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Abstract. Following thework of scholars who see technology as intertwinedwith
society, in this chapter we start with the history of our revamped working group,
WG 9.5: Our Digital Lives, summarizing main activities by each chair, followed
by a discussion of themes that we see as relevant to our group today. The chapter
continues with some thoughts on future research about ‘our digital lives’ and our
thoughts on what we could achieve in the future.
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Building on a tradition of mainly qualitative and pluralistic research on the relationship
of technology with society, the revamped (as of autumn 2019) IFIPWG 9.5: Our Digital
Lives views digital technologies as strongly intertwined with most aspects of everyday
life. Through our various activities, in the form of workshops, participation in larger
conferences (e.g., Technical Committee (TC) 9’s flagship conference, Human Choice
and Computers (HCC)), and a series of blogposts, we aim to bring together academics,
practitioners and others interested in how the digital influences our lives and society at
large, what opportunities and challenges it presents, how it can be managed, and how it
can influence the future of our lives.

We see our WG as providing a space for interdisciplinary dialogue and mutual
exchange from a diverse set of disciplines (e.g., computing, information systems (IS),
media studies, social theory, philosophy, anthropology, psychology, organizational stud-
ies, gender studies, politics and ethics, among others) interested in different aspects of
the digital. Given our interest in a multiplicity of empirical sites and social phenomena
associated with the digital, we explicitly encourage contributions in areas such as social
media and online communities, connectivity and technology-enabled ways of working,
emerging technologies and artificial intelligence (AI), and human enhancement, among
many others. We explore some of these areas in more depth later.

We begin the remainder of this chapter with an overview of theWG’s history, starting
with its conception in 1989 – an era when digital technology was very different to what it
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is today – through to its awakening in 2006 and its further transformation in the last few
years. We then discuss some of the themes that we see as strongly linked to our interests
as a WG, including some of the themes mentioned above, and continue with a list of
suggested areas for future research.We then close the chapterwith a reflection on theWG
in a context of rapid advances of digital technologies and an unprecedented impact on our
(digital) lives that we are experiencing today; at a time following a widespread transition
into technology-enabled ways of working due to the recent Covid-19 pandemic, and the
emergence of generative AI. We hope that the chapter will be useful to a wide range of
individuals; not only academics, but also practitioners, policy makers and educators who
might be interested in finding out more about our activities and who may even want to
consider becomingmembers and contributing to our growth and potential future impacts
on our digital lives.

1 History

WG 9.5 has been around for a long time (since 1989) and its name, aims and scope were
last updated in 2019 following earlier updates in 2008 and 2006. Digital technologies
have evolved significantly during the last decade, with researchers and practitioners
speaking about the digital rather than the virtual which was the case at the time. Moving
away from a focus on virtuality, therefore, our most recent update, presented also below,
also meant a change in terms of areas of focus, shifting our attention from older topics
(e.g., computer-mediated communication) tomore recent ones (e.g., online communities,
AI) impacting also our identity as a group. In the following sub-sections, we provide
a helicopter view of the history of the WG from its inception until the present. Each
sub-section is named after the then WG’s chair and the years of his/her tenure as chair
in parentheses. Not all sub-sections are equally detailed as we were not able to retrieve
information to the required extent for all different periods.

1.1 Klaus Brunnstein (1990–1995)

WG 9.5 was established in 1989 by Klaus Brunnstein as a group that would study
technology from an informatics / designer perspective. Unfortunately, there is no further
information as to the activities that took place during that time.

1.2 Years 1995–2006

According to IFIP’s online records, and TC 9 online reports in particular, we have
identified that Guenther Cyranek was chair of the WG in 1998. The WG’s name was
Applications and Social Implications of Virtual Worlds. During that period, its focus
was on digital media and virtuality and their influence on culture in particular. Two
workshops were planned in the year 1999: one in Germany (Virtual Environments 1999
in Stuttgart) and one in Brazil (Virtual University Autumn 1999, Fortaleza, State of
Ceará, Brazil) [1]. As per information retrieved from the 2000 TC 9 report, two years
later, Carolien Metselaar is mentioned as a member who leaves the WG, presumably as
an earlier chair [2].
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1.3 Niki Panteli (2006–2009)

Professor Niki Panteli (then senior lecturer in IS, University of Bath) served as the
chair of the WG between 2006 and 2009. This was a newly revamped and renamed
international WG introduced by IFIP TC 9, whose then chair (Professor Chrisanthi
Avgerou) subsequently invited her to lead it due to her expertise in the area of virtuality
(e.g., virtual teams, virtual collaborations). During her three-year tenure, Panteli set up
clear strategies for the development of the WG, which included the organization of
international workshops, an official launch, an international conference, and business
meetings. Specifically, she launched theWGbyorganizing theFirst InternationalWG9.5
Workshop onVirtuality & Society (on June 16, 2006 at the London School of Economics
and Political Science in London, UK) and she promoted attendance at international IFIP
events, such as in Portland/Oregon, 2007, where a business meeting was also held. In
addition, she played a lead role in the running of the First International Conference on
Virtuality & Society: Massive Virtual Communities (organized with Warnke on July
1–2, 2008 at Leuphana University in Lüneburg, Germany), and anWG 9.5 International
Workshop on Images of Virtuality (on April 23–24, 2009 at the Athens University
of Economics and Business in Athens, Greece). During her tenure, the WG attracted
members from around the world and from no members in 2006, grew to 60 by 2009,
including well-known researchers in the field from leading Universities in the USA, such
as the Massachusetts Institute of Technology (MIT), Stanford University and Boston
University.

1.4 Martin Warnke (2010–2013)

In 2010, Professor Martin Warnke became chair of WG 9.5, David Kreps was vice-
Chair, and Claus Pias secretary. The three chaired a track of the 9th HCC conference,
part of the IFIP World Computer Congress in Brisbane, Australia, in September 2010.
Jacques Berleur (TC 9 Chair 1999–2004) and Magda Herschui were the HCC 9 chairs,
and Kreps,Warnke, and Pias were the chairs of Track 2: Virtual Technologies and Social
Shaping. 2010 was the last year that Chrisanthi Avgerou was Chair of TC 9, after which
she handed over to Jackie Phahlamohlaka, the South Africa Representative of TC 9.

