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M edia on/Family off ? An integrated quantitative and qualitative investigation into the
implications of I nformation and Communication Technologies (ICT) for family life.

Summary

In a documentary about the importance of televismnfamily life, one father explainstWhen |
turn on the television set, it's just as if famiifie gets switched off.’ This statement reflects a
public concern that has recently shifted from thkevision set to ICT in general, whereby the
emphasis mostly lies on the detrimental effects lb& have on family life. The premise seems to
be that a media appliance causes family life tonghadramatically when it is switched on,
implying that family life is more normal and perisagven better when this appliance is switched
off. In order to investigate the true impact th@f lhave on family life, a theoretical framework
was developed based on the application of Familte®ys Theory in the field of communication

research.

Furthermore, an integrated quantitative and gual@aesearch design was developed based on a
‘MultiSystem-MultiMethod’ approach. In a first stagcomputer assisted telephone interviews
were conducted with a representative sample of iBlefamilies (n=965). On the basis of ICT
density, families were then divided in three diffier family types: traditional, intermediate, and
multimedia families. On the basis of this familyptyogy, 38 families were selected for a
qualitative study involving unstructured in-deptamiily interviews. An analysis of these 38
interviews indicated that different research teqghes and a smaller sample size were in order.
Especially, if we wanted to come to a better undexing of family’s psychosocial structure.
Therefore, the sample size was narrowed down tdamilies, presented as case studies, and a

psychosocial research design was employed.

First of all, the research results indicate thamifi@s customise ICT in order to fit their family
theme. Therefore, inside the boundaries of thisiljatheme, ICT are capable of influencing
family’s psychosocial structure. Furthermore, tmalgsis of the ten families indicates that the
family context changes, not only as a result ohges in family life cycle, but also due to changes
in the ICT structure. As such, it is better to estétat ICT use is not mediated by a family context
but is embedded in family dynamics and as suclblis @ have implications for family life. This

leads us to conclude that ICT use is a reflectiogeaeral family functioning.



Media aan/Gezin uit ? Een geintegreerd kwantitatieen kwalitatief onderzoek naar de
gevolgen van Informatie- en Communicatietechnologén (ICT) voor het gezinsleven.

Samenvatting

In een documentaire over de plaats die televisieamt in het gezinsleven zegt een vader het
volgende:‘Als ik de televisie aanzet, is het juist alsof perinsleven uitgeschakeld wordDeze
uitspraak geeft uiting aan een publieke bezorgdt&idecent verschoven is van de televisie naar
alle ICT. De nadruk van deze bezorgdheid ligt opsdeadelijke effecten die ICT hebben op het
gezinsleven. Er wordt dan vooropgesteld dat een iatembtel zorgt voor dramatische
veranderingen in het gezinsleven wanneer het aangksld wordt. Dit impliceert dat het
gezinsleven normaal of zelfs beter is wanneerdistel niet ingeschakeld is. Om de ware impact te
kennen van ICT op het gezinsleven werd een thactekader ontwikkeld. Dit is gebaseerd op de

toepassing van de Familie Systeemtheorie op hdtvesl het communicatie-onderzoek.

Verder werd een geintegreerd kwantitatief en katdif onderzoeksdesign ontwikkeld dat steunt
op de ‘MultiSysteem-MultiMethode’ aanpak. In eerrsée fase werd een telefonische survey
afgenomen bij een representatieve steekproef vaanwe gezinnen (n=965). Op basis van hun
ICT dichtheid werden deze gezinnen dan onderveldéel drie verschillende gezinstypes:

traditioneel, intermediair en multimediaal. Aan lo@nd van deze typologie werden 38 gezinnen
geselecteerd voor een kwalitatieve studie bestaandéepte-interviews met het hele gezin. Een
analyse van deze interviews gaf aan dat de toeypsan verschillende onderzoekstechnieken op
een kleinere steekproef een vereiste was. Zekemeasr inzicht te verkrijgen in de psychosociale
structuur van de gezinnen. Daarom werd de steekpt@miggebracht tot tien gezinnen,

gepresenteerd als case studies, en werd een peg@a@onderzoeksdesign toegepast.

De onderzoeksresultaten geven aan dat gezinnerad@passen aan hun familie-thema. Daarom
Zijn ICT, binnen de grenzen van dit familie-thenmastaat om de psychosociale structuur van een
gezin te beinvloeden. Daarenboven blijkt uit delym®avan de data dat de gezinscontext kan
veranderen niet alleen door veranderingen in denssyclus van het gezin maar ook door
veranderingen in de ICT-structuur van het gezirarDan is het beter te stellen dat ICT-gebruik niet
gemedieerd wordt door de familie-context maar eeddé het ingebed is in de gezinsdynamiek en
Zo in staat is gevolgen te hebben voor het geziesleDit leidt tot de conclusie dat ICT-gebruik

een reflectie is van het algemeen functionererhetgezin.



Médias « allumés »/ Famille « éteinte » ? Une rediohe intégrée, quantitative et qualitative,
sur les implications des technologies d’'informatioret de communication (TIC) pour la vie de
famille.

Synthése

Dans un documentaire sur I'importance de la téléwipour la vie de famille, un pére explique :
« Lorsque jallume la télévision, c’est comme sivi@ de famille s’éteint ». Cette déclaration
refléte une préoccupation publique qui vient deléglacer recemment du poste de télévision vers
les TIC en général, accentuant les effets nuisithssTIC sur la vie de famille. Le point de départ
du débat est que I'emploi de médias engendre umgemaent radical de la vie familiale, impliquant

gue la vie de famille est normale voir méme meikeguand les médias sont éteints.

Pour enquéter sur le réel impact que les TIC ontlawie familiale, un cadre théorique a été
développé basé sur I'application de la « Familyt&ys Theory » dans le domaine des recherches
en communication. En plus, une structure de rebleeiatégrée quantitative et qualitative a été
développée basée sur une approche multisysteméewaétiibde. Dans un premier temps des
interviews téléphoniques ont été faites sur un rdilan représentatif des familles flamandes
(n=965). Sur base de la densité des TIC préselgesamilles étaient alors divisées en trois
différents types: familles traditionnelles, intediadres et multimédias. Se basant sur cette
typologie familiale, 38 familles ont été sélectiéss pour une étude qualitative comprenant des
entrevues non-structurées et approfondies ave€aragles. Une analyse de ces 38 interviews
indiquait que des techniques différentes de retigeat un échantillonnage plus restreint étaient
opportuns. Ceci, spécialement lorsqu’on voulaitianoe meilleure compréhension de la structure
psycho-sociale de la famille. Pour cette raisaggHantillon a été réduit a 10 familles, présentées

comme des cas d’étude, et un plan de recherché@sycial a été utilisé.

Tout d’abord, nous avons constaté que les famalteptent les TIC a leur ‘théme’ familial. Pour
cette raison ces technologies sont capables, d@snniites du theme familial, d’influencer la
structure psycho-sociale de la famille. En plusndilyse de ces 10 familles indique que le contexte
familial change, non seulement suite aux variatidass le cycle de la vie familiale, mais aussi
suite aux changements dans la structure des TI€st @our cela qu'il est préférable de déclarer
gue l'utilisation des TIC n’est pas influencé par aontexte familial, mais est incorporée dans la
dynamique familiale et est aussi capable d’avo idglications dans la vie de famille. Ceci hous
conduit a conclure que I'utilisation des TIC estfait un reflet du fonctionnement général de la

famille.
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INTRODUCTION

In a documentary about the importance of televismnfamily life, one father explainshen |
turn on the television set, it's just as if famiifig gets switched off.’ This statement reflects a
public concern that has recently shifted from thkevision set to ICT in general, whereby the
emphasis mostly lies on the detrimental effects lb& have on family life. The premise seems to
be that a media appliance causes family life tonghadramatically when it is switched on,
implying that family life is more normal and perlsagven better when this appliance is switched
off.

However, the question ‘What is family life?’ is m@vposed, perhaps because everybody uses
his/her own family as a reference point. Indeeds #asy to define your own family and use your
definition as a standard to measure other famigainst and even more so as a mirror, as if all
families are a reflection of your own family lif€his results in different interpretations of family
life. Therefore, defining the family and capturitige dynamics of family life is one of the main
requirements when answering the question about itt@ications of ICT for family life.
Conversely, it is essential also to investigate Id&hsity and ICT use. Furthermore, questions
about the introduction of ICT into family life artkde meaning ascribed to ICT need to be posed. In

order to obtain greater insights into these issuaslltidisciplinary research approach is needed.

The first part of this dissertation introduces theoretical background of our research project. It
starts off by introducing the main theoretical enmns in communication research about families’
ICT use (chapter one). This stresses the necefssity theoretical framework that builds upon
Family Systems Theory (Chapter two). This chaptso @escribes how Family Systems Theory
can be applied to the study of families’ ICT usbafiter three postulates a reciprocal relationship
between family’s psychosocial structure and famsifCT structure. This relationship forms the
core of our theoretical model and is embedded & gbcial context. Chapter four contains a
discussion of the social context in terms of fansiisucture and ICT ownership. With regard to the
latter the British, American, and Flemish conteatts discussed. At the end of part one the entire
discussion leads up to several research questiathsaaheoretical model for the study of the
implications of ICT for family life. This theoretdt model serves as a tool for designing a

methodological framework and analysing the resegstilts.

Part two presents a discussion of the integratfoguantitative and qualitative research methods
that were used in order to find answers to thearebte questions. Chapter five discusses the
telephone survey that was designed to study famiyT density and family’s socio-demographic

structure. By means of a cluster analysis a faigipplogy was designed based upon family’s ICT



density. This typology consists of three family égp the traditional family, the intermediate
family, and the multimedia family. From these typeshumber of families were selected for
participation in a qualitative research design. @&asix presents the methodological problems and
decisions made during the entire qualitative redesstage. We opted for a MultiSystem-
MultiMethod approach consisting of in-depth intews and a psychosocial research design that
uses techniques such as the Family Interaction Gtradamily list, the family plan, an individual
questionnaire, a deprivation study combined with Experience Sampling Method, and ad hoc

observations.

Part three presents a discussion of the qualitatisearch results of the three family types. The te
families under discussion are presented as cagistun chapter seven the traditional families are
discussed. Chapter eight presents a discussidie afitermediate families while in chapter nine the
multimedia families are discussed. This leads ug ¢eneral conclusion (chapter ten) in which the

research questions are discussed and recommersfdidature research are presented.



PART 1: THEORETICAL BACKGROUND

1. Theimpact of | nfor mation and Communication Technologies on family life.

1.1. The early years : Children and television.

The television set had just arrived in the famibnte when Himmelweit et al. (1958) embarked on
a large scale investigation into the effect of thisdium on children’s lives. One of the aspects of
the study involved an inquiry into the impact ofetesion on family life. At that time, the
introduction of television in the family home wasptauded because it was believed to keep family
members together in the home. Indeed, accorditfjrtonelweit et al., this seemed to be the case.
However, the researchers noted that television &ept family members together in a physical
sense; it did not imply a greater engagement inningéul relationships with each other. On the
contrary, the increased time spent with the familgn produced strains, especially for adolescents,
since they are more interested in making contagtside the family home. Furthermore, parents
were found to be greatly in favour of television,the extent that they did not admit to a need to
control the amount and content of children’s viegvieee also Canavan, 1974 ; Lyle and Hoffman,
1972) . In addition, Himmelweit et al. gave an ingauto the understanding of family dynamics by
indicating that conflicts around television, in igacases, are only indirectly due to television. The
researchers pointed out that “Some conflict thauoeis certainly symptomatic of already existing
bad relations between parent and child” (Himmelweil., 1985: 383). However, researchers kept
on focussing on the thesis of linear causation @gl 1968). From this perspective, television
content has a direct effect on children’s behavimading to a ‘stimulus-response’ model as

presented in Figure 1.1.

Figure 1.1.: The ‘stimulus-response’ model.

television content —— —p child’s behavio+r

This model grew out of public concern around vivlend sexual television content and the
perceived effect on children. Interest in the fgmiéemed to fade away until Brown (1976) picked
up on it. He was interested in a multidisciplinaispproach to children and television. In
accordance with Himmelweit et al. (1958), he incogied some chapters about the family
environment. In one of these, Brown and Linné (}9@bandonned the ‘stimulus-response’ model

by incorporating the family as an ‘intervening adalie’ into the model (Figure 1.2.).



Figure 1.2.: The ‘stimulus-intervening variablepesse’ model.

television content —— —p family p» child’'s @mhour

Brown and Linné (1976) indicated that televisiomtemt does not have a direct positive or
negative effect on children. Rather, televisioreet§ are mediated by the family. Up until then the
main research question had been ‘How does televidi@ct families?’ (Himmelweit et al.,1958).
Brown and Linné (1976: 186) proposed an alternajivestion: “How do families use television?”
As such, they recognized the importance of the lfacontext. Due to this family context the
influence of television on children may have diffier outcomes. As a result, researchers became
increasingly interested in the way that televissfiects can be mediated by family background and
family communication patterns (Abel, 1976). Heraiagwe find the idea that family interaction
matters and is perhaps one of the most importatdriain the social context. This idea was shared
by Weiss (1969) who concluded that “Televisiomiare likely to reinforce or bring to the surface
existing family relations than to create new on@¥eiss, 1969:113). This started off the joining of
television effects research and research into famieraction (Chaffee, McLeod, & Atkin, 1971)
in order to study family communication patternsaas intervening variable (Abel, 1976; Lull,
1980a; Lull, 1980b; McLeod & Brown, 1976). Theserevenostly quantitative studies leading to a
one-person interview resulting in a one-person wéthe family in question (Chaffee & McLeod,
1972; Chaffee & McLeod, 1973), whereby the childsegmoint of view was often neglected. At
best, researchers questionned parents about thiddiren’s attitudes (Barcus, 1969; Martin &
Benson, 1970). More recently, this focus has baereasingly criticised (Austin, 1992; Ritchie &
Fitzpatrick, 1990; Tims & Masland, 1985).

Therefore, in recent research, focus is again glame children’s media use and attitudes
(Livingstone and Bovill, 1999 ; Livingstone and BIgv2001 ; Van den Bergh and Van den Bulck,
2000) . However, it is no longer the parent thaads for the child. Children are now regarded as
active participants in the research process. Theyregarded as main respondents. As a result,
research shifts from a parental view of what fagsildo with media to a children’s view on the

subject.

