

-8

doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0125772.t001

and not because she considered the story or the conversational partner uninteresting. To confirm these results we submitted the data to two independent ANOVA, one for the story and
one for the partner scores, with role (Speaker or Listener) and time of attention (0, 2 or 4 minutes as main factors). Both ANOVAS showed highly significant effects of the main factors
(time and role) without interaction (Table 1). These results were replicated when analyzed for
each of the two independent experiments (S1 Table)
Which judgments are affected by attention time?
The questionnaire asked participants about different dimensions of the story and how it was
told; including its flow and rhythm, whether it was entertaining and how emotional was its
content. To investigate the effect of attended time in each question, we performed independent
linear models (one for each question) with score as dependent variable and attended time as
the main regressor. The sole score which did not increase monotonically with time of attention
was the emotional content (Question 2, see Table 2).
Are judgment affected by whether attention is deployed at the beginning, at the end, or
alternating throughout the story?
The condition in which the listener ignored the speaker for two minutes (half of the total
story duration) was organized in four different temporal patterns labeled [(++−−), (−−++), (+
−+−), (−+−+)], where each symbol denotes a minute of the dialog and plus and minus signs
index whether the listener pays attention to the speaker (+) or not (−). The aim of this factorial
design is to investigate whether the dynamics of deployed attention (for fixed attended time) is
pertinent for subjective constructs of the success of human communication. This experimental
design controls in a factorial manner the durations of moments of attention and inattention
(interval duration 1 or 2 minutes) and whether attention is deployed at the beginning and then
fades out or conversely whether the listener first ignores the speaker and then attention grows
(interval order: pay attention first or pay attention last).

Table 2. Linear regression of questions only about the story for speakers and listeners.
Speaker

Listener

Params

Q1

Q2

Q3

Q4

Q5

Q1

Q2

Q3

α

4.74

5.35

4.72

5.23

4.19

6.14

5.67

6.37

β

0.29

0.18

0.56

0.10

0.36

0.16

< 10

0.45

0.0041

PP

0.01

0.51
-8

1.02

< 10

-8

0.44

< 10

-8

< 10

-8

doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0125772.t002
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We submitted the subjective scores of conversational partner and story perception to independent ANOVAs with order and duration and their interaction as independent factors. The
data consistently showed that none of the subjective scores were sensitive to the effect of order
or duration (S2 Table, none of the eight effects of interest reached significance or even reached
marginal significance). Of course, it is impossible to discard a residual small effect size. However, the fact that this experiment is performed over a very large sample (N = 713 couples), and
that the effect of attended time reached very high levels of significance, consistently in two independent experiments, suggests that overall the variance in subjective perception of human
communication is largely determined by the total amount of attention and not on how it
is distributed.

Discussion
We investigated how neglect resulting from use of mobile devices affects human social perception. Our results show that speakers grade the quality of the story and the sympathy towards
the listener in proportion to the time they are paid attention. The quantitative measure of this
results points out that 1) this is a highly significant effect (perception of the story by a speaker
changes from  4.86/10 to  6.83/10 from no to full attention) which is consistent across experiments and reaches very high levels of significance and 2) the effect is mostly independent
on whether inattention alternates in time or is collapsed in long lasting episodes.
More surprisingly, the listener qualification of the story and the sympathy they report towards the speaker also varied with the amount of attended time. This result was less expected
to us prior to the experiment because the listener is fully aware of the fact inattention solely responds to task instructions and not to the merits of the story. The current data cannot fully
narrow the principles leading to this observation, but there are two parsimonious (and not mutually exclusive) explanations. First, this observation naturally results as a way to avoid cognitive dissonance [19]. Ignoring and praising someone at the same time (even if ignorance is
presumably not related to the merits of the speaker) yields to two contradictory beliefs and values, which is known to be a source of cognitive stress and discomfort that tends to be avoided
implicitly [19]. A similar interpretation of this finding is that it may be affected by demand effects, usually defined in economic experiments to refer to changes in behavior by experimental
subjects due to cues about what constitutes appropriate [20]: the listener may think that if the
experimenter asks him/her to ignore the speaker, a response of less interest is expected.
Second, it is possible that upon being ignored, the speaker changes his attitude, gives up on
the story and makes it worse in which case the receiver’s scores would reflect a genuine deterioration of the quality of the story (and probably of the way the speaker looks) as they progressively remove attention.
Studies examining children raised in severe cognitive neglect have consistently shown
marked cognitive development deficits related to major decreases in individual attention and
emotional affection [21]. Our study can be seen as a way to address the effect of inattention in
subjective beliefs in a much more frequent and less extreme condition: a person being partially
ignored while telling a very meaningful story.
One consequence of inattention and distraction during human communication is the disruption of ostension. Ostensive signals, which include among others directing gaze, raising the
eye-brows and changing the tone of voice, constitute a natural protocol to convey pertinence in
human communication [22]. In natural human communication, ostensive signals index the reliability and trustability of the communicator as well as the pertinence of the communicated
message [22]. Hence, a natural prediction of the theory is that a person ignored while telling a
story would generate negative beliefs about the recipient (the person breaking ostension) and