In July 2011,Kreps hosted a “virtual”WG9.5 conference at theThinkLab,University
of Salford, with members of the working group joining over videoconferencing. A small
number of us (including Niki Panteli) were physically present; the rest dialed in. Sadly,
this was the last WG 9.5 event for some time. In the same year, Warnke and Kreps made
arrangements for a special issue in the Information Systems Journal, which in the end
did not go ahead. Warnke became the German Representative of TC 9, and Pias dropped
out due to personal reasons, whilst the popularity of the term “virtuality” itself began
to wane. All WGs across IFIP seem to have a “shelf-life” and it began to feel that WG
9.5’s “virtuality” incarnation had reached another fork in the road.

Magda David Hercheui, Diane Whitehouse, William J. McIver Jr., and Jackie
Phahlamohlaka chaired HCC 10 in Amsterdam 2012, and, led by Martin Warnke, WG
9.5 contributed a Track – Session 5 (Section 4 of the Proceedings): Citizens’ Involve-
ment, Citizens’ Rights and Information andCommunication Technology (ICT) – Privacy
and Security Challenges.
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In 2012, Warnke and Kreps did a membership survey by email, and based upon the
responses attempted to change the name of the WG, via the IFIP Technical Assembly
Meeting that took place in September 2012, from “Virtuality and Society” to “Virtuality,
Digital and Social Media.” Unfortunately, there were objections from other TC chairs,
and this idea was knocked back.

1.5 David Kreps (2013–2018)

In January 2013, Dr David Kreps became chair of WG 9.5 with Marie Griffiths, a
colleague of his at Salford, became vice-chair, and Petros Chamakiotis, a former PhD
student of Niki Panteli’s, joined as secretary. Kreps kept the website up-to-date, and
attended meetings of TC 9 in Kolding, Denmark in 2013 (alongside ETHICOMP),
in Turku, Finland in 2014 (alongside HCC 11), in the UK in both 2015 (Leicester,
alongside ETHICOMP) and 2016 (Salford, alongside HCC 12), and in Turin, Italy in
2017 (alongside ETHCOMP), but there were no meetings of the WG itself, which led
Kreps to engage with HCC from that point on.

AlongwithHCC11ChairKaiKimppa, Finnish representative ofTC9,Kreps secured
a special issue in Information Technology & People, with Kimppa serving as a Guest
Editor. The special issue was published in 2015. By this time (since 2014), Whitehouse
had taken over the chair of TC 9 from Phahlamohlaka – who continued to be the South
Africa national representative ofTC9–and, followingKreps’s involvementwithHCC11
through the aforementioned special issue, at the TC meeting in 2014, Whitehouse asked
for volunteers to host HCC 12. Kreps, Griffiths, and another colleague of theirs from
Salford, Gordon Fletcher, organized and hosted the 12th HCC conference at Salford in
September 2016. At the subsequent TC meeting, the need to reboot several of the WGs
of TC 9 – includingWG 9.5 – was discussed and Kreps became the lead for aWG reboot
initiative, to unfold over the coming years, focused on engaging people in contributing
to HCC 13, proposed to take place as part of the proposed World Computer Congress
to take place in Poznań, Poland, in 2018. Kreps’s tenure as chair of WG 9.5 ended with
him agreeing to replace Whitehouse as chair of TC 9, following her suggestion.

1.6 Petros Chamakiotis (2018–2021)

At the HCC in Poznań, Poland, Kreps passed on the baton to Petros Chamakiotis, chair,
and Brad McKenna, vice-chair. Chamakiotis had been involved as secretary of the WG
since 2013 and was then a lecturer in IS at the University of Sussex. McKenna was a
lecturer in IS at the University of East Anglia. Chamakiotis and McKenna organized a
track at that HCC, titled “Our Digital Lives,” which is where they met Kathrin Bednar,
a PhD student from the Vienna University of Economics and Business, whom they
invited to join as the WG as secretary. Bednar enthusiastically agreed following an
initial discussion at the conference dinner and a follow-up Skype call a few weeks later.

Since taking over fromKreps in Poland, Chamakiotis, McKenna and Bednar worked
closely together to revamp the WG, updating its name, scope, interests, and members.
The WG officially changed its name and scope the following year, in the autumn of
2019, due to technicalities, while the leadership of the WGmade the relevant updates to
the WG’s website and the membership list. During the academic year 2019–2020, the
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WG organized a workshop for the following HCC which had been planned to take place
in Tokyo, Japan in September 2020. Although the organization of the workshop devel-
oped successfully and an eclectic number of high-quality submissions were accepted,
the HCC was cancelled due to the Covid-19 pandemic. Although the conference itself
was cancelled, the selected papers were scheduled to appear in the book of conference
proceedings.

At the end of 2019, Chamakiotis moved from the University of Sussex in the UK
to the Madrid Campus of ESCP Business School and recommended a workshop in
Madrid that could take place in the academic year 2020–2021. Sadly, this could not go
ahead because of the global restrictions due to the pandemic. In 2021, the WG offered
a track (Track 5: Our Digital Lives) as part of the WG 9.4 Virtual Conference 2021,
organized by IFIPWG 9.4 on “Implications of Information and Digital Technologies for
Development.” The conference theme was “Resilient Information and Communication
Technologies for Development” (ICT4D) and the conference was held online on May
26–28, 2021.

Chamakiotis relaunched an earlier series of blogposts to ensure that some sort of con-
tact with WGmembers could be reestablished. Given the limited opportunities for face-
to-face (F2F) interaction in the context of lockdowns and social distancing, the blogposts
were a great opportunity to keep the conversation going. The six blogs published during
his tenure on theWG9.5website (and communicated to themembers) focused on remote
working (by earlier chair Panteli; April 2020); (dis)connectivity (by the then vice-chair
McKenna; July 2020); digital health and activism (by Dimitra Petrakaki, September
2020), digital platforms (by Christos Begkos and Katerina Antonopoulou; December
2020); gender bias in IS academia (by Silvia Masiero; April 2021), and incivility and
work email (by Emma Russell; July 2021).

