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Your Brain on Computers: Attached to Technology and Paying a Price
The New York Times
, June 6, 2010
Matt Richtel
When one of the most important e-mail messages of his life landed in his in-box a few 
years ago, Kord Campbell overlooked it. Not just for a day or two, but 12 days. He finally 
saw it while sifting through old messages: a big company wanted to buy his Internet start-
up. “It’s kind of hard to miss an e-mail like that, but I did,” Mr. Campbell said. The 
message had slipped by him amid an electronic flood: two computer screens alive with e-
mail, instant messages, online chats, a Web browser and the computer code he was writing. 
While he managed to salvage the deal, Mr. Campbell continues to struggle with the effects 
of the deluge of data. Even after he unplugs, he craves the stimulation he gets from his 
electronic gadgets. He forgets things like dinner plans, and he has trouble focusing on his 
family. His wife, Brenda, complains, “It seems like he can no longer be fully in the 
moment.” 
This is your brain on computers. 
Scientists say juggling e-mail, phone calls and other incoming information can change how 
people think and behave. They say our ability to focus is being undermined by bursts of 
information. These play to a primitive impulse to respond to immediate opportunities and 
threats. The stimulation provokes excitement that researchers say can be addictive. In its 
absence, people feel bored. 
The resulting distractions can have deadly consequences, as when cellphone-wielding 
drivers and train engineers cause wrecks. And for millions of people like Mr. Campbell, 
these urges can inflict nicks and cuts on creativity and deep thought, interrupting work and 
family life. 
While many people say multitasking makes them more productive, research shows 
otherwise. And scientists are discovering that even after the multitasking ends, fractured 
thinking and lack of focus persist. In other words, this is also your brain 
off 
computers. 
“The technology is rewiring our brains,” said Nora Volkow, one of the world’s leading 
brain scientists. She and other researchers compare the lure of digital stimulation less to 
that of drugs and alcohol than to food and sex, which are essential but counterproductive in 
excess. 
Technology use can benefit the brain in some ways, researchers say. Imaging studies show 
the brains of Internet users become more efficient at finding information. And players of 
some video games develop better visual acuity. 
More broadly, cellphones and computers have transformed life. They let people escape 
their cubicles and work anywhere. They shrink distances and handle countless mundane 
tasks, freeing up time for more exciting pursuits. 
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For better or worse, the consumption of media, as varied as e-mail and TV, has exploded. 
In 2008, people consumed three times as much information each day as they did in 1960. 
And they are constantly shifting their attention. Computer users at work change windows 
or check e-mail or other programs nearly 37 times an hour, new research shows. 
As computers have changed, so has the understanding of the human brain. Until 15 years 
ago, scientists thought the brain stopped developing after childhood. Now they understand 
that its neural networks continue to develop, influenced by things like learning skills. So 
Eyal Ophir, at Stanford, wondered whether heavy multitasking might be leading to 
changes in a characteristic of the brain long thought immutable: that humans can process 
only a single stream of information at a time. 
Going back a half-century, tests had shown that the brain could barely process two 
streams, and could not simultaneously make decisions about them. But Mr. Ophir thought 
multitaskers might be rewiring themselves to handle the load. 
The test subjects were divided into two groups: those classified as heavy multitaskers 
based on their answers to questions about how they used technology, and those who were 
not. Subjects at a computer were briefly shown an image of red rectangles. Then they saw 
a similar image and were asked whether any of the rectangles had moved. It was a simple 
task until the addition of a twist: blue rectangles were added, and the subjects were told to 
ignore them. 
The multitaskers had trouble filtering out the blue ones — the irrelevant information. So, 
too, the multitaskers took longer than non-multitaskers to switch among tasks, like 
differentiating vowels from consonants and then odd from even numbers. The multitaskers 
were shown to be less efficient at juggling problems. Other tests at Stanford showed 
multitaskers tended to search for new information rather than accept a reward for putting 
older, more valuable information to work. 
