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Abstract 
 

This thesis project is an approach for having virtual dates through an app interaction and gather the basic 
elements to show the level of affinity with the user is having the date. A real need of the users, who use these 
apps and look for a relationship, is to find affinity with other users. Currently, there are many apps, which offer 
more interaction rather than swipe right or left. However, these apps do it based on affinity behavior and let 
the users use their flirting skills. They might have hobbies and interests in common. Nevertheless, it seems this 
is not enough. That is why this project aims to give an extra value to these kind of apps. Therefore, this project 
has as final user the people who look for a formal relationship. The proposal idea of this thesis is to design a 
virtual dating app where the users only see users who have more affinity and who can interact with them 
through virtual scenarios. These virtual scenarios should be planned and generated in such a way that a long-
term relationship analysis will measure the attributes. During the development of this thesis, it is used user-
centered design methods to formulate and translate the user needs to the final product. The outcome for this 
project is an interactive high fidelity prototype developed for Android devices. This app prototype simulates a 
virtual date, including one virtual scenario where both users should comment about it and rate the level of 
satisfaction of the others response. The agreement or disagreement between the users are the data collected 
and processed for the results. Not all long-term relationships elements are included on this prototype, given 
that it is out of the scope for this work. Nevertheless, it is seeded the idea for a future work. 

 

 

The code is accessible at the following link: https://github.com/alexMolko/virtual-dates-app.git 

 

Screenshots for the app are in the Annex D 
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1 Introduction  
 

Nowadays, there are many people using dating apps with the intention to find and meet new people. Every 
year there is an increase of users using these apps. There were more than 40 million dating users in Europe in 
2019 and it is expected to reach 50 million of users in the next 5 years (Statista, 2020). Then, people accept 
these technologies as a different way to interact and meet new people. Nevertheless, users who aim to have a 
formal relationship are still struggling to find the effectiveness from this kind of system. Some of the main 
complaints from these users are that they are matching with the wrong person, awkwardness on the first date, 
the superficiality of these apps, and the overwhelming feeling to have plenty of conversations with many 
people (Wong, 2020). 

1.1 Problem statement 
 

It can be said that first dating apps had a goal to match people based on physical attraction and giving less 
importance to highlight the personality of the user. This brings as a result that many matches were short lasting. 
However, it was still an effective approach to meet new people. The next evolution of dating apps aimed to 
show up the personality of the user and other features to have more effectiveness to form new couples. 
Nevertheless, most of the aspects for the personality on the most famous dating apps are based on hobbies and 
interest affinity rather than real aspects of the user personality.   

Nowadays, many apps are working in different directions. Some of them are still focusing on physical 
attraction, others are focusing just on the hobbies and interest affinity, and some others focus on the 
geographical location, etcetera. Thus, this thesis focuses on those users who want to have a lasting relationship 
with the help of a dating system.    

Given the different kinds of approaches on the current dating apps, it could be possible to classify the users 
based on their interest. i.e., users who are interested in meeting people for a short time, users who are looking 
for a formal relationship, users who want to entertain themselves for a while, etcetera. This thesis focuses on 
the users who are interested in formal and long-term relationships. 

Users interested in long-term relationships aim to go beyond the first impression but many of them do not have 
the possibility to show more about themselves. However, there could be a lack of communication skills from 
users or after some time interacting between each other; they realize that they do not have enough things in 
common to continue chatting. Now, it is important to know which factors should be improved on these apps 
to make these systems better for users.  

 
1.2 Objective 
 

The main objective for this thesis is to design and develop a high fidelity dating prototype, which can help the 
people to know if a relationship/match has enough elements to endure, or not. Furthermore, this thesis aims to 
know if the interaction proposed on the system can help to gather main elements from endured relationships 
and give a valid prediction result.  

In a more detailed manner, this system would be able to assist people to know and experience the level of 
affinity towards their match partner on a dating system. This system will not only base on same interests, 
hobbies, or physical attraction, they would interact through virtual scenarios where they must answer how they 
would react to a certain situation. At the end of the virtual date, the system will collect the data (answers given), 
analyze them and finally provide the affinity results towards his/her match. Once given the affinity result, it is 
up to the users to meet. 
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1.3 Research question 
 
As mentioned, the overall goal for this thesis project is to design a dating app, which may help people to find 
their partner who has more affinity with and more probabilities to form an endured relationship. All this with 
the use of virtual scenarios, which are the main source of information for the system to predict the level of 
affinity in a more accurate way between two people, based on an endured relationship study.  
 
Therefore, the corresponding research question is: 
 
How to translate the key elements of this study into virtual scenarios in the form of a usable application? 
  
The study, which this thesis is based on, reports the main elements, which make relationships, last longer. 
Then, the goal of this research question is to decide what kind of scenarios are going to be displayed and how 
they should be represented in a usable way. 
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2 Theoretical background 
 

2.1 Introduction 
 

This section describes the literature of some of the studies about romantic relationships. The objective of this 
chapter is to review some of the theory and have a better understanding of the covered topics.  

The chapter is composed of four main sections. The first one exposes the fundamental theory of the elements, 
which are needed to predict if a relationship will last. The second part talks about what kind of actions the 
couple does in order to maintain and avoid the breakup of the relationship. Then, there is a review of the 
history, level of acceptance and growing of dating apps through the years and their potential to match people. 
Finally, the last section is about the technologies, which could be used in order to merge this theoretical 
background of romantic relationships within mobile application.  

One of the main objectives for this chapter is to expose the elements based on a review of more than 1 thousand 
studies about romantic relationships. Here are going to be listed these factors which are going to be considered 
in order to establish the virtual scenarios. Given the nature of this topic, it does not aim to do an exhaustive 
analysis of all theories and studies, which have been done during years. Most important is to highlight the key 
elements from these studies and try their efficiency/performance in an app.  

What makes love last? 

Here is going to be described the elements to predict if a relationship can be together longer 

Enduring relationships - relationships works according with more than 1,100 studies  

Numerous scholars from different academic disciplines last longer have studied the question about the key 
elements, which make a relationship, over the years. The professor Brian Ogolski who is an associate professor 
at the University of Illinois Urbana-Champaign in Human Development and Family Studies has reviewed more 
than 1,100 studies on the subject. The professor Ogolsky looked at everything published in the academic sector 
regarding "relationship preservation" since 1950, and then listed the most widely used methods for staying 
together (Luscomba, 2017). 

The goal of professor Ogolski is to dedicate his time understanding the positive sides of relationships. This 
means, find the factors, which make a relationship last longer rather than spend the time predicting why couples 
break up and see the negative side of the things.   

The organizing structure of the review highlights the two primary motives underlying relationship 
maintenance: threat mitigation and relationship enhancement, which are depicted in the center of the model 
(Ogolski, 2017).  

Threat mitigation strategies are often meant to keep the relationship in a given state because they are 
reactionary and situationally specific. Relationship enhancement strategies keep relationships moving forward 
because they are more global and may be incorporated across a broad range of interpersonal situations. 
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Figure 1 the integrative Model of Relationship Maintenance 

Figure 1 shows that both threat reduction and relationship enhancing techniques may originate from the person 
or from an immersive dyadic method. Individual maintenance procedures emerge from within the person and 
may not be directly prompted by the behavior of a partner. Interactive maintenance procedures, on the other 
hand, are either triggered in reaction to a partner’s actions or mutually introduced by both partners. Thus, we 
organized this section into the two overarching categories described earlier: threat-mitigation processes and 
relationship enhancement processes (Ogolski, 2017). 

2.2 Long-term relationship factors 
 

Individual Threat-Mitigation Maintenance Processes 

Derogation of alternatives 

Via a motivated devaluation of the beauty of others or by merely dismissing their presence, this derogation of 
alternatives will happen (Miller, 1997). The consequence is that couples are able to preserve cognitive energy 
for their present partnerships in any situation. 

In long-term relationships, especially highly committed relationships, derogation of alternatives occurs more 
frequently among individuals than among those who are single or less committed (Cole, Trope, & Balcetis, 
2016), which implies the existence of a driven perceptual bias. Some have indicated that variations may be 
attributed to enhancement rather than derogation between dedicated and uncommitted couples. For example, 
Bazzini and Shaffer (1999) concluded that highly committed people are rational judges of other people's 
attractiveness, whereas uncommitted or uninvolved people inflate their expectations of attractiveness out of a 
desire or inclination to start a new relationship. If people are genuinely encouraged to derogate alternatives for 
the purpose of relationship stability is put into question in this clarification. More recent study has shown 
support for the derogation mechanism using the obligation reward theory by showing that attention to 
alternatives differs as a result of main partnership mechanisms (Lydon, Meana, Sepinwall, Richards, & 
Mayman, 1999). That is, the derogation of alternatives varies according to the degree of danger and 
engagement considered. Individuals were more inclined to undermine the appeal of alternate spouses while 
degrees of engagement and danger were calibrated. However, where the level of danger (e.g. the degree to 
which a prospective partner shows interest) approaches the extent of commitment, persons no longer derogate 
the alternate partners. When interaction surpassed danger, individuals often refused to derogate alternative 
partners, perhaps because individuals did not view the alternative partner as a feasible danger (Lydon, 1999). 
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Positive illusions/idealization 

Idealization or positive illusion happens when people sometimes exaggerate the qualities of the partner by 
transferring their own expectations into their spouses. This conceptualization was later generalized to include 
illusory assumptions about the partnership in general. That is, individuals establish illusory assumptions about 
their relationships, in addition to inflated views about one's partner, which are marked by false hope about the 
future (Murray & Holmes, 1997). Idealization or constructive illusions are theorized to sustain connections by 
both cognitive and interpersonal means. The idealization of one’s partner is inherently cognitive and is shaped 
jointly by individuals' beliefs about the self, the partner, and the ideal partner (Murray, 1996). Illusory 
assumptions may also function through a behavioral process whereby one partner's idealization becomes a 
prophecy for the other that is self-fulfilling. 

Attributions 

The analysis on attributions in intimate relationships shows that people give reasons and respond appropriately 
to others' actions. When a partner behaves predictably and without negativity, the attributional process 
unconsciously occurs (Bradbury & Fincham, 1990). On the opposite, whether a partner behaves poorly or 
unpredictably, to act appropriately, his or her partner must participate in a deliberate process of attribution. It 
is possible to define conscious attributions as internal or external, national or particular, and stable or 
dysfunctional (Hall & Fincham, 2006). According to these attributional models, actions that are classified as 
external (i.e. beyond the influence of the partner), situational (i.e. limited to a specific context), and 
dysfunctional (i.e. likely to change) are more likely to facilitate preservation of relationships. For example, 
forgiving after transgressions (e.g., infidelity) has been seen during dating to mediate the correlation between 
attributions and dissolution of relationships (Hall & Fincham, 2006). Trust also serves to understand how 
attributional behaviour impacts close encounters. Rempel, Ross, and Holmes (2001 ) showed that in high-trust 
relationships, married individuals were more likely to use positive attributions than those in medium- or low-
trust relationships, and that trust levels also influenced the behaviors underlying these attributions. 

Interactive Threat-Mitigation Maintenance Processes 

Conflict management 

Observational analysis has found that conflict strategies (i.e., constructive problem resolution, conflict 
participation, withdrawal, stubbornness, enforcement, and defensiveness; Gottman & Krokoff, 1989) can be 
divided into six groups. Gottman (1979) also found that negative-impact conflict talks were less successful 
and more predictive of relationship dissatisfaction than those with neutral consequences were. Similarly, 
troubled spouses were less likely to participate in positivity (Wills, Weiss, & Patterson, 1974), and acted as a 
framework for married couples' early skills preparation services (Jacobson & Margolin, 1979). As a crucial 
tool for partnership stability, the value of a constructive rather than negative effect in conflict negotiations has 
been consistently seen (Johnson, 2005). The method of reacting to a partner by positive (rather than 
destructive) means is accommodation. Reactions to challenging experiences differ in two dimensions, 
according to the escape, voice, allegiance, disregard typology: positive versus disruptive and active versus 
passive. Exit is destructive and active and happens when partners are threatening to leave the connection. The 
voice is constructive and involved and reflects on strengthening or restoring relationships through 
conversation. Loyalty is both active and passive and happens when couples hesitate in hopes of improving the 
relationship. Neglect is destructive and passive and occurs when partners blame each other for unrelated 
problems, avoid them, or criticize them. Accommodative activity entails the use of techniques of speech or 
commitment that help couples demonstrate their willingness to continue in the relationship (Rusbult, 1991). 

One way that housing tends to have a maintenance role is by the self-regulatory mechanisms of people. Higher 
levels of self-control, for example, have been found to enable higher accommodation levels (Finkel & 
Campbell, 2001). Moreover, the negative correlation between adverse environments and accommodative 
actions is regulated by self-regulation. The mechanism by which accommodation serves as relationship 
maintenance can also be clarified by relative dependency. Nonetheless, routine frequent study has found that 
people are more likely to participate in housing under conditions of greater dependency (Overall & Sibley, 
2008). Correlational findings have also found that higher levels of happiness and dedication are correlated with 
accommodation (Rusbult, 1991). 
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Forgiveness.  

Not all conflicts with accommodation can be resolved, especially where it is the product of a lack of confidence 
(e.g., infidelity). Instead, in an attempt to restore the friendship, couples may opt to forgive. Forgiveness is a 
central interpersonal construct that is applicable to all sorts of relationships, according to Fincham (2000), and 
it represents a tendency to forget condemnation or vengeance in circumstances in which those reactions may 
appear warranted. While forgiving may be a dispositional factor in that individuals are more or less likely to 
forgive less thought of time or situation, it is caused in direct reaction to the transgression of a partner 
(Allemand, Amberg, Zimprich, & Fincham, 2007). In general, forgiveness is linked to positive processes and 
outcomes of relationships such as satisfaction, constructive communication (Fincham & Beach, 2002), and 
dissolution (Hall & Fincham, 2006). Pelucchi, Paleari, Regalia, and Fincham (2013 ) found in an expansion of 
the forgiveness thesis that self-forgiveness, the willingness to take responsibility for a transgression and raise 
self-respect, was connected to happiness for both the perpetrator and the victimized spouse. 

However, following repeated trust violations, forgiveness may no longer be in the victim's or the relationship 
is best interest. In reality, forgiving varies depending on a relationship transgression's objective or subjective 
severity (Fincham, Jackson, & Beach, 2005). There is also some indication that sex disparities in forgiving are 
seen in that men are less likely to forgive female partners and are more likely to break relations after sexual 
transgressions (Shackelford, Buss, & Bennett, 2002). However, because they are heavily derived from samples 
of young college student daters, the generalizability of these findings is unclear. 

Sacrifice. 

The propensity to forget self-interest and desirable activities for the benefit of a partner or partnership is a 
significant feature of sustaining relationships if relationships are challenged by incompatible desires or needs. 
Putting aside self-interest and goals for the benefit of a partner can be fulfilling in the presence of relationship 
commitment. Similarly, individuals can display a propensity to share that demonstrates a desire to give up 
personal interests in order to support the partner. In doing so, individuals spend capital in the short term to 
support in the long term (Van Lange, 1997). 

The significance of sacrifice in relationships has been evaluated in several ways, including sacrifice satisfaction 
(Stanley, Whitton, Sadberry, Clements, & Markman 2006), the willingness to sacrifice or the frequency and 
variety of sacrificial acts themselves, which can be measured by self-report or behavioral observation (Van 
Lange, 1997). While compromises are often considered beneficial for marriages, if only one partner who gains 
rewards because of this injustice makes them, they may become problematic. Scholars have distinguished two 
motivation systems in order to understand the dark side of sacrifice: approach and motives for avoidance. In 
order to prevent negative consequences (e.g. sacrifice to avoid confrontation or disapproval), avoidance 
motivations for sacrifice are characterized by neglect of personal desires and have been implicated as less 
conducive to relationships than approach motivations. More importantly, compromise for escape reasons was 
correlated with feeling feelings of divorce, depressive sentiment, and confrontation, as well as less marital 
fulfillment and greater propensity to break up over time. Conversely, strategy motivations for sacrificing are 
distinguished by the ability to achieve beneficial benefits (e.g., enhancing intimacy, making a partner happy) 
and are likely more rewarding than sacrificing to prevent loses. 