PLOS ONE | DOI:10.1371/journal.pone.0125772 June 3, 2015

6/9

Neglect in Human Communication

also about the story being told. Our work confirms this hypothesis both from the point of view
of the emitter and the receiver of the communicated message, quantifying the cost
of inattention.
Finally, our analysis showed that the temporal distribution of attention has a negligible effect on the communicators’ beliefs. Different theories predicted opposing outcomes from this
temporal manipulation of attention.
One principle is that communication begins with a handshaking protocol, a statement by
which the agents agree upon their intention to communicate [23]. From this principle it derives
that inattention in the first moment of the dialog should lead to a worse perception of the receiver (the lack of politeness of sustaining a hand-shaking protocol). Instead, inattention during the last moments of the dialogs does not break the protocol of communication and may be
instead attributed by the emitter to the fact that the story was uninteresting. A dancing metaphor may help anchoring this idea. If a person invites another to dance and the invitee (the recipient) rejects the invitation, the emitter (the person making the invitation) may make the
inference that the invitee was not polite. Instead, if the receiver accepts the invitation but breaks
the dance by the end of it, the natural inference is that the dance was not good enough to sustain attention and hence blame is on the message (the dance, or the story) and not on the
conversational partner.
Alternatively, it may be reasoned that—as observed in other domains of cognition—retrospective beliefs are dominated by the perception at the last episodes [24]. For instance, Kahneman (1993) found that subjects retrospectively prefer a treatment in which a fixed amount of
pains is followed by a lower dose than when it is followed by no pain. This implies that participants do not accumulate the total amount of discomfort but instead generate beliefs based on
fragments of the experience, largely dominated by the last episode. In our experiment, if the
data were dominated by this principle we would expect that participants’ beliefs would be affected by the temporal distribution of attention (experience would be ranked worse when the
listener neglects the speaker during the end of the story) and less so by the total amount of attention. Instead, our data show that the distribution of attended time plays a negligible role in
the variance of subjective perception of the story and of the conversational partner.
In summary, a quantitative analysis following a face to face brief (4 minutes) communication shows that the total amount of attention is the major factor driving subjective beliefs about
the message (the story being told) and of the conversational partner. The effect is observed on
both the emitter and the receiver and is mostly independent on how attention is distributed in
time. Interruptions during day to day communication between peers and also with children are
extremely frequent. Our data should provide a note of caution, by signaling the consequences
of these windows of neglect on the teller and receiver of a story.

Supporting Information
S1 Table. Story and the partner scores. ANOVAs for the story and for the partner scores at
each experiment location (Buenos Aires and Rosario), with role (Speaker or Listener) and time
of attention (0, 2 or 4 minutes as main factors).
(PDF)
S2 Table. Subjective perception of the story and partner. ANOVAs for the subjective perception of story and partner for each role, with order (whether listener finished paying attention
or not) and temporal pattern of attentions (2 interleaved blocks of 2 minutes or 4 interleaved
blocks of 1 minute).
(PDF)

PLOS ONE | DOI:10.1371/journal.pone.0125772 June 3, 2015

7/9

Neglect in Human Communication

Acknowledgments
We thank all the TEDxRioDeLaPlata and TEDxRosario teams for the support during performances and ImagenHB for their assistance in graphical design. This research was supported by
University of Buenos Aires, CONICET (Argentina) and ANPCyT (Argentina). MS is sponsored by James McDonnell Foundation 21st Century Science Initiative in Understanding
Human Cognition. DFS is sponsored by Microsoft Faculty Fellowship.

Author Contributions
Conceived and designed the experiments: MS MLR MB GG CIC. Performed the experiments:
MS MLR CIC. Analyzed the data: MS MLR. Contributed reagents/materials/analysis tools: MS
MLR. Wrote the paper: MS MLR MT DFS.

References
1.

Wikipedia. List of countries by number of mobile phones in use;. http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/List_of_
countries_by_number_of_mobile_phones_in_use (Retrieved Jun, 2014).

2.

Li MX, Jiang ZQ, Xie WJ, Miccichè S, Tumminello M, Zhou WX, et al. A comparative analysis of the statistical properties of large mobile phone calling networks. Scientific reports. 2014; 4.

3.

Onnela JP, Saramäki J, Hyvönen J, Szabó G, Lazer D, Kaski K, et al. Structure and tie strengths in mobile communication networks. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences. 2007; 104(18):7332–
7336. doi: 10.1073/pnas.0610245104

4.