The results also illustrate an age-old conflict in the brain, one that technology may be 
intensifying. A portion of the brain acts as a control tower, helping a person focus and set 
priorities. More primitive parts of the brain, like those that process sight and sound, 
demand that it pay attention to new information, bombarding the control tower when they 
are stimulated. 
Researchers say there is an evolutionary rationale for the pressure this barrage puts on the 
brain. The lower-brain functions alert humans to danger, like a nearby lion, overriding 
goals like building a hut. In the modern world, the chime of incoming e-mail can override 
the goal of writing a business plan or playing catch with the children. 
Other research shows computer use has neurological advantages. In imaging studies, Dr. 
Small observed that Internet users showed greater brain activity than nonusers, suggesting 
they were growing their neural circuitry. At the 
University of Rochester, researchers found 
that players of some fast-paced video games can track the movement of a third more 
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objects on a screen than nonplayers. They say the games can improve reaction and the 
ability to pick out details amid clutter. “In a sense, those games have a very strong both 
rehabilitative and educational power,” said the lead researcher, Daphne Bavelier, who is 
working with others in the field to channel these changes into real-world benefits like safer 
driving. 
“The bottom line is, the brain is wired to adapt,” said Steven Yantis, a professor of brain 
sciences at 
Johns Hopkins University. “There’s no question that rewiring goes on all the 
time,” he added. But he said it was too early to say whether the changes caused by 
technology were materially different from others in the past. 
Mr. Nass at Stanford thinks the ultimate risk of heavy technology use is that it diminishes 
empathy by limiting how much people engage with one another, even in the same room. 
“The way we become more human is by paying attention to each other,” he said. “It shows 
how much you care.” That empathy, Mr. Nass said, is essential to the human condition. 
The Social Internet
Room For Debate – A 
New York Times Blog
, June 7, 2010,
Timothy B. Lee
When a new technology enters the social scene, hand-wringing about its social effects is 
never far behind. So I was not surprised to see Matt Richtel offer the latest contribution to 
this shopworn genre. The trends he describes are not nearly as novel – or as alarming – as 
he and the experts he interviews seem to think.
The article quotes Stanford’s Clifford Nass, who warns that excessive use of digital 
technologies will “diminish empathy by limiting how much people engage with one 
another.” That may be true for some people, but for most people the reality is just the 
opposite: the Internet broadens and strengthens our social ties and greatly enhances our 
ability to engage with one another.
The Internet may have strained Kord Campbell’s marriage, but I’ve found it to have the 
opposite effect on my own. My wife and I are rarely out of touch for more than a few 
hours. We use a steady stream of text messages, instant messages, and e-mails to stay 
constantly in touch. We’re able to share the day’s joys and setbacks in real-time even when 
we’re miles apart.
The Internet has allowed me to nurture a number of long-distance friendships that would 
have withered in a pre-Internet era. I have about a dozen close friends who have moved far 
away from me. Tools like Twitter, Facebook, instant messaging, and email, have been 
essential to staying close.
In other cases, people derive enormous value from relationships conducted entirely on the 
Internet. Imagine, for example, a gay teenager in a small, conservative town. In a pre-
Internet world, he would have felt utterly alone. The Internet allows him to find others who 
will understand and support him.
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To be sure, some people become so obsessed with technology that it damages their “real 
life” relationships. But this is hardly the fault of technology. Mrs. Campbell is 
understandably upset that her husband pays more attention to his gadgets than to his 
children. But Mrs. Campbell’s complaint would have been completely familiar to a wife in 
1980 (or 1950) whose husband paid more attention to the Big Game than his family. Such 
behavior has been around a lot longer than the Internet.
Many online “distractions” are more important than whatever we happen to be working on 
when they arrive. The time we spend interacting with friends and family online can have a 
large and positive impact on our quality of life. So we shouldn’t be too worried if we spend 
more time on Facebook looking at our friends’ baby pictures and less time working on that 
all-important spreadsheet.
We expect more from technology and less from each other
CNN.com, May 28, 2012
Sherry Turkle
In November 2011, The Boston Globe had a panel on "cyber etiquette." We responded to 
questions with general agreement on most matters: No texting at family dinner. No texting 
at restaurants. Don't bring your laptop to your children's sporting events, no matter how 
tempting. Then came this question from the floor: A woman said that as a working mother 
she had very little time to talk to her friends, to e-mail, to text, to keep up.