Facilitative behavior. 

For instance, facilitative actions may distinguish between couples who are distressed and non-distressed. 
Accounting for depression levels, spouses have been shown to participate in slightly less facilitative activities 
and more violent behaviors ( e.g., conflict, criticism, withdrawal, rejection, non-compliance, denial of 
responsibility) in partnerships in which both parties experience poor relationship improvement than those with 
higher improvement (Jackman-Cram, Dobson, & Martin, 2006). Similarly, facilitative activity has been shown 
to be indicative of depression healing in pair counseling and facilitative activities, such as support gestures, 
can be used in the sense of a partner's suffering to lighten the mood (Smith, Keefe, Caldwell, Romano, & 
Baucom, 2004). In comparison, relationship facilitation is positively correlated with happiness and love in the 
intimacy relationship (Knobloch & Schmelzer, 2008), and perceived conversation depth and efficacy, and is 
negatively associated with relationship uncertainty (Knobloch, 2008). 

Partner facilitation can also be effective for encouraging wellness actions (Theiss, Carpenter, & Leustek, 
2016). Therefore, cross-sectional studies suggest that helping couples achieve assignments, meet goals, and 
feel valued encourages beneficial results such as improved intimacy and reduced relationship ambiguity. For 
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example, experimental studies suggest that wives were less likely to be depressed at the post-test and less likely 
to become more depressed 1 year later while husbands were strongly facilitative in their contact (Jacobson, 
1993). 

Dyadic coping 

Dyadic coping is both positive and negative and refers to the process by which the stress of an individual elicits 
his or her partner's coping reactions. Because Partner A's stress affects Partner B, coping responses that 
stabilize Partner A can also minimize Partner B’s stress (Bodenmann, 1997). There are three effective dyadic 
coping procedures: helpful, common, and dele gated. Supportive dyadic coping happens as Partner B supports 
Partner A (the depressed partner) in specific (e.g., assistance with everyday tasks) and relational (e.g., showing 
empathy) ways. When all parties engage similarly in conflict solving or the exchange of emotions, typical 
dyadic coping happens. Delegated dyadic coping occurs when a partner is explicitly asked for support in 
managing stress levels. In comparison, the three adverse dyadic coping mechanisms are ambivalent, 
aggressive, and shallow. The mechanism with which a partner unwillingly engages in the dyadic coping 
process is ambivalent coping. Hostile dyadic coping refers to a partner reacting to the stress of the other partner 
in an antagonistic way. Finally, superficial coping takes place when the response of one partner to the stress 
of the other seems helpful but lacks emotional support (Bodenmann, 1997). Dyadic coping helps partners 
achieve desired levels of functioning in intimate relationships by curtailing the consequences of tension and 
encouraging the functioning of spouses (Bodenmann & Randall, 2012). Dyadic coping is found by research to 
be a robust predictor of relationship processes. For instance, Papp and Witt (2010 ) find that both positive and 
negative dyadic coping predict satisfaction among daters in relationships. Evidence also exists for the 
preservation over time of these associations. Dyadic coping projected improvements in partnership efficiency 
over 1 year among married couples (Bodenmann, Charvoz, Cina, & Widmer, 2001) and projected happiness 
for men (but not women) 10 years later. Latest research has also stressed that dyadic coping is reliably 
predictive in cultural contexts of relationship functioning (Falconier, Randall, & Bodenmann, 2016). 

Individual Relationship Enhancement Maintenance Processes 

Relationship thinking. 

Relationship thinking is one of the most direct ways people can sustain their relationships in many aspects 
(Acitelli, 2001). Early work on relationship thinking revealed that dating partners think or reflect in three ways 
on their relationships. Good thinking about the result consists of good reflections on one's mate. Partner-
orientation thinking happens when people assess the feelings of both their own and their partner about the 
relationship. The thinking of the network involves an assessment of how the family or social network may feel 
about the relationship. Only constructive influence and partner-oriented thinking have been correlated with 
relationship fulfillment when tested together (Cate, 1995). In addition, relationship thought differs across 
relationship processes, meaning that people in more extreme relationships report higher levels of positive effect 
thought and lower levels of partner thinking than people in less extreme relationships (Umphrey & Sherblom, 
2001). Research in psychophysiology has also shown that relationship thinking is associated with an increase 
in salivary cortisol, which can help explain how partners maintain passionate love levels (Loving, Crockett, & 
Paxson, 2009). 

Generosity. 

"Generosity” is defined as giving one's spouse good things by regularly engaging in small acts of kindness 
"(Dew & Wilcox, 2013, p. 1219) and relationships have been shown to benefit. The abundant willingness to 
give reflects a general affinity for the relationship and the other's communal needs. Generosity also represents 
a willingness to engage in a partnership and to maintain it (Kim & Dew, 2016). Clinicians argue that developing 
the capacity to give generously can be inspiring and change couple dynamics. 

In the interpersonal sense, while kindness is studied, it is also called an individual trait. In particular, hospitality 
is alluded to by calculating acts of kindness and displays of love as a trait of character that has been 
operationalized. Generosity is positively correlated with marriage, religiosity, equitable division of labor and 
marital happiness among married couples, and negatively associated with marital tension and perceived risk 
of divorce (Dew & Wilcox, 2013). However, cynical attitudes in reaction to charitable actions may minimize 
relational rewards, such as thankfulness, reciprocity, devotion, and faith. Researchers propose that power 
dynamics, regardless of the true intentions of a favor giver, can cause these instrumental attributions (Inesi, 
2012). In addition to maintaining current relationships, individuals who are perceived as generous are 
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considered more desirable partners than those who do not display altruistic tendencies (Barclay, 2010). 
Likewise, being generous is seen as an effective lure or enticement tactic, and being in the company of a 
prospective mate will inspire individuals to be more generous as an evolved mating signal (Iredale, Van Vugt, 
& Dunbar, 2008). Thus, prospective companions may see generosity as an indicator of the potential and good 
character of an individual's mate, illustrating the desirability of having a kind, generous and helpful partner. 

Gratitude 

Gratitude, or being grateful and expressing appreciation, is considered vital to the well-being of relationships 
and may encourage future relationship reciprocity (Kubacka, Finkenauer, Rusbult, & Keijsers, 2011). 
Although gratitude is also considered as a reaction to a profit, an individual experience is marked by a 
concentration or enjoyment of the positive aspects of one's life or relationship. In other terms, people may 
express affection or affection for a relationship not elicited by a direct encounter. Gratitude plays a variety of 
other maintenance roles, including shaping the constructive expression of partnership problems and facilitating 
supportive partner attitudes (Lambert & Fincham, 2011) and is involved in improving the consistency of 
relationships between dating partners by raising sensitivity and responsiveness to the needs of partners. 

Gratitude is rooted in a complex framework, despite being an individual-level mechanism (Algoe & Zhaoyang, 
2016). For instance, displays of appreciation can be transferred from one dating partner to the other, and 
appreciation for the investment of a partner in the relationship can motivate the involvement of a person (Joel, 
Gordon, Impett, MacDonald, & Keltner, 2013). In addition to being correlated with the marital satisfaction of 
individuals, felt gratitude has statistical value for the marital happiness of spouses (Gordon, 2011), and 
marriages benefit from both a partner's and a partner's affection. 

In addition, gratitude is associated with increased affective need (Griffin, 2016), responsiveness, 
communication, marital satisfaction, and dedication, as well as reduced propensity to divorce, negative patterns 
of communication. Both gratitude and indebtedness were predicted by receiving daily thoughtful benefits, and 
gratitude was positively associated with future relationship satisfaction and connection (Murray & Hazelwood, 
2011). Gratitude is favorably correlated with a variety of personality characteristics, including 
conscientiousness, extraversion, and pleasantness, as well as negatively associated with neuroticism, in 
addition to social mechanisms (Breen, Kashdan, Lenser, & Fincham, 2010). Scholars have found that 
appreciation is correlated negatively with sadness, frustration, isolation, and personal dissatisfaction, and 
positively associated with forgiveness, well-being, and life satisfaction. 

Partner-focused prayer 

In a number of contexts, including relationship violence disorder (Hollywell & Walker, 2009), and emotion 
control, prayer is defined as a source of coping. Specifically, praying for a partner in the form of intimate 
partnerships is considered helpful for individuals and couples who perform this ritual.  

Therefore, partner-focused prayer is a special mechanism that is known to interrupt patterns of negative 
thinking and promote constructive cognition. 

Praying for a partner was correlated with later partnership happiness in a longitudinal analysis, and the effect 
was unidirectional. Prayer for a companion also expected specific variation above other partnership 
management mechanisms and may have advantages above those of prayer in general (Fincham, 2008). 
Fincham also found that this effect of prayer on satisfaction was mediated by commitment, and there was no 
evidence that prayer with a partner accounted for the effect of a partner's prayer on satisfaction. Similarly, 
partner-focused prayer (and not prayer for oneself) can be a consequence not only of the individual's own 
dedication, but also of the commitment of his or her partner (Fincham & Beach, 2014). The prayer-commitment 
correlation was partly mediated by partnership satisfaction for actors (i.e. individuals) and entirely mediated 
for couples, suggesting that the impact of prayer on satisfaction can have downstream effects on other relational 
mechanisms (Fincham & Beach, 2014). 

Interactive Relationship Enhancement Maintenance Processes 

Communicative relationship maintenance strategies. 

Communicative maintenance can be categorized into five major factors according to analysis using the 
Relationship Maintenance Technique Measure (RMSM): positivity, transparency, guarantees, exchanging 
tasks, and social networks. Positivity involves complimentary behavior toward the partner in addition to a 
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generally cheerful interaction pattern. By way of self-disclosure, open ness refers to relationship-specific 
communication. Assurances tend to reassure couples that the partnership has a future and to rely on dedication, 
care, and loyalty. The degree to which couples show equality in household labor requires exchanging activities. 
Social networks are linked to maintenance activities affecting friends, families, and a larger network of 
relatives (Stafford & Canary, 1991). These five variables have been thoroughly studied, and meta-analytic data 
suggests clear correlations between dating and marriage with relationship consistency and engagement 
(Ogolsky, 2013). 

In the basic methods used to preserve relationships, some extensions of this line of research have demonstrated 
heterogeneity. Conflict control, advice and self-disclosure are additional considerations (Stafford, Dainton, & 
Haas, 2000), as well as avoidance, cards, calls and emails, satire, joint behaviors and antisocial behavior. 

Relationship talk. 

The importance of discussing the status of a relationship has been empirically promoted among dating and 
married couples, close to the openness aspect of the RMSM, although there is minimal research in this field 
(Knobloch & Theiss, 2011). Content signals that relate to facets of the relationship or the relationship as a 
whole (Acitelli, 1988) contain relationship speaking. The negotiation of relationship formation and progression 
is facilitated by relationship talk. In addition to pro viding the mechanism to raise awareness about relational 
wants and needs, these discussions also, promote the establishment of relational specific definitions. 
Conversely, marital chat may often be awkward or traumatic, or even jeopardize the partnership 's status, which 
is why these conversations can be discouraged and considered unacceptable by certain couples (Baxter & 
Wilmot, 1985).Nevertheless, relationship talk is essential for inter personal exchanges and verbal 
acknowledgment that there is a romantic relationship (Duck, 1995).  

In addition to providing the ability to understand the essence of the relationship, relationship talk is correlated 
with more relationship fulfillment in partnerships, fulfillment (Acitelli, 1992), is a stronger sense of equity and 
fewer depressed symptoms perceived relational effect of conversations. Relationship-focused disclosure also 
projected the consistency of relationships among daters over time (Tan, Overall, A correlation was reported 
between attachment and relationship speaking, with less associated with attachment avoidance and more 
relationship-focused disclosure associated with attachment anxiety. Relationship talk avoidance is not only 
correlated with an individual's own insecurity about the relationship's future, but also with the insecurity of his 
or her partner, and over time, those who delay or enact less relationship talk encounter more relational 
uncertainty. As a measure of the quantity and depth of relationship speaking, relationship length has been 
reported. Contrary to assumptions that affection and time are synonymous, the more proximal predictor of 
relationship chat was, for example, relationship length (vs. affection) (Knobloch, Solomon, & Theiss, 2006 

Related study lines are not generally known as "relationship speaking" and should thus not be taken into 
account in the hunt for the build. Intimate disclosure, openness, and addressing partnership problems, for 
example, are present in the Braiker and Kelley's study (1979) frequently used Partnership Questionnaire 
management subscale. It is also suggested that communicating about issues with a marital relationship is vital 
for the success of the relationship. "Similarly, it is important to identify the relationship (DTR) speech (e.g.," 
What are we?" "Where is this relationship going?)” to assess the status of the relationship and is considered a 
trigger for having a" legal "relationship (England & Thomas, 2006). These discussions may shortly raise 
tension, but experts advocate the value of relationship-specific interactions. 

Social support and responsiveness. 

Social help, narrowly defined, refers to conduct that expresses value and concern by relationships (Gurung, 
Sarason, & Sarason, 1997). While the provision of assistance, real support, and expected support has been the 
subject of past studies on social support, it is the latter that is most closely linked to health and well-being 
(Sarason, 2006). Thus, in the larger sense of relationship responsiveness, we embed our topic of social 
assistance. 

Partner responsiveness is the practice of caring for and listening supportively to a partner and includes 
establishing an emotional connection, expressing recognition of the personal characteristics of each other, 
matching feelings, and recognizing both verbal and nonverbal contact (Reis, 2004). The mechanism of 
responsiveness begins with an encounter between two people in which Partner A, who is impaired by desires, 
goals, and desires, wants to offer Partner B understanding, validation, and concern and exhibits certain 
behaviors (Reis, 2015). The relationship outcomes of Partner B are then influenced not only by his or her own 
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needs, objectives, and wishes, but also by his or her perceptions of the intentions of Partner A. Responsiveness 
reflects attunement to one's marital or dating partner and specific knowledge (Reis & Clark, 2013). Individuals 
should be sensitive by using terms of comfort (Kane, McCall, Collins, & Blascovich, 2012), providing 
conversational relational support, and displaying their partner's accessibility (Knap, 2016). 

In addition, a variety of supportive interaction mechanisms and human health effects are correlated with 
perceived social reinforcement and responsiveness. Responsiveness, in particular, is related to lower levels of 
dis tress and higher levels of perceived safety and security (Kane, 2012). Responsiveness can also help to 
facilitate effective communication among dating couples and reduce the possibility of conflict. In addition , 
having a more responsive partner is positively linked to self-esteem, dating and married partner relationship 
stability (Knapp, 2016), positive and negative impact, lower reports of depressive symptoms, less marital risk 
(Slatcher, Selcuk, & Ong, 2015), higher desire for relationships and increased sexual interest (Birnbaum & 
Reis, 2012). 

Humor 

To better sustain relationships and deal with difficult circumstances, laughter should be used (Abel, 2002). 
Individuals can also use laughter to control their own as well as their partner’s anxiety (Campbell, Martin, & 
Ward, 2008), which can help make the interaction less unpleasant during a tense discussion (Horan, Bochantin, 
& Booth-Butterfield, 2012). For starters, comedy may express love during arguments or deescalate a dispute 
(Kane, Suls, & Tedeschi, 1977). Humorous conversation also creates positive emotions, and helps to enhance 
feelings of love between partners. Therefore, people can produce positive effects with the use of humor by 
altering the sound of an interaction or making a partner view the interaction as constructive (Cann, Zapata, & 
Davis, 2009). 

Humor has been classified into four types among dating partners. In order to relieve anxiety or raise optimistic 
feelings, affiliative comedy requires kidding and clever banter. Self-enhancing humor involves interaction to 
help cope and regulate emotion using a happy and humorous outlook. Aggressive humor is used at the 
detriment of the other party to derogate and break down one's spouse as a way of improving oneself. Self-
defeating humor involves making fun of one's own weaknesses (Campbell, 2008; Larsen, Gray, & Weir, 2003; 
Martin, Puhlik-Doris). Humor has also been examined by previous researchers by measuring humor 
orientation, or the predisposition of a person to use humor. Humor-oriented people prefer to enjoy and use 
humor as a way to interact by means of verbal and nonverbal gestures intended to evoke another person's joy, 
enjoyment, and amusement. While humor has been analyzed as both an individual feature and an interactive 
mechanism, a recent meta-analysis has shown that relationship results are more closely correlated with the 
interactive component than individual humor (Hall, 2017). 