1.2. The shift: Family television.

At the beginning of the eighties the methodologipalspective changed as researchers in the
audience research and cultural studies traditibos/ed a growing interest in media research in the
family context (Lull, 1980a, 1988 ;Morley, 1980,88They believed that in order to study the



impact of media on family life every family memb&mould be involved in the investigation, an

approach which resulted in a growing interest ialit@tive research techniques (Anderson, 1987;
Lindlof & Traudt, 1983). The interest in a ‘wholarily’ methodology also induced an interest in

the study of media in everyday life (Brody, Stonem& Sanders, 1980; Drotner, 1994,

Silverstone, 1995). As a result, more attention wagl to the ethnographic research tradition
(Silverstone, Hirsch, & Morley, 1991, Hirsch, 1992)

In this regard, pioneering work has been done bylé§o(1986) and Lull (1988). They wanted to
draw attention to the fact that television viewinogcurs in a family context and is therefore
influenced by that context. Both works are writiarthe audience research tradition and explore
what lies behind the numbers that are generatddrbg scale surveys. As indicated by Morley :
“to explore in detail within a deliberately limitathiverse the ‘how’ and ‘why’ of questions that lie
unexplained behind patterns of viewing revealedabge scale survey work” (Morley, 1988 :28).
Lull (1988) gathered essays about families andisiten viewing in different continents in order to
find cultural similarities and differences. Theagsfocus on interpersonal communication at home
and the role that television can play in it. Acéngito Lull, audiences are created by conversation
about television. Therefore, the way that televismincorporated and talked about in family Ide i
of major importance to the creation of an audienkle. places himself in the naturalistic research
tradition by arguing that “we should not simply dost research that is programatically influenced
by any fixed theoretical perspective if we aredally ‘let the data speak to us’.” (Lull, 1988:16).
This implies a greater use of qualitative reseanokthods, and in particular ethnographic
techniques, to study communication processes. ifiésao produce a grounded theory rather than

starting from a fixed theoretical perspective.

In later work, Lull (1990) emphasises the fact tted¢vision programmes are not consumed in the
same way in every family. The family is not a bldmx that just absorbes the programme as
intended by the producer. Television can be usadlifierent ways, with different objectives. Lull
describes this as ‘the social uses’ of televisionll( 1980b:197). In addition, he argues that the
arsenal of social uses will not be used in the same by different families, thereby emphasising
that family communication patterns determine to tndvad the television set is used. His findings
direct attention away from technological determimifthe television as a threat to family life)

towards social shaping (families use televisiothi&ir own way).

In: ‘Television, audiences, and cultural studierMy (1992) gives an overview of the evolution
in his work. He first embarked on a project entittd'he nationwide audience’ (Morley, 1980)
followed by the ‘family television’ project (Morley1986) and then set up the theory of ‘the moral

economy of the household’ in cooperation with Sgtene and Hirsch (Silverstone, Hirsch, &



Morley, 1992). Morley (1980, 1986, 1988) deepenkd tneaning of ‘watching television'.
Subsequently placing himself in the audience rebetaadition.

Morley indicates two problems that emerged out lo¢ tNationwide’ project. Firstly, the
respondents were interviewed outside the actualinge context. However, Morley (1986, 1988)
recognises the importance of framing televisiowimg in its context. He even starts off with the
premise of the family as the primary viewing comtéorley, 1986). Therefore, he argues that
watching television can only be fully understoodtlie context of family life. This was a new
perspective in audience research that previoughblean focussing on the individual as the unit of
analysis. This is also related to the second problRespondents decode television content
differently when they are in different groups. Tdéfere, Morley (1992) argued that interviewing
them in public places for the ‘nationwide’ projereates other meanings than those they would
give when watching the same content in the homgegarFurthermore, Morley argues the need to

place television viewing in the context of the atledsure activities in which families engage.

In the ‘family television’ project the aim was tavestigate the questions of ‘what’ and ‘how’
because the ‘why’ question had been amply resedioch@thers at that time. When discussing the
‘family television’ project, Morley (1992) pointsubthat he had difficulties in operationalising his
conceptual model especially the notion of invesingatelevision viewing in the family unit. He
found it difficult to interview parents and childradogether. Therefore, he opted to interview
parents and children separately while emphasisiagparental view. Morley found that one of the
major issues reccuring throughout all the ‘famiigterviews was that of gender. Therefore, he
chooses to analyze his data within a framework eridgred television viewing. Later on, he
admitted that he had been drifting away from theegtigation of family dynamics into an analysis
of ‘gendered individuals’ (Morley, 1992:159). Heeth argues that research should take a
sociological turn and investigate how the houselstidcture may influence television viewing. In
this regard, and in cooperation with Silverstoné Hirsch (1992), he introduced a new theoretical
framework for studying the television audience amidedging that the domestic ICT structure had

changed significantly.

1.3. The expansion: Families and the changing ne&xiaonment.

1.3.1. The changing media environment.

Research with an interest in television effectschildren’s lives started off from a negative

research orientation. Research into the impaceef ICT such as the Internet seems to parallel this



perspective (Maignan & Lukas, 1997). Nowadays,dthih need to be safeguarded from indicent
Internet material, a negativism which implies thdiile television may be bad for your children,

new ICT are even worse. Furthermore, there is atfed these developments will lead to further
retreat into the family home and isolation fromestfamily members, notwithstanding the fact that
research has already indicated that the Interneteaa social instrument in that it brings people
together via chatboxes and e-mail (Maignan & Luk&§7; Papacharissi & Rubin, 2000). There
are however already indications that an increadatarnet use may lead to a retreat from family
life and ‘real’ social contacts (Kraut, Pattersdrundmark, Kiesler, & Mukophadhyay, 1998).

Perhaps, it might be more constructive to starhwitpositive attitude and look at the ways in

which these technologies stimulate children andeareehing family life.

Although studies of computers and, in particulbg internet in everyday life are now emerging
(Bakardjieva & Smith, 2001; Bird, Goss, & Bird, I®9Moores, 1996a; Murdock, Hartmann, &
Gray, 1992) it is clear that the focus remains upoe appliance in the family ecology. However,
the era of one television set and one radio sefgmily is long gone. New ICT are developing
rapidly (Gumpert & Cathcart, 1985). Instead ot jugving one television set, families have two or
more, they are equipped with multimedia computerd en many cases also have an Internet
connection. As with the introduction of the teléers this has triggered a body of quantitative
research into the availibility of new ICT in therhe (Livingstone & Bovill, 1999 ; Livingstone &
Bovill, 2001 ; Suess, Suoninen, et al., 1998 ; Rgb&oehr, et al., 1999). Morrison and Krugman
(2001), for example, found that the televisionas®l its related technologies become less important
in homes with on-line systems. Furthermore, thdsdiess indicate that families are becoming
centres of multimedia activities and create différECT opportunities for their family members.
These different ICT all have the posibility of iméincing the use of other ICT and may compete
with other family activities such as leisure adias, dinner rituals and so forth. They also take o
different functions in family life. Therefore, irstd of focusing on one media appliance, research
should focus on the whole of the ICT setting in tlmily home, a challenge already taken up by
Livingstone and Bovill (1999, 2001) and Silverstph&sch and Morley (1992).

1.3.2. Young people, new media.

Forty years after Himmelweit's work, LivingstonedaBovill (2001)designed a study which was
originally conceived as a replication of the Himmeit study. However, having noted children’s
changing media environment, they decided to study ‘tnediated childhood’ (Livingstone,
1998:435) by designing a large scale comparativdystThe main purpose was to study European
children in their changing media environment. Cadestinvolved were: the Netherlands, Belgium

(Flanders), the United Kingdom, Denmark, Finlandrar€e, Germany, Sweden, Spain,



Switzerland, Israel, and Germany. In accordanceh wilimmelweit they incorporated an

investigation into the family context.

Livingstone and Bovill (1999) conducted the Britigért of the study. It is an investigation into the
everyday media use of British children between & B# years old. Rather then starting off from a
particular theoretical framework they aimed at magput and understanding media access and
use amongst British children. As a result, the wiaf a descriptive nature and must be conceived
as updating our knowledge of children’s media emvinent. Livingstone and Bovill argue that
their study is “a baseline against which to underdtand measure future changes” (Livingstone &
Bovill, 1999 :Ch.1 Pg.15). The research topics waredia access, lifestyle, competition, uses of

new media, and social change.

Livingstone and Bovill (1999) frame children’'s madixperiences in the family context and the
environmental context (peers and school). Firsklgy set up a family home typology on the basis
of media access in the home as reported by thdrehil Via a cluster analysis of the data with
regard to ‘media located elsewhere in the homey ttentified three types of homes: media-rich
homes, traditional homes, and media-poor homes.idvieth homes have more media than the
average home and are equipped with ‘new media’ asdnternet. In these homes children have a
variety of media appliances at their disposal. i@kl homes are the average ones with regard to
most of the media appliances investigated. Theyevewdid not have lots of ‘new’ computer
media such as Internet and modems. Media-poor heew® less than average on all the listed
media. Families with very young children are mosfiibhund in these homes. As the study
developed, Livingstone and Bovill became especialigrested in the children’s ‘bedroom culture’
(Livingstone & Bovill, 1999:Ch.4 Pg.28). By creaia bedroom typology they came up with five
bedroom types: media-rich bedrooms, books and R&ted bedrooms, books and music-oriented
bedrooms, screen entertainment bedrooms, mediaipednooms. Differences in bedroom type

seemed to be related to age, social class, anagégend

Although it is a recent research project somecaitiemarks have already been made. Buckingham
(1999) points out that the quantitative research gizes an impressive overview of children’s
media access and use. However, he argues thatrtiibasis on quantitative research leads to a

major oversight with regard to the meaning of meéliehildren’s lives.

1.3.3. Families in the changing media environment.

Silverstone, Hirsch, and Morley (1992) recognizled thanging media context within the family

and produced pioneering theoretical work in theaaiMorley, 1992; Morley & Silverstone, 1990;



Silverstone, 1991; Silverstone, 1996; Silverstonéli€sch, 1992; Silverstone, Hirsch, & Morley,
1991). They base their theoretical framework oreehconsiderations: Firstly, they argue that
“television should now be seen, not in isolationt s one of a number of information and
communication technologies, occupying domestic tand space alongside the videorecorder, the
computer and the telephone, as well as the walkit@nanswering-machine, the stereo and the
radio” (Morley & Silverstone, 1990 :31). Furthermapthey emphasise the importance of looking at
the television audience as embedded in a sociahaseic, and cultural structure (Silverstone,
1996). Thereby, they move away from the notionimddr causation towards a model of circular
causation whereby the exchanges between publigpddte environment are investigated. The
last consideration is methodological in nature.@ding to Silverstone, Hirsch, and Morley (1992)
the role of media in everyday life can only be yulinderstood by employing an ethnographic
research design. These considerations lead t@canweptualisation of ‘audiences’ to ‘consumers’.

This theoretical framework will be discussed flliythe following chapter.

1.4. Summary and conclusions .

There are two noticeable evolutions in the reseaoch the impact of Information and
Communication Technologies on family life. Firsttize evolution from a television perspective to
an emphasis on the changing media environment.n88cathe evolution from a child-centred

approach to a family approach.

The first evolution is a very slow one that shadhtlon a problematic issue in ‘effects’ research.
From the day of its introduction in the family hontelevision has been regarded as the central
medium. The main body of research concentratesheretfects of television on family life and
especially on the relationship between parents ariiren whereby parents are regarded as
mediators of television content for their childrés a result, the family is conceptualized as ‘the
context for television viewing’ (Alexander, 1990rd8ly & Stoneman, 1983; Bryant, 1990). This
perspective denies the importance of other ICTfdionily life, a perspective that emerged in the
eighties with the introduction of the VCR and i thineties when the PC was introduced in the
family home. However, this only shifted attentioorfi one media appliance to another without
recognizing the importance of the entire ICT enwinent. Furthermore, the emphasis was often
placed on displacement hypotheses whereby resesrctedied how these new ICT affect

‘television viewing'.

Nowadays, families are becoming centres of multimedttivities. Previously the family context

was regarded as pre-given and the individual waslied loosened from his surroundings.
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Nowadays, analogue reasoning is found in relawothé family’s ICT context. It is perceived as
pre-given and media appliances are studied sep@ombethe family ICT context. however, since
media appliances are brought into the family cantieey are brought into a changing network of
family relationships. As a result, questions widgard to the implications of these new ICT for
family life emerge: ‘Do they provoke changes in fignrelationships?’ and ‘How does this
network of family relationships incorporate ICT?'é/rgue that the use and presence of a media
appliance cannot be studied separately from theandepresence of other media appliances in the
home. Therefore, it is not a question of how these ICT affect family life or of what families do
with these new technologies. Rather it is a questiohow they are incorporated into family life

and what the degree of importance is that famitésch to them.

Furthermore, studies investigating the ICT struetof the family have limited themselves to
gquantitative analyses of ICT density and ICT uéerdby overlooking the fact that there is a
research field behind the numbers that is curreatigultivated. Now that researchers have
established the bare statistics it is time to eknbarthe investigation of the impacts of these medi
appliances on family life. An investigation which nature is explorative but tries to give a
stimulus to future theory building and the develeptof qualitative research. Lots of intriguing
guestions have not been adressed yet. For exafitat does it mean for a family to be living in
a multimedia environment?’, ‘How does this affdatit lives?’, ‘What does it mean to a family to
have few ICT ?’, and ‘Are family members becomirgpraated from each other and from the
outside world because of ICT use or is it their ifgratructure that alienates them?’ We want to
know how ICT are incorporated in the family ecologyd to what extent these different ICT
influence this ecology. However, it is not in ttedge of our study to investigate the influence of
the content of these ICT on family life. We postelthat the mere presence of media appliances in

the home may already have implications for fanifly. |

Himmelweit indicated that family dynamics might bé& importance when studying television
viewing. However, in early research, the main ieséremained the effect of television viewing on
children, whereby the effect was conceptualize@ digear ‘stimulus-response’ causation model.
At the beginning of the eighties the cultural sasdiand audience research traditions caused a
revolution in television research by emphasizing ithportance of the family as the context for
television viewing. Not only did this cause a slhiftthe unit of analysis (from children to the
family) but also in the research methodology (frguantitative research to ethnography). Most of
the research in this field is mainly descriptivelagk of in-depth qualitative analysis deprives us

from an insight into the meaning of ICT in familfel
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We acknowledge the importance of research intalamnls ICT use but believe that the study of
the family as a whole will deepen the perspectifvendividual family members. After all, family

members influence each other and therefore theuk&Tof one family member may influence that
of other family members and perhaps also the entimganisation of the family, family

communication patterns, and the family’s way oé.liFfurthermore, families do not live isolated
from their environment. They can be influencedfby.example, extended family and friends. This
leads to a dynamic process. Families are in constantution as, indeed, is the ICT context in their
home. Therefore, the family structure can indi¢atas how families will incorporate and use ICT

in their everyday life. It gives an indication foow much impact they let ICT have on their lives.

In short, from previous theoretical and empiriedearch four basic conclusions can be postulated:
firstly, research should focus on the family as lzol@ and not on individual family members;
secondly, linear causation reasoning should bestatjuthirdly, since the family lives in a specific
social context the family environment must be tak#o account; and finally, the family must be

studied as living in a multimedia environment.
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2. Applying Family Systems Theory to the study of media use at home.