"Actually," she confessed, "the only time I have is at night, after I'm off work and before I 
go home, when I go family shopping at Trader Joe's. But the guy at the checkout line, he 
wants to talk. I just want to be on my phone, into my texts and Facebook. Do I have the 
right to just ignore him?"
The two manners experts each said a version of the same thing: The man who did the 
checkout had a job to do. She had a right to her privacy as he provided his service. I 
listened uncomfortably. I thought of growing up and all the years I went shopping with my 
grandmother, all the relationships she had with the tradespeople at every store: the baker, 
the fishmonger, the fruit man, the grocery man. If they hadn't spoken to us, we would have 
been upset. If we hadn't spoken to them, I always assumed they would have been upset as 
well. I was not older than my fellow panelists. But I found myself disagreeing with them.
I answered the question from the floor in a very different spirit. I said that we all know that 
the job that the man at the checkout counter was doing can now be done by a machine. But 
until he is replaced by a machine, I think he should be treated as a person, with all the 
rights of a person. And that includes a bit of human exchange, since that is clearly what 
makes his job tolerable for him, makes him feel that in his job he is still a human being.
My fellow panelists were not pushovers. Nor was the audience. This was not what they 
wanted to hear. But in this moment, I felt myself at the cold, hard center of a perfect storm: 
We expect more from technology and less from each other. What once would have seemed 
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like "good service" is now an inconvenience. That's the "less from each other" part of the 
equation.
We also want technology to step in as we invite people to step back. It used to be that we 
imagined that our mobile phones would be for us to talk to each other. Now, our mobile 
phones are there to talk to us.
We are at a moment of temptation, ready to turn to machines for companionship even as 
we seem pained or inconvenienced to engage with each other in settings as simple as a 
grocery store. We want to instrumentalize daily life with real people and accept fantasies 
of "intimate" conversations with robotic personal assistants who have no real 
understanding of what we are saying to them in terms of what things mean to us.
We seem lonely but afraid of intimacy. Siri, the social network, digital assistants, all of 
these give the illusion of companionship without the demands of relationship. The path we 
are on seems fraught with paradox and about the most important human matters. Yet 
smitten with technology, we are like young lovers who are afraid that too much talking 
will spoil the romance. We don't much want to talk about these problems. But it's time to 
talk.
Is Facebook Making Us Lonely?
The Atlantic,
April 2, 2012
Stephen Marche
Yvette Vickers, a former 
Playboy
playmate and B-movie star, best known for her role in 
Attack of the 50 Foot Woman
, would have been 83 last August, but nobody knows exactly 
how old she was when she died. According to the Los Angeles coroner’s report, she lay 
dead for the better part of a year before a neighbor noticed cobwebs and yellowing letters 
in her mailbox. Upstairs, she found Vickers’s body, mummified, near a heater that was still 
running. Her computer was on too, its glow permeating the empty space. 
The 
Los Angeles Times
posted a story, which quickly went viral. Certainly she received 
much more attention in death than she did in the final years of her life. With no children, 
no religious group, and no immediate social circle of any kind, she had begun, as an 
elderly woman, to look elsewhere for companionship. In the months before her grotesque 
death, Vickers had made calls not to friends or family but to distant fans who had found 
her through fan conventions and Internet sites. 
Vickers’s web of connections had grown broader but shallower, as has happened for many 
of us. We are living in an isolation that would have been unimaginable to our ancestors, 
and yet we have never been more accessible. Over the past three decades, technology has 
delivered to us a world in which we need not be out of contact for a fraction of a moment. 
Yet within this world of instant and absolute communication, unbounded by limits of time 
or space, we suffer from unprecedented alienation. We have never been more detached 
from one another, or lonelier. 