1.7 Brad McKenna (2021–present)

In September 2021, at the TC 9 annual meeting, McKenna was confirmed as the chair
for WG 9.5, Bednar became vice-chair, and the role of secretary remained vacant. It was
a turbulent year due to the Covid-19 pandemic, so activities in 2021 remained limited.
The HCC conference, originally planned for 2020, was rescheduled to 2022 in Tokyo
and a WG 9.5 track at the conference was planned. Unfortunately, due to the on-going
pandemic, it was not possible for the HCC conference to proceed in person. Therefore,
conference tracks were merged with the main conference, and there were no specific
WG 9.5 activities at the conference.

In 2022,McKenna organized a special issue of the Journal of BusinessResearch titled
“Virtual Influencers a New Frontier in Interdisciplinary Research,” co-sponsored byWG
9.5 and the UK Academy for Information Systems (UKAIS). The theme of the special
issue is on non-human social media influencers which are constructed and implemented
with computer generated graphics, AI, chatbots, and other technologies. The deadline
for the special issue was 15 February 2023 and it received 60 submissions. At the time
of the final revisions of this chapter, the reviews of the submissions are ongoing. Also
in 2022, Hameed Chughtai, senior lecturer at Lancaster University, became the WG
secretary.
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In 2023, McKenna, Bednar, and Chughtai, alongside the current secretary of WG
9.4 (The Implications of Information and Digital Technologies for Development), are
running a joint WG 9.4 and 9.5 workshop at the European Conference on Informa-
tion Systems (ECIS) in Kristiansand, Norway on June 13, 2023. The workshop is
titled “Current Issues in the Digital Society” and explores themes around tackling the
data-for-development orthodoxy and the ways digital technologies shape our everyday
interactions.

2 Themes

In this section, we present a list of themes that we see as relevant to ourWG today. These
themes are not conclusive; they are meant to serve as a guide of some of the themes that –
at the time of writing and revising this chapter – are viewed as current, relevant to the
WG, worthy of investigation, and with potential for impact outside academia. In what
follows, we review key literature of each of these themes.

2.1 Social Media and Online Communities

Social media platforms – such as Facebook, Twitter, Instagram, and WeChat – provide
online spaces for friends, familymembers, business partners, or other individuals to com-
municate and exchange information [3]. The features of these platforms are designed to
allow users to interact, coordinate, and form networks of different kinds of relationships
[4]. There are many different types of social media platforms with various interactive
communication methods [5] and are now an often critical and accurate way to support
information flows and networks within our daily lives [6]. Social media are also becom-
ing an alternative to traditional communication methods such as television and radio for
receiving news and streaming of live events [4].

The use of social media has generated a large amount of research interest in recent
years. Examples include the use of social media for customer engagement [7], social
media and branding [8], and word of mouth [9]. These examples influence the ways in
which customers make decisions [10], and has changed the ways in which companies
and customers communicate with each other and has altered business strategies [11].

However, the use of social media is not uniform around the world. In the Western
world, apps such as Facebook, Twitter, YouTube, and Instagram dominate. However,
because these companies have been banned in China [12], other platforms have been
developed to take their place. For example, Weibo replaces Twitter, and Youku replaces
YouTube. WeChat, however, has arguably become the most important social media
platform in China [13]. Chinese cultural values may also be inherent in the design of this
social media application [14]. Social media platforms based in Asia tend to have tighter
or closed social networks and relationships which reflects the less open self-disclosure
and indirect communication styles more common in Chinese culture. This contrasts
with Western style social media, which allow for wider social networks, more direct
communication, and bolder forms of self-disclosure [15].

Traditional social media platforms, as well as digital platforms more generally, can
also be used for the purposes of social movements and the development of online com-
munities [16, 17]. In fact, social movements can also exist in virtual worlds such as
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Second Life and World of Warcraft and have become platforms where online commu-
nities and social movements can recruit new members or participants and promote their
online activities. Because virtual worlds are also more immersive than traditional social
media platforms such as Facebook and Twitter [18], they allow for a broader range of
social activities, for example, virtual parades [19], and where online communities can
thrive [20, 21]. Online communities have also been found to enable a form of “digital
activism” enabling globally dispersed individuals to come together and work towards a
joint goal for the common good. This is the case with MedicineAfrica for example; a
digital platform that hosts an online community of medical professionals and students
from the UK and poorly resourced countries, such as Somaliland. Chamakiotis et al. [22]
found that the purpose of creating social value by improving medical knowledge and
clinical practice is underprivileged regions was enough to give rise to digital activism.
New activities will likely arise as the Metaverse becomes more ubiquitous in society
[23].

Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual, Transgender/Transsexual plus (LGBT+) social movements
and online communities based in World of Warcraft demonstrate that the affordances
of the game can be used by the players to create desired outcomes for online social
movements, based on their goals and desires, and community involvement [20]. Power
was exercised on the LGBT+ community by the developers of the game, and the online
communitymanaged to resisted the power [21]. They observed some similarities and dif-
ferences between the LGBT+ movement and other online movements such as #MeToo.
The #MeToo movement was similar in that social media were used to empower people
to share personal stories of sexual abuse [24]. The difference, however, was that the
#MeToo movement arose quite rapidly following the allegations of Harvey Weinstein
whilst the LGBT+ movement grew slowly over several years. This demonstrates the
nature of social media use can be vastly different depending on the goals and motiva-
tions of the users, but also that social media can provide for the collective power of
individuals to come together and spread awareness [21].

In recent times, society has become more aware of the negative consequences of
social media. Social media connect people from all parts of society together; however,
this may have some negative consequences. One of these consequences is cyber bullying
[25]. This has increased rates of anxiety, negative feelings, and depression which in the
worst case scenario may result in outcomes like suicide [26]. Compared with traditional
forms of bullying such as a small group of students in a school, cyberbullying has a far
greater reach of victims. Traditional bullyingmay have little evidence as proof. However,
for cyber cullying, victims can be humiliated online which increases the visibility to a
broader group of people such as friends, friends of friends, family, and also unknown
others, as videos can spread around various socialmedia platformswhichmakes numbers
difficult to estimate [25].