2.1. Introduction.

We deducted four important considerations from joey research. Firstly, the family must be
studied as a whole, not every individual separategcondly, the principle of non-linear causation.
All television effects can not be captured in amsilus-response’ model nor in a ‘stimulus’-
‘intervening variable’-‘response’ model whereby tzenily is the intervening variable. In some
cases there is a more complex set of causal neddips at play. Thirdly, the family must be
studied in its social context. Fourth, the familynte is a multimedia environment. The first three
considerations lead us to adapt a Family Systerpsoaph to our study of the implications of
information and communication technologies for fignife. The Family Systems Theory (FST)
originates in General Systems Theory (von Bert&§ari68). Although, Burgess (1972) early on
referred to the family as ‘a unity of interactingrponalities’ it wasn’t until the work of Hess and
Handel (1959) that General Systems theory was ins@&mily research. General Systems theory
was adapted by psychiatrists and proved to be @mmaportance to family therapy. At the same
time, partly due to family therapy, it made its wiayo family social science research (Rodger,
1996). The basis for Family Systems Theory is fatrog several considerations about the nature
of sub-systems, systems, and supra-systems. Thesa&lerations differ over the literature. Hess
and Handel (1967), for example, indicate that traify must be studied as a whole and point out

five essential processes of family interaction @H&sHandel, 1967:12):

Establishing a pattern of separateness and cteuress.
Establishing a satisfactory congruence of imalgesigh the exchange of suitable testimony.
Evolving modes of interaction into central faymtbncerns or themes.

Establishing the boundaries of the family’s wlaf experience.

o~ DN e

Dealing with significant biosocial issues of fniife, as in the family’s disposition to evolve

definitions of male and female and of older andngmr.

While Cox and Paley (1997:245) point out the follegvimportant properties for understanding the

family as an organised system:

1. wholeness and order
2. hierarchical structure
3. adaptive self-stabilization (homeostatic funa}io

4. adaptive self-organisation (ability to change)
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Broderick sums it up by starting from the premikatt‘the family is anongoing, open, social,
systerf (Broderick, 1990:178). Therefore, in accordanathwlorgan (1985), we argue that four
basic assumptions need to be considered when agmysystems approach to the study of family
life (Morgan, 1985:145) :

An orientation which considers the interdeperdenf parts and whole.
An orientation based upon the assumptions oflime@ar causation.

An orientation which sees the family as an eXarmpan open social system

R\

An orientation which examines the family in tia to its environment, which examines the
interchanges that take place between the familyisnenvironment and which may also see

that environment itself as structured in crucial/sva

2.2. Basic assumptions of Family Systems Theory.

2.2.1. Systems can only be understood as wholes.

According to General Systems theory, a system teisinderstood as a whole. This holism can
also be found in Family Systems Theory (Broderk®90; Morgan, 1985) and coincides with the
emphasis in communication research on a ‘wholeljamiethodology (Morley, 1988). It implies
that a family must be seen as an integrated etitdy is more than the sum of its parts (the
individual family members). Consequently, in orderunderstand a family it is not sufficient to
investigate individual family members. In a sertgsytdo not add up (Roberts, 1994). Furthermore,
the assumption of wholeness implies that family foers are interconnected and influence each
other (Handel, 1965; Loukas, Twitchell, PiejakzB#rald, & Zucker, 1998).

This emphasis on wholeness did lead to a negledh®findividual especially in therapeutic
sessions as indicated by criticism on the Familgt&ys Theory (Klein & White, 1996; Yerby,

1995). However, system theorists themselves inglitett wholeness does not imply that individual
members’ responsibilities can't be studied. As Witch and Constantine (1993:348-349)

indicate:

‘The assumption of wholeness and characteristimtgfrfdependence do not preclude looking at
individual members of families, as long as indiatbuare regarded as subsysteshand not as

isolatesfromthe family.’
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2.2.2. Non-linear causation.

As noted in the previous chapter, researchers ahtrgad to impose the mathematical paradigm of
linear causation on sociological phenomena. Howelvamily Systems Theorists start from the
point of non-linear causation and introduce a ¢acaausation model whereby systems as well as
sub-systems and individuals get feedback from thairironment and remain stable or change
(Broderick, 1990; Cox & Paley, 1997).

Changes and stabilisation are the outcomes ofip@sit negative feedback loops (Roberts, 1994).
Negative feedback loops are no cause for chang®y fidinforce the original behaviour whether it
IS positive or negative. This is the homeostatiacfion of the family system. The family will
always try to remain stable (Broderick, 1990; Kl&wWhite, 1996). When a new ICT appliance is
introduced in the family home, the family will ttp take the necessary actions to put itself back
into its original state of homeostasis. For examplieen the internet is introduced in the family
home some families make up rules that limit the am@f time family members are allowed to go
on the internet. As such, they try to preserve lfamiime. On the other hand, positive feedback
loops change the system. This leads to morphogeriHsis means that the structure of the family
system is altered. For example, the internet iméhitced in the family home and this causes family
members to spend more time together behind thesdéneorder to explore the Internet. As such,
the family is able to change (Broderick, 1990; Witch & Constantine, 1993). Roberts (1994:13)
sums it up by indicating that “these feedback lokesp the system stable but able to change.”
Therefore, morphogenesis is a very important, thowaften overlooked, feature of family
functioning (Roberts, 1994).

The circular causation model has been criticisezhibrge it does not take into account that certain
things happen to the family ‘for no reason at @llein & White, 1996; Yerby, 1995). As a result,

the process is not always causal. However, we wilkddo argue that this circular process is not a
guestion of causation but rather a question of eltd@ness into a certain context which leads to
an interplay of factors that may have differentcontes at different times. As such, the aim of our
research does not lie in the outcomes of the psobasrather in the investigation of the process

itself.

2.2.3. The family as an open social system.

The family in itself is a social system and is edded in a larger social system. Therefore, in order
to maintain family life it has to take care of tfundamental processes. Firstly, searching for a

pattern of separateness and connectedness (H4898él, Hess & Handel, 1967). A process that
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occurs inside the family system. Secondly, strucguopenness and closedness. This determines
the family’s connections with the outside world (igan, 1985). In both these processes family

boundaries are manifested.

When it comes to relationships with the outsidelevenery family establishes its boundaries and
these determine how family members interact and hawh interaction is allowed outside the
family. Although systems theorists use the concept of ‘Haon maintenance’ (Morgan, 1985;
Roberts, 1994). However, in our opinion boundaryntesmance implies a conservatism whereby
the meaning of the concept of boundary seems ta barrier’, a sort of fixed imaginary wall that
by all means has to be defended by the differantlyanembers. However, boundaries are flexible

and will not be the same in different situatiomstie words of Rosenblatt (1994:86) :

“Family boundaries may be understood as interfaedseen what they bound and what surrounds
what they bound. Rather than being simple barrtbesy are gates, sieves, and windows that open

and close.”

As flexibility is the key element we suggest chawggthe concept of ‘boundary maintenance’ to
‘boundary management’. Minuchin (1974) indicatese¢h types of family boundaries: rigid
boundaries, clear boundaries and diffuse bounda@&sar boundaries are physical, mental, or
emotional barriers that allow for adaptation andnge. Rigid boundaries restrict adaptation and
change. Diffuse boundaries allow for too much cleaagd adaptation. However, in practice most
family systems can be regarded as open systemawaith or less permeable boundaries (Vetere,
1987). They simply vary in the degree of permegbi(Klein & White, 1996). Boundary
management is the way in which families organisd aortail family members’ experiences.
Experiences as well inside the family as outsidendgally, families will be aware of the fact that
there are certain rules with regard to the expeasmwith the outside world. However, they will be

less aware of boundary management inside the family

Inside the family, the concept of family boundarezs be divided in physical boundaries and
emotional boundaries (Roberts, 1994). Physical dates may include a family member’s
favourite place at the dining table or a room titaers may not use. Emotional boundaries regulate
distances. They regulate the amount of closedn#lgthe family, a mechanism that leads to the
creation of family subsystems whereby some familgmbers are included while others are
excluded. In each family, family members are baihnected to, and separated from, one another.
This implies that each family must negotiate itsnoamount of family cohesiofHess & Handel,
1959). As Hess and Handel (1972) put it:
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“The family’s life together is an endless proceds nmovement in and around consensual
understanding, from attachment to conflict to withwlal — and over again. Separateness and
connectedness are the underlying conditions ofralys life, and its common task is to give form
to both” (Hess & Handel, 1972:10).

Both of these processes construct family life. time families emphasis may be placed on
separateness while in others on connectedness. udowee like to point out that this does not
imply that families with an emphasis on separaterse not functional or vice versa. In some
cases an overemphasis on one of the two procesaesmted in order to maintain the balance of the

family system.

2.2.4. The family and its environment.

According to Family Systems Theory, the family systis embedded in a social context which is
composed of other family systems and the familyiremment (Broderick, 1990; Cox & Paley,
1997; Roberts, 1994). An analogue opinion can lbedoin the work of Morley and Silverstone
(1990) . As they advocate studying the family sisocial context. In Family Systems Theory this
embeddedness can be conceptualised in three waygdh] 1985: 143-144) :

1. The ‘Russian doll’ model of subsystem within teyss, these systems being themselves
subsystems of wider systems.

2. The systems-exchange kind of model. A totalesgsinay be seen as a political system, an
economic system, a family system, a community avala@e system. There are regular patterns
of exchange and interchange between them.

3. The ‘system in its environment’ model. The eoninent is treated as a ‘given’. The analysis of
the system is concerned with the analysis of twocesses: the process of boundary
maintenance in relation to the outside world arelftocess of exchange between the system

and its environment.

The third view is most favoured in Family Systentsedry (Morgan, 1985). However, this view
does not imply subsystems in his conceptualisadiath does not investigate the environment as
such. It focuses on the relationship between thelyaand its environment and the feedback loops
between them. In our opinion the first view (Russtibll) is more valuable since it incorporates
subsystems and supra-systems. Indeed, the fanstgmyis embedded in the larger social system
but it is also the environment for the family sufteyns. Therefore, when a system is investigated,
the supra-systems as well as the subsystems sheutdken into account. In Family Systems

theory this is indicated as a hierarchy becausé¢hefincreasing complexity of the systems:
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subsystems, systems, and supra-systems. Howevdiprcas needed not to overemphasise the
context (Ang, 1996). The introduction of an invgation of supra-systems into the research design

could shift the focus away from the family system.

2.2. A Family Systems approach to the study ofienade at home.

For the research project at hand the discussidmowaf Family Systems Theory has already been
applied in communication research and what candmributed to this line of research is most
important. Therefore, only the basic assumptionganhily Systems Theory were discussed. As
such, we acknowledge that our discussion of Far8igtems Theory is not fully elaborated.
However, further elaboration will focus on how tliee of research that is developed in
communication research can be advanced. There®millvdiscuss three communication research

studies that applied Family Systems Theory in teieidy of media use at home.

2.2.1. Goodman’s perspective.

Goodman (1983) argues that the ‘stimulus-respomeglel in traditional television research is not
realistic and adds that the ‘stimulus-interveniragiable-response’ model, that emerged later, is
still a linear one and therefore can not explamttiae nature of the impact of television on family
life. Alternatively, Goodman puts forward a systenmhodel. Thereby introducing the Family

Systems approach as a new perspective in televisiemarch. In this model the family system

includes the family unit as well as the television.

According to Goodman two principles of Family Sys$e thinking are important when

investigating the role of television in family inéetion (Goodman, 1983:408):

1. using the family as the unit of analysis
This implies that the family is studied as a whasdewell as the individual family members. Caution

has to be taken because the sum of the individigeds not equal the family as a whole.

2. studying family process as it relates to variougomes, rather than outcomes alone

Goodman indicates that lots of research has bera dp the outcomes of television viewing. In
particular, on rules with regard to television. Tdteention of researchers has always been directed
to the immediate outcomes of these rules. Howekiey, did not look at the process of rulemaking.
Rules with regard to television are generated tinoa certain process of family functioning that

may differ between families but also within famdlidt is important to note that family members
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may differ in their perceptions of family functioig and hold other meanings about television rules

and the importance of these rules.

A Family Systems schema has got three componentsu@kin, 1974): family structure, family
undergoing development, and family adaptation. Guad relates these components to television
viewing. According to her: “Théamily structureis the invisible set of functional demands that
organises the ways in which family members intéré@bodman, 1983: 412). These functional
demands are performed through subsystems formetherbasis of age, gender, function, or
interest. One of the interests of a subsystem reaydiching television. Indeed, it is plausible that
family subsystems emerge based on a shared intarastertain type of programme content, for
example, soaps or cartoons. Furthermore, accotdigoodman, television’s function in family
life may be that of the scapegoat. It seems tods@éeto argue about the television set than about
what really matters. In consequence, this makesulmsystem based on watching television
extremely functional when it comes to maintainihg balance of the family system (homeostatic
function). Another homeostatic function of telewisiis the fact that it abolishes age differences or

generational differences.

The family structure is not stati¢zamilies are undergoing developmenwer time. Goodman
argues that the role of television must be investid with regard to the family life cycle. For
example, she points out that rules with regardetevision watching can not be the same for

younger and older children. Families must adapt tiiées or risk problems in the family system.

The last component is that &dmily adaptation It is an investigation into the ways in which
families adapt themselves to changing circumstaasesell from within as outside the family in
order to preserve continuity. Indeed, it seemsrcdeaus that families need to adapt their lives
when, for example, one of the parents loses higbter Furthermore, Goodman illustrates that
television may cause conflict and may press thelyaim adapt. She points out that there may be
intergenerational conflicts around television du¢he fact that parents bring television experience
out of their family of origin into their own family{However, in the family of origin, television was
a new medium and was used differently from the thay it is used in their own family. Goodman
also illustrates the fact that pressure to adaptecaur from outside the family. Children are often
pressured by peers to watch certain televisionrproges in order to keep up. Parents may not
always agree with these programme choices. Parastsjell, may feel peer pressure to watch
certain programmes. However, the television isamy cause for adaptation but also serves as a
tool to adapt to pressures. Indeed, we can imagaewhen one of the parents looses his/her job,

he/she has the option to watch more televisiorrd@erto cope with negative feelings. In addition,
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Goodman points out that a certain level of conflicth regard to the television is normal but

continuing conflict may point to a more generallpeon in the family.

To round up the theoretical account, Goodman givesctions for future research. She proposes a
multi-method approach whereby quantitative and itptale research techniques are combined in
order to come to a better understanding of the tfwdé television plays in the family system. To
find out whether or not television is typical ohet family interactions or is unigue in this regard
Furthermore, she indicates that it might be intangso compare families’ perception of TV use
with their perception of general family functioningn the multi-method approach lies the

possibility of comparing the outcomes of the diéietrmethods.

2.2.2. Jordan’s perspective.

In accordance with Goodman, Jordan (1990) stadm fthe Family Systems assumption of
wholeness. She argues that: “if we are to undaistaedia use by individuals, we first need to
understand media use by families” (Jordan, 199Q:1%Hde also puts forward a systemic model that
focuses on ‘relationships’ and ‘contexts’. Howesre adopts the Family Systems perspective to a
study into the use of the VCR in the home and benadhe research interest. In addition to
Goodman, she acknowledges that next to the tetevisither media are appearing in the family
home. Media that are all part of everyday famifg.liAccording to Jordan, VCR use must be
placed in the context of other media uses and énciintext of family values and beliefs. She
develops a circular argument by researching how \€&Raffects family values and beliefs as well
as how family values and beliefs affect VCR useddo gives the example of time-shifting.
Described by researchers as the number one ude df@R (Levy, 1981; Levy, 1983). Jordan
urges to look at this phenomenon in a differenspective by asking if “the use of the VCR for
time-shifting reflects other values the family l@mut time?” (Jordan, 1990:165). She argues with
Bochner & Eisenberg (1987) that a theoretical fraork must move away from thinking in terms
of ‘forces’ and ‘causes’ to thinking in terms oklfationships’ and ‘contexts’. However, Jordan
does not have the intention to pinpoint what thacexnfluence of the VCR on the family patterns
is, nor what the exact influence of family patteorsthe VCR is. The investigation is aimed at

describing the relationship of those two to ea¢teoand to the larger family system.