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At the forefront of all this unexpectedly lonely interactivity is Facebook. Despite its 
immense popularity, or more likely because of it, Facebook has, from the beginning, been 
under something of a cloud of suspicion. In 
The Social Network
, the film’s most indelible 
scene was the final, silent shot of Mark Zuckerberg sending out a friend request to his ex-
girlfriend, then waiting and clicking and waiting and clicking—a moment of 
superconnected loneliness preserved in amber. 
Facebook arrived in the middle of a dramatic increase in the quantity and intensity of 
human loneliness, a rise that initially made the site’s promise of greater connection seem 
deeply attractive. Americans are more solitary than ever before. But before we begin the 
fantasies of happily eccentric singledom, we should recognize that it is not just isolation 
that is rising sharply. It’s loneliness, too. And loneliness makes us miserable. 
We know intuitively that loneliness and being alone are not the same thing. Solitude can be 
lovely. Crowded parties can be agony. We also know, thanks to a growing body of 
research on the topic, that loneliness is not a matter of external conditions; it is a 
psychological state. 
But it is clear that social interaction matters. Loneliness and being alone are not the same 
thing, but both are on the rise. We meet fewer people. We gather less. And when we 
gather, our bonds are less meaningful and less easy. The decrease in confidants—that is, in 
quality social connections—has been dramatic over the past 25 years. Which brings us to a 
fundamental question: Does the Internet make people lonely, or are lonely people more 
attracted to the Internet? 
The question has intensified in the Facebook era. A recent study out of Australia, titled 
“Who Uses Facebook?” found a complex and sometimes confounding relationship 
between loneliness and social networking. Facebook users had slightly lower levels of 
“social loneliness”—the sense of not feeling bonded with friends—but “significantly 
higher levels of family loneliness”—the sense of not feeling bonded with family. It may be 
that Facebook encourages more contact with people outside of our household, at the 
expense of our family relationships—or it may be that people who have unhappy family 
relationships in the first place seek companionship through other means, including 
Facebook. 
Moira Burke used to run a longitudinal study of 1,200 Facebook users. She concludes that 
the effect of Facebook depends on what you bring to it. Just as your mother said: you get 
out only what you put in. If you use Facebook to communicate directly with other 
individuals—by using the “like” button, commenting on friends’ posts, and so on—it can 
increase your social capital. Personalized messages, or what Burke calls “composed 
communication,” are more satisfying than “one-click communication”—the lazy click of a 
like. “People who received composed communication became less lonely, while people 
who received one-click communication experienced no change in loneliness,” Burke tells 
me. 
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On the other hand, non-personalized use of Facebook—scanning your friends’ status 
updates and updating the world on your own activities via your wall, or what Burke calls 
“passive consumption” and “broadcasting”—correlates to feelings of disconnectedness. 
It’s a lonely business, wandering the labyrinths of our friends’ projected identities, trying 
to figure out what part of ourselves we ought to project, who will listen, and what they will 
hear. Still, Burke’s research does not support the assertion that Facebook creates 
loneliness. The people who experience loneliness on Facebook are lonely away from 
Facebook, too, she points out; on Facebook, as everywhere else, correlation is not 
causation. The popular kids are popular, and the lonely skulkers skulk alone. 
To John Cacioppo, the director of the Center for Cognitive and Social Neuroscience at the 
University of Chicago, Internet communication allows only ersatz intimacy. “Forming 
connections with pets or online friends or even God is a noble attempt by an obligatorily 
gregarious creature to satisfy a compelling need,” he writes. “But surrogates can never 
make up completely for the absence of the real thing.” The “real thing” being actual 
people, in the flesh. “For the most part,” he says, “people are bringing their old friends, and 
feelings of loneliness or connectedness, to Facebook.” The idea that a Web site could 
deliver a more friendly, interconnected world is bogus. The depth of one’s social network 
outside Facebook is what determines the depth of one’s social network within Facebook, 
not the other way around. Using social media doesn’t create new social networks; it just 
transfers established networks from one platform to another. For the most part, Facebook 
doesn’t destroy friendships—but it doesn’t create them, either. Facebook is merely a tool, 
Cacioppo says, and like any tool, its effectiveness will depend on its user. So if social 
media let you organize a game of football among your friends, that’s healthy. If you turn to 
social media instead of playing football, however, that’s unhealthy. 