Kumpula JM, Onnela JP, Saramäki J, Kaski K, Kertész J. Emergence of communities in weighted networks. Physical review letters. 2007; 99(22):228701. doi: 10.1103/PhysRevLett.99.228701 PMID:
18233339

5.

Onnela JP, Saramäki J, Hyvönen J, Szabó G, De Menezes MA, Kaski K, et al. Analysis of a large-scale
weighted network of one-to-one human communication. New Journal of Physics. 2007; 9(6):179. doi:
10.1088/1367-2630/9/6/179

6.

Jiang ZQ, Xie WJ, Li MX, Podobnik B, Zhou WX, Stanley HE. Calling patterns in human communication
dynamics. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences. 2013; 110(5):1600–1605. doi: 10.1073/
pnas.1220433110

7.

Gonzalez MC, Hidalgo CA, Barabasi AL. Understanding individual human mobility patterns. Nature.
2008; 453(7196):779–782. doi: 10.1038/nature06958 PMID: 18528393

8.

Song C, Qu Z, Blumm N, Barabási AL. Limits of predictability in human mobility. Science. 2010; 327
(5968):1018–1021. doi: 10.1126/science.1177170 PMID: 20167789

9.

Lu X, Bengtsson L, Holme P. Predictability of population displacement after the 2010 Haiti earthquake.
Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences. 2012; 109(29):11576–11581. doi: 10.1073/pnas.
1203882109

10.

Wu Y, Zhou C, Xiao J, Kurths J, Schellnhuber HJ. Evidence for a bimodal distribution in human communication. Proceedings of the national academy of sciences. 2010; 107(44):18803–18808. doi: 10.1073/
pnas.1013140107

11.

Simini F, González MC, Maritan A, Barabási AL. A universal model for mobility and migration patterns.
Nature. 2012; 484(7392):96–100. doi: 10.1038/nature10856 PMID: 22367540

12.

Karsai M, Kaski K, Kertész J. Correlated dynamics in egocentric communication networks. Plos one.
2012; 7(7):e40612. doi: 10.1371/journal.pone.0040612 PMID: 22866176

13.

Eagle N, Pentland AS, Lazer D. Inferring friendship network structure by using mobile phone data. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences. 2009; 106(36):15274–15278. doi: 10.1073/pnas.
0900282106

14.

Candia J, González MC, Wang P, Schoenharl T, Madey G, Barabási AL. Uncovering individual and collective human dynamics from mobile phone records. Journal of Physics A: Mathematical and Theoretical. 2008; 41(22):224015. doi: 10.1088/1751-8113/41/22/224015

15.

Kovanen L, Kaski K, Kertész J, Saramäki J. Temporal motifs reveal homophily, gender-specific patterns, and group talk in call sequences. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences. 2013; 110
(45):18070–18075. doi: 10.1073/pnas.1307941110

16.

Strayer DL, Drews FA, Johnston WA. Cell phone-induced failures of visual attention during simulated
driving. Journal of experimental psychology: Applied. 2003; 9(1):23. PMID: 12710835

PLOS ONE | DOI:10.1371/journal.pone.0125772 June 3, 2015

8/9

Neglect in Human Communication

17.

McCartt AT, Hellinga LA, Bratiman KA. Cell phones and driving: review of research. Traffic injury prevention. 2006; 7(2):89–106. doi: 10.1080/15389580600651103 PMID: 16854702

18.

Hyman IE, Boss SM, Wise BM, McKenzie KE, Caggiano JM. Did you see the unicycling clown? Inattentional blindness while walking and talking on a cell phone. Applied Cognitive Psychology. 2010; 24
(5):597–607. doi: 10.1002/acp.1638

19.

Festinger L. A theory of cognitive dissonance. vol. 2. Stanford university press; 1962.

20.

Zizzo DJ. Experimenter demand effects in economic experiments. Experimental Economics. 2010; 13
(1):75–98. doi: 10.1007/s10683-009-9230-z

21.

Perry BD. Childhood experience and the expression of genetic potential: What childhood neglect tells
us about nature and nurture. Brain and mind. 2002; 3(1):79–100. doi: 10.1023/A:1016557824657

22.

Csibra G, Gergely G. Natural pedagogy. Trends in cognitive sciences. 2009; 13(4):148–153. doi: 10.
1016/j.tics.2009.01.005 PMID: 19285912

23.

Morreale SP, Spitzberg BH, Barge JK. Human communication: Motivation, knowledge, and skills. Cengage Learning; 2007.

24.

Kahneman D, Fredrickson BL, Schreiber CA, Redelmeier DA. When more pain is preferred to less:
Adding a better end. Psychological science. 1993; 4(6):401–405. doi: 10.1111/j.1467-9280.1993.
tb00589.x

PLOS ONE | DOI:10.1371/journal.pone.0125772 June 3, 2015

9/9