In order to study VCR use in the family systemdadoropted for an ethnographic research design.
She observed twenty-one families for three days aehinistered follow-up interviews. The

results of this study were divided in two domaih& structural domain and the social domain.
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Thestructural domaincan be subdivided into spatial organisation antpteal structuring. Jordan
discusses the use of the VCR in the physical spadeomes to the conclusion that “How the VCR
fits into these ‘spaces’ may be an indication ofvhbe VCR fits into the larger system of family
life” (Jordan, 1990:168). With regard to VCR'’s ftion in families’ use of time, Jordan concludes
that families use the VCR in four ways: for timafhg, to adapt time, to structure time, and b fi
time. Firstly, time-shifting is the most widely sied use of the VCR. However, Jordan indicates
that there are families that prefer ‘real time \iigl. Secondly, adapting time happens when
families start fast forwarding or rewinding taperder not to see some of the taped material or to
see some of the material again. Jordan found timffeéature is also used by parents to edit what
their children will see. Thirdly, the VCR is used structure everyday life. Jordan gives the
example of the bedtime ritual. She found that pareften tell their children to go to bed when a

certain video program is finished. Finally, the V€& be used as time filler.

The social domaincan be defined by an investigation of: family spléamily rules, and family
interaction patterns. According to Jordan thosenelets make up the family system. In a family,
family members take on certain roles and act themimo everyday life. Jordan argues that the
media context reflects these family roles. In tieigard, Jordan found that it is mostly the mother
who controls and plans VCR use which runs courgdindings from television research. When
investigating family rules with regard to VCR udeydan observed that the way families thought
about time, rules, and media use was reflectecarerpal control of the VCR. In examining the
role of the VCR in family interaction Jordan focdsen whether or not the VCR was used alone or
in the company of other family members and whethrenot this induced conversation. In this
regard Jordan most interestingly indicates thatlfamembers may talk about taped programmes

outside the viewing context.

2.2.3. Silverstone, Hirsch, and Morley's perpective

Silverstone, Hirsch and Morley (1992) indicate ttiety derived their theoretical framework from
anthropological and historical research (Silverstdtirsch, & Morley, 1992 :16). However, as we

will argue, it fits perfectly in the Family Systermeory tradition.

Their unit of analysis is not the family but ‘theusehold’. In their view, the household contains
the family but is more extended since it also costather relationships. Furthermore, the family is
seen as a social unit, whereas the household s @®en economic, social and cultural unit
(Silverstone, 1991). It extends beyond family banes. Therefore, “households are conceived as
part of a transactional system of economic andasoelations within the formal or more objective

economy and society of the public sphere” (Sihmrst Hirsch, & Morley, 1992:16). The focus is
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placed on the introduction of media technologieshie household. Investigating how the public
meaning of an object is negotiated in the householtl may therefore change and have a whole
other meaning inside the household. This is thegs® of domestication (Silverstone, 1996). The
theoretical framework is designed in order to imigede the role of information and
communication technologies in the relationship leetw the public and the private economy.

Therefore the household is conceptualised as aalnesonomy’ (Silverstone, 1991:143).

The household is aerconomy Via the productive and consumption acts of its memkt is
involved in the public economy but is also in ifsi economic unit. Furthermore, the household is
a moral economy because “the economic activities of its e within the household and in the
wider world of work, leisure and shopping are definand informed by a set of cognitions,
evaluations and aesthetics, which are themselMasdeand informed by the histories, biographies
and politics of the household and its members”védtone, Hirsch, & Morley, 1992:18).
Households may share aspects of their moral econeithy other households; however, each
household’s moral economy has unique elements. rotp to this view a technology has got its
own biography which is formed in the public spheféhe economic and cultural structure. When
it is brought into the household it arrives in atuhat has its own biography with regard to
technology as well as with regard to cultural betravi he technological biography as well as the

household biography will interact and change thammg of the technology

The moral economy of the household consists of foansactional phases: appropriation,
objectification, incorporation, and conversion. fieglogy is appropriated at the moment of
purchase. It is through appropriation that techgiel® become meaningfull. Appropriation applies
to the whole of the consumption process and togpatific moment when technology crosses the
border between the public economy and the priveda@my and becomes an object. This process

may relate to the media appliance as such as w#tl the media content.

After the purchase the processobiectificationcommences. Objectification is related to the use of
the technology. It is expressed in the way thatskbolds display their technology. As such,
technology becomes a part of the spatial organisati the home. The placing of these appliances
creates a meaning. However, in most homes spamedglhave a certain meaning attached to
them before the technology is appropriated. Thisgxisting meaning may influence the way in
which technologies are objectified. Furthermores ttontent of the technologies may also be
appropriated. Silverstone, Hirsch, and Morley artjust content can be objectified by temporal
structuring or by household discussions. Bearingiimd that technologies have their own meaning

and are introduced in an already meaningful siouati
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The concept oincorporationfocuses on how technologies (objects) are useéleirhousehold by
household members. Technologies are functional mag have different functions for the
household than those prescribed by the public engndiowever, in order to be functional,
technologies need to find their way into the hootdil day-to-day live and activities. Otherwise,
they simply remain objects. Here, the authors plErmghasis on the importance of the study of
everyday live for understanding the meaning of mebtbgies. Even more because incorporation
becomes clear in the temporal structuring of thaskbold when studying the incorporation of
technologies into household rituals and daily medi Furthermore, questions of age and gender
also become apparent in the incorporation phase.r@$earchers have a special interest in gender
issues and belief that the process of incorporatfonew technology such as the computer, will
strengthen ‘family’s gendered culture of technolo@ilverstone, Hirsch, and Morley, 1992 :25).
Through the processes of incorporation and objeatibn, spatial and temporal boundaries emerge
as well within the household as between the houdedmal its environment. Through appropriation
the technology enters the household, and thenetttenblogy gets objectificated and incorporated
inside the household. In the final phase the mepafrthe technology gets converted and leaves

the household.

Silverstone, Hirsch and Morley use the conversibmoney as a methaphor for thenversionof
technology meanings. They argue that a meaningndaslevance in the public sphere if it is not
converted. Conversion is used by the householdeamte a status for itself in the outside world. For
example, through talking to peers about a certamputer game, members of the household share
their meaningful constructs with the outside worldlhe appliance as such can also create
household status by communicating meaning with dhtside world. The researchers give the
example of the satellite dish. The mere fact thet standing on top of your roof, communicates a

certain status to the outside world.

Figure 2.1. : The four transactional phases ofttbeal economy of the household.
Public economy

Private economy

appropriation

technology » Objectification
talk about incorporation

technology conversion
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The authors clearly introduce a transactional e on the meaning of ICT in family life. The
process of appropriation, objectification, incogayn, and conversion is presented as a
transactional one. The household is conceived d@pa transactional system between the public
economy and the private economy. Through appropnighe technology gets introduced in the
household. Objectification and incorporation areo tphases that are inherent to the internal
household structure and change the meaning ofpjk@priated technology. Thereafter, the way in
which people converse the meaning of technologiey mead for example, producers and
advertisers to adjustments to certain technolodys Ts a model that has been used in market
strategies. For example, by introducing a technplaga try-out sample of families and analysing
the ways in which they objectify and incorporate tiechnology but also by investigating the

conversion of the medium. Thereafter, design octional adjustments are made.

Refering to Morgan’s (1985) different approachegshaf environment in Family Systems Theory
(supra), this model can be classified as a ‘systenits environment’ model. Aiming at

investigating the exchanges between the ‘houselaold’the ‘public economy’.

Silverstone (1996) conceptualises the moral econmintiye household as a socio-technical system.
This means that the theory is based on the prethétenowadays more and more households are
equipped with more and more technologies. Therefine whole of this technological structure
must be investigated. However, in their theoretelaboration of this premise they do not place
television alongside the other media appliances.tl@ncontrary, they look at it as being the
‘leading object’ (Lefebre, 1971 quoted by Silverstp Hirsch & Morley, 1992:21). The other
media appliances are only acknowledged as chantjiagcontext and even the meaning of

‘watching television'.

2.2.4. Discussion: The path to a theoretical fraoré&w

The four basic assumptions of Family Systems Thésag us into a framework for investigating
the implications of information and communicati@chnologies for family life. We will study the
family as a whole. This does also include an irigaibn of the individual. However,
conceptualised as being embedded in the familywileapply the notion of non-linear causation.
However, in accordance with Jordan we propose gl ‘relationship’ model. Since, non-
linear causation does not take into account thaaicethings happen to the family ‘for no reason at
all'. Therefore, the process is not always caug&. argue that this reciprocal process is not a
guestion of causation but rather a question of elad@ness in a certain context which leads to an
interplay of factors that may have different outesnat different times. Family System Theory

conceptualises the family as a process. It is net gven state at one given time but it changes
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constantly and has to adapt to influences both fretimout as from within the family system. The
reactions can consist of negative feedback loogmsitive feedback loops. The way that families
incorporate media appliances in their everyday dind the amount of impact they let them have on
their lives is different for every family becausketlvese homeostatic and morphogenesis processes.
Furthermore, we conceive the family as an operassgstem whereby the processes of boundary
management and family cohesion are studied. Finally acknowledge that the family is
embedded in a larger social context. This embedsisdnan be seen as a ‘Russian doll’ model, a
‘system-exchange’ kind of model, or as a ‘systenitgnenvironment’ model. The latter two are
emphasising the relationship between the systenitsuedvironment. However, this may lead to an
overemphasis on the context, neglecting the faat fdamily dynamics do also occur inside the
family. We therefore propose a theoretical framédwtbat is based on the ‘Russian doll’ model. In
this model subsystems are conceptualised as embéddeystems that in turn are embedded in

supra-systems.

Next to these four basic assumptions we introdheeassumption that families are now living in a
multimedia environment. Therefore, the assumptmnSamily Systems Theory will be applied to
investigate the implications of ICT for family lif@his has already been done by communication
research into television use and family interact{@oodman, 1983), video use in family life
(Jordan, 1990), and the introduction of ICT intonily life (Silverstone, Hirsch, and Morley,
1992).

Goodman indicated that television causes changttamily system. In addition, we propose to
investigate whether the entire ICT structure of flumily causes changes to the family system.
Special attention will be given to new ICT. Furtimere, one of the major findings reported by
Goodman is the fact that television is also usedofze with changes from within and outside the
family. In addition, we will investigate whether oot new ICT take on the same function. This
raises interesting questions, such as: ‘Does T\dtbecless important as a homeostatic factor due
to the introduction of new ICT?’ On the one hanedwnCT may create an imbalance. This may
lead family members to resort to the televisiowrder to get back into balance. On the other hand,
new ICT may take over the homeostatic functionhef TV. Perhaps we are in a phase where new
ICT produces an imbalance in the family system artisystems and families are still learning how

to cope with it (how to incorporate these techni@epand create a new balance?

Furthermore, we will elaborate Goodman'’s idea disygtems that are based on interests. It will be
interesting to find out: whether or not ICT crea®v subsystems and what the nature is of these
subsystems. To what extend do these subsystenmaceepther subsystems and go beyond the

boundaries of existing subsystems? Are subsysteeated by ICT different from those that are
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created for other reasons? Is a subsystem thatemted due to ICT prevalent over other
subsystems? Are subsystems created by ICT use opereor closed than other subsystems? Do
these subsystems follow specific rules with regaranembership? Are their conflicts between
different subsystems? What is the hierarchy inl@ subsystem? Are ICT subsystems related to
gender, age, or discriminating towards other farmbmbers or towards other subsystems? It will
be interesting to extend this idea to the familgteyn and the supra-system. One of the most
tentative questions will be: ‘Does new ICT creagsvrfamily systems?’ and ‘Do these new family
systems go beyond family boundaries and as sudtecia threat to the family system?’ ‘Do
subsystems based on interests have the capadjty beyond the boundaries of age and gender?’
Examples can be found in everyday life. Thinkingyoof father and son that go to the same
computer club and share their interests in comgatdmology with each other. Or siblings that are
hooked on computer games and exchange cheat dddgbe these subsystems are the filter for

adapting to new ICT since they have all the know:ho

Goodman elaborates the meaning of peer presstine family system. She indicates that children
are sometimes forced to watch certain programgderao keep up with their friends. We would
like to investigate whether peer pressure alsaémites new ICT use. Indeed, it is imaginable that
children need to follow up on the latest computemgs or the coolest internet sites in order to be
cool themselves and be accepted by peers. Itusiple that this peer pressure causes problems for
family functioning for example, when parents do wnaint to connect to the Internet or forbid the
child to play certain computer games. However, @Gaaa points out that parents can also be under
peer pressure. Maybe they are pressured by cobeaguhave e-mail at home or to do electronic

banking.

Goodman argues that family’s interaction and ustelefvision can be regarded as typical of other
family interactions. In this regard, we would lit@introduce an investigation into whether or not
ICT use is typical of other family interactions. \@eyue that new ICT may cause changes to these
‘normal’ family interactions. While television idraady well embedded in family and social life,
the Internet, for example, is not. This may cregpportunities for the Internet to be something

unique and something that has a special role ifettndy.

Overall, Goodman puts forward an interesting thioaie model and touches on how to make it
operational in television research. However, it @@ a theoretical construct. On the other hand,
Jordan applied a family systems approach to anrerapstudy into VCR use in the family home.
Jordan gives the onset to an interesting thougldgmwih comes to the impact of ICT on family
interaction. She argues that families talk abopedaprogrammes outside of the viewing context.

This indicates that conversation does not alwappéa directly in front of the screen (television or
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VCR). It can happen afterwards, for example, when family is having dinner. Therefore, we
argue that the notion of family interaction is ma@mplex than sitting together in front of the
television. Maybe family interaction in front ofdlscreen can not be observed and therefore one
might think that the set is detrimental for famlife. However, ICT related talk may occur during
other activities. Perhaps in such a way that @éngthens the family system and family interaction
patterns. Since at that particular time the othemify members may be more open to conversation

than while sitting together in front of the screen.

Furthermore, Jordan found that one of the functanthe VCR is that it can be used to fill time.
However, Jordan did not investigate whether orthetVCR has taken over this function from the
television set. It is interesting to investigateiebhfunctions are taken over by new ICT. For
example, the computer may have a ‘baby-sit’ fumctiBurthermore, Jordan found that it is the
mother who controls the VCR. She plans taping. aoid surprised by this finding since it runs
counter to what was found in television researcbwever, she does not relate this finding to
Family Systems Theory by investigating whether @t this is typical of ‘normal’ family
functioning. We will examine the mother’s role freaemFamily Systems perspective investigating
whether or not the mother is the co-ordinator ofegal family life and family time. Perhaps she is
the one that follows-up on all the activities oé ttlifferent family members and maybe plans them
on a calendar, as she does when she decides wisataged and when. In addition, it will be
interesting to investigate if ICT become major &sun family life which reflect family conflicts

and relationships.