There are several other areas of concern relating to social media and our digital
lives. One such example is fake news [27] and the emergence of deepfake technologies
[28] which can spread rapidly around social media platforms and has been shown to
influence in democratic elections [29]. A second area of concern privacy of user data.
It was revealed that Cambridge Analytica was given personally identifiable information
from 87 million Facebook users and has raised greater concerns for privacy protection
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[30]. New privacy issues are emerging with contemporary social media platforms such
as TikTok [31]. A third area of concern is social media bots. For example, Twitter bots
[32] have been used to spread debates, such as the Covid-19 vaccine debates [33], or
events like elections [34]. Although this list of concerns is not intended to be exhaustive,
it demonstrates that as a society we need to be aware of how social media impact on
our digital lives, both positively and potentially negatively and encourages us to think
critically about its daily use.

2.2 Augmented Reality (AR)/Virtual Reality (VR)

AR is a technology which allows users to view the physical world in real time with
virtual objects superimposed on it, thus augmenting the user’s view, rather than replacing
it [35]. The aim of AR is to simplify the user’s life by augmenting the user’s immediate
surroundings with virtual information, thus enhancing the user’s view of and interaction
with the physical world [36]. AR has gained in popularity alongside the development of
smartphones with enhanced cameras, GPS trackers, and other sensors which enable AR
services for users [37]. There are many applications of AR for our digital lives, some of
which are discussed below.

A popular use of AR is for gaming. The most well-known mobile AR game is
Pokémon Go where users are asked to find virtual creatures (Pokémon) hidden in real-
world locations [38]. There is potential for AR games to have an impact on our digital
lives through changing consumer behavior practices and new marketing opportunities
[39, 40], augmenting sports games [41] as well as health benefits [42].

Tourism is another area which AR has made a significant impact because it enables
tourists to have an enhanced exploration of their surroundings [43]. In particular, because
they have limited knowledge of their destination, AR helps tourists to increase their
awareness [37]. Other areas of interest are AR for heritage sites [44], theme parks [45],
urban destinations [46], mood maintenance [47], and its impact on senior tourists [48].

Another important area forARandour digital lives is to understand its use in business.
For business opportunities, AR can provide additional information which changes the
way in which people work and shop [49]. Some recent examples include advertising
effectiveness [50], decision making [51], enhancing online rapport [52], multi-sensory
aspects in online retailing [53], time convenience and emotions [54], and virtual try-ons
[55].

While AR integrates the physical world and the virtual world, VR fully immerses
the user into a synthetic without seeing the real world. VR is a complete, computer-
generated 3D virtual representation of a physical space and objects within it [49]. Users
can navigate and interact with the virtual environment in real time [56]. There are three
key elements of VR:

1. Visualization, where users can look around and explore a virtual world using a head-
mounted display;

2. Immersion, where users are fully immersed into the virtual world without any real-
world view;

3. Interactivity, where users have control over their experience using gestures, joysticks,
keyboards or, some other input device [57].
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There are plenty of applications for VR in our digital lives, for example, education
and training [49]. VR has the advantage of interactions with objects and events that are
physically out of reach in a safe environment [58]. Businesses can also useVR to find new
ways to engage with their customers through immersive marketing campaigns [49]. For
example, measuring the emotional responses to products [59], how VR stores can shape
consumer purchase decisions [60], customer loyalty in VR [61], and virtual showrooms
[62]. In the tourism sector, marketing was the most prevalent topic, followed by edu-
cation, tourism experience enhancement, food and beverage, and meetings/conferences
[57].

VR may also be used for a wide variety of serious games. One area is that of reha-
bilitation. VR has been used in games for rehabilitation for people with neurological
conditions [63], stroke [64], motor disorders [65], and musculoskeletal disorders [66].
Other areas of healthcarewhereVRhas been applied is for training of surgical techniques
such as laparoscopy [67], increasing physical activity in children [68], the treatment of
arachnophobia [69], life support training [70], and for exposure therapy for fear of driving
following a motor vehicle accident [71].

AR and VR are related technologies but differ in their use of virtuality continuum
[72] from the real-world on one side, and the virtual environment on the opposite side
of the continuum. AR falls within the real-world side as the user views the real-world
and is augmented with virtual objects. While users of VR are immersed fully into virtual
environments and totally lose sense of the real world, they are situated in. As illustrated
above, both AR and VR have important roles in our digital lives.

2.3 Digital Tourism

Technology is becoming increasingly important in tourism [73], and has transformed
the experiences tourists have on holiday [74]. People take 38% more gadgets with them
on holiday than they do during their daily life [75]. Information Technology (IT) plays
a significant role in value creation for tourists [76]. This is due to the increasing digital-
ization of tourism experiences. For example, the use of online services for trip planning
[77], and the ability of tourists to use multiple devices, e.g., laptop, smartphone, or
tablet to find information or make bookings [78]. Smartphones are arguably the most
used technology by tourists [79], and they have altered the way in which tourists interact
with each other [80]. The use of social media has also changed the holiday experience
as tourists are motivated to share their experiences [81].

Cai et al. [82] reviewed the digital tourism literature related to the theme of technol-
ogy use. They found a number of uses of technology in tourism contexts. For example,
the ability to enable co-creation of tourism experiences and the ability to share informa-
tion [83], and to understand the needs of tourists [84]. The increasing ability to share
information online has impacted the development of destination image [85] and desti-
nation image formation [86]. The ability to find more information through an increasing
number of channels has helped tourists to have more profound travel experiences [87].
This also includes the use of electronic word of mouth through sites such as TripAdvisor,
as well as mobile technologies and social media [81, 88].

The conversation above has mostly focused the use of technology by individuals
(e.g., tourists). However, Cai et al. [89] also explored the use of technology from an
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organizational perspective (e.g., tourism providers). From the perspective of tourism
and hospitality organizations, technologies are often used as a strategic tool to gain
competitive advantage [90], support decision making [91], and to develop marketing
strategies [92]. Technologies such as virtual worlds [93], AR [94], and automated ser-
vice robots in hotels [95] have helped tourism organizations to provide a wide range of
user experiences and marketing opportunities. Other uses of technology in tourism orga-
nizations include using business intelligence [96], knowledge management [97] social
networks [98], e-marketing [99], and for sustainability [100] to help gain competitive
advantages. The Metaverse is also expected to have an impact on digital tourism [101].