Humor has been related to many other relational variables among dating and marriage partners. Healthy 
laughter is associated with playfulness, positive sentiment, happiness with relationships (Aune & Wong, 2002), 
consistency of relationships, perceived closeness, unseen functional and emotional help for problem solving, 
tangible positive actions of emotional support, negotiation between partners (Campbell, 2014), social support, 
life satisfaction (Dyck & Holtzman, 2013), perceived similarity, Latin similarity 

While humor is usually positively used in relationships, if used to mock or tease one’s partner, it may be 
derogatory (Campbell, 2008). Negative humor can be hurtful and may communicate hostility among dating 
partners. In comparison, the use of derogatory humor is correlated with lower marital satisfaction (De Koning 
& Weiss, 2002), which indicates a major gap in the use of humor as a maintenance mechanism. 

Joint leisure activities 

In general, when both partners participate in leisure activities that involve high levels of interaction, joint 
leisure occurs. It is theorized to increase communication, define roles (Presvelou, 1971), and increase marital 
satisfaction when leisure satisfaction is high or when partners are positive and have strong social skills (Flora 
& Segrin, 1998) to engage in leisure activities with a partner. Joint leisure activities, evidenced by their 
inclusion in marital satisfaction and relationship maintenance measures, have long been considered an 
important aspect of the functioning of relationships. Early work found that people without their partners who 
take part in recreational activities report less marital pleasure than those who take part with their partners 
(Holman & Jacquart, 1988). However, later research showed that the quality of time spent in shared 
recreational activities is more closely correlated with marital happiness relative to quantity. There are gender 
differences in the association between joint leisure and relationship satisfaction, just like other relationship 
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maintenance behaviors. Longitudinal studies reveal a bidirectional partnership whereby mutual engagement in 
husband-only recreational events is both a precedent and a result for wives of marital discontent (Crawford, 
Houts, Huston, & George, 2002). These results are in line with early cross-sectional reports that wives feel 
more marital discomfort when their husbands participate in recreational activities with others but not with 
them. In addition, observational findings have shown that women with their partners put high emphasis on the 
quality of time spent engaged in shared recreational activities (Herridge, Shaw, & Mannell, 2003). 

 

2.3 Design background 
 

The development of this thesis followed the User Centered Design process. This is an iterative design process 
in which designers focus on the users and their needs in each phase of the design process. In UCD, design 
teams engage users throughout the design process to develop highly functional and efficient methods for them 
using a range of research and design techniques (Interaction Design Foundation, 2020).  

The following list presents the key principle of the UCD (ISO standard 9241-210).  

 The design is based upon an explicit understanding of the context of use. 
 Users are actively involved throughout design and development. 
 The design is driven and refined by user-centered evaluation. 
 The process is iterative. 
 The design addresses the whole user experience. 
 The design team includes multidisciplinary skills and perspectives 

 

The goal of UCD is to produce products that have a high degree of usability. (ISO 9241-11, 1998) defines 
usability as the "extent to which a product can be used by specified users to achieve specified goals with 
effectiveness, efficiency and satisfaction in a specified context of use." 

Generally, four different steps are included in each iteration of the UCD strategy. Next, the designers strive to 
explain the context in which people will use a framework, as users operate in teams. Then, it is defined and 
determined the specifications of the users. A concept process follows, in which ideas are created by the design 
team. Then the team continues to a review process. Here, the designers test the effects of the assessment against 
the context and demands of the consumers, to verify how well a concept works. 

 
Figure 2 User centered design steps 

The understanding of the context of use is the first step of the UCD. To do this, it is meaningful if designers 
talk with people about their challenges goals, and constraints. However, the process to gather data is beyond 
that the steps previously mentioned. Hence, designers must use an explicit knowledge of the users, activities 
and contexts to base the designs. The purpose of the process is to capture the whole user experience and fix it. 
Therefore, specialists from different backgrounds as well as experts, stakeholders and the users themselves, 
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should be part of the design team. Experts can perform assessments of the designs produced, using design 
guidelines and parameters (Interaction Design Foundation, 2020). 

A small usability team should be set up before the background analysis is launched, consisting of at least one 
usability analyst and one participant with a clear knowledge of the product, its expected users and any 
restrictions that might arise during the assessment. In order to ensure that the study findings can be used to 
affect decision-making, it is often necessary to have anyone with adequate seniority. 

The criteria to specify the users requirements are discovered and established by strategies such as focus groups, 
usability tests, card sorting, participatory design, questionnaires, and interviews. In order to get a clear 
understanding of what the potential audiences desire, the following fields are usually analyzed: 

Persona: At the beginning of the process, a persona is created to visualize it better, to have an example of a 
target that you are trying to reach. You should come up with a name, too. It is a reflection of a specific category 
of individuals with the same patterns; actions, needs, objectives, talents, attitudes, etc. Persona helps to make 
accurate choices on product traits, navigation, communications, graphic interface and many more. It lets you 
prioritize the function of the design, recognizing what the customer wants and what things are simply good to 
include and include.  

Scenario: It is the target's "daily life," with the persona. It is about an individual's issues. Tiny details, both 
emotional and physical, matter here (Medium, 2014). 

Use case: To accomplish the aim, it is a sequence of steps for the persona. 

The following section aims to show the principal theories for Human-Computer Interaction. The goal is to 
highlight the keys, which were considered to develop this idea. The combination for both theoretical 
backgrounds sections, are elemental to develop the final product.  In the next section, it is stated the main 
concepts to build a usable system (Nielsen, 1994).  

The 10 usability heuristics for a User interface:  
 
Visibility of System Status:  
 
Visibility of device state, applies to a much more than user-interface architecture. It is about connectivity and 
openness at its heart, which are essential to all facets of life. People are looking for predictability and 
regulation, and more data leads to better decision making in most situations. Nielsen defined this concept as 
“how well the state of the system is conveyed to its users. Ideally, systems should always keep users informed 
about what is going on, through appropriate feedback within reasonable time”. 
 
Match between system and the real world: 
 
This principle aims to instead of machine-oriented terminology; the device can speak the language of the users, 
with sentences, expressions, and concepts common to the user. Practice real-world conventions, in a regular 
and logical order, make knowledge surface. A number of circumstantial and personal variables depend on how 
we view the world around us. Experiences we have had, stuff we are acquainted with, our views, feelings, and 
ideals all relate to how we infer significance, and perception variations can sometimes differ from person to 
person. Not only may users feel uncertain and neglected if they do not recognize the words used on a system, 
but also many will be compelled to go somewhere to find answers or simply to finish their job. 
 
User control and freedom: 
 
"In order to escape the unwelcome condition without having to go through a prolonged conversation, users 
often select device functions by accident and may require a clearly defined" emergency exit. Undo and Redo 
Support. 
 
Consistency and standards: 
 
“Users should not have to wonder whether different words, situations, or actions mean the same thing”. A full 
user interface can never be defined by any design specification. Many design work continues, by necessity, 
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even though the creator is committed to keeping with the required requirements. Typically, those that cannot 
be defined by a specification are the most critical design features, because the specification cannot recognize 
the details of the actual domain covered by the design. 
 
Error prevention: 
 
A thoughtful implementation that avoids a mistake from happening in the first place is much better than decent 
error messages. Either remove or scan for error-prone situations and provide users with a validation choice 
before committing to the operation. Where to allocate the responsibility for the mistake is a key factor in 
addressing software errors. The word "user mistake" means that it is the user’s responsibility to have done 
something wrong. Yeah. Not so. The creator is responsible for making the mistake too easy for the user to 
commit. Therefore, not scolding users, telling them to work harder, or giving them more thorough instruction 
is the solution to user errors. The solution is to change the scheme to be less vulnerable to error. 
 
Recognition rather than recall: 
 
Render objects, behaviors, and options available to decrease the user's memory load. From one section of the 
dialog to another, the user does not have to recall details. Instructions for using the device should, when 
necessary, be available or easy to obtain. Psychologists want to distinguish between two kinds of restoration 
of memory: recollection and recall. Think of meeting an entity on the street. If you have seen her before, you 
can always say very easily, but coming up with her name (if the person is familiar) is a lot tougher. Recognition 
(you remember the object as familiar) is the first process; the second includes recall. Recognition refers to our 
capacity to "recognize" as recognizable an occurrence or piece of information, while recall designates the 
retrieval from memory of relevant data. 
 
Flexibility and efficiency of use: 
 
Accelerators will also speed up the engagement of the skilled user, unnoticed by the beginner user, so that 
the device will appeal to both new and seasoned users. Enable repeated acts to be customized by users. 
 
Aesthetic and minimalist design: 
 
Dialogues do not contain data that is meaningless or occasionally needed. Each additional information unit in 
the dialog competes with the related information units and decreases their relative visibility. 
 
Help users recognize, diagnose, and recover from errors: 
 
The error signals should be presented in plain language (no codes), demonstrate the problem exactly and 
propose a solution constructively. 
 
Help and documentation: 
 
While it is best if the framework can be utilized without paperwork, support and documents will need to be 
included. Such data should be easy to look for, concentrate on the mission of the customer, list specific actions 
to be taken, and not be too large. 
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3. State of the art 
 
I carried out a brief research of other technologies, which have similarities with the current project. This is a 
step to demonstrate the novelty of the project presented. In the following paragraphs, there is an overview for 
the main competitors of dating apps. The description contains the main features, interaction purposes, and 
kind of technology.  
 
Tinder: This is a platform available for Android and IOS devices. Tinder is an app which invites you to make 
superficial decisions about prospective partners on its face. With a handful of images and a few sentences 
about yourself, you build a basic profile and then throw yourself at the mercy of the internet. 
 
The app displays single people close to your area. Swipe the photo to the right if you want one; otherwise, 
swipe to the left. You can send messages and set something up if both of you swipe right. Improving to 
Tinder's paid Plus or Gold membership gives you premium features such as unlimited likes or rewinds that 
offer a second chance to would-be partners. 
 
With its recipe, Tinder continues to tinker, introducing a looping video feature and geolocation-based places 
to find matches that share your hangouts. Earlier this year, a more important improvement was introduced by 
a Safety Center function that connects to the Noonlight app and includes a panic button if you end up on a 
date where you feel unsafe. 
 
Tinder continues to tinker with its formula, adding a looping video feature and geolocation-based places to 
find matches who share your hangouts. A more significant change introduced a Safety Center feature earlier 
this year that ties into Noonlight app and provides a panic button in case you wind up on a date where you 
feel unsafe. The inclusion of the Safety Center is a response to increasing concerns about meeting strangers 
in real life and Tinder owner Match Group plans to introduce the feature to its other dating applications 
during 2020.  
 
Bumble: With this app, after two people interact with each other and are part of the hive of each other, women 
must make the first move. There is not much time to waste, just 24 hours to make some kind of contact, or the 
connection will vanish forever. For same-sex partnerships or friendships, within 24 hours until the bond is 
gone, either person needs to make a move, although you can get a 24-hour extension. 
 
For individuals who are not looking for dates, Bumble has a BFF (Best friends forever) feature and a separate 
section for making business contacts. The upgrade to Bumble Boost, which ranges from $2.99 to $8.99, makes 
it easier and quicker to meet people or date them. 
 
In 2019, Bumble added a video that gave one of the best dating apps a leg up in the era of shelter-in-place. 
Like the voice chat features of the app, when you have made connections with people in Date, Bizz and BFF 
modes, video chatting only appears as an option. 
 
Match.com: This app provides a freemium dating experience for its users. Free users can set up online profiles, 
upload a few photos of themselves and then participate with "winks" in some online flirting, and have new 
matches sent to them on a regular basis. A Match.com subscription can unlock more comprehensive features, 
such as the ability to see who has checked out your profile and liked your photos. 
 
Match.com has continued to incorporate features such as the inclusion of a Tinder-like Mixer, Android Wear 
and Apple Watch, and the addition to your profile of voice and video snippets. Match launched Vibe Search 
this April, with individuals stuck at home, which lets you enjoy video chats with your players. 
 
Facebook dating: First introduced back in 2018, following test runs in other nations, introduced last year in 
the U.S. Facebook Dating, an opt-in component of the social network, focuses on helping you find long-term 
relationships, not hook-ups. From inside the Facebook mobile app, you enter the Dating section and set up a 
dating profile that is different from your standard Facebook profile. From there, based on your likes, interests 
and activities on the social networking site, Facebook discovers matches for you. 
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If you use the Hidden Crush feature of the service, where you can pick up to nine Facebook friends or Instagram 
followers you have an interest in, Facebook will not recommend matches between people you already know 
on Facebook. Facebook will pair you up if they also show an interest in you through Secret Crush. 
 
Currently, you can link Instagram updates and share Facebook and Instagram stories to your Facebook dating 
profile. Like other dating sites, using the company's Messaging app, Facebook Dating adds the opportunity to 
make video calls to your match. 
 
Coffee Meets Bagel: The opposite approach to many of the best dating apps is taken by Coffee Meets Bagel, 
preferring to concentrate on consistency rather than quantity. The app sends men a small set of possible 
matches every day at noon based on their profile and interests, and women are then sent a range of matches 
that have shown interest in them, leaving the women with the option to reciprocate the like. If the attraction is 
mutual, then with a 7-day chat window and icebreaker, the app will set you up. 
 
A redesign of the dating app gives user profiles a greater focus, allowing you the opportunity to comment on 
profiles and images in hopes of facilitating more interactions between users of Coffee Meets Bagel. 
 
XO: By using games to help break the ice, XO wants to bring some of the fun back into dating. Quizzes, 
drawing games and other party events encourage you to share a laugh with someone new and maybe forge a 
friendship that leads to a friendship. 
 
By filling out a profile and finding someone who has similar interests, you find matches. Alternatively, you 
could try one of the other more random pairings of XO's. Until you see their profiles, Blind Date puts you in 
touch with someone to play a game and exchange messages, while Random puts you in touch with someone 
from anywhere in the world. 
 
Any of the other better dating apps will want users who are serious about seeking a significant other right now, 
but XO seems like a nice, friendly way to meet new friends, and maybe that relationship is flourishing into 
something more. 
 
Heybaby: This app is only available for IOS devices. On a hookup app, single parents finding love might not 
feel comfortable swiping through their choices. However, Heybaby is worth checking out for individuals 
involved in long-term relationships. For users who already have children or undoubtedly plan to raise them in 
the future, the app positions itself as a dating choice by pairing users with like-minded mates. 
 
By using a friendly questionnaire to test your satisfaction with would-be partners, Heybaby aims to 
differentiate itself from relationship-focused applications. In addition, questions about children come up early, 
like the own family condition, so you can find people with common outlooks. 
 
In conclusion, the current market shows a variety of dating apps for the users. Every day, there are more option 
for a specific market. So far, most of the apps aim to have a different option to have fun or at least to find your 
matches in a different way. Nevertheless, this thesis project offers a diverse and deeper proposal to match the 
people based on personal interests and hobbies. In addition, based on a study, this app suggests a percentage 
of affinity with the person the user is interacting with.  
 
The following comparison table specifies the benefits, advantages and the comparison between this thesis 
project and the apps, which were mention and are available in the market. 
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Competitor app Personality 
assessment 

Hobbies, interests 
criteria 

Interaction 
activities 

Physical 
criteria 

Thesis project YES YES YES NO 
Tinder NO YES YES YES 
Bumble NO YES NO YES 
Coffee Meets Bagel YES YES NO NO 
Facebook dating YES YES NO YES 
XO NO YES YES NO 
Heybaby YES YES NO NO 

 
Table 1 Comparison between dating apps on the market 

 
This thesis concept contrasts apps such as tinder, bumble or others, which are based on physical picture, profile. 
This thesis project has many similarities with the applications, which at least have the personality assessments. 
Therefore, it is obvious that application, which considers any personality match criteria, might be the role 
competitor for this thesis project. Nevertheless, these applications lack of interaction activities while the ones, 
which have activities, lack of personal assessment. Therefore, it can be said that this idea is an integration of 
functionalities of other app with the benefit to calculate a level of affinity and long last relationship.  
 