Jordan argues that we need to study the familyvalscde in order to understand the media use by
individuals. However, in her study she does notidig this second layer. She does not indicate
how an understanding of family’s video use givesamnsunderstanding into the video use by

individuals.

Goodman described the way in which parents incatpoprevious media experiences from their
families of origin into their own family. This ideia related to Silverstone, Hirsch and Morley’'s
concept of biographies. Family members have previmedia experiences with media in their
families of origin. However, as they move on inithewn family they keep on creating

technological biographies. Rogge and Jensen (1288:labelled this concept as ‘media career’.
Furthermore, families do also have biographies #natrelated to relationships, social relations,

interaction, leisure, and all the other aspectauily life.

The reseach by Silverstone, Hirsch, and Morley easisies the consumption of ICT. Especially

why ICT are purchased and to what extend their imgais shaped by the households. In this
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theoretical framework households are seen as nmegahomies and household members as
consumers. However, the notion of the consumetasded term. It has negative connotations like
greed, capitalism, and consumerism. In relatiothéoconcept of the moral economy, it might be
better to induce the concept of ‘moral consumadhich indicates that the consumer searches to
consume things that conform to his/her value fraotéwThe researchers’ aim is to investigate
how households make sense of new technology. Weopeo deepening the concept of
incorporation. Silverstone, Hirsch and Morley déserthis as an investigation into the way in
which technology is used in the home. In additiva,would like to investigate what sort of impact
this use has on family life, concentrating on thetfthat the household israoral economy.
Noticing that, the fact that the household is a aheconomyis more interesting to consumer

researchers.

With regard to the uses of technology, Silverstohiirsch, and Morley (1992) stress the
importance of investigating spatial and temporghoisation. They argue that spatial and temporal
boundaries are created by the processes of inaiporand objectification. However, Silverstone,
Hirsch, and Morley do not investigate the naturettuése boundaries. Moreover, they place
emphasis on physical space. However, space ismpipbysical. The Internet, for example, has a
specific content which can not be compared to igi@v content. It is an interactive medium that is
composed of different applications such as e-madl ehatboxes. The latter are perhaps more
comparable to the telephone. Therefore, peoplecammunicate with one another no matter where
they are. As such they become loosened from theiosndings and find themselves in a virtual or
symbolic space. As a result, ICT can also playmaportant role in the formation, destruction or
maintenance of symbolic space. Due to ICT, symbsfiace becomes more apparent and more

important. This specific space and the implicatiohi for family life need to be investigated.

In conclusion, we would like to stress that Systdineory is a metaphor that helps to get a grip on
family life. However, it is not ‘real’ family lifelt is a certain vision on family life that pardfle
other visions of family life. System Theorists aclbedge that it is just one point of view (Klein &
White, 1996). Furthermore, we like to stress that study does not deal with the question of

whether or not families operate in a ‘good’ or adbway.

2.3. Summary and conclusions.

Previous research leads us to conclude that faamtest be studied as a whole, that a model of
non-linear causation is best applied to study thglications of ICT for family life, and that the

family must be studied in its social context. Theésee considerations are part of the basic
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assumptions of Family Systems Theory. Thereforeppteto base our theoretical framework on
Family Systems Theory and focus on how the appdicadf this theory in communication research
can be advanced. Therefore, two basic assumptiensdded. One based on Family Systems
Theory: the family is considered to be an opena®ystem. The other one is based on audience
research insights: the family is living in a mulédia environment.

The assumption of wholeness and non-linear causat® also basic considerations for studies that
used the Family Systems Theory for the investigatito media use at home (Goodman, 1983;
Jordan, 1990; Silverstone, Hirsch & Morley, 199Furthermore, Goodman and Jordan stress the
importance of studying rules with regard to mediardan relates this to the social domain of
family life. Goodman’s study is especially aggraehon family process. She investigates the
process of rulemaking instead of just investigathmyoutcome of the rules. The family process has
got three components: family structure, family ugdéng development, and family adaptation. In
each of these components family rules with regardetevision are discussed. It is noted that

television can play an important role in these psses.

While Jordan and Goodman are mainly interestedhatwappens inside the family, Silverstone et
al. are mainly concerned with the exchange of teldgy meanings between the moral economy of
the household and the public economy. The exchafigechnology meanings occurs in four
transactional phases: appropriation, objectificgtioncorporation, and conversion. Through
appropriation the technology gets introduced in ltbesehold. Objectification and incorporation
are two phases that are inherent to the internaddtwld structure and change the meaning of the
appropriated technology. Thereafter, the way in ciwhipeople converse the meaning of
technologies may lead for example, producers andertisers to adjustments to certain

technologies.

On the basis of Family Systems Theory and the matem of this perspective in communication
research, we designed a theoretical model for matysof the implications of ICT for family life.

The main elements of this model will be dealt withthe next two chapters. In accordance with
Jordan we present a model based on reciprocaiomethips. It should be noted that it is not within
the scope of this investigation to analyse thectdfef ICT content. Rather, the emphasis will be

placed on the structure and density of ICT witlhi@ tamily context.
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3. Theoretical framework: Exploring the system.

Our theoretical model emerges from the work by Gaaad (1983), Jordan (1990), Silverstone,
Hirsch, and Morley (1992) and the Family Systemedrii. We conceptualise the family as being a
psychosocial unit consisting of a socio-technolalyistructure (cf. Morgan, 1985; Silverstone,
1991) which is embedded in the wider social cont¥¥e acknowledge the emergence of the
multimedia home and conceptualise ICT as embeddeséaryday life. Our major goal is to come
to a better understanding of the role these ICV plaeveryday life as it is embedded in a larger
context. The focus will be on the central relatlipsbetween the psychosocial and ICT-structure
of the family system. In this chapter the emphasn the family system and the sub-systems that

constitute the family system.

3.1. The family: What's in a name ?

Before, embarking on a theoretical view on the fantiis essential to establish what is meant by

it. When it comes to ‘family’ everybody unconscibusscribes a meaning to the word (Trost,

1990). A meaning which most of us assume to beeunsal. However, researchers do not seem to
come to a clear definition of this concept. Mostttedm adjust their definitions to the purpose of

their research project. Sometimes the family stmecof the participating families remains unclear

(Kayany & Yelsma, 2000; Morgan, Alexander, Shanah&nHarris, 1990). Therefore, it is

practically impossible to compare research dorbigarea.

However, due to demographic changes, such as highcd rates, another conceptualisation of the
‘family’ imposes itself. Indeed, it is worthwhileo ttake into consideration whether it is still
significant to categorise families in demograplyjoas like: single-parent family or nuclear family.
Sociologists and communication researchers alréadicated that family members do not
necessarily define their family into these demobragategories (Brennan & Wamboldt, 1990;
Silva & Smart, 1999). We should look behind thaistias and find out what families really think
about themselves. An interesting line of thinkisgo be found in lesbian and gay studies. Where
Weston (1991) introduced a new way of thinkinguthtbe family concept. She starts of from the
finding that lesbians and gays have problems §tiim a society where the traditional family
concept includes a straight couple. As a resuthisms and gays are faced with setting up their
own support system that does not consist of ‘blaetitionships. Therefore, Weston argues that
the family concept should be broadened to the qurmfe'families we choose’ (Weston, 1991:28).

An historical evolution that is charted out asdulb:
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Figure 3.1. : Ideological transformations of kinshi

Straight > Gay

Family > No family

Biological/ > Families we

blood family choose/create
{= straight family} {= gay families}

Source: Weston, 1991:28

In this view, families are no longer defined bylbgcal ties but by friendship ties. This parallels
Burgess’ view that the family must be conceptudliae a unity of interacting personalities instead
of a unit of biologically related individuals (Bwegs, 1972). However, Weston’s model seems to
lead to an opposition between straight families gaylfamilies. In our point of view the concept of
‘family of choice’ would be even stronger and maneaningful when it is expanded to other
perceptions of family life. It may well be that anfily member says: ‘According to the outside
world (the statistics) my family is a nuclear fayndut | think that my family are my friends.” As
Silva and Smart argue: “The identification of ‘fs’ as ‘family’ is not seen as a pathology but as
a reflection of how the subjective meaning of famig changing and how individuals may be
shifting their locus of intimacy and support awaynh kin towards other people” (Silva and Smart,
1999:9). Furthermore, a family does not even haveonsist of human beings. Researchers, for
example, already found that people indicate theis s being part of their family (Trost, 1990).
This broadens the meaning of the ‘family of chai¢®ople are born into a certain family but that
does not mean that they are stuck in it. Nowadthesy can choose to take part into another
‘family’, physically and/or mentally. For examplan most cases children depend on the family
they are born into. They are not able to relocat@niother family. However, in their mind they may
belong to another ‘family’ unit consisting, for exple, of themselves and their friends. Physically,
they are member of a family system but mentallyy thee members of another ‘family’ system.
This may be a way to keep the family system stdtmvever, it can also destabilise the original

family system.

In conclusion, the ‘family’ is not a reality but@nception which arises from the mind of the

family members. The problem with research into fartife is that it always tries to capture the
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family into distinct categories on the basis of iseconomic status and demographic factors.
However, these categories are loosing their impodalt is better to acknowledge that a family is
a psychosocial construction made by the membetsadfparticular family. In this regard, it may
even be that individuals see themselves as livintyvo families or in no family at all while the

objective demographic indices will indicate thagytlare a member of a certain family type.

3.2. The core theoretical model.

The core theoretical model is based on the assampfia reciprocal relationship. Central in this
model is the relationship between the psychosatiatture of the family and the ICT structure. It
is a reciprocal relationship which is embeddedhia tamily system and composes the socio-ICT

structure of the family. A socio-ICT structure whiis embedded in space and time.

Figure 3.2.: The central relationship.
SOCIO-ICT STRUCTURE (space,time)

PSYCHOSOCIAL STRUCTUR ICT STRUCTURE
Internal relationships ICT density

Family interaction ICT use

Family >
theme  |[&€—

Boundary management

Family cohesion
Family hierarchy

Within-family stimulation

Traditionally, social research on new ICT focusadtioe effects they have on society (Murdock,
1998). Researchers in this tradition are concemigldl the dangers and threats that ICT pose to
family life and children’s development. The reséaguiestion was: “What are media doing to the
family?” (Himmelweit et al., 1958). This led to achnological determinism in which human
factors or human influence is ignored (Winner, 1972 view that recently re-emerged in public
opinion due to concerns about a double movemeptigdtisation. Firstly, with the introduction of
more and more media appliances in the family hdhexe is a belief that this will lead to a retreat
of the family from the public sphere into the pta/@phere. Secondly, there is a concern about the

fact that more and more children have media apgdiann their own bedroom. It is feared that
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family relationships and family interaction are e decline (cf. Bontinck, 1986; Van Evra,
1998) . However, opposed to this view, others artpa¢ human and social factors mediate and
control the timing of new ICT (social shaping) (edd.995; MacKenzie & Wajcman, 1985). A

view that is paralleled by the uses and gratifaaitradition that argues that:

“A systematicstudy of what television provides, whilst notital us what happens to people, will
tell us what is available, what there is for thenuse. If we have also studied the patterns of use
and the relevant relationships, predispositions badkground experience of those who use

television, then it is possible for predictionstie made about the consequences of that use.
(Halloran, 1970:20)

Applied to the study of family’s media use, the sfien changes from “What are the media doing
with families?” to “What are families doing witheéhmedia?” Researchers in this field indicate that
families ascribe their own set of meanings to mexiipliances and search for their own way to
incorporate and use them in the family home (Alebeain 1994). As Silverstone, Hirsch and
Morley (1992) indicate: “technologies are both sfthand shaping; the balance between the two is
both a matter for further theoretical but of coymso, empirical enquiry” (Silverstone, Hirsch, &
Morley, 1992:26-27). In addition, we like to takea step further by investigating what the
implications are for family life of what familiesedoing with ICT. In line with Family Systems
Theory we propose a reciprocal relationship. Recigh because the hypothesis is that not only
does the ICT structure of a family have an impactfamily life (technological determinism) but
that the psychosocial structure of the family atgs an impact on the families’ ICT structure
(social shaping). However, we do not conceive &lsis causal relation. It is a relationship between
two structures that can be found in the family eahtWe do not believe in a cause-effect model

but want to investigate the nature of the relatigms

Caution must be taken not to interpret this modeh a&tatic one. On the contrary, due to changes
inside (changes in psychosocial structure and awig ICT structure) and outside the Family
system (changes in the environmental Socio-ICTcaire) this model remains dynamic and the

components will never cease to change.

3.2.1. The ICT structure of the family.

In many studies the definition of ICT is vague onrexisting (for example, Silverstone, 1995). In
this respect an interesting approach is taken byristm and Krugman (2001). They argue that in
family homes, media are physically clustered togetin the basis of spatial placement and media

type. Indeed, when most of us think about their dcvame, they will find the television and the
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VCR standing together or the computer and the gridts Morrison and Krugman put it: “Clusters
were identified as logical groupings of technolsgie the home in which a ‘main’ technology
(either computer or television) formed the anchoyuad which associated technologies were
organised” (Morrison & Krugman, 2001:141). Theyriduhat there was a ‘main’ television cluster
and a ‘main’ computer cluster in most family homastheir study they focused on these two main

clusters.

The concept of physical media clusters is intemgstivhen investigating media use because
technologies in the same cluster are mostly vieaged whole. However, we argue, with Morrison

and Krugman (2001) that in most families thereracge media clusters in the home than just the
‘main’ ones. Nowadays, families are more and mayeigped with a second television set or a
second computer perhaps in the child’s bedroomdibgato secondary clusters that may be of the
same importance than the main ones. Furthermoege thre more and more different media
appliances in the home. As a result, clusters dtiear the television and computer cluster may be
formed. It may, for example, well be that the fanihs an audio cluster in their living room with a

CD-player, a radio maybe even a minidisk. Previmsearch already indicated that such audio
clusters can be found in the children’s bedroonspeEially, in teenagers’ bedrooms since they are
pre-eminently occupied with music. We will map ¢ ICT cluster structure in the family home

in order to come to a better understanding of I€msity and ICT use.

A Family Systems perspective provides a deepeglimsnto these ICT clusters especially when it
comes to the nature of families’ spatial organgatiFuthermore, it will be interesting to see
whether different ICT clusters are used by difféerfamily sub-systems or family individuals. In
this case it may be a question of ICT access. (@unssthat emerge are: ‘Does ICT access depend
on family hierarchy or on the way in which familiegnage their boundaries?’ ‘Does ICT density

alter family interaction and family cohesion?’.

3.2.2. The psychosocial structure of the family.

As indicated in the previous chapter, families htovdeal with five ‘essential processes’ of family
life (Hess & Handel, 1967:12):

1. Establishing a pattern of separateness and ctetmess.

2. Establishing a satisfactory congruence of imaligesigh the exchange of suitable testimony.

3. Evolving modes of interaction into central fayrébncerns or themes.

4. Establishing the boundaries of the family’s wasf experience.

5. Dealing with significant biosocial issues of fgntife.
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Two of these, establishing patterns of separatemedsonnectedness (family cohesion/boundary
management/family interaction) and establishingnolawies with the external world (boundary
management), have become integral concepts fohfamactitioners, family social scientists, and
family communication scholars (for example, Livitgge, 1999; Silverstone, Hirsch, & Morley,
1992). In addition, we would like to investigateahtamilies deal with significant biosocial issues
of family life (family hierarchy/within-family stiralation). These concepts give an insight into the
internal relationships of the family. However, thest important concept under investigation is the

‘family theme’.