More recently, people are becoming more aware of technology blurring the bound-
aries of home and away [102]. Due to modern society living in a state of constant
connectivity, tourists are increasingly looking for ways to balance their digital lives with
the need to escape their commitments back home while on holiday. This desire has
created concept of digital-free travel [82, 103, 104]. Disconnecting is not always easy.
Millennials, for example, have a desire for digital-free travel, but due to fear of miss-
ing out on important social or work commitments they may be reluctant to disconnect
[103]. Once tourists do disconnect, many first suffer from anxiety, feelings of isolation,
and frustration. However, these feelings soon pass and on the whole tourists enjoy their
holiday more [82], and they build their character strengths [105]. Therefore, it is impor-
tant for tourists to understand their motivations for travelling digitally free [106], and to
balance their needs of enjoying their holiday, against their needs to maintain connected
for commitments back home, or to be fully integrated into an increasingly digitalized
tourism industry.

2.4 Connectivity

We focus on the topic of connectivity, a term that was first discussed as a technical
capability, from a socio-technical perspective [107]. Our interest here is in understanding
not only the technical capabilities of certain technologies, but how individuals themselves
make use of, and manage, the connectivity afforded by the technologies they use and its
influences on our lives both within and outside work [108]. Some of this literature has
looked at the practices [e.g., 109] individuals develop to manage connectivity with an
emphasis on connectivity after hours [110].

Connectivity – also referred to as ubiquitous connectivity – is the result of the
widespread use of ICTs and is seen as affecting our private and social lives in many
ways. The diversification of ICTs has led to the establishment of research fields that
focus on specific technologies, e.g., the Internet, email, mobile phones, smartphones,
and social media. While a plethora of theoretical and conceptual frameworks has been
suggested for explaining the adoption and use of socialmedia, qualitative studies promot-
ing socio-material understandings of connectivity and its management are particularly
encouraged [e.g., 111].

Empirical studies have reported that high use of ICTs is associated with lower sub-
jective well-being, poor sleep quality and stress [112]. Social factors are especially
important to consider when looking into how these technologies affect wellbeing. For
example, Shakya and Christakis [113] report that the negative impact of online interac-
tions on subjectivewellbeing is greater than the positive impact of offline social networks.
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Correspondingly, it was found that smartphone use reduces the quality of face-to-face
interactions and thus their positive impact on wellbeing [114]. Qualitative findings by
Bednar and Spiekermann [115] suggest that through the use of ICTs, personal reunions
decrease and real interactions are perceived as unsatisfactory.Moreover, being connected
and reachable continuously has the negative effects of inducing a fear of missing out,
evoking addictive behaviors as well as stress. It is not surprising then that social media
use has been associatedwith decreased subjectivewellbeing in a longitudinal study [113]
and with depression in adult samples [116] as well as in samples of young adults [117].
Primack et al. [118] argue that it is the number of used social media platforms rather
than the time spent on these platforms that causes this association.

It has to be noted that many empirical studies use a cross-sectional design and are
therefore limited inmaking claims about the direction of effects and causality. Therefore,
they can only report associations and cautiously suggest directions of causality.

2.5 From Online Collaboration and Virtual Teams to Hybrid Working

Scholars from a number of fields, including IS and general management, organization
studies and human resources (HR), as well as practitioners and policy makers, have
used numerous terms to refer to technology-enabled ways of working. Some of the early
writings in this then new phenomenon of technology-enabled working, within the IS
community in particular, include computer-mediated communication (CMC) [119] and
computer-supported cooperative work (CSCW) [120]. This literature grew significantly
with the rise of virtual teams in particular, in the late 1990s and early 2000s. Virtual teams
are known in the literature as teams of (often globally) dispersed coworkers that use ICTs
to accomplish an organizational task or a project [121]. Different types of virtual teams
have been recognized: for example, Griffith et al. [122] make the distinction between
purely virtual teams with no F2F contact and hybrid ones that may have some F2F
contact during their lifecycle. Similarly, virtual teams may differ in terms of degree of
geographical (global vs. local), temporal (based on the time differences separating team
members) and organizational (inter- vs. intra-organizational) dispersion. Evidently, not
all virtual teams are the same, and therefore their management has to be tailored to their
unique characteristics.

The traditional virtual team literature dealt with the benefits of virtual teams for
both the employer and the employee, reduction of transportation costs, and access to
global talent irrespective of boundaries. However, virtual teams are also known for their
challenges. Dominant position within this literature have the challenges of developing
trust—which has been seen as harder to achieve due to the lack of F2F communication
between geographically remote members [123]; adopting suitable leadership styles or
practices [124], and how leadership can be exercised to enhance and support virtual team
creativity [125]. More recently, there has been an emphasis on ensuring that virtual team
members are engaged [126] and happy in terms of their well-being [127].

In March 2020, the lockdowns around the world due to the Covid-19 pandemic led
to a widespread transition into virtual ways of working, including virtual teams. As a
result, we saw an explosion of research from numerous fields into how workers with
no preparation could work in this fashion, with scholars highlighting that virtual teams
were now different, and leaders of virtual teams had to look after their members’ sense of
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well-being and work-life boundaries as many of us juggled work, domestic, family and
other responsibilities at the same time while working from home during the lockdowns
[128, 129]. More than three years later, today, we see that technology-enabled ways of
working have become pervasive and terms like “hybrid working” – largely referring to
working partly from the office and partly from other locations such as one’s home – have
gained popularity and researchers [e.g., 130] and practitioners [e.g., 131] are interested
in finding out how traditional management practices should be revamped.

2.6 Emerging Technologies

In the last decade, a variety of available devices and applications has made our lives
increasingly more digital. Emerging technologies such as affective computing, AI, bio-
electronics, and human-machine symbiosis [132] are expected to further increase the
digitalization of many aspects of our lives. But the rapid pace of scientific discoveries
and technological innovation poses several challenges for the definition and identifica-
tion of emerging technologies [132, 133], the critical assessment of their likely impact
on individuals and society [132, 134, 135], and the regulation and adaptation of their
design [136–138]. These challenges have gained attention in several disciplines, includ-
ing information systems, philosophy, science and technology studies, as well as law,
and have inspired interdisciplinary frameworks for a better understanding of emerging
technologies and their impact on individuals and societies [e.g., 139].