As a conclusion for the state of the art, this thesis application is filling a gap on the market needs. Nowadays, 
there is not an application, which gather an affinity test criteria to match people and put them on an interaction 
activity to predict a level of affinity.  
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4. Context of use analysis  
 
4.1 Methodology 
 

In each step of the design process, the main principal of User-Centered Design (UCD) is the emphasis on users 
and their needs. Qualitative interviews, particularly in the early phases of a design project, are a commonly 
used UCD technique for gathering user insights. Products based on false principles are less likely to thrive, 
and by offering the false value proposition, unnecessary features or poor contact types, they will alienate future 
consumers. Authors further stresses, in response to challenging stereotypes and prejudices, that interviewing 
provides a direct relation to potential customers and enhances the development team 's empathy; it lets them 
see consumers as real people rather than stereotyped pictures or figures in a data collection. As an additional 
bonus, a well-conducted consumer testing process brings integrity to the decision-making processes of the 
product team for internal and external stakeholders. There are different forms of interviews in the field of 
qualitative interviewing, including organized interviews, semi-structured interviews, unstructured interviews, 
and non-directive interviews. 

For this thesis, it was carried out a semi-structured interviews method. This method is one of the most used in 
the UCD because it offers a good balance in spontaneity and formality. The interviewer is free to execute the 
dialogue, as they consider necessary, to tailor the nature of the conversation and the language of the question 
to the subject, or to ask the next questions if there is an important topic. 

 

4.2 User description 
 

The selection of the participants is crucial to get relevant results. The user, which was targeted on this thesis, 
is the one who is looking for a formal and long relationship. This potential user tries to have more interaction 
with other users and want to know more about others beyond the superficiality of a picture. This user has good 
ICT abilities and uses a smartphone.  

Given that I did not want to overpass the personal boundaries of the people, my technique to collect the 
information of them was just to interview all kinds of users who have used dating apps. The selection of these 
users was without filtering the intentions using dating apps. Later, during the interview, it was possible to 
discriminate against the users who openly mentioned that they were looking for something formal. I attempted 
to choose people from both genres and various ages, nationalities, and professions. Semi-structured interviews 
are often ideally adapted to study where, as in this case , the purpose is to pursue an inductive (generating new 
theories) approach rather than a deductive (testing a theory) approach. 

4.3 Interview plan 
 

The following table shows the dates and places where the interviews took place.  

Session Date Place 
1 1st of July Barcelona center 
2 3rd of July Barcelona center 
3 4th of July Barcelona center (Remote 

interview) 
4 4th of July Barcelona center (Remote 

interview) 
Table 2 interview date and places 

Below is the list of questions or question groups, which were asked to the potential users. Related questions or 
questions building directly on the previous one are listed in one row. However, only the first question is asked 
initially. Depending on the conversation, the follow-up questions were used to get further insights. 
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Number Question 
Q1 Have you ever used a dating application? [hints: such as tinder, happn, badoo] 
Q2 Why was the reason you decided to start using these apps? 
Q3 Currently, do you have installed a dating app? 
Q4 How often do you use these apps? 
Q5 Have you tried more than one dating apps? If yes, what was the main reason you are trying 

different apps? 
Q6 Have you texted different matches at the same time? How is the feeling about it? [Hints: 

Emotions about it, is it overwhelming, cool, etcetera?] 
Q7 Have you met in person someone from these apps? 
Q8 Could you share your best and worst experiences using these apps? 
Q9 Before meeting a person, how would you rate the level of certainty to have a good meeting? 
Q10 What are your expectations when you date using these technologies? 
Q11 Do you believe it is possible to find a formal relationship on these apps? Why? 
Q12 What kind of devices do you use, and how often? Smartphone, Laptop, Smartwatch? 
Q13 What is your age range? Do you work or study? (As) what? 

Table 3 interview questions 

 

The interviews transcription for the users can be found in the annex A  

 

4.4 Results analysis 
 

The next step is to analyze the answers from the interviews. The main idea of this chapter is to identify patterns 
in the responses to know what the requirements or features should be in a dating app like the one proposed on 
this project. In order to do this, all information per question was gathered and reviewed. This allowed the 
process to sort and prepare the information from all interviews and then conduct an affinity diagram.  

An affinity diagram is a common exercise in the industry to classify design ideas from broad research findings. 
(Pernice,2018). This technique consists of writing down post-it notes all the observations, conclusions, or 
suggestions from study sessions and then clustering similar post-it notes together. The clusters reflect 
observations that can be prioritized later on. 

All the information and findings from the interviews were placed onto sticky notes. Similar notes were put 
together and this brought the needs that the dating app should have. The affinity diagram was created using 
the free version of the online tool Miro.  
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Figure 3 Affinity diagram for interviews results 

The key insights from the affinity diagram are described below:  

 Reasons to use a dating app: Most of the users had as the main reason to make friends, simple 
curiosity, and influence from other friends. Overall, participants did not say that they were looking for 
a formal relationship but convinced that this could happen. On the other hand, only one user had as a 
main purpose to have a one-night stand and as it to be a minority, it was discarded from this diagram.  

 
 Opportunities to improve: Only two users decided to change directly from one app to another. The 

main reason it was because they found it easier to get matches. They considered that also the other 
apps have less people so less competence. Furthermore, the other apps apart from Tinder (the most 
famous one) had more serious users. Other participants also have used other apps but not directly 
changing between the apps. The reason to use again an app were completely based on the mood, mainly 
recommendation of other friends and the kind of users (specific cultural target)  

 
 Interaction in the app: Participants who have talked with more than one match at the same time, have 

mentioned that they felt confused between the people. Sometimes a bit overwhelming because they 
started to have feelings for more than one person and could not handle it. On the other hand, users (all 
men from the interview) have mentioned that they feel desperate when they do not get responses 
anymore. So that provokes a feel of wasting their time. Finally, some users found that most of the apps 
are focused mainly on a physical aspect and not adding enough features to show up the personality.  

 
 Experiences on the first date:  All users agree that it is possible to find love or a formal relationship 

on these apps. Nevertheless, they believe that it is hard to reach it. Most users consider that chatting 
before the first meeting is very important. This brings a feeling that at least they are not meeting a 
stranger. Another finding was that the probability to meet their matches is low. Some explanations are 
that they do not feel they have enough things in common or they find out it is not what they expect 
for. All users have at least one bad experience when they meet their match. Reasons vary from have 
few things in common to people who act weird and offer money in exchange of having sex.  

4.5 User profile 
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The following section specifies the target user specification with the use of the user profile technique. The 
user profile method consists in profiles, which are made through collecting data about your app users, in 
order to piece together who they are and what they like, in the form of a profile (Hannah,2017)). The 
advantages of this method are:  

 Easier and more targeted creation (Predefined structure) 
 Concise and highly structured information (Summary of the user information) 
 Allows comparison between different user profiles 
 Useful to create profiles of professional users  (Professional users usually can describe in quite detail 

the tasks they perform)  

Name: Love finder 

Description These users have as a main goal to find a relationship. They want to meet people and 
even if they are taking the things, so seriously they do not want to waste their time from 
people who are just having fun.  
 

Competence They are experts on dating apps. They have tried at least two different apps. They have 
experience also meeting their matches. They are completely open to starting a relationship 
and they are completely interested to find “the one”.  

Interaction These users have used many apps before. Probably, they currently have one installed. The 
kind of apps they are using have more features where they can show up their personality. 
They are interested in interacting with people in a more personal way and they want to find 
people who have more affinity with them.  

Information  New and improved way to interact with their matches 
 Have more opportunities to be in contact with someone 
 List of things in common (input by the users) 
 List of recommendation based on affinity 
 Plan of activities during the virtual date (virtual scenarios, schedule, results; all 

given by the system) 
Usability 
attributes 

1. Effectiveness 
2. Efficiency  
3. Utility 
4. Satisfaction 
5. Learnability 
6. Memorability 
7. Safety 

Functional 
support 

 Find better matches 
 Improve the interaction after the match 
 Give a result of level of affinity 

 

4.6 Tasks description 
 

This chapter lists all the activities and adds a description. This is an output to understand the next chapter 
(4.7 Task organization model) 

 

 Task Description 
A Registration Create an account. Filling personal information and 

interest or hobbies.  
A1 Personal information Registering the personal data  
A1.1 General information Filling the name and birthday information. 
A1.2 Filters by age Filtering the range of interest where the user is focused.  
A1.3 Location Setting up the location of the user. 
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A2 Personal interests Filling a description about themselves, interests and 
hobbies. 

A2.1 Interests and hobbies Adding your favorites interests and/or hobbies 
A2.2 Description about themselves Brief description about the user personality. Mainly as an 

introduction.  
B Match and virtual scenarios Matching with other users and having the virtual dates 

with the matches.  
B1 Match selection All the information of possible matches. 
B1.1 Analyze affinity results Understand the level of affinity based on interest or 

hobbies. A first level of affinity 
B1.2 Send a request Requesting a virtual date to the users who are more 

appealing for them.  
B2 Arrange the scenarios Prepare the virtual date once the request is accepted. 
B2.1 Choose the scenarios Choosing 3 scenarios to have in the virtual date. 
B2.2 Schedule the time interaction Accepting the virtual date proposed by the system. In 

addition is possible to reschedule.   
B3 Interaction Having the virtual date 
B3.1 Understanding the scenario Watching and understanding the virtual scenario. 
B3.2 Give responses to the scenario Filling the resolution for the virtual scenario and rating the 

resolution of the user’s date.  
C Results Understanding the results and see the level of affinity with 

the other user.  
C1 Analyze the results Looking at the things, which the user has in common. 

Finally to see the percentage of affinity. 
Table 4 tasks description 

4.7 Task organization model 
 

The Task organization model technique consists in a graphical representation of how users mentally organize 
the activities and elements related to a task. 

The procedure to elaborate this model is the next one:  

 Ask the users what tasks are relevant to solve the problem being studied 
 Ask them to organize the tasks in a hierarchy, forming groups and subgroups 
 Ask them to label each of the groups and subgroups 
 Gather the information of the different users in a model that represents the common vision 

The advantages for this method are:  

 Useful to describe complex tasks consisting of many subtasks 
 Flexible and scalable 

– Easy to add, modify or delete tasks and/or subtasks 

 Facilitates communication between with teamwork and stakeholders 

– Visual representation 

The following Task Organization Model belongs to this thesis project following the steps previously 
mentioned  
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Figure 4 Task organization model of the virtual dates app 

The registration of the app is standard in comparison to the other apps. Most of the apps have worked a lot on 
this and I do not focus in improving this part. The most important to highlight on this section, is the importance 
of filling the hobbies and interest of the users. The reason is that the first algorithm to match people will be 
based on this information. Another to take into consideration is the time availability. Since the first criteria for 
matching users, is based on interest and preferences, the availability takes importance to set it up correctly 
since the beginning.  

This thesis project focuses more in the match and virtual scenarios. Once the profile is registered, the app will 
display all the possible matches. The matches are provided using an algorithm, which crosses the information 
with other users using the preferences and interests. Once, the user is having a virtual date, the app will not 
allowed to send more virtual dates or having 2 virtual dates at the same time. During the interaction in the 
virtual date, the users exposes their point of view about the situation a. The virtual scenario will display 
scenarios, which aims to collect a key element for the relationship maintenance. Therefore, one scenario can 
measure the level of “conflict management” based on the study. (Ogolski, 2017). The scenarios will not display 
which element is measuring. At the end of the resolution whether if there is an agreement or not, the users will 
rate the level of satisfaction about the others response. This information is the one collected, to display the 
conclusions and the final level of affinity. 

Finally, to understand the results, the task will display all the results for the key elements, which were tested 
during the virtual date. It is not defined yet, if the app will test all the key elements for the enduring relationship. 
However, this approach shows up an opportunity to create a business model.  

4.8 Task scenario 
 

The task scenario is technique, which helps to describes how to perform a task systematically. Furthermore, it 
details motivations of each step like relevant needs, context are gathered, and iut does not describe the use of 
any computer system. The technique is in narrative form and the idea is to “tell a story”. It is a natural way of 
explaining what users actually do and it is useful to obtain user descriptions in interviews or requirements 
workshops 

The task scenario for this thesis is the following one: 
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Andreas is a serious, introverted, and single guy who works from Monday to Friday in a tech company. He is 
really busy during the week and his friends most of the time spend the weekends with their girlfriends. He 
would like to have a girlfriend too. He is open to meet someone who shares his interests and hobbies, but he 
is really introverted to go to a bar, club or other social centers and find that person. His shyness is mainly 
based on his experiences in these places. Most of the time, he cannot connect beyond the shallow topics or 
simply because his social skills are not the best ones. He knows that he is a good guy and he has so much to 
offer. He understands as well that he can work on his social skills and gain more security on himself so he 
would like to start with something. Therefore, he considers that it could be better to find a partner with the 
help of the technology. He downloads one of the most famous apps, based on recommendations of his friends. 
He finds the application really nice at the beginning because he sees a lot of attractive and single women. He 
starts swapping right for those girls he feels more attracted with but after a couple of days he did not get any 
match. He starts feeling a bit disappointed but a couple of days later, he finally gets a match with a nice girl. 
He started the conversation with a simple “hello, how are you? “In addition, he did not receive any response. 
It was after two days when he received the following answer from his match “I am good”. Andreas starts 
thinking that it is such a waste of time on this app. He analyzes that he did not even have a chance to show 
himself. He talks with the friend who recommends the app about his experience but his friend who is better 
looking has a completely different and better experience. Andreas decided to give more chances to that app 
and he even tried other apps with some variations. At the end, he still felt that he could not show more of him 
while using these apps. He even had some real dates using these apps, but he did not have a good experience 
because they were so different in terms of personality. Even if they had habits and some interests in common, 
they had a different perspective of life.   

Therefore, that only shows to Andreas that these apps tend to be really superficial and leave a minimum space 
to explore the personality of the person. Andreas goes back to his normal life blaming himself for not having 
better social skills and having less hopes to find the love.  

 

4.9 Environment Analysis 
 

The environmental analysis is one of the steps of the user-centered methodology. This step consists in a set 
of operational and contextual influences that can affect the usability of the system. They are closely related 
to user profiles and the main aspects to be analyzed are the following ones:  

 Social environment 
 Operational risks 
 Technological environment 
 Physical environment 

The objective for this section is to understand the environment in which the system is currently used. 
Furthermore the consideration aspects external to the system in the design. Identify operating risks. This 
helps to identify devices and software restrictions and model the physical aspects. 

The following table describes the environment analysis for this thesis app.  

Social 
environment 

More and more there are people using dating apps. This brings a good acceptance 
from society and sees them as a common thing. The way of using this app is 
individually. Users can share their experiences with some virtual dates as well as they 
share their experience from other apps now.  
In case of an accurate prediction, some people may feel threatened with their 
philosophy about finding love.  

Operational 
risks 

The system is not dealing with any sensitive or economic data. Therefore, the only 
operational risk is the privacy related to the use of location. 

Technological 
environment 

Regarding computers, there are portability restrictions and limited connectivity since 
they are depending on a Wi-Fi network. On the other hand, the use of phones is the one 
more spread within the users and it is useful to receive notifications, easy to check and 
carry. However, the screen size might be a bit small depending on the functionalities 
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and also smartphones are really dependent on its battery. Also, they are slower and less 
efficient than computers for some tasks.  

Physical 
environment 

The tasks are mainly done in a place, where the user can sit and feel comfortable. 
Nevertheless, some users use their phone in the street while walking. Therefore, the 
level of concentration in the virtual scenarios can be low and they could not represent 
their real perception. Furthermore, the light might be changing, which influences the 
brightness of the screen and the visibility. It has also to be considered the city 
connection on the streets or inside a building. 