Nostalgia for the good old days of disconnection would not just be pointless, it would be 
hypocritical and ungrateful. What Facebook has revealed about human nature – and this is 
not a minor revelation – is that a connection is not the same thing as a bond, and that 
instant and total connection is no salvation, no ticket to a happier, better world or a more 
liberated version of humanity. Solitude used to be good for self-reflection and self-
reinvention. But now we are left thinking about who we are all the time, without ever 
really thinking about who we are. Facebook denies us a pleasure whose profundity we had 
underestimated: the chance to forget about ourselves for a while, the chance to disconnect. 
The iPad Goes to School
Businessweek, October 24, 2013
Devin Leonard
In September, the Los Angeles Unified School District began carrying out a $50 million 
plan to equip 30,000 students in 47 schools from kindergarten through 12th grade with an 
iPad. Giving kids iPads sounds like installing candy machines on every desk, or worse, 
Xboxes. The educators naturally disagree. They spent $678 per iPad, loading them up with 
software from the Pearson educational group and locking them down so that students 
couldn’t wander around the Internet unchaperoned. It took only a few days for students at 
8
Westchester High School, in southwestern Los Angeles, to bypass the filtering software so 
they could update their Facebook pages and stream music from Pandora. 
The Los Angeles Unified School District (LAUSD) treated the security breach as a crisis. 
At Westchester High and two other schools where students managed to liberate their iPads, 
it ordered that all tablets be returned. In a confidential memo, LAUSD Police Chief Steven 
Zipperman warned of a larger student hackathon and suggested the district was moving too 
quickly. “I’m guessing this is just a sample of what will likely occur on other campuses 
once this hits Twitter, YouTube, or other social media sites explaining to our students how 
to breach or compromise the security of these devices,” wrote Zipperman. 
Josh Hoover, a 16-year-old at Westchester High, misses his iPad and is still puzzled by the 
fuss. Standing outside the school in early October, he said he sympathizes with his 
industrious peers. “They should let us use Facebook,” Hoover said. “There’s nothing to do 
on it besides academics. They just want it to be a big old book.”
The fiasco in Los Angeles confirms many people’s fears about the proliferation of devices 
in classrooms. “If the object was to allow kids to have a free iPad to go to Facebook and to 
engage in social media, that has been accomplished,” says Diane Ravitch, author of 
Reign 
of Error
. “But what it has to do with better learning, I don’t know.” Ravitch isn’t the only 
person uncomfortable with the rise of the edu-tablet. “I just see a mad rush from a lot of 
districts right now just to say, ‘We bought iPads. Now what?’
” says Michael Horn, 
executive director of the Clayton Christensen Institute’s education program. “That worries 
me.”
Apple isn’t the only company eyeing this segment. News Corp.’s Amplify division, headed 
by former New York City Schools Chancellor Joel Klein, is marketing an educational 
tablet with a function that alerts students with an “eyes on teacher” command when their 
attention wanders; it will soon come preloaded with curriculum software featuring readings 
of famous texts such as 
The Narrative of the Life of Frederick Douglass
. In May, Amplify 
won an estimated $14 million contract to furnish 17,000 middle school students in 
Guilford County, N.C., with its devices. Fuhu, a company that makes a damage-resistant 
tablet for kids called the Nabi, has seen 42,148 percent growth over three years without a 
single school contract. There’s even a Nick Jr. edition. Los Angeles’s mistake, meanwhile, 
may not have been giving students iPads, but trying to turn iPads into something else.
“My students are tweeting at me,” says Michael Milton
,
a history teacher at Burlington 
High School, 20 minutes outside Boston. “I can feel it.” Milton has just given his 12 
students an assignment he calls “Social Media Meets the Enlightenment.” They’re 
instructed to blog as philosophers such as Thomas Hobbes, Jean-Jacques Rousseau, 
Montesquieu, and Mary Wollstonecraft and promote their work on Twitter using their 
school-issued iPads. Milton’s students will be fielding questions on the Internet from 
history teachers and professors around the world, and Milton will recruit these scholarly 
inquisitors from his own 1,611 Twitter followers.