3.2.2.1. Thefamily theme.

When it comes to family interaction with the soaalvironment, Reiss (1981) pioneered in FST
by combining a concept of symbolic interactionisian(ily members’ shared constructs) with a
Family Systems concept (social environment) to terethe concept of ‘family paradigm’.
According to him the family paradigm is the worlewi that is common to the whole family.
Family paradigms differ along the dimensions of ereimce (stable vs. intrinsic movement),

integration (universal vs. particular), and refee(external vs. internal) (cf. table 3.1.).

Table 3.1.: The lines of reorganisation and theedlisions of paradigm.

Lines of reorganisation poles critical features

Coherence Stable belief in an underlying $tmecor
order in the experienced world which
remains fixed before, during, and after
discovery; experience can be additive
Mobile underlying reality or force changes of
its own volition; thus experiences are
separated to serve as signals for
detecting motion
Integration Universal belief that each membexperience
is shaped by universal phenomena and
thus is accessible through empathy
Particular belief that the world has a different
configuration for each member, and
thus individual  experience s
inaccessible to others
Reference External the family’s experiencéoWworld is
anchored by coordinates whose origins
lie outside themselves
Internal the family’'s experience of its own
solidity and/or centrality is the central
orienting point in its experiential
world

Source: Reiss, 1981:221
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Table 3.1. points out that family paradigm is cahto family experiences. In FST the family
paradigm is mostly defined as the ‘family themeégd & Handel, 1972). Handel (1996) describes
the family theme as “a central concern reflectechambers’ thoughts, feelings, communications,
and actions” (Handel, 1996:338). Or as Hess andlelgii972 :18) elaborate : “A family theme is
a pattern of feelings, motives, fantasies, and entionalized understandings grouped about some
locus of concern which has a particular form in pleesonalities of the individual members. The
pattern comprises some fundamental view of reality some way or ways for dealing with it. In
the family themes are to be found the family’s iimipldirection, its notion of ‘who we are’ and
‘what we do’. ” In short, the family theme is thaderlying ‘big idea’ on which families thrive. It
forms families’ identity. For example, a family mhgve a family theme that conceives the family
as a component of a larger social system to whiehfamily unit has to contribute. As a result,
social interaction will be of great importance histfamily. Family members will be stimulated to
participate in activities outside the family homedameet other people. When a family member
retreats inside the family home and isolates hifttsakself, it will be seen as a failure to meet the

family objective.

As such, the ‘family theme’ concept gives an un@eding of individual family members, their
relationships, and the ways in which they intesaith the external world. We can analyse these
issues as expressions of the family theme. Thexetbe family theme will be derived from an
investigation into family’s internal relationshipsid their relationships with the outside world. In
addition, we will investigate how ICT use fits intbe family theme. This can be of major
importance for the way that families relate to I&7d the impact that they let them have on their
family life. For example, is it something that iself constructs the family theme or is it of less

importance?

3.2.2.2. Internal relationships.

Patterns of separateness and connectedness.

In order to maintain family life, families need testablish a pattern of separateness and
connectedness. This is a process inside the faydiem as well between sub-systems as between
individual family members. It is the process of bdary management inside the family in order to
obtain family cohesion. One of the main theoretfcaineworks which operationalises the concept
of family cohesion is the circumplex model develbfy Olson, Sprenkle and Russell (1979). In
this model families are differentiated along thee$ of low or high family cohesion and low or
high adaptability. This results in sixteen types roarital and family systems: chaotically
disengaged, chaotically separated, chaotically ecwd, chaotically enmeshed, flexibly

disengaged, flexibly separated, flexibly connectieibly enmeshed, structurally disengaged,



36

structurally separated, structurally connectedjcstirally enmeshed, rigidly disengaged, rigidly
separated, rigidly connected, and rigidly enmesBethg inspired by family therapists, the aim of
the model clearly lies in the separation of baldntem unbalanced families. In this view balanced
families are more apt to cope with changes in &mailfy life cycle. However, it must be noted that
some families need more separateness or connestetimen others in order to maintain their
family life. This does not imply that they are mdnealthy or unhealthy than other families.
Therefore, we would like to stress that there issnch thing as a ‘normal’ family. Every family

negotiates its own amount of family cohesion.

We will investigate the role of ICT in family cohies. Building on Himmelweit's research
(Himmelweit et al., 1958), the main question iso'ICT keep family members together or do they
keep them apart?’ Leading us to several researestigas : ‘Are ICT a source for separateness or
for connectedness?’, ‘Does not using or using padicular media appliance create more
separateness or more connectedness?’, ‘Is thimaeindicator for how ICT will be incorporated

in family life?’, and ‘Are ICT used as tools in @ndto create separateness or connectedness?’

In Family Systems Theory, the amount of closeneslsdistance between the family members is
defined by family rules. They also regulate how ifaas allocate resources, and they determine the
division of power within the family (Burr, Day, & &, 1993). There are also family rules that
relate to media use. In such cases rules can Heingfatent) or explicit. Many rules are unclear,

hidden, and inconsistenly enforced (Lull, 1990)cBagham (1993) tried to sum up possible rules
concerning media use. There are rules about the dfrmedia use, the duration, the content, and
who can sit where during television viewing. Anathrele may be about eating dinner while

watching television or whether studying in fronttloé television set is allowed or not.

The amount of separateness and connectedness smrballinked to the concept of family
interaction. How families communicate has been riérest to research fields as diverse as
psychology, consumer research, and communicatiense (Carlson, Grossbart, Laczniak, &
Walsh, 1994; Fitzpatrick & Vangelisti, 1995; Staflo& Bayer, 1993; Jarlbro, 1988). The most
widely used theory is that of Chaffee and Mcleo@l’@). They adjusted Newcomb’s co-orientation
model (1953) in order to draw up a Family Commutidca Patterns (FCP) index based on two
dimensions: socio-orientation and concept-orieotatiAccording to Chaffee and McLeod socio-
oriented familiesstressharmonious relationships between the different famiembers so that
children are taught to avoid disturbances in thesqachild relationship. In concept-oriented
families, on the other hand, children are encout@égemake up their own minds and are exposed
to contrasting ideas. On the basis of this dyadadeh McLeod and Brown (1976) later on

identified four main family types: the laissez-&afiamily (low concept-and socio-orientation), the
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protective family (low concept-orientation and higicio-orientation), the pluralistic family (high
concept-orientation and low socio-orientation), #melconsensual family (high concept-and socio-

orientation).

Lull (1980a,b) aplied this dyadic model to an irtigegtion into television use in the family context.
As such, he acknowledged that different orientatiaith regard to family communication may
create different outcomes with regard to the udetelevision. His goal was to find out how
individuals perceive their family communication feab and relate this to the way they use
television. He found more than thirty individualessof television and divided them into two types:
structural uses and relational uses. He then celdiiem to the concepts of socio-orientation and
concept-orientation and concluded that socio-og@nihdividuals were more likely than concept-
oriented individuals to report they employ telearsifor social uses. Furthermore, the amount of

television viewing correlated positively with so@dentation scores.

A number of researchers have indicated some theakednd methodological problems with
respect to the FCP index. The major methodologmdgicism was the fact that family
communication was only studied from the parentaspective, while the childrens’ point of view
was often neglected (Austin, 1993b; Ritchie & Rk, 1990; Tims & Masland, 1985).
However, Chaffee and McLeod (1973) pointed out thatunit of analysis should be the family
rather than one person per dwelling. As reportedibys and Masland (1985), from the beginning
of FCP research Mcleod, Chaffee and Eswara reptntdoarents and children seem not to agree
on the FCP index — a problem which was thoughtaadbe to measurement unreliability. This
conclusion was contested by Tims and Masland whodahat it could well be that parents and
children actually disagree about the FCP indexeReh by Austin (1993b) even suggests ithat
would be very useful to conduct qualitative reskancorder to provide further insights into these

‘within-families’ differences.

Theoretically, Ritchie (1991) challenged the conceptualizationtted FCP and especially the
concept of socio-orientation, a concept that Cleafiad Mcleod (1972) found to be positively
associated with harmonious relationships. Ritchi®©9(1) drew up the Revised Family
Communication Patterns (RFCP) index which was basepower assertation and supportiveness.
In the RFCP control was related to socio-orientatiaod implied that children lack positive affect
in negotiating. This dimension was labelled confityrorientation. Supportiveness (labelled
conversation-orientation) was related to conceprbation. According to Ritchie it is this
dimension that results in warm and harmonious famglations. The RFCP index has since been

employed by other researchers (Austin, 1993a; kaj& Austin, 1999; Krcmar, 1996).
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Up until today, the FCP and RFCP are widely usedl @mamined but are also challenged by te
changing family environment. Therefore, Livingstom&d Bovill (1999a) applied another
measurement of family interaction. They clustefeeirt respondents (children and young people
between the ages of five and eighteen) around hlasaneasuring how families divide their time
between shared and individual activities. As suaytfound six family types (Livingstone and
Bovill, 1999a: Ch.10 Pg.16): distanced familiesw(lmn interaction), conventional families
(families who eat together), all-round families @vbat, play and talk together), intimate families
(families who talk about things that matter to ttreld), outward-looking families (families who
discuss the news), and democratic families (familiho make big decisions together). They
related their six-fold typology to children’s medigse in order to indicate that the family
interaction pattern is of importance to the way mmeate used. Children in intimate families were
found to spend lots of time with their parents vaatg television and video, and playing computer
games. In distanced families, children tend navatch television with their parents. Moreover, if
they play computer games it will be together whhit friends. In all-round families children play
computer games with family members. In conventidiamhilies television is usually watched
together but these children usually play compugenes by themselves. Outward-looking families
are the ones where parents and children talk atheuhews and media in general. Democratic
families share big decisions but there seems todénk to their media use (Livingstone and
Bovill, 1999b:32). In accordance with these resears, we will investigate whether or not families

do things together and what they do together.

However, it must be noted that in their typologyibgstone and Bovill focus on the parent-child
interaction pattern. It might be difficult to genbse these patterns to the whole family. Even more
so because the data are collected from a sampimwig children. In our opinion this does
generate the children’s perception of parent-chitdraction but it is no measurement of family
interaction as a whole. Perhaps finding a familgjnownication pattern that fits the whole family is
an utopia because different family members will enafferent perceptions of how their family

communicates. A way to partly solve this problerbysapplying qualitative research techniques.

Dealing with significant biosocial issues of family life.

In Family Systems Theory systems, supra-systents,sabsystems are classified hierarchically:
supra-system, system, and subsystem. The familyystdms consist of the parent-child
subsystem, the marital subsystem, and the sibliligystem. The parent-child subsystem is the

most studied one.
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Within the family system, it seems that the conadptamily hierarchy is closely related to the
Family Communication Patterns of Chaffee and McL&b872). Withaker and Keith (1981)
distinguish three types of family hierarchy: thehauitative style, the authoritarian style and the
laissez-faire style. In the authoritative familythbgarents have fairly equal authority. There is
space for a change of roles so the children can‘a&if’ they were in an executive position. This
results in flexibel family relationships. The autit@rian style does not allow children to give thei
own input in the decision-making process. The parare the rulemakers. In the laissez-faire style,
however, children can decide for themselves andmsitake too little control. In figure 3.3., these

styles are combined with the theory of family boanels.

Figure 3.3. : Family hierarchy.
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Source: Roberts, T.W. (1994: 10)

This model clearly has its origins in the practutéamily therapy whereby family therapists find it
very useful to investigate whether or not a fam#y‘healthy’ or unhealthy’ or ‘functional or

dysfunctional’. In this respect they indicate thathealthy family is characterized by an
authoritative family hierarchy style (Roberts, 1998 owever, our study does not involve a
judgement about whether or not a family is healthyunhealthy. Therefore, Roberts’ typology

does not seem applicable to our research.

However, instead of talking about parental contnales, and authority it may be better to look at

‘parental stimulation’ (Hess & Handel, 1972:22) dhd lack of it as Hess and Handel argue:
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“Families differ also in how the parents pace ttleditdren through childhood — whether they push,
encourage, or restrain. Parents seek to shapeddren in keeping with their own desire to
achieve preferred experience. They stimulate th&dreim in accordance with what they feel
children should be, as a part of their activitylafining their world” (Hess & Handel, 1972:22).

Furthermore, in Family Systems Theory, family hieny was always conceptualised as a top-
down design whereby the parents are at the tomgyivhe orders and the children are the
subordinates. As such, generations are seen asnilgtey the family hierarchy (Roberts, 1994).
This view is also one that has been adapted ireaudistudies for the study of parental rulemaking
(Atkin & Lin, 1989; Krendl, Clark, Dawson, & Troian 1993; Kytémaki, 1998). In addition, we
argue that the concept of ‘parental stimulatiorowdd be widened to ‘within-family stimulation’.
Thereby, we acknowledge that parent-child stimafais not a one-way direction. Building on the
concept of ‘reverse modelling’ (McLeod & Brown, 211) we argue that children can stimulate
their parents and pass on their knowledge to thanents. A thought that is also found in
communication research (Rogge & Jensen, 1988). Magterse modelling is even more the case
in new ICT. There are lots of children that knowrmabout ICT than their parents. Siblings can
also stimulate each other to work with ICT. Thignesys with the family systems thought of
interdependence. Every family member influencesyesther family member and vice versa. As a
consequence, the following research questions @ised: ‘Does this create a shift in power
relations inside the family system?’ and even nioygortant and interesting: ‘Does this change the
role that children play in the family system?’ mstregard, Morrison and Krugman (2001) suggest
looking into the ‘expert’ function. They found thitere is someone in the family who the other
family members turned to when they needed help thghcomputer. They also pointed out that the
expert can get frustrated helping the technologicallfabetic family members. It is important to
know who this expert is and how he or she becamexipert: ‘Is this always the one who knows
most about ICT?’, ‘Is the one that claims to bedRpert also regarded as such by the other family
members?’, and ‘Is the expert always a family mabit is also imaginable that this function is
taken on by someone outside the family systemudin £ases we will investigate the impact this

has on family boundaries.

3.2.3. Spatial organisation and temporal structurin

The central relationship under investigation is edded in family’s spatial organisation and
temporal structuring. Kantor and Lehr (1975) pr@ptwee basic family types: closed-type, open-
type and random-type families. According to Kardad Lehr all families strive to arrive at their

end-goals, which they term the three target dinmssiaffect, power, and meaning. The family
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gains access to these end-goals via three acaesssibns: space, time and energy (cf. figure

3.4.). The way in which access is gained diffetsvben the three family types.

Table 3.2. : family type and access dimensions.