Table 5 environmental analysis 

 

4.9 Virtual scenarios 
 

The virtual scenarios aims to collect the data from the Ogolski study (2017). To gather the information from 
the study, the first approach was to describe a daily situation in a relationship. The description for the low 
fidelity prototype was described in a way that measure one of the study principle for relationship maintenance. 
This element was “Conflict management”.  The virtual scenario was called “The concert”. On this scenario it 
is described a situation where a couple move to another city because one of them (male user) found a job there. 
The other person (female user) was frustrated because she does not find a job in that city. During the first week, 
the man was very supportive trying to help her out. After couple of weeks, she found a job. Everything seems 
to be fine now but she received a call from a friend. The friend told her that she is no going anymore to a 
concert of their favorite band because of personal reasons. The concert is far away from the current city and 
no other friends can join her. As far as she does not want to go alone, she asks to her boyfriend to go with her 
to the concert. Here is where the conflict comes. The boyfriend does not want to travel again so far because he 
wants to settle down in the city. Both users need to give a resolution for the last situation, they are going to 
read other response and agree or disagree with the others solutions, additionally they are going to rate the level 
of satisfaction with the response. 

As it described, the scenario stated a situation where there is a conflict of interest between these users but they 
would need to find a solution for it. The responses that both users gave to the system are going to be displayed. 
Then, each user will set a status of agreement or disagreement and leave a comment to the users. So far, there 
is a limit of messages exchanging (opportunities to agree) of five chances. This number should be studied and 
analyzed by social a social study to justify it. This action is stated in the conclusions section. (Chapter 8).  

 

For the high fidelity prototype, the methodology for the virtual scenarios was the same as the low fidelity. The 
only difference was the way to display the virtual scenario. Instead of displaying plain text, a video is shown. 
This video was made by the online tool Animaker. The video contains an animated version of the conflict 
situation. Then, the users can situated themselves into that imaginary situation and give a more objective 
response. Moreover, it is more user friendly watching a video than reading long texts.  

As this is part of the thesis research question, it is going to evaluate if users have a good response, from a 
usable point of view, with the use of videos as a way to interact with their matches. Furthermore, this stage 
would seed the basis for a future work, to validate that virtual scenarios are good enough media to transmit the 
elements from the long-term relationships study. 

The link of the video is accessible in the annex C 
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5. Low fidelity prototype, usability test and results 
 

The goal for this section was to create the first iteration from the user centered design. During this phase, it 
was created a low fidelity prototype which gathers the requirements based on the context of use. Once the low-
fi prototype was ready, it was carried out for usability testing. Users were testing the prototype and giving 
feedback. The results of this phase were the input for the next chapter (High fidelity prototype). 

 

5.1 Low-fidelity design 
 

The following design is for a mobile device. This design was focused around the idea of wizards, guiding the 
user through each step of the system. Push notifications, reminders, schedules, and other features were 
considered on this prototype. 

5.1.1 Viewpoint 
Based on the context of user analysis, it was found that everyone in this project target group owns a smartphone 
and uses it frequently. Then a smartphone app will be available to the users and more common to use during 
the look for relationship tasks. Given the use of these kinds of apps is to start as soon as possible, the first 
screens were focused on filling the main information in one screen and very easy to use. That way, users can 
easily start using the app and have short interactions. The wizard method aims to accommodate the lack of 
expertise of certain users by more explicitly directing them. 

 

5.1.2 Interaction devices and styles 
The interaction device of this design is smartphones, and it uses mainly direct manipulation as an interaction 
style. For some data collection a form interaction style is used. 

 

5.1.3 Terminology 
The following table aims to show the main terms that will be used in the user interface of the app. 

Term Definition 

Date A social or romantic appointment or engagement. 

Virtual Date (VD) The simulation of a date using technological systems. 

Match A person that is similar, equal to or suitable for another. 

Schedule The plan for performing the date. 

Request VD  Asking for a virtual date experience. 

Arrange VD Organize or plan a virtual date.  

Virtual scenarios A simulated situation where the users interact with each other. 

Resolution A firm decision to do or not to do something 

Agreement Accordance in the resolution in a virtual scenario 

Rate Assign a standard or value to something according to a particular scale 
Table 6 terminology and definitions 
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5.2 Planning of usability test 
 
5.2.1 Evaluation goals 
The evaluation goal was to perform a usability test for this prototype, with special interest in how well the 
design fits the mental model of the participants. The usability testing was performed using the “thinking-
aloud” technique. During the test, it was measured: effectiveness, efficiency, and user satisfaction.  

 

5.2.2 Participants 
Participants 6 participants. 
Recruiting It was recruited participants from the local area 

and persona network people. The major 
criterion for selection is that they were using 
dating apps before. One more thing for the 
criterion was to keep a balance between women 
and men. In that way, it was possible to get the 
perspective from both genres. Some issues 
were presented during the recruitment and the 
usability test given the social distance, which 
must be respected due to the SARS-CoV2. 

Table 7 Participants information 

5.3 Sequence process 
 

The process for the usability test was as follows:  

a)  Saying the “Welcome text” to the participant 
b) Gather personal data 
c) Do the usability testing of one of the prototypes. Ask the participant to perform the tasks and 

gather data. 
d) After using the prototype, ask the participant to fulfil the user satisfaction questionnaire and 

ask for general impressions. 
 

5.4 Tasks to be performed by participants 
 
Task 1 Create a profile and send a request 

Starting 
situation 

You are looking for some stability in your love life. In the most common dating apps, it is 
hard to find people who look for something more serious and you only find guys who are 
looking for 1 nightstand. You have heard about our new app who matches with the same 
like-minded people as you. 

Task 
instructions 

Create your profile for this app. Your name is Johanna Samelson, you are 29 years old, 
you are female, and you live in Barcelona. You are interested in men who are between 25-
40 years old. You would like to find people who are interested in tennis, cooking and who 
speak English.  
 
Once you finish the registration, send a request to the person you have the most affinity 
with. Finally, go back to the home page and stop there. 

Table 8 Task 1 information 
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Task 2 Schedule a virtual date 

Starting 
situation 

It has already been 2 days since you sent your first request. You got a notification that 1 
user has accepted your request. You feel so excited and you would like to go further.  

Task 
instructions 

See who the person who has accepted your request is. You feel so interested to try on the 
concert, family and traveling scenario. Then schedule your virtual date. As far as your 
work during the day you only have availability after 18 hrs. 

Table 9 Task 2 information 

  
 

Task 3 Have virtual date 

Starting 
situation 

In less than 1 hour, your match has replied. You were notified in your phone with the time 
for your virtual date.  

Task 
instructions 

Start your virtual date. Tap the first virtual scenario proposed and read it carefully. After 
reading, you will have a strong opinion about the scenario, so you are going to expose 
that you do not understand his posture and send your opinion to your date. Then wait for 
your date response. 
 
Once your date answers, you found his proposal really kind so you will agree with his 
solution.  
 
Finally, you will rate with the maximum scale for the level of satisfaction of the 
resolution. Then you are going to add a comment saying that you liked his response a lot 
and finally send your evaluation. You stop before you start the second task scenario. 
 

Table 10 Task 3 information 

  
 

Task 4 Find your probabilities results 

Starting 
situation 

You have finished the three virtual scenarios. You felt so good with the interaction and 
now you want to see the final result. Now, you would like to chat more with your 
match.  

Task 
instructions 

Check your results and mention 2 interests you have in common with your match.  
1.-Find how many times you agreed with him on conflict management measures. 2.-
Then mention the level of satisfaction in a social situation.  
3.-Finally find your level of affinity with your match.  

Table 11 Task 4 information 
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5.5 Objective measurements 
 

Measurement Description 
Actions Number of elemental actions performed (click, tap)to complete one task. 
Mistakes Number of mistakes made during one task. 
Success Yes/no (whether the participant succeeds at completing the task). 

Table 12 Measurements goals 

5.6 Prototype  
 

This low-fi prototype was created with the use of the design tool Balsamiq. This initial idea aims to create a 
quick design, which help to get the mental model of the users. It was considered all key insights from the 
context of use to guarantee that the sketches were created to cover the needs of the users.  
 

   

Figure 5 Low fidelity screens 
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Figure 6 Low fidelity screens 2 

The complete prototype can be found in the Annex B on this document.  

5.7 Information about the performed usability testing 
5.7.1 Participant demographics 
 

The following section shows the demographic information of the testers of the usability test.  

 

Figure 7 Number of tester by age slice 

 
Most of the user were between 24-26 years old.  
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Figure 8 Gender proportion graph 

In the set, it was equivalent the number of females and males. Three per genre. 

 

Figure 9 Number of testes with a daily use of smarthphones 

Most of the users use a smartphone in average 5 hours per day. Most of the users had to think and counting 
and most of the participants mentioned that it depends on the day. 

5.8 Usability test results  
 

On this section, the usability test results are going to be displayed and briefly explain below the table or 
graph.  
5.8.1 Effectiveness 
 

 Mistakes average Mistakes standard deviation Success rate
Task 1  1.66 1.03 100% 
Task 2 1.5 1.64 100% 
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Task 3 0.5 0.54 100% 

Task 4 0.5 0.54 100% 
Table 13 Low fidelity mistakes information 

In terms of effectiveness, all the tasks have a 100% of success rate. All users completed the tasks. However, 
the task, which presented more mistakes in average, is the Task 1 (Create a profile) with 1.66 average and 1.04 
for the standard deviation. Most of the users presented issues to send the request to the other users. Possibly, 
the button to send a request was not fully highlight. Furthermore, most of the users tended to tap the image 
profile to at least to see bigger the image or as a signal for conclude the action. The second task, which 
presented more mistakes, was the Task 2 (Schedule a virtual date). The mistakes average is 1.5 and 1.03 as a 
standard deviation. The participants found issues while setting up the schedule and they took longer to realize 
that task is completed. 

In the other hand, Task 3 and Task 4 are the one with the lowest score with 0.5 mistakes average. Most of the 
users did not have problems to interact through the virtual scenario or date. However, this prototype was putting 
the text for the users. Therefore, users had less confusion and fewer probabilities to get wrong. The results 
seemed to be well explained for all the users   

 

 

Figure 10 Number of mistakes per participant and task 
This graphs shows up the number of mistakes per participant. As it was mentioned in the last paragraph, the 
task 1 and task 2 are present in the graph by all participants. The participant 4 found problems in all tasks. 
While the participant 3 did not experience any mistake through the tasks performance.  

5.8.2 Efficiency 
 

This section aims to show the efficiency on the low-fi prototype. The factor to consider the efficiency is the 
number of action required to complete the task. The goal is to highlight the interesting data and process it to 
give a better output for the high fidelity prototype. (Chapter 6) 
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Task 1  17.00 1.03 15 
 = 1.13 

Task 2 10.50 1.64 9  = 1.17 

Task 3 12.50 0.55 12  = 1.04 

Task 4 6.33 1.21 5  = 1.27 
Table 14 Low fidelity number of actions information 

The data displayed in the previous table showed that the Task 4 is the less efficient of the prototype. With 1.27 
ratio between average number of actions versus the optimum one. The reason is that, user required more time 
to comprehend the data results. They were reading all the text without having a clear idea where the data come 
from. Furthermore, participants did not have a clue how many screens would be displayed. The second tasks 
with less efficiency was the number 2.  These tasks presents a 1.17 difference with the optimum value. This 
value was not expected at all, given that this Task 2 should be only confirmation actions and one of the shortest 
task to do.  

 

 

Figure 11 Number of actions per participant and task 

The graph above shows up that Task 1 is the one with more number of actions. This is understandable because 
of the registration process. Most of the apps asked for the same information and probably, it is important to 
keep the minimum-security actions. Beyond this, the Task 2 and 3 required almost the same amount of action 
for all participants. The graph shows almost the same shape in all task per all participants therefore, it can be 
validated the consistency in the prototype.  

5.8.3 User satisfaction: SUS questionnaire  
SUS score 84.16 
Standard deviation 2.58 
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2 4 0 0 0 
0 0 0 2 4 
3 2 1 0 0 
0 0 0 5 1 
4 2 0 0 0 
0 0 0 2 4 
2 4 0 0 0 
0 0 0 3 3 
2 3 1 0 0 

Strongly 
disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly  

agree 
Table 15 SUS Questionnaire users’ results 

The user satisfaction questionnaire displayed a minimum of answers as neutral. This helps a lot in order to 
make conclusions and improvements. The SUS score for this prototype was 84.16 with 2.58 for the standard 
deviation. Taking into consideration the standard deviation, only few results fall below the average threshold 
of 68. 

Even if the SUS score is good, it should be taken into consideration that the testers spoke the personal 
information as well as the resolution paragraphs. Therefore, the satisfaction can vary once the users type into 
the fields. In fact, this is one of the elements, which this thesis aims to test. That is, if the user found attractive 
and usable this way to use a dating app.  

5.8.4 General impressions of participants 
These are the generalized answers of the participants for the four following questions. 

5.8.4.1 What are the main problems you have found while using this prototype? 

The answers varied for this question. Only two users agreed that they had problems to start the dating app. 
From there, it was mentioned that issues to find the notification once the dating app has been arranged. 
Furthermore, one participant asked for more information before the virtual date begin. The same participant 
was confused when he had to reply to the situation given that there were two bold texts. Related with the 
interaction users noticed the virtual scenario a bit long to read. Another problem with the interaction, they were 
confused about what kind of virtual scenario they were solving.  

5.8.4.2 What is the part of the prototype that has been more difficult to understand? Why? 

Most of the users found it hard to answer this question given that they did not consider it was hard to 
understand. Nevertheless, after a bit more analysis, they have mentioned that they felt as if they were answering 
an exam while finding a resolution for the virtual scenario. One user asked if there was a time limitation to 
answer. Mainly, since he would need some time to give a proper answer and at the same time, he would not 
like to wait a lot of time for a response. Therefore, it can be said that the scenario description was the most 
critical part in terms of interaction and learnability. Finally, one user has mentioned that he would love to have 
a notification on the icon of the app. He could understand the push notification at the top of the screen, but he 
was initially looking for an icon on the smartphone screen. 

5.8.4.3 What have you liked most of the prototype? Why? 

Overall, the participants liked the general idea for the app. Therefore, they found really interesting the part of 
the virtual scenario even if they have noticed that they could be improved. The main reason the participants 
found interesting the app is the experience of having a new way to interact with the other person. The 
participants agreed that, in the next scenario, where the users would contact the match, they would have more 
things to chat. One more thing, that one user liked a lot was the quotes on the home screen. The quotes made 
him think and reflect while using the app. 

5.8.4.4 Can you describe your overall experience with this prototype? 
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The overall experience for the participants was positive. Some words which were mentioned are “easy to 
handle”, “well organized” and “recommendable”. The participants found easy the flow of the page. Some users 
have mentioned that even the results could be wrong; at least the app is offering a new way to interact on these 
apps. The users compared the interaction especially on the way to get a match. Most of the app based on swipe 
right or left (like or dislike) the user profile. 
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6. High fidelity Prototype, usability test and results 
 

The main point for this section was to collect the results from the low fidelity prototype and design a high 
fidelity prototype. This prototype aims to project all the elements and features that potential users require. 
Furthermore, this prototype tends to be a final version of a deployed application. For that reason, I decided to 
develop the application on Android Studio. Therefore, the participants tested the prototype on a mobile phone 
as if they were using a real app. Following the same process than the low-fi prototype, users tested the 
application and giving feedback of it. Afterwards, it was analyzed the results and prepared the output to write 
the conclusions and improvements for a future work.  

6.1 Navigation map 

Figure 12 Virtual dates app navigation map 
 

The above figure shows the navigation map for the “Virtual dates” application. Note that colored arrows are 
just used to better see the origin of the arrows, since there are many arrows shown and it can get a bit irritating 
otherwise. 

There are four main screens, which are operable via the general bottom navigation: “Home / Dashboard”, 
“Explore matches”, “Virtual dates” and “Results”. 

The default entry point is the “Home / Dashboard” screen. When it is opened for the first time, there is a direct 
link to add a habit via the “Registration: General information” screen (dotted line). If it is shown after the 
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account has been created, it shows links to acceptance requested, to see the results or with a card reminder of 
their next date.  

Creating an account starts with the “Registration: General information” view and follows a linear process until 
“Registration: hobbies/interests” is reached. Not shown in the map are the options to go back in the flow and 
change the filters or selection. In the Registration: hobbies/interests screen the user can either go to the 
dashboard through the bottom navigation bar or start requesting virtual dates to the users. 

Exploring possible matches starts at the “Request a date” screen and this time the user can just explore all the 
options, which are available and send many request as they want, until they get an acceptance of a request. 