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Within minutes, his students have created new Twitter accounts and introduced themselves 
on the Internet as famous thinkers. Soon, the questions start arriving. A high school social 
studies teacher studying abroad in Lebanon wants to know what Hobbes would have 
thought of the Syrian crisis. An assistant principal in Canada wonders what Montesquieu 
would have made of the National Security Agency’s surveillance campaign. Kenneth 
Davis, the author of the bestseller 
Don’t Know Much About History
, asks the French 
philosopher to reflect on governmental paralysis in Washington. Milton’s students seem 
excited, even Rachel Czerwinski, 15, who defiantly carries a spiral-bound notebook to 
class. “I use paper for most of my classes,” she says. “Sometimes the iPad can be 
annoying, but without it, we couldn’t do cool projects like this.”
Burlington’s schools were fairly traditional until 2007, when the district hired Patrick 
Larkin as principal of Burlington High School. Two years after becoming principal, he 
discovered that districts in Iowa were giving laptops to every student. He thought 
Burlington ought to do something similar. 
Larkin formed a committee to look at hardware. He thought he’d found the perfect device 
on Jan. 27, 2010, when Steve Jobs unveiled the iPad. When Apple introduced the iPad 2 in 
March 2011, Larkin and his administrators decided to allocate $200,000 for tablets in the 
first year of the program, spending $400 per iPad.
Early on, Burlington treated the iPad differently than Los Angeles did. It decided not to 
lock them down to prevent non-educational pursuits. Larkin read a study about how this 
caused problems in Maine. “Where schools locked down the devices, there were higher 
damage rates and lower success rates,” he says. Burlington figured it made sense to use 
software from a company called Lightspeed Technologies to keep students away from 
digital porn. But other than that, they would be able to commune with each other on social 
media and listen to music on Pandora as long as it didn’t become a problem. “He didn’t 
want to limit everything,” says Thabani Chibanda, a former Burlington High student who 
served on Larkin’s committee. “He didn’t like the excuse that we can’t trust our students.”
Instead, Larkin encouraged students to take “digital literacy” classes, where they would 
learn how to create a Web presence that would impress college admissions executives and 
future employers. “The old mentality is, make sure your kids know that they can’t post 
anything inappropriate or have negative stuff online when people do a Google search,” he 
says. “Our mentality is, that’s kind of the lowest common denominator. Yeah, OK, don’t 
post anything bad, but start thinking about your digital footprint. It’s becoming your 
résumé.”
Burlington High students knew intuitively how to operate an iPad; the teachers were 
another matter. Not only were most of them less technically adept than their pupils but 
some didn’t want to work the shiny new devices into their lessons. “Honestly, it was a 
generational split,” says Todd Whitten, chairman of the high school’s history department. 
“The older teachers were like, ‘No. I don’t want to change. This is just a game-playing 
toy.’
”
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Students admit that it was difficult at first to resist playing games in class. Many say they 
were punished for such transgressions. After a few months, though, Burlington High 
started to calm down. Students say they kicked their gaming habit, and teachers started to 
view the device differently, too. The language department got rid of its outmoded 
computer lab once students had their own Internet-connected devices. The English 
department created an online vocabulary textbook that was so effective they were able to 
stop buying pricey traditional ones. Teachers who continue to have tech headaches often 
find relief at the student help desk. “The teachers are very candid when they don’t know 
what they’re doing,” says Xin Zhang, a 16-year-old help-desk member. “We’re more than 
glad to help.”
At the end of the first year, Larkin conducted a survey that showed the program’s success. 
Seventy-five percent of the students at Burlington High said their iPads had helped them 
become better organized. Eighty-four percent said they were benefiting because their 
teachers were posting more material online. Emboldened by the results, the district decided 
to expand the program to middle school students, albeit with some restrictions. And last 
September, many elementary school pupils got iPads, too, in special protective cases. 