TYPE SPACE TIME ENERGY
Closed fixed regular steady
Open movable variable flexible
Random dispersed irregular fluctuating

Source: Morgan (1985: 148)

The suggested family types are too strict since ainthe basic assumptions of Family Systems
Theory is that the family is an open social systénthis perspective, the closed-type family is a
theoretical construct that does not exist in rdal IAs noted earlier, all families have a certain
degree of permeability. Reiss (1981) also desdiines and space as two fundamental resources
that the family needs in order to conduct its daghy life and conserve the family paradigm.
According to him, the experience of time and sgachaped by pattern regulators. He argues that
“these are the regularly recurring behaviours byictvifamilies carry out their daily routine”
(Reiss, 1981:232).

Table 3.3. : The role of pattern regulators in shgthe experience of time and space.

Attribute M echanism Description
Time orientation time references in speech; hooisediconomy (e.g. savings
vs. credit; career planning)
clocking the rapidity of experienced events; thgrde of distinctness of

these events

Space boundary establishing separation from tits&de world; regulating
maintenance entrances and exits across the bgundar
regulation of distance between membersapyivetc.

internal space

charting the family’s evolving conception of thleysical and
emotional arrangements in its world. Family’'s agament of
internal space clearly reflects how it as a groopceptualises or
understands the world outside the family.

Source: Reiss, 1981: 237
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More recently, Silverstone, Hirsch and Morley (1p##licated that the process of objectification

(cf.supra) is related to family’s spatial organisatwhile the process of incorporation is related t

family’s temporal structuring. Indeed, through aifécation a technology obtains a space in the
family home which reflects the meaning given to #ippliance. However, they argue that equally
important in the process of sense making is thetfat the appliance is put into a space which is
already meaningful to the family. Therefore, theamag of the appliance as well as that of the
space is subject to changes. Incorporation isemged in the household’'s temporal organisation.
The way that technology merges into family’s dayd&y patterns and routines. Furthermore, we
add that spatial and temporal boundaries are ddasede the family system as well as in relation

to the outside world.

3.2.3.1. Spatial organisation.

From the beginning of the eighties researchers aglatged the importance of studying the
impact of television on spatial organisation (Lifd& Traudt, 1983; Morley, 1986). The use of
space has frequently been investigated by the Fadhildies discipline which makes a distinction
between physical and symbolic space (Morgan, 19B8ysical space can be defined as the
architectural structure of the house in which thmify lives. According to Wentling (1990) this
structure can be either traditional or transition@faditional houses are privacy orientated,
emphasizing separated and one-purpose rooms thabemletely closed off from other rooms in
the house. Transitional houses are less privatee mpen and community-oriented. Every house

may contain both components.

Symbolic space, on the other hand, the concepthihés been studied most often, refers to the
meaning that families ascribe to the spaces im tiene or in their environment; spaces which are
guarded by boundary management between the puidithe private. As such, Goffman’s (1959)

concepts of ‘frontstage’ and ‘backstage’ behavioan be seen as aspects of symbolic space.
‘Frontstage’ behaviour is public and observable defihes the situation for anyone else present at
the time. ‘Backstage’ behaviour is not always Vesibo the other persons present. Rasmussen
(1997) indicates that when using ‘older’ media Ib@oks, newspapers, magazines, television and
radio in the presence of another family memberntbimge and backstage behaviour mostly
coincide since what we do is apparent to the opeson present. What researchers are now
beginning to find is that new ICTs, like the Intetnare blurring the boundaries between private
and public space (cf. Meyrowitz, 1985; Frissen, 2)9%Hence, while frontstage and backstage
behaviour used to coincide, with the emergence helsé new technologies, backstage and
frontstage behaviour may become disconnected (Resamu 1997; Gumpert & Drucker, 1998).

For example, through telephone calls, Internet thas, and E-mail one can communicate beyond
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place, thereby ‘disconnecting’ from our surroundings Rasmussen indicates, this is typical of a
‘virtual context’. The emergence of a virtual cotiteeombined with an increasing density of media
appliances, and especially ICT, in the home, has tte the emergence of a popular thesis
postulating greater privatization and individualiaa within the home, leading to more and more
social isolation both of the family as a whole aridts various members (Gottlieb & Dede, 1984 ;

Vitalari & Venkatesh, 1988 ; Livingstone, 1998, 999

In this context we propose to adduce the concepbofpartmentalisation. According to Gumpert
and Drucker (1998: 431):
“The personalization of media technologies coingiddgth a design emphasis on
separate places for separate functions and inmébitdnat partition adults from
children and men from women. The architecturakstoflthe home and the positioning

of media appliances in the home can therefore edifferentcompartment$

However, we argue that there are two types of commaantalisation: physical and symbolic
compartmentalisation. Physical compartmentalisatisna consequence of the architectural
structure of the house (e.g. a child is separated its parents when it is in his own bedroom while
the parents are in the living-room). It is not andiion for symbolic compartimentalization.
Symbolic compartmentalisation occurs when familymhers our mentally separated from each
other and as such create their own private spaealfeature of old as well as new ICT. McLuhan
and Fiore (1967:50) already indicated that: ‘Prigtcreated the portable book, which men could
read in privacy and in isolation from others.” Ha®e new ICT add a dimension to symbolic
compartmentalisation. Through new ICT it is possitad stay in a virtual context and interact with
others in this virtual context while these interacs are unclear to other family members who are
present in the same room. We will investigate weetir not ICT induces compartmentalisation.
Furthermore, this concept will be introduced iramily systems approach by investigating if ICT’s

role in compartmentalisation reflects general fgriuhctioning.
3.2.3.2. Temporal structuring.

Hall (1981) argues that time and space are relatedch other. As anthropologist he investigated
time use in different cultures (Hall, 1981). HeritlBes two ways in which people structure time:

monochronic time use (M-time) and polychronic tinze (P-time). “M-time emphasizes schedules,
segmentation, and promptness. P-time systems amaathrized by several things happening at
once. They stress involvement of people and comopleif transactions rather than adherence to
preset schedules” (Hall, 1981:17). M-time use isedir whereby every action preferable is

completed before starting another action. People hdwve P-time usage can do several things
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together which might seem chaotic to people withtile usage. Communication researchers
related these concepts to gender. They came te@dhelusion that women are more likely to
structure their time polychronic. Women are moredugsome argue even more apt) to doing
different things at the same time. This provedeasb for television viewing (Morley, 1992). One
of the well-know examples is that of the woman whaoning while watching television. Men, on
the other hand, do not seem to be so capable nydmiveral tasks at the same time. They need to
be concentrated on doing one thing at the timwilltbe interesting to investigate whether or not

this feature holds up in relation to new ICT use.

Bryce (1987) applied Hall's temporal characteristiz families and family viewing behavior.

Table 3.4. : Hall's temporal characteristics oftards as applied to families and family viewing &ebr.

M onochronic Polychronic

Family temporal behavior

Linear and sequential organisation of activities Multiple concurrent activities

High planning and scheduling Low planing and scheduling

High emphasis on clocks and calendars Low emphasis on clocks and calendars
Closure oriented Process oriented

High emphasis on promptness Difficulty in meeting pre-set schedules

Family viewing behavior

High planning and scheduling of television viewing Little or no panning or scheduling of

television viewing

Television watched between other activities Television serves as ‘clock’ for other activities

Television viewing as singular activity Television viewing as one of several concurrent
activities

Close visual attention to television Intermittent or sporadic attention to television

Source : Bryce, 1987:130

According to Bryce time use is related to socidliga, which can change over the years, as do time
orientations (Berk & Berk, 1979). It is also possithat values and time orientations are different
to different family members. Sometimes there is @nochronic time orientation on the family
level and a polychronic time orientation on theividlal level. However, usually it is a mixture of
both. Some families are more polychronic and otlmose monochronic. Therefore, it will be
interesting to investigate how children structureirt time. Since these are the family members that
seem to be forgotten in studies about familiestand use. In a family systems perspective it will

be interesting to investigate the different waysvirich subsystems and individuals structure their
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time within the family system and influence eacheot This may create an insight on why some
ICT are generally regarded as being disruptivddorily life. For example, when we look at video
game playing. Parents might find it annoying tiwesirt children play these games. However, it can
be imagined that the playing of video games disrdpmily life in a very specific way because
video game playing, structures children’s time ahdrefore may run counter to temporal

structuring in the rest of the family and/or thefprred parental temporal structure.

In accordance with Jordan (1992) we would like dopout that Hall's dichotomous structure may
overlook a continuum of families’ temporal strudhgy abilities that lies between monochronic and
polychronic. In this perspective, it is importdatinvestigate how families value their time. Do
they see it as something precious that must bedspahe most optimal and intense way or do they
see it as something that is abundant. Jordan (f888y the first to be true for upper-middle and
middle-class parents. Furthermore, in those fagjilielevision viewing seemed to be an activity
that was compared to other activities as beingdveay of spending precious time. Parents in
lower SES categories were more neutral and didcoasider the television as a waste of time nor

did they see it as something very beneficial.

Furthermore, studies into the role of televisiorfamily life found that the set is often used as a
tool for temporal structuring. As such, televisisecomes integrated in certain family rituals such
as bedtime rituals (children must go to bed afiewing a certain programme), morning ritual
(children watch their favourite programme beforéngdo school), and meal time rituals (families
watch the news while eating dinner) (Lull 1980lmxdan (1992) found that this was especially true

in middle- and upper-middle-class families.

Another feature of temporal structuring is the oigation of ‘family time’. This is the time that
family members spend together. Generating questioos as: ‘Is ‘family time’ planned or does it
happen randomly?’ and ‘What does it mean when {fanmily time’ is planned?’ The use of ICT
can be related to ‘family time’ inducing questiogigch as: ‘Do ICT increase or decrease family
time?’ When relating this to Family Systems Theapyestions may be: ‘Does ‘family time’ have
an homeostatic function for the family system?'péd3 ICT use lead to more or less time spend
together by certain subsystems in the family?’, ‘&tav does this influence the family system and
other family subsystems?’ However, ‘family time'osid not be overromanticised (Daly, 2001). It
is not so that all families should start playingimd games whenever they have some time to be

together.
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3.3. The socio-demographic structure of the family.

In accordance with Morley (1992) we argue thataede into the role of ICT in the family should
take into account the household structure as aworitaupt factor. He acknowledges, for example,
that family size can have an important influencenow family viewing occurs. We like to extend
this notion by introducing the socio-demographracure of the family in our study. Even more so
because previous research into new ICT shows tletsbcio-demographic structure contains

important background factors that have implicatifomdamilies’ ICT structure (cf. infra).

Figure 3.4. : The socio-demographic structure effttimily in relation to the socio-ICT structure.

FAMILY
SOCIO-DEMOGRAPHIC SOCIO-ICT STRUCTURE (space time)
STRUCTURE
FAMILY MEMBERS /\
CHARACTERISTICS PSYCHOSOCIAL STRUCTURE ICT STRUCTURE
Age
Gender Internal relationships

Media density

SES:-class: occupation

income .
Media use

Family interaction

-status: education

Boundary management

Family
theme

v

FAMILY
CHARACTERISTICS

Family cohesion

Family hi h
Family size amily hierarchy

Life-cycle Within-family stimulation

Family home lay-out

The socio-demographic structure of the family isnposed of family members’ characteristics
(age, gender, and Socio-Economic Status (SES)pfanbaracteristics at the family level (family

size, family life cycle, and family home lay-out).

3.3.1. Family members characteristics.

3.3.1.1. Age

We argue that due to the introduction of new ICTEhsas the Internet ‘age’ is no longer an

important discriminating factor of analysis. Ingltiontext we like to introduce the concept of ‘ICT
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generations’ which is partly based on Gumpert ardh€rt's (1985) description of ‘media
generations’ (Gumpert & Cathcart, 1985:33). Theyuarthat via media, new human groups are
constructed. They emphasise the fact that peopia fyoups according to their level of media
literacy. Meaning that media generations are tloeméd because people speak and understand the
same media language. Furthermore, in the new memi@onment, media generations are not

dependent on ‘locale’ as Gumpert and Cathcart (B2}%rgue:

“The newer computer-medium connection continueshiti concepts of time and space. Territory
can become a matter of connection, independeriaoépPhysical locale loses much of its primary

importance in creating interpersonal networks wheople can live in ‘media communities

In addition, we would like to point out that peomiao are connected in ‘media communities’ are
not necesseraly of the same age. They form ‘ICTegdions’ which are based as well on interest
in and knowledge of ICT (as described by Gumped &athcart) as on the sharing of other
interests. This induces the question whether otheste alliances are based only on ICT interest or
pre-exist in other interests and are only strenggbeby ICT. For example, by entering a chat box
about pets, people may share their interests sigh other pet lovers. Furthermore, this concept
may give an insight into family dynamics. When we fhis into the perspective of our theoretical
framework we can talk about ‘ICT subsystems’ whaech formed inside the family system and are
subsystems based on interests. The fact, for exantpht father and son are interested in
computergames may bring these two different geloeaicloser together so that they understand
each others values, norms and interests and asfauhan ICT subsystem inside the family. An
ICT subsystem with its own values and norms perhags understood by the other family

members. ICT generations can also be created ketbupra-system.

In addition, we relate the concept of ICT generatito that of ‘the family of origin’ (Goodman,
1983). Because computers were not available infahély of origin of most parents this may
explain the existence/emergence of ICT generatiBasents do not have a preconceived opinion
over these appliances. So maybe it is easier éntto accept the way their children use these new
ICT than the way they use television. It is imagieathat parents who need to discover this new
technology become sympathetic towards these newaapps. As a result, they may become

interested in what their children do with ICT.

When placing the ICT generations concept in a Ra@ystems Theory perspective, it will be
interesting to find out whether or not these getnema have a homeostatic or homeogenesis

function.
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3.3.1.2. Gender

It is not clear whether or not gender is an impadrtactor in ICT consumption. As Ang and
Hermes (1991) argue: “We cannot presumepriori that in any particular instance of media
consumption, gender will be a basic determinindoidd(Ang & Hermes, 1991:308). A point of
view shared by Dutton, Rogers and Jun (1987). Hewenthers found that there are significant
relationships between gender and ICT use (cf. RO88). A relationship that clearly depicts
women as ICT illiterates, with men in control okthremote control device (Walker & Bellamy,
1993), as well as the computer and the videogad@esy( 1987; Haddon, 1988; Haddon, 1992).
Furthermore, economic indicators show that men igéilgespend more money on ICT than women
and the decision to buy such appliances genereywith the male (Gray, 1992; Harvey & Rothe,
1985; Hellman, 1996; Lindlof, Shatzer, & Wilkinsal®88; Moores, 1996b). Sanger (1997) even
pointed out that children perceive females as tiémfiically less competent. It has also been found
that women do not know how to operate ICT (Gray37)9However, studies are contradictory on
that point. Indeed, women do not seem to have anlylgm operating for example, a dishwasher,
why then should there be problems with ICT (Morl&992) ? It is strange that women are able to
read manuals that come with household appliancearbunot able to read the ones that come with
ICT. That this is a misconception is proved by &sadnto the ICT use of single women. They
proved to be very capable when it comes to opeyd@T (Gray, 1992; Sanger, 1997). In addition,
Jordan (1990), for example, found that the motlkens to be the one that operates and programs
the VCR.