A virtual date can be started via the “Get a request acceptance” screen or through the bottom navigation bar. 
It follows a linear process until “Rate the match solution”. The process is iterated until the three scenarios are 
finished. Once the user finishes with the scenarios, the user can either go to the Dashboard / Home screen to 
see the result link or go through the navigation bottom bar.  

The results view shows by default the hobbies and interest in common screen (“Results: Find the hobbies/ 
interest in common”). Two other results information can be viewed from there: “Results: Explore key 
relationship elements results” and “Results: Explore the final affinity result”.  

6.2 Design schemas 
 

 

Main screens 

This is the screen with more functionalities to explore. It usually 
contains many different information in the content areas and allow 
the user to navigate between main screens of the app directly. 

 

Interaction contexts: 

 Home/ Dashboard 
 Dates exploration 
 Virtual date home screen 
 Results 
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Process screens 

This is the layout when a user is inside a multi-step process or 
some other sub-screen, e.g. to create the profile. The content 
display information and action elements. The navigation let the 
user move to the next screen or validate.  

Interaction contexts: 

 Registration : General information  
 Registration : Set preferences  
 Registration : Day/time availability  
 Registration : Hobbies and interests   
 Virtual date: All screens 

 

 

 

 

 

Results layout 

This layout scheme can be found in the results screen. On the 
top, the user can navigate between the different results screens. 
Alternatively, the user could also be able to swipe between these 
different cards since the navigation bar is less interactive from 
the thumb. Usually, the content displays first an overview and 
then more details information until they reach the final result 

Interaction contexts: 

 Results: all screens 
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Information screens 

This screen aims to focus the user on the content. It just 
displays information and usually let the user to perform a new 
action or exit, from a Call to Action (CTA) placed in the 
content. 

Interaction contexts: 
 
 Virtual dates: Time left to start the date 
 Virtual dates: Rate the match response 

 

 

 

 

 

 

6.3 Participants 
 

Participants Total of participants: 6 
Recruiting Most of the participants belonged from personal 

network such as friends, workmates and friends of 
friends. All participants have used dates 
applications before. In total, it was interviewed 4 
men and 2 women. As the current situation with 
SARS-CoV2, 2 the usability tests were done by 
remote using an emulator from Android Studio.  

Table 16 High fidelity participant’s information 
6.4 Sequence process 
The process for the usability test was as follows:  

a)  Saying the “Welcome text” to the participant 
b) Gather personal data 
c) Do the usability testing of one of the prototypes. Ask the participant to perform the tasks and 

gather data. 
d) After using the prototype, ask the participant to fulfil the user satisfaction questionnaire, the 

user experience questionnaire and ask for general impressions. 
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6.5 Tasks to be performed by users 
 

Tasks to be performed 

Task 1 Create a profile and send a request 

Starting 
situation 

You are looking for some stability in your love life. In the most common dating apps, it is 
hard to find people who look for something more serious and you only find people who 
are looking for 1 nightstand. You have heard about our new app who matches you with 
people affine with you through an ad on Instagram. 

Task 
instructions 

Create your profile for this app. Your name is Alexander Nadal, you were born on 
03/07/1993, you are male and you live in Barcelona. 
 

You are interested in women who are between 25-40 years old, 
 

Your availability is on Fridays, Saturdays and Sundays from 6:00 pm to 11:00 pm 
 

You would like to find people who are interested in reading, yoga, dancing, nature and 
Netflix. 
 

Once you finish the registration, send a request to the person you have the best affinity 
with.  

Table 17 High fidelity task 1 information 

  
 

Task 2 Schedule a virtual date 

Starting 
situation 

It has already been 2 days since you sent your first request. You were notified that 1 user 
has accepted your request. You feel so excited and you would like to go further.  

Task 
instructions 

See who the person who has accepted your request is and arrange the virtual date. 
 

You feel so interested to try on the concert, family and traveling scenario. Then you 
are going to confirm the proposed date. Finally, go to the home screen and mention the 
time of your date 

Table 18 High fidelity task 2 information 

  
 

Task 3 Have the virtual date 

Starting 
situation 

It is 20:30 hrs. , so it is time for your date. You are very anxious to start the date. 
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Task 
instructions 

Start your virtual date Watch the video with the virtual scenario. After watching, you will 
write an opinion “I would find another date for the concert” and send it to your date. 
Then wait for your date response. 
 

Once your date answers, you found his proposal kind so you will agree with his solution.  
 

Finally, you will rate with the maximum scale for the level of satisfaction of the 
resolution. Then you are going to add a comment saying, “I really liked your solution” 
then send your evaluation. You stop before you start the second task scenario. 
 

Table 19 High fidelity task 3 information 

  
 

Task 4 Find your probabilities results 

Starting 
situation 

You have finished the three virtual scenarios. You felt so good with the interaction and 
now you want to see the final result. Now, you would like to chat more with your match.  

Task 
instructions 

Check your results and mention 2 interests you have in common with your match.  
1.-Say the hobbies/interests you have in common with your match 
2. Mention the percentage of affinity in conflict resolution 
3.-Mention the average satisfaction in “social support” parameter 
4.-Finally say the final affinity percentage with your match.  

Table 20 High fidelity task 4 information 
6.6 Measurements 
6.6.1 Objective measurements 
 

Measurement Description 
Time Time required to complete one task 
Actions Number of elemental actions performed (click, tap,) to complete one task. 
Mistakes Number of mistakes made during one task. 
Success Yes/no (whether the participant succeeds at completing the task). 

Table 21 High fidelity measurements goals 
6.6.2 Optimal values 
 

Task Time Actions 

Task 1: Create a profile and send 
a request 

2.30 minutes 30 without scrolling:  

31 counting scrolling 

Task 2: Schedule a virtual date 50 seconds 8 without scrolling:  

9 counting scrolling 
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Task 3: Have the virtual date 2 minutes 11 no scrolling needed 

Task 4: Find your results 1.30 minutes 5 no scrolling needed 

Table 22 High fidelity prototype optimal time values 
6.7 Prototype 
 

The high-fidelity prototype was developed on Android Studio. This development uses Material Design library 
for Android applications. I decided it to create it on Android given the skills I have to do it. Nevertheless, the 
goal in a future scenario is to create a version for Apple devices.  

 Most of the screen are based on the low-fidelity prototype. Nevertheless, the feedback given in the chapter 
5.8.4 (General Impressions), the participants suggested to move the time availability in the Registration 
module. Then, the algorithm can consider this factor to get possible matches. Moreover, the way to display 
some widgets were changed. For example, the birthday selections and the time availability use a special widget 
from Material Design.  

The primary color of the app is purple. There is not a big explanation for this. The idea was to keep some 
familiar color with love but not being so direct with the red color. As a secondary color, it was selected blue 
for action buttons and for the app bar tool to keep some balance on the screen.  

 

 

The screens above are some example for the registration process. The idea is to register with the less number 
of actions possible. Therefore, the location of the actions buttons is the center horizontally and vertically. The 
navigations process aims to make easier and simple a moment of the truth, which is the creation of the account.  
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This section displays the “Explore possible matches” screen. To keep it consistent, most of the screen are 
designed to find the elements as fast as possible and with the less number of scrolls possible.  

 

The figures above are the screens for the virtual date screens. This is the part, which required more effort. First, 
the biggest change compared with the low-fidelity prototype is the creation of a video to represent the virtual 
scenario. The Animaker tool is the tool, which I used to create the video. I used the free version for this online 
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tool, the reason that keeps a watermark on the screen. The representation of the scenario is one of the things, 
which require more attention. All scenarios should represent one of the elements of the study. Therefore, if 
there is a good agreement, it means that the users have a nice understanding about the factor. The theory would 
say that this match have more probabilities for an enduring relationship.  

 

 

Finally, the last section of the prototype is the result screen. Here, the user can see all the things, which are in 
common with their match. Moreover, it shows the level of satisfaction in average for both people. At the end 
of the screen, it shows the final percentage of affinity and some text explaining the result. The result will be 
based in the number of things in common and the combination of the results that each user did in the virtual 
date.  

6.8 Goal of evaluation 
 

Evaluate the performance (effectiveness and efficiency) of participants when using the high-fidelity prototype. 
Evaluate the participants’ satisfaction with the SUS questionnaire, and their user experience with the UEQ 
questionnaire.  

6.9 Information about the performed usability testing 
 

6.9.1 Dates and places 
 

Session Date Place Number of 
participants 

1 21st of September Barcelona center 1 
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2 22nd  of September Martorelles, 
Barcelona 

1 

3 22nd of September Barcelona center 1 

4 23rd of September Martorelles, 
Barcelona   

1 

5 24th of September Barcelona center 
(Remote session) 

2 

Table 23 High fidelity usability test dates and places 
6.9.2 Participant demographics 
 

Across seven testing sessions, six participants were taking part. Below we present the demographic 
information about them. 

 

Figure 13 High fidelity participant's gender 

In the set, 2 out of 6 testers were female. 

 

Figure 14  High fidelity daily computer usage by participants 
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Most of our users use their computer less than 5 hours a day. Few more than 5 hours, for work purpose. 

 

Figure 15  High fidelity daily mobile phone usage by participants 

Most of our testers use their phone for a high number of hours, 3 for more than 3 hours a day and 3 more 
than 4 hours. Therefore, we can see that the mobile phone usage is higher than computers. 

6.10 Usability test results 
 

In this chapter is going to be displayed all the results found in the usability test for the high fidelity prototype 
called “Virtual Dates app”. The analysis for the responses are going to be described in the next chapters. 
Therefore, a brief description of the results are shown in the following parts.  

6.10.1 Effectiveness 
 

The analysis of the effectiveness for the high-fidelity prototype, named “Virtual Dates app”, reveals that all 
tasks could be completed with a success rate of 100% for all user profiles. Across all user profiles, Task 1 has 
the highest number of mistakes averaging with 1.17 mistakes, along with the highest standard deviation of 
1.10 even with the Task 3, while Task 4 and Task 2 were the ones with lowest number of mistakes, just one 
mistake, which is represented as an average of 0.33 and a standard deviation of 0.55.  

Overall, task 1 was the one with most usability problems therefore participants were clicked more times in 
different sections. This gave as a result the tasks with more mistakes. 

 Mistakes average Mistakes standard deviation Success rate 
Task 1 1.17 1.10 100 % 
Task 2 0.33 0.55 100 % 
Task 3 0.83 1.10 100 % 
Task 4 0.33 0.55 100 % 

Table 24 High fidelity prototype mistakes information 
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The following bar chart shows the individual mistakes of all participants in this prototype. It is evident that in 
Task 1 and Task 2 many users made mistakes, between 0 and 2, and almost all of them, except for the 
participants #3 and #4. In Task 2 and 4 only two participants per each task made one mistake.  

 

Figure 16  High fidelity number of mistakes per participant and task 

 

6.10.2 Efficiency 
 

The analysis of the efficiency for the high-fidelity prototype reveals that the most problematic task was the 
first one in terms of time and the fourth one in terms of actions. Regarding the time, Task 2 had the biggest 
percentage difference with the estimation of the optimal value, resulting in an 88.67% of difference, a 94 
seconds average and 44 seconds of standard deviation. Task 3 and 4 had the best percentage difference with, 
53.17% and 50.90 each. Task 3 having 3.06’’ on average and 0.78’’ of standard deviation, whereas Task 4 
had 196’’ on average and 131’’ on standard deviation.  

  Time average Time (standard deviation) 
Optimal 
value % difference  

Task 1 4.21 0.83 2.3 82.97 

Task 2 0.94 0.44 0.5 88.67 

Task 3 3.06 0.78 2 53.17 

Task 4 1.96 1.31 1.3 50.90 
Table 25 High fidelity prototype time information 

With respect to the number of actions, Task 4 is the one with the worst performance, having a 20% 
difference, 6 average and 1.67 standard deviation. Nevertheless all tasks have a relatively good performance 
in terms of efficiency, being all lower than 25%. 

  Actions average 
Actions (standard 
deviation) 

Optimal 
value % difference  

Task 1 34.83 2.14 30 16.11 

Task 2 8.50 1.22 8 6.25 

Task 3 11.33 1.75 11 3.03 

0

0.5

1

1.5

2

2.5

Task1 Task2 Task3 Task4

Number of mistakes per participant and task

P1 P2 P3 P4 P5 P6



47 
 

Task 4 6.00 1.67 5 20.00 
Table 26High fidelity prototype actions information 

The following graph represents the time per tasks for all users. It can be easily seen that Task 2 and 4 are the 
ones requiring less time from the user. However, Task 1 had an optimal value of 230 seconds, even though 
some participants took over double the time. With respect to Task 3, it was the one demanding more time to 
understand and to navigate through the app. 

 

Figure 17 High fidelity prototype time per task and participant graph 
The next graph represents the number of actions per task for the users. In this case, Task 2, 3 and 4 were 
performed in an efficient way. Participant 2 had some problems with the overall tasks, but not affecting the 
average. Task 1 was the most problematic in terms of actions efficiency because the widgets to fill the forms 
required a considerable number of actions. 

 

Figure 18 High fidelity prototype actions per tasks and participant 

 

6.10.3 User satisfaction: SUS questionnaire  
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SUS score 87.15 
Standard deviation 7.24 

 

The SUS score for this prototype of 87.15 is above the SUS average. Taking into consideration the standard 
deviation, only few results fall below the average threshold of 68. 

 
Strongly 
disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 

agree 

 1 2 3 4 5 

Q1 0 0 0 4 2 

Q2 4 2 0 0 0 

Q3 0 0 1 2 3 

Q4 4 1 1 0 0 

Q5 0 0 1 3 2 

Q6 3 3 0 0 0 

Q7 0 0 0 0 6 

Q8 3 3 0 0 0 

Q9 0 0 0 2 4 

Q10 4 1 0 1 0 

 Strongly 
disagree Disagree Neutral Agree 

Strongly  

 agree 
Table 27 High fidelity SUS questionnaire results 

In terms of learnability, results are quite positive. All testers gave a negative answer to the necessity of technical 
support for using the app.  

Testers found the application relatively easy to use and simple. On the question related to this topic, nobody 
said the opposite. However, a neutral answer was giving twice on each related question. 

About the questions if the app was well integrated, and if it does not contain inconsistencies, results were 
mainly positive but again a few neutral answers and in fact one negative answer was given. 

While we have a positive majority of users who would use the application, the answers to this question are less 
strong than the others. 

 

 

 

 

 

 



49 
 

6.10.4 User experience: UEQ questionnaire 
 

 

Figure 19 UER results 
The results seem good, with all attributes scoring at least “good” in the benchmark. However, perspicuity is 
not completely excellent. The score for dependability is just a bit better of a score of 2. However, attractiveness, 
efficiency, stimulation and novelty score are really high and give great results. Almost all of the hitting the 2.5 
score.  

6.10.5 General impressions of participants 
 

6.10.5.1 What are the main problems you have found while using this prototype? 

Most of the users found problems to use the last screen. Specially, to slide through the screens to see the rest 
of the results. They took a while to realize they need to swipe right to the right. Moreover, participants found 
problems to interpret the results. They wanted to click on the cards expecting some other screens. Therefore, 
they tend to tap in the bottom bar until they found the way to conclude the task.  

From there, the answers varied considerably. One user was concerned about the flexibility to give more 
responses during the interaction. Another user mentioned the importance to have good writing skills to have 
better results. Another user mentioned that even if he could understand perfectly, he considers that other people 
with different technological skills might have issued to use it. Specially, this comment was intended to the 
virtual date screen. Then, some users found annoying the way to choose their birthday. Mainly to choose the 
year. Another issue was  found when the user sent a virtual date request for the proposal matches. They wanted 
to see their profile before going further. They clicked on the picture so see it bigger. Finally, users had issues 
to scroll through the spinner to set their availability to use the app. One user mentioned that there is no reason 
to be so specific to the time setup. 

6.10.5.2 What is the part of the prototype that has been more difficult to understand? Why? 

Overall, the participants had issues to understand the results screen. Users took some time to found the way to 
swipe to right or left to get the other screens. Furthermore, they did not know how to interpret the results or if 
they could do something else on those screens. One user mentioned if after the results there would be a chat or 
something else to chat with their match. One more thing, the starts to show the average satisfaction result was 
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confusing for two users. Given that the stars are purple and the background has the same color with less 
saturation, they say the start as empty.  