While there is a lack of conceptual clarity of the terms “technology” and “emergence”
[132], emerging technologies generally refer to technologies that are being developed
or are expected to be developed within the next 10 to 15 years [132]. Emerging tech-
nologies can be characterized through their radical novelty, fast growth, coherence over
time, prominent impact, uncertainty and ambiguity [133]. Especially because emerging
technologies are difficult to predict, they seem to be an elusive object to assess [140],
with undetermined affordances and uses [141].

Technologies actively shape our social context [142] and mediate how we perceive
our environment and thereby our relation to the world [143]. However, many individuals
find it difficult to control their use of technologies and thus rely on legislation to monitor
the influence of technology on their digital lives and handle negative effects [115]. The
impact of emerging technologies cannot easily be estimated and monitored [144]. Also,
it takes time for legal measures to come into effect, which is why regulation often lags
behind technological innovation. It has been suggested that an ethical assessment of a
technology’s impact needs to take the concept of uncertainty into account [145] and
should take place at an early stage in the product development life cycle [136], when
product characteristics can still easily be adapted.

This challenge has inspired numerous ethical frameworks for the assessment and
design of technologies, such as the Technolife approach [134] or the anticipatory tech-
nology ethics approach [135]. As regulators are often overwhelmed with anticipating
the implications of emerging technologies, technology firms have been charged with
the responsibility to address ethical challenges already in the design phase [137]. How-
ever, the lack of time and resources in traditional system development often results in a
lack of motivation to tackle ethical issues [146]. Design methods that try to anticipate a
technology’s impact and protect human needs and values throughout the design phase
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offer a promising alternative here [138]. Making use of ethical technology assessment
and design frameworks can help to “keep technology from slipping beyond our control”
[139].

2.7 Artificial Intelligence (AI)

AI is often enlisted as one of the core drivers of newand emerging technologies.However,
AI has a longer history than the current hype suggests. In 1955, John McCarthy et al.
[147] first attracted attention with his conjecture that “every aspect of learning or any
other feature of intelligence can in principle be so precisely described that a machine can
be made to simulate it” (p. 12). His idea formed the basis for a conference in Dartmouth
on AI, which coined the first use of the term. Since then, the debate on AI has spurred
various thought experiments and arguments in philosophy and has led to significant
technological developments. After several initial hype cycles, AI entered a period of
reduced interest and funding in the 1970s and 1980s (often referred to as “AI winter”
[148]), of which it has risen in the past decade to experience yet another hype cycle with
increased funding and investment. AI as a discipline includes several subfields such
as machine learning, robotics, and natural language processing, and is thus difficult to
assess as one idea or phenomenon.

Today, skeptical and pessimist [149] views coincide with almost ubiquitous appli-
cations of AI. This inconsistency often departs from different understandings of the
feasibility and risks of AI. Several performance measures have been defined for AI,
including thinking rationally, thinking humanly, acting rationally, and acting humanly
[150]. While some applications of AI are already in wide use, others might not even
be theoretically possible. Different attributions of what AI is capable of have led the
differentiation between “weak AI” or “narrow AI,” which refers to the simulation of
intelligence or its application to a limited range of tasks, and “strong AI” or “human-
level AI,” which refers to computers actually having mental states and understanding
cognitive tasks [151, 152].

Weak or narrow AI has long made it into our everyday lives in the form of speech
assistants, recommendation systems, navigation systems, health data tracking, etc. These
functionalities and applications have opened up new possibilities and support us in many
activities, but have also lead to a range of issues, including discrimination based on biased
algorithms [153] and technological unemployment through automation [154].

The feasibility of strongAI ismetwith different expectations and opinions. In philos-
ophy,many arguments have been presented that speak against the possibility ofmachines
understanding and experiencing as humans do. For example, the Chinese room argu-
ment [151] shows that a computer can follow rules that make it seem as if the computer
understands Chinese, while the computer does not understand Chinese at all. Thus,
intelligent or human-like behavior of a computer cannot show that the computer has a
mind, understanding, or consciousness. Contrary to the basic idea of the Turing test,
which assesses an AI based on whether a person can differentiate it from a human or
not [155], the human might not be the most appropriate comparison for computational
performance. Not all successful problem-solving needs to be human-like, which speaks
against humanlymeasures of AI. Still, there are opponents of the view that a human-level
AI will be achieved in the upcoming decades [156].
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These different expectations and views of AI show that AI is a double-edged sword
[157]: it has the potential to advance achievements of global goals through increased
productivity, income growth, and more socially inclusive and environmentally respon-
sible practices, but also bears the risk to create a dystopian world with higher inequality
and declined incomes for many. Thus, further research and discussions on AI needs not
only a clear definition of AI, but also a clear and critical view of both technological
feasibility and potential social and environmental implications.

2.8 Good Digital Society in an AI Landscape

New and emerging technologies such as AI can be empowering, but they can also be
oppressive [158, 159]. Recent advances in data-driven solutions reveal the double-edged
nature of AI-based information technologies. When users surrender agency to AI, or
when AI subvert user agency, AI systems can become oppressive, constraining users’
rationality. AI systems are designed by ordinary human beings, people with convic-
tions and worldviews [160]. The conscious and subconscious values of designers and
developers influence AI systems in implicit and explicit ways. While people, as users of
technology, experience digital content at the individual level, the AI systems inmost dig-
ital tools (such as those related to recommendations andmoderation) are developed using
the guidelines at the community or platform level. For example, when developing an
algorithm for recommendations, a system may be designed in a way to (unintentionally)
foster certain social divisions by adhering to the specific social practices including lan-
guage and social norms. This may result in an indirect suppression of the other groups or
individuals. In this way, a systemmay enforce online community guidelines of dominant
power structures while further suppressing the suppressed [161, 162]. This is problem-
atic because it means that there is a high risk of excluding the voices and experiences
of those who interpret and experience the world differently from those without a certain
worldview (say an Indigenous person): AI entrenches bias.