For John Deasy, the superintendent of the LAUSD, getting tablets into classrooms is a civil 
rights matter. Many students in his district come from families that can’t afford any 
educational device, let alone Apple’s. In interviews, Deasy says it would be tragic if they 
were deprived of the iPad’s benefits simply because they’re poor. But the district was so 
rattled by the hacking that it forbade the students at the remaining 44 pilot program schools 
from taking iPads home. The LAUSD is now working with Apple to make the operating 
system of the iPad more restrictive so students can’t use them to linger on Facebook. 
But what if Los Angeles has it backward? “If you want kids to use social media properly, 
then you should give them access to it to learn how to use it properly in a school setting,” 
says Jennifer Scheffer, a Burlington High technology teacher. “And because the 
administration is so connected on those tools themselves, it’s much more difficult for our 
students to be irresponsible because the administration can say, ‘Hey, I saw you on 
Twitter.’
And they do.”
Larkin would prefer that students use the Internet to find answers to their queries rather 
than relying on outdated textbooks or souped-up educational software. He says 
Burlington’s teachers, by and large, are on board: “We don’t have people coming in, 
saying, ‘I can’t believe you took this textbook away from me. I can’t teach anymore.’
”
Ben Lally, the English department chairman, concedes that the first year with iPads wasn’t 
easy, but now he’s one of the district’s digital leaders. One afternoon in September, he runs 
into network problems. “Of course it figures—I have someone here from 
Bloomberg 
Businessweek
and it fails,” Lally laments.
“Just wait for it,” a student patiently advises. Lally gives it another few seconds. Then he’s 
back on the Internet along with all his pupils.
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Smartphone dependency: a growing obsession with gadgets
USA Today
, July 27, 2011
Ellen Gibson 
You gave it a pet name. It knows more about you than your mother does. Sometimes you 
even sleep with it. In fact, you're so attached to it that being separated for only a few 
minutes could send you into a panic. While smartphone users worry about mobile hacking 
and other security threats that are making news these days, psychologists and others are 
concerned about another equally troubling issue: the growing obsession among people who 
would much rather interact with their smartphones than with other human beings. 
The increasing dependence comes as more Americans ditch their iPods, cameras, maps and 
address books in favor of the myriad capabilities of a smartphone. After all, companies 
have rolled out thousands of applications that do everything from track your heart rate to 
guide you through the streets of 
New York City. While smartphones have made life easier 
for some, psychologists say the love of them is becoming more like an addiction, creating 
consequences that range from minor (teenagers who communicate in three-letter acronyms 
like LOL and BRB) to major (car accidents caused by people who text while driving).
Lisa Merlo, a clinical psychologist, said she's observed a number of behaviors among 
smartphone users that she labels "problematic." Among them, Merlo says some patients 
pretend to talk on the phone or fiddle with apps to avoid eye contact or other interactions at 
a bar or a party. Others are so genuinely engrossed in their phones that they ignore the 
people around them completely. "The more bells and whistles the phone has," she says, 
"the more likely they are to get too attached."
Michelle Hackman, a recent high school graduate, won a $75,000 prize in this year's Intel 
Science Talent Search with a research project investigating teens' attachment to their cell 
phones. She found that students separated from their phones were under-stimulated – a low 
heart rate was an indicator – and lacked the ability to entertain themselves. Most of the 
teens at Hackman's affluent high school own smartphones, she says, and could even be 
found texting under their desks during class. "It creates an on-edge feeling and you don't 
realize how much of the lecture you're missing," Hackman says.
For some, the anxious feeling that they might miss something has caused them to slumber 
next to their smartphones. More than a third of U.S. adults — 35 percent — now own a 
smartphone, according to the 
Pew Research Center, and two-thirds of them sleep with their 
phones right next to their beds. Michael Breus, a psychologist and sleep specialist, said in 
his clinical practice, his patients often describe how they answer emails, text and surf the 
Web as they're trying to wind down at night. He says this is a bad idea. "This behavior can 
increase cognitive arousal," he says, "leading to the No. 1 complaint I hear: 'I can't turn off 
my mind and fall asleep'."