Furthermore, some participants found difficult to understand the word “VD”. As it was part of the test, it was 
intentionally place it like this. One participant mentioned that the video of the scenario looked like a 
commercial. Therefore, he automatically clicked on the next button. Finally, one user has issues to understand 
the dynamic of the conversation, if he would have more than one opportunity in case that the other person 
disagree on his solution.  

6.10.5.3 What have you liked most of the prototype? Why? 

Here, there was a common answer from most of the tester. They found the app “very interesting”. Specially, 
the scenarios and the way to interact with the other person. The part to state the virtual scenario with the video 
was another feature that participants appreciated a lot. Furthermore, they found the screens clean, easy to 
follow and easy to know where to click. One participant pointed out the primary color for this application. He 
liked it because “purple” to him represents something more chill in terms of love rather than “red” which 
explicitly means romance, love with more passion than quality. Finally, one user mentioned that the application 
brought to him peacefulness. He did not feel any rush to finish so he felt free to explore it.  

6.10.5.4 Can you describe your overall experience with this prototype? 

The overall experience for the participants was positive. They felt so realistic the proposed scenario and some 
participant can see themselves using this app. Some users mentioned the innovation on this kind of apps. Even 
if they found issues in the design and interaction, many of them knew that there were details to be improved 
in later stages. 
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7.  Low fidelity vs High fidelity prototypes 
 

This chapter aims to compares both prototypes: Low-fidelity and High fidelity. This comparison allowed me 
to conclude if the issues detected found in the low-fi prototype were corrected successfully. Furthermore, it 
was possible to found new issues during the task performance. Therefore,  in the last sections from this chapter, 
there are listed the summary of these problems and a proposal for improvement.  

7.1 Effectiveness analysis 
 

In terms of effectiveness for both prototypes, the results showed are positive with a success rate of 100% in all 
tasks. Given the table below it noticeable that the task with more problems in effectiveness is Task 1. 
Considering that the optimal value for mistakes is zero, we can say that in average a user is doing a bit more 
than one error to create a profile. Even if this result is good enough, it is fundamental that this section gives 
zero mistakes. This part could be considered as a decisive moment in terms on engagement.  

Nevertheless, there is an improvement in the average mistakes. This part includes one of the main part that this 
project aims to reach. This task includes the texting interaction from the users. In the high fidelity prototype, 
the participants type directly from a keyboard. In contrast, the testers spoke the text and the display was 
simulated in the low fidelity  

 

Low-fi 
mistakes 
average 

High-fi 
mistakes 
average Success rate 

Task 1 1.66 1.17 100% 
Task 2 1.5 0.33 100% 
Task 3 0.5 0.83 100% 
Task 4 0.5 0.33 100% 

Table 28 Mistakes comparison between both prototypes 

The following graph shows the same results as in the table. It can be seen that Task 1 was the one with the 
biggest average number of mistakes. In fact, almost all participants made at least one mistake in Task 1. 
However, only in the Task 3 from the high fidelity prototype has worse results than the low fidelity one. The 
main reason for this increase of mistakes is the number of interactions than users had to do. More action means 
more probabilities to make a mistake.  

 

Figure 20 Average number of mistakes per task comparison between both prototypes 
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The next graph shows the sum of mistakes per task in the high fidelity prototype. In fact, the shape is the same 
as in the previous graph. However, the absolute values represented in this one are as follows: Task 1 has seven 
mistakes; Task 2 and Task 4 have two mistakes whereas Task 3 has five mistakes. 

 

Figure 21 Sum of number of mistakes per task High fidelity prototype 
As a conclusion in effectiveness, the high fidelity prototype had in improvement against the low fidelity one. 
However, there are other visible usability issues found in the high prototype that should be corrected. Theses 
usability issues are described in the chapter 7.6 (Summary of usability problems)) 

7.2 Efficiency analysis 
 

Firstly, the results analysis of efficiency in terms of time it can be done only with the high fidelity prototype. 
This is mainly because the time lost importance in the low fidelity prototype because of the texting part. 
Participants were not typing while they did it on the hi-fi prototype. Therefore, the comparison on this way 
could not be objective in terms of numbers. Hence, the results about efficiency in terms of time refers only to 
the high fidelity prototype.  

The absolute values of the efficiency with respect to time are represented in the table below. All tasks took 
longer compared to the optimal value. The closest one to the optimal value was the Task 2. The one, which 
can be considered as critical, is the Task 1. The value is almost the double of the optimal time. As it was 
mentioned in the result presentation chapter, this is mainly because the elements chosen for the time selection 
and the calendar are not usable.  

 
Average 

(Minutes) 
Optimal time 

(Minutes) 
Task 1 4.21 2.3 
Task 2 0.94 0.5 
Task 3 3.06 2 
Task 4 1.96 1.3 

Table 29 High fidelity comparison between average and optimal time 
Regarding efficiency, the following graph represents the average results compared with the optimal values in 
terms of time. It shows a clear peak in Task 1 time for the participants than the optimal one. Task 2, took less 
time to perform for most of the participants, the difference is still acceptable. Overall, the results for time are 
not very good since the relative values from what was optimal, and the average is around 70% to 90% 
difference.  
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Figure 22 High fidelity average time vs optimal time 

 

The absolute values of the efficiency respecting the number of actions are represented in the table below from 
both prototypes. All tasks shave good results in comparison with the optimal value. However, Task 1 was the 
most demanding in terms of both time and actions to create their profile. 

 
High-fi 

Actions average 
High-fi 

Optimal value 
Low fi  

Actions average 
Low fi  

Optimum values 
Task 1 34.83 30 17.00 15 
Task 2 8.50 8 10.50 9 
Task 3 11.33 11 12.50 12 
Task 4 6.00 5 6.33 5 

Table 30 Actions comparison between both prototypes 
Regarding the number of actions, the average of all the tasks performed with a larger number of actions that 
the optimal path. However, the less efficient task was number one in both prototypes, with almost five more 
actions in average per participant and displaying a difference of 16 % in the high-fi prototype. The reason for 
this is the calendar to put the birthday option had issues to set the year. Therefore, the users went back through 
the month’s options rather than tapping the year directly. All users presented the same usability issue, giving 
as a result more actions on this task.  

Overall, the number of actions increased their good performance for the high fidelity prototype in contrast with 
the low-fidelity one. Nevertheless, Task 1 is still the one, which required more actions than the optimal value. 
The values to highlight in terms of efficiency are in the Task 3. (Having the virtual date)  In both prototypes, 
there was a minimum increase of action versus the optional one. This brings as a conclusion that the design 
approach is acceptable for the users.  
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Figure 23 Average vs optimal values comparison graph 
The graph above displays the data from high-fi prototype versus the optimal value. This concludes that  the 
number of actions per participant and task, compared with the optimal value is acceptable.  

 

Figure 24 Actions per participant vs optimal value 
7.3. Analysis of user satisfaction (SUS questionnaire) 
For the high-fidelity prototype, the result is slightly better than the low fidelity one: 87.15 against 84.16. 
However, the standard deviation increased from 2.58 to 7.24, probably because of the diversity of the second 
set of testers and the remote sessions. The results are very positive, above the average of 68. 

I think that I would like to use this system frequently  
 

  
Strongly 
disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 

agree 
Number 
of replies 0 0 0 4 2 
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Results are mainly positive. Most of the other answers do not have a non-expected answer. Most of the testers 
have experience with other dating apps. However, they found benefit to this approach, so they show a clear 
interest to try out it.  

I found the system unnecessarily complex 

  
Strongly 
disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 

agree 
Number 
of replies 4 2 0 0 0 

 

Most users did not find the application too complex. Only two people did not rate the maximum level of 
disagreement. The most common comment about this was that it was easy to follow. Probably the explanation 
of the results bring some confusion to the users but not a big deal in term of complexity.   

I thought the system was easy to use.  

  
Strongly 
disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 

agree 
Number 
of replies 0 0 1 2 3 

 

Here, it reflects the previous question. Almost the same result, one person was not totally convince. Then he 
decided to give a neutral opinion. Most users found it easy with predominance on being strongly agree. We 
could also observe that, for some it was very natural to use, especially some common components like the 
navigation bar at the bottom or the back button at the top of the screen. 

I think that I would need the support of a technical person to be able to 
use this system.  

  
Strongly 
disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 

agree 
Number 
of replies 4 1 1 0 0 

 

This result is very positive for the system. Indeed, in practice any user asked the facilitator for help. 

I found the various functions in this system were well integrated. 

  
Strongly 
disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 

agree 
Number 
of replies 0 0 1 3 2 

 

On this result, the participants show more diversity with some doubts to rate the maximum scale. Any comment 
about an integration part was commented.  
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I thought there was too much inconsistency in this system. 

  
Strongly 
disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 

agree 
Number 
of replies 3 3 0 0 0 

 

The overall result for this question is positive. One participant found a misspelled text in the app with the 
example name of the girl. Nevertheless, this would not be fundamental to change the score on the final result. 

I would imagine that most people would learn to use this system very 
quickly. 

  
Strongly 
disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 

agree 
Number 
of replies 0 0 0 0 6 

 

This score was perfect on a level of agreement. All users found the application interesting and something that 
they would use in the future. With the score of this question is validated what they mentioned during the 
usability test.  

I found the system very cumbersome to use. 

  
Strongly 
disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 

agree 
Number 
of replies 3 3 0 0 0 

 

All the participants shows disagreement if this app is cumbersome. Actually, most of the users show curiosity 
about the virtual scenarios. One tester mentioned that he felt free and no rush while using the app  

I felt very confident using the system.  

  
Strongly 
disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 

agree 
Number 
of replies 0 0 0 2 4 

 

Most of the users felt confident during the manipulation of the app. In fact, this matches with the observations 
I did in the test. The users did not doubt while executing. Only in the last screen where the users clearly doubted 
how to give the response for the task. Anyway, they found it how few seconds later.  
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I needed to learn a lot of things before I could get going with this 
system. 

  
Strongly 
disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 

agree 
Number 
of replies 4 1 0 1 0 

 

Most of the users did not agree that they would need more information or previous knowledge to use this app. 
Nevertheless, one participant agrees with this statement. During the usability test, one user mentioned that this 
app would be hard to understand for people who do not use technologies frequently. Another explanation for 
this response is the new approach for having dates.   

7.4 Analysis of user experience (UEQ questionnaire) 
The attribute got excellent results. They have all an overage over 2 and only one got 1.75. The attractiveness 
is the best attribute with score of 2.44, and then stimulations and novelty attributes are the second best attributes 
with scores of 2.42. This brings an evaluation of “excellent” comparing from the benchmark 

Perspicuity is the attribute with the lowest result of 1.75. Nevertheless, it is still considered above the average 
in the benchmark. This can be confirmed by the feedback from the participants who have some problems to 
interpret the results and some parts during the virtual date interaction. The design choices were made following 
the standards more than experimenting alternative approaches. Therefore, it is clear that an application with 
this level of novelty should come together with a good perspicuity to make the idea as clearest as possible.  

The dependability is the attribute with the second lowest result of 2.04. Still, in the benchmark this is noted as 
an “excellent” result. It can be explained by the fact that user were expecting to interact with the people. 
Moreover, the results screen was the hardest screen to understand, mainly because the users did not test more 
than one virtual scenario so they did not understand where the results come from. Finally, the results screen 
received a lot of feedback in terms of design.  

The third lowest attribute is efficiency with a score of 2.33 giving an “excellent” benchmark score. Actually, 
many participants were surprised by the time they spent on the test. Nevertheless, the time spent on the tasks 
were much higher as the optimal time. Moreover, the results of this attribute does not consider a safer way to 
create an account. This means, validate the user information and its authenticity. Because of this screen, it is 
planned to do two to three steps more. Then, the efficiency could bring different results for a future work. 
Definitely, the registration is an area, which should be improve and reanalyzed to perform these security issues.  

7.5 Analysis of general impressions of participants 
 

On this section, there is a comparison between the impressions of the testers from both prototypes. I grouped 
the repeated comments and phrases in 4 subgroups and counted how many times the response was mentioned.  

7.5.1 What are the main problems you have found while using this prototype? 
 

Prototype Results 
understanding 

Virtual date 
interaction 

Create and send a 
virtual date 

request 

No problems 

Low-fidelity 4 4 2 1 

High-fidelity 4 2 1 1 

Table 31 Main problems found comparison between both prototypes 
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The table is displaying the main problems, which both prototypes has in common, and the number of users, 
which has mentioned it. As it can be seen, there is a decreasing of number of participants who have mention a 
problem from the low fidelity prototype. In the other hand, the attribute “no problems” has maintained the 
score from the low-fidelity option.  

7.5.2 What is the part of the prototype that has been more difficult to understand? Why? 
 

Prototype Results understanding 

Low-fidelity 4 

High-fidelity 4 

Table 32 Difficulties found of participants comparison between both prototypes 

It can be seen that the results understanding is still an issue for the users. The main problem with this screen is 
that the participants could not experience completely the virtual dates. They had issues to know if an algorithm 
processes the results or if it was just calculating the average score from the users. Therefore, it is clear that a 
little explanation about it is required in the app. It can be added a wizard tutorial of five to six steps showing 
of the way to use the app especially on the virtual dates and for the results screen. 

7.5.3 What have you liked most of the prototype? Why?  
 

Prototype Virtual scenarios 

Low-fidelity 3 

High-fidelity 5 

Table 33 Preferred attributes from participant comparison between both prototypes 

Comparing with the low.-fidelity prototype, the high-fidelity prototype has increased almost the double as the 
favorite part for the participants. The main reason for this is that there was a more graphic way to display the 
virtual scenario. From being plain text to a video explaining the situation. The approach in the hi-fi prototype 
also engaged more the users to give a better response. Moreover, as it was stated before, most of the participants 
found the idea interesting and they would use it.  

7.5.4 Can you describe your overall experience with this prototype? 
 

Participants had a positive experience from both prototypes. The features to highlight are the realistic for the 
app, the flexibility to give an opinion and specific place to show their personality. It is important to mention 
that even if the prototypes got nice results, the testers were recruited from a personal network, which means 
friends and coworkers. Therefore, it could influence to objective results and for a better and more detailed 
experience analysis, a more experience tester would be required.  

7.6 Summary of usability problems 
 

Title Description Relevance 

Results clarity The results screen is not clear enough. It should be 
better explained. The information, which is 

High 
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displayed, could confuse the users. An explanation 
where the information come from is required.  

Results: Swipe right and left 
interaction 

It takes some time to notice that this screen has the 
swipe option. It is not clear with the bar which is 
above the card. 

High 

Calendar widget The default calendar from Android Studio library 
has problems especially to change the year. 
Furthermore, it is adding many actions to the user.  

High 

Create an account: Age range 
selection 

The slider was easy to understand the user but it is 
required to put the values, which are selected. Once 
is moved the slider, it can be seen the values but 
once it is not pressed, the value disappears.   

High 

Results: Stars color The stars color brings confusion if they are empty or 
complete.  

Medium 

App in general: Short wizard 
tutorial 

There is a lack of information about how to 
understand the results and from where the output is.  

Medium 

List of matches options The affinity with the matches is not highlighted 
enough. Furthermore, there is no way to see bigger 
the profile picture of the match, 

Medium 

Keyboard Whenever is used the keyboard, there is no option to 
press an “ok” button. Therefore, users need to press 
the back button from the mobile phone.  

Medium 

Create an account: Time 
selection 

The spinner option brings many actions and it is not 
even needed to be specific on the time, especially to 
set the minutes.  

Medium 

Create an account: Hobbies and 
interests options 

There is no option to create add new hobbies and 
interests.  

Low 

Style of the app The user interface for some screens can be 
improved. To keep the same level of quality from 
other screens. 

Low 

Table 34 Usability problems detected 
7.7 Proposal for improvement 
 

Title Proposal of improvement 

Results clarity First, the little wizard to explain the results would 
help to understand the final results.  It can be 
merged the whole results in one screen and scroll 
down instead of swiping.  