Many of us are familiar with the idea that AI systems are regularlymaking apparently
benign decisions at the individual level, like purchase recommendations on Instagram or
viewings recommendations on Netflix. AI systems are also slowly becoming key players
in developing solutions to address broader social issues, like AI-driven activism [163].
The emergence of AI-based digital technologies in our everyday practices discloses the
Janus face of AI: on the one hand, AI can be inclusive and engaging as new (AI-based)
digital technologies provide socially marginalized people with a means through which
they can make their voices heard [164]. For example, Indigenous people, considered
some of the most marginalized people in the world, have started to use digital technolo-
gies to collaborate in order to support their communities [165]. On the other hand, the
same technologies can be disengaging and exclude marginalized people as dominant
forces, and power structures appropriate digital tools in ways that further marginalize
the marginalized [166, 167]. Given the apparent double-edged nature of AI, and it is
empowering as well as oppressive potential, we start by discussing the positive potential
first – this is what is referred as the “good AI society” [168].

A good AI society is one of inclusivity in which AI is used to develop technologies
that work toward social good in ways that allow the social, information, and biosphere to
co-evolve and flourish together. In a broader sense, we are exploring the avenues towards
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a digital good society. To do so, what is required is “more inclusivity of various voices
influencing the development” of new digital technologies [168]. An inclusive approach
requires moving away “from research on people, to research with them” [169]. We
see inclusive approaches as those where marginalized people’s voices are integrated in
the main research. In the development of a good digital society [170], we hope that
researchers and policymakers will involve people “whose voices have not traditionally
been heard, who have felt some anger or distrust of their treatment by services and
research” (p. 86). Instead of a single worldview, we are calling for a good digital society
is one world where many worlds fit [171]. Some attempts have been made to bring
technologies like AI closer to the people such as “AI4People” in order to develop ethical
foundations for AI that is grounded in everyday life [168]. However, much work remains
to be done as marginalized groups are still not involved in all cases. Without a nuanced
understanding of the societal issues and a world stage where many voices can be heard,
AI solutions risk becoming biased and prone to oppressive predispositions.

A socially inclusive approach, which values diverse perspectives and voices, brings
forth the question of agency and engagement. While new technologies have made it
possible for marginal voices to move to the center of the public discourse [172], it also
reveals that “one’s own identity, voice, andmoral agency are awork in progress” (p. 433).
Much work is needed to explore these issues further.

2.9 Demarginalization and Decolonization Issues

In an emerging theme, we are calling to shape the digital society to include decolo-
nized approaches to the design and development of technologies that builds on everyday
practices, and that acknowledges the intimate relationship with technologies from the
perspective of marginalized social groups [173]. Decolonial approaches to the digital
phenomena seek to examine and dismantle the ways knowledge is produced using the
dominant power structures and coloniality [174]. For instance, often a theory or research
developed using theWestern epistemologies is applied to the non-Western context [173].
Such approaches are uncritical as they assume the universality of a theory or method and
ignores the local contexts. For instance, MedicineAfrica (a digital platform discussed
earlier in Sect. 2.1) provides online tutorials to medical professionals and students in
poorly resourced countries with the purpose of transferring knowledge and ultimately
improving how medical care is delivered; Petrakaki et al. [175] found that at the same
time MedicineAfrica unintentionally produces a form of “epistemic colonialism” which
ignores local needs, equipment and language. The decolonial approaches call for using
local ways of being and doing. For MedicineAfrica, the above authors argue that the
platform itself may provide the means in the future to address colonialism, by having
local participants serving as tutors (thus, participants who have been trained by Western
medical professionals through MedicineAfrica, but who speak the local language and
are aware of the local circumstances). Another example shows how the Chinese concept
of Qinghuai can inform the study of digital entrepreneurship [176]. Another example is
using Japanese Animism as a way to develop cyber governance strategies [177] and how
the Māori Indigenous concept of ako reveals new ways of knowing in everyday digi-
tal interactions [178]. By embracing under-represented approaches to research, we can
answer questions not easily addressed through traditional methods of scientific inquiry.
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New digital technologies are giving Indigenous peoples around the world a means
through which they can make their voices heard on a global stage [179, 180]. By using
technologies such as social media and the Internet, people are able to coordinate their
campaigns and protests to spur change [165]. These social movements, while varied,
often center around two key themes: cultural identity restoration and natural resource
preservation. Increasingly, Indigenous peoples from around the world are no longer
working in isolation but are collaborating across social media, attracting international
attention. A recent example is the “Idle NoMore” campaign originating in Canada. This
campaign started out as a local movement to protect the Indigenous environment and
culture but spread as far as Hawai’i and New Zealand where other Indigenous commu-
nities appropriated the #idlenomore theme to address cultural and environmental issues.
While the #idlenomore movement continues to develop, there are subtle background
issues that may be unbeknownst to the marginalized people. It is still unclear how algo-
rithms relate to the promotion of the cause of marginalized people and how different
algorithms influence the ways of engagement and their use of digital technologies to
raise their voices.

Recent research has reported that marginalized people are most likely to trust a
digital solution that is related to and supported by the dominant power structures [181].
A key finding is that marginalized people not only preferred but honestly believed that
the digital artefacts given by the foreign researchers were superior to their own devices
(even when it was not the case). We also know that data-driven solutions powered by
AI tools are often influenced by existing power structures and can contribute to further
enforcing certain social structures that could lead to further marginalization in society
[182].

Technologies such as AI and the sophisticated use of algorithms can be used to
disseminate content on social media that distorts the causes of a social movement,
threatening both the legitimacy of the movement and the social standing of affiliated
actors. In this perspective, a social group can deploy digital technologies in ways that
are beneficial to their members but detrimental to society at large. Social media and other
digital technologies can be used to promote extreme views that lack the common ground
necessary for collaboration within diverse groups and the building of a tolerant society
[183]. We stress the empirical context of the marginalized people (such as a postcolonial
political context) needs to be considered to address problems of marginalization in the
studies of our digital lives and the development of a good digital society.

2.10 Human Enhancement

Many new and emerging technologies aim at enhancing human capabilities and could
thus influence the human constitution. This has led to debates on human enhancement and
whether the use of technologies for enhancing human capabilities is desirable, morally
acceptable or to be condemned. Optimists welcome and celebrate human enhancement
through the means of emerging technologies, while pessimists are very critical of it.
Others question that there is something fixed that constitutes human nature and with it
the strict separation of the human and technology.