Trouble sleeping isn't the only problem smartphones junkies exhibit. Some people are 
willing to do almost anything to feed their addiction – including spending more money for 
the data plans than they can afford. According to J.D. Power and Associates, the average 
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smartphone user spends about $107 each month for wireless access – more than the 
average household pays for electricity each month.
And consumers' dependence on mobile phones is only expected to grow as people use their 
phones for things like shopping and banking. For instance, Kristyn Wilson, a marketing 
professional, uses her phone to locate stores and compare prices, in addition to ordinary 
tasks like checking email and sending texts. She also uses it to buy entertainment vouchers 
through Groupon and even to pay for her coffee at Starbucks. As a result, she rarely 
separates from the device. "My phone is in my hand all the time," says Wilson, who stops 
short of sleeping next to her phone. "You have to draw the line somewhere."
For others, being away from their phone will almost certainly cause separation anxiety. 
Keosha Harvey, a party booker, can attest to that. She uses her iPhone for both personal 
and business communications, so she panicked when it crashed earlier this month, taking 
all of her "important contacts" with it. Apple replaced it for free, but she lost her pictures 
and more than 400 songs, she says. "The most frustrating part is that lost feeling you get 
when you are so used to having a phone," says Harvey. "You feel a sense of nakedness 
without it."
Tonia Zampieri lost her iPhone in a cab on 
New Year's Eve. Having paid her fare with 
cash, she had no way of tracking down the cab company, and her older-model phone didn't 
have the tracking software that comes standard now. She had backed up her contacts six 
weeks earlier, but she lost other data. The worst part, Zampieri says, was the feeling of 
being cut off. "I was without a phone for four days, and it was excruciating. I kept going to 
look for it but then I'd be like, 'I don't have it. That's right,'" Zampieri says. "It's definitely a 
borderline addiction for me."
Fisher-Price's iPad baby seat just doesn't compute
Los Angeles Times
, December 20, 2013
Susan Rohwer
Fisher-Price has 
released the one piece of baby gear that every parent never knew they 
needed: a baby seat complete with an iPad holder. For $80 you can strap your tot into the 
“Newborn-to-Toddler Apptivity™ Seat” and, after downloading the accompanying free 
apps onto your iPad, watch as they are entertained.
I appreciate that Fisher-Price is trying to come up with a product for babies that also so 
happens to give new parents a moment’s peace to take a shower or eat a sandwich sitting 
down. What I don’t appreciate is how the product directly flouts the recommendations of 
childhood development experts, including the American Academy of Pediatrics. The 
academy 
recommends: “Television and other entertainment media should be avoided for 
infants and children under age 2. A child’s brain develops rapidly during these first years, 
and young children learn best by interacting with people, not screens.” 
Not surprisingly, the reaction by parents to this product has been disbelief and outrage. Of 
course, parents don’t have to buy this product if they don’t want to. But is this mega-
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corporation, with brand loyalty from generations of parents and teams of creative people 
working on new products, so desperate for ideas that it had to create one that runs counter 
to well-known childhood development recommendations?
Fisher-Price doesn’t seem to understand the pushback. In a 
statement, it said: “Though we 
knew the product was not for everyone, we wanted to offer it as yet another option for 
those parents who want the added feature of engaging in age-appropriate content with their 
children.”
The folks at Fisher-Price also say they “do not position the Apptivity Seat, or any of our 
other infant seats, as educational products for children,” even though the 
product 
description on their website says that the apps for the product will “stimulate and engage” 
your infant and even “help develop eye-tracking skills.” According to Fisher-Price, the 
apps were “created with the guidance of child development experts.”
We live in a world filled with screens, which makes the American Academy of Pediatrics’ 
recommendations of restricted screen time difficult for parents to honor. In many 
households (and certainly in mine), babies see their parents glued to screens and want to 
know what all the fuss is about. When they see how cool it is to play with a tablet or 
laptop, they want one — 
all the time
. So really, it’s about limiting screen time for the 
whole family, not just the kids. Unfortunately, instead of helping parents with this 21st 
century conundrum by coming up with a product to redirect these habits, Fisher-Price is 
trying to profit from of it. And that doesn’t compute.