Results: Swipe right and left 
interaction 

To show a clear idea it could be added a little 
animation showing the effect of swiping. 
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Furthermore, it can be used dots in the top the cards. 
The current selected would be highlighted.  

Calendar widget There are different kind of calendars with a better 
way to set a date. Otherwise, the user can type the 
date. Especially on the day and year options. The 
user can select the month from a list view.  

Create an account: Age range 
selection 

Make static the numbers in the slider. Other libraries 
does that easier. In case to use the current widget 
then the number could be displayed below or above 
the slider.  

Results: Stars color State the 5 stars as the standard of maximum 
possible scale. To highlight the difference, the color 
of the background should have less saturation. 
Otherwise, the stars should have a different color. 

App in general: Short wizard 
tutorial 

Do a short wizard tutorial after the user registration. 
Give some tips once the app is opened to reinforce 
the knowledge. In a future work, a better 
understanding of the user mental model can be done.   

List of matches options Make bigger or bold the affinity result. Add a modal 
view once the user click on the user profile picture 

Keyboard Set the configuration buttons on the keyboard to add 
to reduce the need to go back after typing.  

Create an account: Time 
selection 

Change the way to put the hour. It takes less action 
to add directly the hour. Otherwise, show a list with 
time slots.   

Create an account: Hobbies and 
interests options 

Add an input text field to add a new habit or 
hobbies. Otherwise, create a database with the most 
common activities. Then the user can search from an 
input text field.   

Style of the app Add more aesthetic to the interface. Create sections 
which can be reused in other screens to keep the 
consistency in the app.  

Table 35 Usability improvements proposed 

  



61 
 

8. Conclusions 
 

This thesis aimed to know if the interaction proposed on a dating app could help to gather main elements from 
an endured relationships study and translate them through the design of a high-fidelity prototype app. The 
work done on this project experiences true benefits of following a user-centered design process. I could apply 
the techniques to get initial qualitative and quantitative data and driving them out to a design concept. After 
this stage, it was possible to start with the first iteration of the user-centered part. This allows me to create the 
low-fidelity prototype and to perform its usability test. The user feedback help me out to clean, correct and 
improve the design for a high fidelity prototype. I decided to create the application on Android Studio to have 
a better performance in the usability test. Moreover, I could have a better vision to develop the app and give a 
more realistic product for this thesis.   

During the development of this project, I put in practice design techniques and take advantage of it. Especially 
the usability tests helped to really understand the perspectives of other people and get the mental model of 
potential users. This idea not only can be used for designing purposes, also for a future work as a business 
model plan. 

Some issues of the process were hard to follow alone. For example, I found difficulties to do the usability tests, 
given that I had to play all the roles at the same time. Therefore, being a facilitator, observer and taking notes 
was a challenge and probably the performance could be better in every stage. Furthermore, this thesis was 
developed during the pandemic provoked by the SARS-CoV2.virus. Hence, the usability tests for both 
prototypes (Low-fidelity and High fidelity) had to follow the social distance norm. Indeed, the situation got 
worse in the country and city where this thesis was performed (Barcelona, Spain) that two out of the six 
usability tests of the hi-fi prototype were done remotely.  

Finally, the conclusions found on this new approach of a dating application is that it is possible and well 
received for the users. The users considered the application with a high scale of novelty and effective, based 
on the usability results. They found interesting the idea about the creation of virtual scenarios, which states a 
daily and common situation in a relationship, and give an opinion based on it. The scenario which was proposed 
in the prototype, tried to highlight “the conflict management” factor, which is one of the key elements to have 
a long-relationship, according to the study. It is clear that it requires more work in a more psychological and 
social way to translate the long relationship elements into the video. In the end, the main purpose of this thesis 
was to focus in the prediction for a long relationship, but I found that users omitted the effectiveness of the 
application and they were more interested in the virtual date interaction. Therefore, this project have a lot of 
potential to test it in the market as an alternative for the current dating apps.    

The good results for the usability tests and for the user experience questionnaire bring enthusiasm to improve 
the application as much as possible and deploy it to the market. Before this, it is listed the following limitation 
that the project has so far:  

 Analyzing other ways to display the elements of the study into the virtual scenarios screen.  
 Develop the algorithm of hobbies/interests affinity.  
 Perform the usability issues suggestions in the section 7.7 (Proposal for improvement)  
 Create a better user interface style. Based on professional work and work.  
 Consider the implementation of the natural language processing techniques to have a future algorithm 

to analyze the responses written by users.  
 Ensure the authenticity in the user registration section. 
 Develop a business plan according to the essence of the app. 

This thesis aims to help people to have another alternative to meet people, and specifically to meet and find a 
formal partner. However, the intention is not live in a virtual world or replace the physical meetings. It is 
mainly a complementary tool to enhance the search of the love. Saying this, it is required to promote in the 
app, the physical interaction and real meetings. 
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Annex A: Interviews transcripts 
 

Introductory speech:  

Hi, I am a master student working on my thesis project, which is about dating apps. I am gathering information 
about the kind of relationships and experiences on these kinds of apps. Therefore, if you have some time, I 
would ask you few questions regarding this topic, to better understand possible users and improve the functions 
of an application. This interview takes around 10 minutes and the collected information is confidential and 
will not be shared. If you are in a rush and cannot answer all questions, I will still be grateful for asking a 
couple of them. 

Transcript one 

Have you ever used a dating application? [Hints: such as tinder, happn, badoo] 

Yes, tinder, tantan and another one which I don’t remember 

[If yes] Why was the reason you decided to start using these apps?  

Just one night stand, no relationship at all.  

 
[If not] Do you have any reason you are not trying out these aps? 

 
[Continue just if positive answer] 

Currently, do you have installed a dating app? 

No. 

 
How often do you use these apps? 

1 month, during the first days, until the swipes get off. It didn’t work well then I was not motivated at all. 
Less and less, it was a bit disappointing.  

 
Have you tried more than one dating apps? If yes, what was the main reason you are trying different 
apps? 

Did not change. Tinder was the most famous and then I discovered another one. Other cultures and kinds of 
girls.  

 
Have you texted different matches at the same time? How is the feeling about it? [Hints: emotions about 
it, is it overwhelming, cool, etcetera?] 

Yes, around 3 or 4.  Next day they did not answer. I didn’t like it; I was looking for something else. Have the 
feeling that I am losing my time.  

 

Have you met in person someone from these apps? 

Few of them 2 or 3 out of 10 matches. I believe girls have more chances and boys have less.  

 
Could you share your best and worst experiences using these apps?  

Good: Something really casual. Very friendly.  

Bad: She didn’t have a picture on tinder. Was not matching on the picture.  
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Before meeting a person, how would you rate the level of certainty to have a good meeting? 

Close to 1. Most of the time it's really random. This kind of app you cannot know more just texting on chat 
but nothing else.  

 
What are your expectations when you date using these technologies? 

I do not have any more expectations. Nothing is better than doing it in real life than wasting time on these 
apps.  

 
Do you believe it is possible to find a formal relationship on these apps? Why ? 

Based on other experiences I would say that yes. The reason is that these people do not have social skills and 
they just take what they have.  After many bad experiences, you just take. Desperate. 

 
What kind of devices do you use, and how often? Smartphone, Laptop, Smartwatch? 

Smartphone.  

 
What is your age range? Do you work or study? (As) what? 

29. Student as human computer  

 

Transcript 2 

Have you ever used a dating application? [hints: such as tinder, happn, badoo] 

Happn, Tinder. 

 
[If yes] Why was the reason you decided to start using these apps?  

To meet girls. Make friends, have sex.  Relationship as a priority 

 
[If not] Do you have any reason you are not trying out these aps? 

 

[Continue just if positive answer] 

Currently, do you have installed a dating app? 

Yes, happn 

 
How often do you use these apps? 

It depends, in average 4 times a week 

 
Have you tried more than one dating apps? If yes, what was the main reason you are trying different 
apps? 

Hppn was easier to get matches. Less people on happn, that brings more opportunities.  
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Have you texted different matches at the same time? How is the feeling about it? [Hints: emotions about 
it, is it overwhelming, cool, etcetera?] 

No texting at the same time.  

No emotions and I include in my routine with no problems 

 
Have you met in person someone from these apps? 

Yes 

 
Could you share your best and worst experience using these apps?  

Best: No good experiences. Maybe a girl who was nice she was looking for friends and at some point it faded 
out the level of communication. 

Worse: The date last 20 minute. There was no dynamic. She only spoke Spanish and I was not that good in 
that moment. She found an excuse to leave. I overrated my level of Spanish. 

Before meeting a person, how would you rate the level of certainty to have a good meeting? 

8 Because I was having a previous conversation and I believe we had things in common.  

 
What are your expectations when you date using these technologies? 

Not really.  I don’t want to be disappointed.  

 
Do you believe, it is possible to find a formal relationship on these apps? 

Yes, I think that yes. I have friends that they met their girlfriend on these apps. 

 
What kind of devices do you use, and how often? Smartphone, Laptop, Smartwatch? 

Smarthphone. Every day, 5 hours.  

 
What is your age range? Do you work or study? (As) what? 

30  I’m working on customer service agent.  

 

Transcript 3 

Have you ever used a dating application? [hints: such as tinder, happn, badoo] 

No 

 
[If yes] Why was the reason you decided to start using these apps?  

 

[If not] Do you have any reason you are not trying out these aps? 

I have people around me. My social circle I would have try if it would be different. 

 
[Continue just if positive answer] 
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Currently, do you have installed a dating app? 

 

How often do you use these apps? 

 

Have you tried more than one dating apps? If yes, what was the main reason you are trying 
different apps? 

 

Have you texted different matches at the same time? How is the feeling about it? [Hints: 
emotions about it, is it overwhelming, cool, etcetera?] 

 

Have you met in person someone from these apps?  

 

Could you share your best and worst experience using these apps?  

 

Before meeting a person, how would you rate the level of certainty to have a good meeting? 

 

What are your expectations when you date using these technologies? 

 

Do you believe, it is possible to find a formal relationship on these apps? 

Definitely yes. IF there would be more filters in order not to fake accounts.  

 
What kind of devices do you use, and how often? Smartphone, Laptop, Smartwatch? 

Both, smartphone . 5 hours  

 
What is your age range? Do you work or study? (As) what? 

23 -> studying translation medicine.  

 
 

Transcript 4 

Have you ever used a dating application? [hints: such as tinder, happn, badoo] 

Tinder. 

[If yes] Why was the reason you decided to start using these apps?  

I was in US, was hard to find people get used to the cultures. I wanted to be friends. 
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[If not] Do you have any reason you are not trying out these aps? 

 
[Continue just if positive answer] 

Currently, do you have installed a dating app? 

No 

 
How often do you use these apps? 

I used the 6 months.  10 – 15 minutes 

 
Have you tried more than one dating apps? If yes, what was the main reason you are trying 
different apps? 

No, I only knew tinder. That was 2 years ago 

 
Have you texted different matches at the same time? How is the feeling about it? [Hints: 
emotions about it, is it overwhelming, cool, etcetera?] 

2 or 3 times that more than 1 person talking. It was cool the feeling different kind of emotions but 
It could be a bit confused.  Many matches and many people were talking. Different 
personalities.  A little bit overwhelming, maybe  2 people still fine. I believe it would be to reserve 
some time per user. 

 
Have you met in person someone from these apps? 

Yes.  2 people 

 
 

Could you share your best and worst experience using these apps?  

Best: same culture, we have too much in common. Often  

I met the guy 2 or 3 times. 

Worst:  a lot of weirdos, people offering luxury things.  

 
Before meeting a person, how would you rate the level of certainty to have a good meeting? 

7.5 Actually because you can stop the date.  Give so certainness that we were chatting before. I 
believe that should meet the person as soon as possible.  In order to get more about his 
personality.  

 
What are your expectations when you date using these technologies? 

No at all.  
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Do you believe, it is possible to find a formal relationship on these apps? 

Yes, for sure, based on the person what mentality they are using.  

What kind of devices do you use, and how often? Smartphone, Laptop, Smartwatch? 

Smartphone and laptop, around 14 hrs on phone 

What is your age range? Do you work or study? (As) what? 

23 -> completed my master on medicine. At Barcelona. 

 

Transcript 5 

Have you ever used a dating application? [hints: such as tinder, happn, badoo] 

Tinder, Shaker.  

 
[If yes] Why was the reason you decided to start using these apps?  

Influencia de un amigo. Diversión conocer gente 

 
[If not] Do you have any reason you are not trying out these aps? 

 

[Continue just if positive answer] 

Currently, do you have installed a dating app? 

No, I m in a relationship now. 

 
How often do you use these apps? 

1 month or less and I just met the girl.  Daily chatings. Specially when I found someone who talk.  

 
Have you tried more than one dating apps? If yes, what was the main reason you are trying 
different apps? 

Yes, from tinder to the other one. There were no much serious things. 1 year of difference.. I tried 
bexause it shows more serious the other app. Google play. Visual design.  

 
Have you texted different matches at the same time? How is the feeling about it? [Hints: 
emotions about it, is it overwhelming, cool, etcetera?] 

Yes, it was eally awkward. I got feelings for both. When you change between people and give 
explanations-  

 
Have you met in person someone from these apps? 

Just 1. Actually my gf 



75 
 

 
Could you share your best and worst experience using these apps?  

Worst: A girl who I didn’t like her. She was showing so much affective. It was shocking the way , 
they were so intense, jealous,  

 
Before meeting a person, how would you rate the level of certainty to have a good meeting? 

No expectations at all I was more relaxed. Chatting was completely necessary. Still behind the 
desktop its fine. Pictures were so different, impression prejudgment. Balanced physical and 
emotional. Proof of authentication. 

 
What are your expectations when you date using these technologies? 

No expectations at all. 

 
Do you believe, it is possible to find a formal relationship on these apps? 

Yes, but its really hard.  You need a lot of luck. It not that easy.  

 
What kind of devices do you use, and how often? Smartphone, Laptop, Smartwatch? 

 

What is your age range? Do you work or study? (As) what? 

26 -> HCID  

 

Transcript 6 

Have you ever used a dating application? [hints: such as tinder, happn, badoo] 

Yes, Tinder 1 week, hellotalk. 

 
[If yes] Why is was the reason you decided to start using these apps?  

When I was in England, bad experience, I was not ready for a relationship.  

The 2nd one I wanted to practice my English and help others.  

 
[If not] Do you have any reason you are not trying out these aps? 

 

[Continue just if positive answer] 

Currently, do you have installed a dating app? 

No. 

 
How often do you use these apps? 
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1 Week, daily tinder checking 3 times per week 

The other was better. Different kind of people 

 
Have you tried more than one dating apps? If yes, what was the main reason you are trying 
different apps? 

No. Completely different situations. A friend recommendation 

 
Have you texted different matches at the same time? How is the feeling about it? [Hints: 
emotions about it, is it overwhelming, cool, etcetera?] 

3 or 4 people.  It was weird. Because I don’t like more than 1 people a time. They are replying 
actively, I found interesting people.  

5 or 6 people 

Have you met in person someone from these apps? 

 
On tinder no, but yes in the other one.  

Could you share your best and worst experience using these apps?  

Best: Meeting my bf.  

Worst: The guys were just thinking on physical. Weird sentences if you didn twant to meet. Weird 
phrases. So romantic not the worse one still really akward.  

 
Before meeting a person, how would you rate the level of certainty to have a good meeting? 

We spoke for 1 month. The click was even before the meeting. Different cultures help a lot.  I 
would not bet that we have good meetings.  6 

 
What are your expectations when you date using these technologies? 

No expecting I would meet the one. More luck than everything but still new options. 

 
Do you believe, it is possible to find a formal relationship on these apps? 

Yes. However, I would not say that before. Not certainty.  

 
What kind of devices do you use, and how often? Smartphone, Laptop, Smartwatch? 

Smarthphone and laptop , currently laptop 8 hrslapto 2 hours smart   

 
What is your age range? Do you work or study? (As) what? 

Turning to 27. Studying HCID working as a freelancer.  
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Annex B: Low fidelity prototype screens 
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Annex C: Virtual scenario video. 
 

Virtual scenario video link: https://app.animaker.com/video/ANMR4WVARQBHX0UH 
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Annex D: High fidelity prototype screens 
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