Those who recognize that there is something fixed that defines humans attribute
different roles to the human body. Some argue that the body naturally constitutes and
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characterizes humans and thus want to protect it and with it the boundaries between
humans and technology [e.g., 184]. They support “natural” strategies for human devel-
opment andpersonal growth, such as education, and criticize technological developments
and innovations that alter human capabilities and characteristics. Because of this con-
servative view, they have been referred to as “bio-” or “infoconservatives” [185, 186].
Others consider the human body as a mere biological substrate of the mind and welcome
emerging technologies and their application not only for treatment, but also for enhance-
ment purposes [e.g., 187]. In their view, the physical vulnerability of the human body
is a weakness that technology could and should help to overcome. While they support
different degrees of human enhancement through technology, they all endorse a liberal
view on applying emerging technologies such as bio-technologies for self-modification
and self-improvement [185]. In extreme versions such as transhumanism, the transcen-
dence of human boundaries and limitations is even considered as the ultimate goal of
human development [187].

These two opposing positions on biotechnologies are both based on the view
that there is a fixed human nature. In addition to the liberal/transhumanist and
bio/infoconservative position, there are existential-phenomenological accounts that see
the influence of technology on “human nature” as more complex and negate a clear
border between what is natural and technology [186]. Positions that focus on human
nature imply that the human is naturally determined as a unique creature that is sep-
arated from animals, the natural environment, or technology [185]. These “humanist”
positions [185] are misleading as they do not discuss how human beings are influenced
by technology [186]. It has been argued that technological enhancement will always
produce new vulnerability and thus cannot help to “overcome” human weakness [186].
Based on this reasoning, the categories of the human and technology and their relation
need to be considered outside of a dichotomous view. The philosophy of technology
has long emphasized that human nature is never purely “natural” but always includes
“technological” aspects [188]. Following these lines of thinking can help to move away
from a restricted view of both humans and technology and reconsider how technology
influences humans and what implications this influence has for human development.

3 Future Directions

In this last section,webuild on someof the themes discussed earlier and outline directions
for future research that we think deserve academic attention and may be of value to our
WG and the wider IS community in the years to come. These may be existing areas that
have seen some attention already and require updating or expansion, or completely new
areas of research.

3.1 Technology-Enabled Ways of Working and Wider Implications

The business landscape has changed drastically due to recent transitions into technology-
enabled ways of working. Although some of these forms of work, e.g., virtual teams
[189], have existed for a long time, newer ways of working with technology, such hybrid
working as working from home, are impacting our lives in unprecedented ways, raising
new types of challenges for many of us. Leaders of virtual teams are now expected to
ensure – among other new responsibilities – that their members’ engagement remains
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high while working from home [129], HR professionals need to develop new policies as
to how employees should manage connectivity to work after hours [110], and individual
workers need to look after their well-being [190]. Contrary to literature that explains how
we work from home in emergency situations, such as the recent pandemic [128, 191],
a better understanding of how some of these new technology-enabled working environ-
ments should be managed is required. At present, we have seen attempts to capture some
of these issues, for example, with the emergence of special issues in academic journals,
organized to develop knowledge around hybrid working as a standard everyday practice
[130]. However, much more can be done to expand recent research by scholars work-
ing across disciplines and/or in collaboration with practitioners. Some important areas
include onboarding processes in online work, unpacking what hybrid working means
beyond current understandings influenced by the pandemic, and exploring security and
privacy issues in online work.

3.2 Ethical Approaches to Technology Design

Since the advent of the Internet, the variety of digital devices and applications has kept
increasing. This has opened up a market for IT products through the digitization of
previously analogue products as well as through new technologies and innovation.

IS shape our work and social lives by supporting us in our daily activities and
interactions. However, IS do not only have the potential to improve information access
and facilitate communication; they can also cause harms on the individual as well as on
the societal level. Empirical studies have reported negative effects of new technologies or
media on psychological well-being, such as poor sleep quality and stress [112]. Reports
ofmillions of records being exposedbecauseof digital privacybreaches [192] have fueled
an unease among citizens who fear that they may lose control over their personal data to
third party companies or the government [193, 194]. In 2018, the Facebook–Cambridge
Analytica scandal triggered discussions on the power of digital monopolies and the
potentially dangerous impact of social media platforms on democracy. Similarly, the
Covid-19 pandemic was used as an opportunity for fake news and deepfake technologies
to flourish through the Internet. Recent research shows that humans cannot always detect
AI-generated content [e.g., 195]. Thus, the emergence of generative AI technologies
raises truly unprecedented challenges in relation to how IS can impact our societies.
These events indicate thatweneed to acknowledge a technology’s effects at the individual
and societal level to protect individuals’ well-being, allow sustainable business models,
and to ensure that technologies do not damage our democracies.

Alternative approaches to technology design and innovation have tried to answer
to this call for an ethically responsible interaction of humans and technology. Human-
centered design [196] focuses on designing enjoyable experiences instead of mere func-
tionality. Related approaches strive to integrate human goals (e.g., goal-directed design
[197]) or values (e.g., value sensitive design [198]) into technological systems or focus
on including the stakeholders in the design process (e.g., through participatory design
[199]). All these approaches share an empathic attitude towards human needs and values
that they seek to include in the design of technology.

However, “values” have a moral foundation that distinguishes them from other con-
cepts such as “needs” or “goals” [200]: Values represent ethical principles of the “ought-
to-be” [201], that is, as Shilton [202] puts it, they “distinguish that which should be, as
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opposed to that which is” (p. 128). Thus, values form a promising concept that can help
to bridge ethics and design, especially when applied within a pluralist ethical framework
[203].

3.3 Reconceptualizing Addiction

There is growing research interest in framing excessive use of ICTs as a form of addic-
tion in order to capture better its effects on the individual. However, theories propose
different objects, causes, and consequences of addiction and set the level of pathology at
different levels [204–211]. No general theory has been agreed on yet and it is not clear
why people keep using the Internet despite its negative effects [204]. This unclear theo-
retical grounding of empirical research makes it difficult to produce consistent findings.
Therefore, there is ongoing research interest in redefining the concept of addiction with
regard to digital services and devices, and reconsider the evaluation of the effects that
using ICTs has on us.
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