Women and men have different perceptions with egarlCT. Livingstone (1992) investigated
gendered talk about: the necessity, functionafipgiality, privacy, and control of technologies.
With regard to necessity, she found women to ta)ieitly about the importance of ICT in their
lives. Women seemed to refer to household techredaas technologies that make their day-to-day
lives more comfortable. This indicates that, faerth home is a place to work while for men, home
is a place for leisure and relaxation (see alseseén, 1992) . When talking about functionality
women again talk about the function of technolagyhieir daily lives. For women, the object has
to be useful while for men the meaning of a techgglseems to lie within the object. Furthermore,
women regard ICT as a facilitator of social contalbile men see it as a substitute or alternative fo
social contact. Women also use technologies to Keiegs under control while men use them to

exercise control.
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3.3.1.3. Socio-Economic Status

Researchers often use occupation and/or income /andeducation as indicators of SES.
Following, Rosengren and Windahl (1989) we div&IES into class (occupation and income) and

status (education).

Studies of personal computer diffusion already tbancial status to be a consistent predictor of
adoption and use (Dutton, Rogers, & Jun, 1987)il&ily Livingstone, Holden, and Bovill (1999)
have found this also to be true for Internet acedsome. Furthermore, Roe (2000) found that
mother’s educational level is a strong indicatoth® amount of time children spend with TV. It
will be interesting to move further in this direarti and investigate how mother’s educational level

influences ICT use in the family system.

3.3.2. Family characteristics.

3.3.2.1. Family size

We make a distinction between families with andhaiit children. Researchers indicate that
children play a major role (Van Rompaey, Roe, &u$sr 2002; Smet, Van Rompaey, & Roe,
2002). Thus, Haddon (1992) found that, when a famécides on the purchase of new ICT, it
anticipates the effects that this is likely to hawvefamily life and the question of what is likety

be the best for the children is one that is fre¢jygosed. Similarly, Hellman (1996) has noted the
importance of pressure from children for the adtjais of a VCR, a finding reinforced by the fact

that families with children were overrepresentecoagnearly adoptors (Gunter & Wober, 1989;
Lindstrom, 1989).

3.3.2.2. Life-cycle

Most families go through different stages in thigimily life. The premise of family life cycle
research has always been that the family goesdhreuccessive developmental stages (Dimmick,
McCain, & Bolton, 1979). However, in the industisald world, and especially in the big cities, the
nuclear family consisting of parents and their dgatal children is no longer the dominant mode of
cohabitation. There are more and more single pdemilies. Parents who divorce increasingly
remarry, leading to complex step-parent, step-clattd step-sibling relationships (Glick, 1989).

The implications are that one may move backwardfarwdard between different life stages.

The socio-ICT structure of the family is dependemtthe family life-stage. The life-cycle concept

again emphasises the fact that families are dynahhiey are constantly changing and evolving.
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The socio-ICT structure of a young couple with aybwill have changed dramatically by the time
the child leaves the home. This again illustrabesfact that the family cannot be studied as @cstat
unit. For example, external influences on familynmbers, which may cause changes to the family
system, are more likely to be moderated by pareviien the children are young (Loukas,
Twitchell, et al., 1998). This is also true witlgaed to media appliances. In families with younger
children parental influence will be more substdrthan peer influence. As children get older they
strive for more independence and orientate therasabwvards their peers (Suess et al., 1998).

The focus in communication research is primarilgcpd on the family with children. However,
inside this group divisions between different ligages are seldom made. Most research
concentrates on ‘children’, ‘the young’, teenagetfsimilies with children’ without recognising
that a family with children between the ages of vl ten is different from one with children
between the ages of ten and fifteen. Because ef pirassures it is not in the scope of our research
to investigate every stage in the family life cydtowever, we acknowledge the fact that we have

studied families in a certain life stage and them@bur results are not generalisable to all fawili
3.3.2.3. Family home lay-out.

We introduce family home lay-out as a measuremestadus. The family home is regarded as the
primary biotope of each family member. It is of ianfance to know what the home looks like and
in what sort of neighbourhood it is implementecbider to have a supplementing idea of family

status.

3.4. Summary and conclusions.

Demographic changes and a lack of coherent coraléegation of ‘the family’ lead us to conclude
that another conceptualisation of the ‘family’ inggs itself. We introduced the concept of the
‘family of choice’. We argue that it is importarg investigate how family members perceive the
family. Their perception may differ from demograplhiategories. As a result, a family is not
exclusively based on blood relationships but onpééreeption of the family member.

On the basis of Family Systems Theory and the matem of this perspective in communication
research we designed a theoretical framework. in flamework the family is conceived as a
psychosocial unit consisting of a socio-ICT struetwhich is embedded in the wider social
context. The central relationship under investmais that between the psychosocial structure of
the family and the ICT structure of the family. $heciprocal relationship composes the socio-ICT

structure of the family.
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The ICT structure of the family consists of an istigation into ICT density and ICT use. Special
attention is given to the clustering of ICT. Inatbn to the psychosocial structure of the family,
the essential processes are discussed. The masttémpconcept under investigation is the ‘family
theme’. Families have a general theme that undealietheir actions and behaviours. It is the way
in which they conceive themselves and the outsidddw The ‘family theme’ concept gives an
understanding of individual family members, the#ationships, and the ways in which they
interact with the external world. Firstly, in thugh their internal relationships families need to
establish a pattern of separateness and connesteitinerder to maintain family life. Meaning that
families negotiate an amount of family cohesionotigh boundary management and family
interaction. Secondly, families have to deal witbsbcial issues of family life. This is related to
concepts of power and control and family rules. pvepose to study within-family stimulation
instead of family rules. But families also establimundaries with the external world. This type of
boundary management will be investigated in thioWdhg chapter. The internal relationships of
the family and their relationships with the outsigerld are analysed as expressions of the family

theme.

The reciprocal relationship between the psychosstiacture and the ICT structure is embedded
in family’s spatial organisation and temporal stagimg. Not only physical space but also symbolic
space will be investigated. With the introductidraovirtual context in the family home, the latter
seems to become more and more important. Furtheymi@T may be a tool for temporal
structuring but the way in which families structubeir time may also influence ICT use and

meaning.

When investigating the implications of ICT for fdwilife, the family’s socio-demographic

structure must be taken into account. This strecttonsists of family members characteristics
(age, gender and SES) and family characteristamil§ size and life-cycle). We argue that ICT
abolishes age differences by creating ‘ICT genenati Furthermore, it remains to be investigated

whether gender is still an important factor in I€3hsumption.

The leading idea behind our research is an inwegig into the way in which ICT use reflects
general family functioning. In the next chapter diecuss how the family system relates to the

supra-system and how it is embedded in the soordkgt.
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4. Theoretical framework: Exploring the supra-system.

The family system is embedded in a supra-systens. ddntextualism can be found in the work of
Silverstone, Hirsch, and Morley (1992) but is atsee of the basic assumptions of the Family
Systems Theory. As such, our theoretical framevirikilly completed by integrating the family

system into the family environment and into thei@omontext.

4.1. The relationship between the system, othdesys and the supra-system.

As discussed in the second chapter, according nalyF&ystems Theory, families are discussing
their boundaries with the outside world. They regeilfamily members’ experiences with the
outside world (Hess & Handel, 1967). Experiencesnfloutside the family may cause problems
when they enter the family system. Researcheradraoted that relationships with the extended
family can create disturbances in the family sys{@uox & Paley, 1997). Some families can be
very close to their extended family while others apt connected to their extended family or are
only close because of interference by the exteridedly. However, we argue that it is not sure
whether or not all family members observe thisusitreness in the same way. Maybe some family

members are rather happy because the extendeq farsd ‘close’ to them.

In addition, new experiences family members hauside the family system are introduced in the
family system. Here again the family engages imiglaily management and it has to established to
what extent the family system will tolerate new esences. We argue that ICT is a new
experience that may be brought into the family eaysfrom the outside (see also Silverstone,
Hirsch, & Morley, 1992). The process of boundarynagement then determines how much of this
experience is let into the family and in which w&amilies, for example, may accommodate the
computer as they did when they bought a televidttowever, they can also set other boundaries

when dealing with this new appliance.

Furthermore, the emergence of new ICT such asntieenlet and e-mail does create a whole other
challenge to family boundaries. In this regard Mmm and Krugman (2001) argue that “one
artifact of this external communication is thatréduces the physical (and potentially social)
boundaries imposed on social contacts and faeiitdhteractions irrespective of geography,
religion, and nationality” (Morrison & Krugman, 200137). In this case it is the virtual context
that is a challenge to boundary management. Asudtreve argue that, boundary management will
become more difficult and complex. Parents for eplamdo not always know what their children
are up to via the Internet. In addition, we wolilé Ito point out that ICT are perhaps not only

causing boundaries to change. They may also behys#te family to safeguard boundaries or to
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deliberately abolish them. Therefore, It will beeresting to investigate what the implications of
boundary management are for the ways in which fasihcorporate ICT and whether or not they

are permitted to change family life.

4.2. Exploring the supra-system: The family envineamt.

As noted earlier, the family environment is of imjpmce both in Family Systems Theory and in
the audience research tradition. Silverstone, Hjrand Morley (1992) talk about the economic,
social, and cultural structure in which the mor@momy of the household is enacted. However, in
our opinion the ICT-structure of the environmengiso an important influence on the family. As
such, social entities that make up the family esrwinent are not only ‘social’ but do also consist of
an ICT structure. The direct environment of theifarsystem consists of: the socio-ICT structure
of organisations in which family members particpde.g. youth movements), the socio-ICT
structure of the extended family and the socio-I€tiucture of the community (e.g. friends,

neighbourhood).

That the sociocultural setting might be an impdrtéactor in the adaptation of new ICT is
suggested in social comparison, consensual valinatind social learning theory (Steinfield,
Dutton, & Kovaric, 1989). The social comparisondhestates that individuals are influenced by
the attitudes, beliefs and behaviours of a padicgtoup with which they identify. The consensual
validation theory suggests that social definitiaisreality will be more persuasive than other
modes of persuasion (such as the information peavidy an expert); while social learning theory
argues that individuals imitate the attitudes aelaviours of other individuals. Their behaviour is
then reinforced by the other individuals. As suchances increase that these behaviours and
attitudes are repeated by the individual. As altdhey become a part of the individual's set of

attitudes and behaviours.

Research shows that the sociocultural setting isoitant for the adoption of new ICT. The
network of friends and co-workers can have an arfte. Murdock, Hartmann & Gray (1992)
found that social contacts are an important faiiocomputer use. Dutton, Rogers and Jun (1987)
also concluded that social networks are importaninderstanding the diffusion of innovations in a
social system. Adopters who become more involveal sncial network increasingly integrate their
personal computer in their lives by employing itrendiours per week and for a greater variety of
applications. Furthermore, peer influence can lgeobi children. As well peer stimulation as peer
pressure. In order to belong to a certain groumight be important to have a certain media

appliance or at least to be able to talk aboulatqan, 1990).
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We argue that the ICT structure of the extendedilyaims also an important influence (e.g.
Harwood, 2000). Although up until now this has get been researched much. We derive this
argument from Goodman’s notion of the ‘family ofgin’ (cf. supra). A notion that is especially
applicable to parental attitudes towards ICT. R@rereate a new family where they insert the
values, norms, rituals and customs of their faroflyrigin. Indeed, we can imagine that a parent,
who did not have a television set in his bedroorhighfamily of origin, regards it as problematic
when his/her children want a set in their bedrodimerefore, we argue that parental rules and
within-family stimulation with regard to ICT are gatiated via the family of origin’s rules and

level of within-family stimulation.

When a change in the family system presents itiatiilies can turn to themselves for support and
help but they can also turn to the outside world search for help from, for example, the extended
family, friends, and peers (Loukas, Twitchell, Blej Fitzgerald & Zucker, 1998). We therefore
argue that the family system will also seek suppdren it comes to perturbations in system
functioning due to ICT. Moreover, ICT themselvesate new ways for finding outside support.
Not only in a situation where ICT are causing pdxations but also when other factors like, for
example, changes in family composition pose problémthe family unit. For example, picture a
family where one of the children dies. Instead extrio help from friends and extended family, the
family can turn to internet support groups to fiadnew balance. As such, ICT can have an

important role as a stabilising factor in the fansystem.

4.3. Exploring the supra-system: The social context

It is not in the scope of our research to engagerimacro-study of the Flemish social context. The
following discussion gives a general indicatioronder to be able to place the Flemish family in its
wider context. Therefore, it aims at giving an ghgiinto the Flemish family structure and ICT

ownership in Flanders.

4.3.1. Family structure.

The structure of the family in contemporary socistghanging fundamentally. In the industrialised
world, and especially in the big cities, the nuclizemily consisting of parents and their biological
children is no longer the dominant mode of cohdibita There are more and more single parent
families. Parents who divorce increasingly remaegding to complex step-parent, step-child, and
step-sibling relationships (Cliquet, 1996; Hantr&d etablier, 1996; Matthijs, 1993). The last
census in Belgium dates from 1991, a follow up wasined in 2001. One of the problems with
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these censuses is that the National Institute fatisiics (NIS) uses households as the unit of
investigation. However, there is a difference ia theaning ascribed to the ‘household’ concept
and the ‘family’ concept. The NIS defines a houselas ‘consisting of a person who usually lives
alone, or consisting of two or more persons, wiretihenot related to each other, who usually live
together in the same house’ (NIS, 1999:3). As sachpusehold can be seen as an economic
construction. However, the ‘family’ concept mostiyolves that the persons in a family are related
to each other. The following discussion presentowarview of the most relevant demographic

data with regard to the Flemish household situation

4.3.1.1. Household size.

The average household size in Flanders evolved 3dM persons/household in 1970 to 2,45
persons/household in 2000 (NIS, 2001a). This reoluds due to two factors: firstly, the increase
of single person households and secondly, therdeofilarge households. In 1999 26,89 percent of
the households were single person households, 3#&8&ent consisted of two persons, 17,71
percent of three persons, 15,30 percent of fowsqrey; 5,23 percent of five persons, 1,40 percent
of six persons, and almost one percent were holdshbonsisting of seven persons or more (NIS,
1999). Most of the Flemish households consisttahast four persons. Households with four or
more children are on the decrease (Cliquet, 199®)ung children typically live in a household
together with one or two siblings. 36,9 percentlifdren under the age of three are an only child
and 43,3 percent has got one sibling. In the ageipgbetween two and seven years old 12,6
percent was found to be an only child and 53 perbas got one sibling. 44,7 percent of the

children between 6 and 12 years old have got twoare siblings (Buysse, 2000).

4.3.1.2. Household types.

When comparing the 1991 census data with more tecaterial several trends in household types

emerge, namely:

The decline of the nuclear family
Cohabitation as a prelude to marriage

The increase of the single parent family

O O 0o o

The emergence of the ‘hotel family’



Table 4.1. : Private households in Flanders.
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Household type Number Per centage
1991 2000 1991 2000

Non-family households

Single men 220 020 291 223 10,0 12,2

Single women 308 175 360 944 14,0 15,1

Others 64 463 107 793 2,9 4,5
Householdswith 1 family core*

Married couples without children 553 110 596 503| 25,1 24,9

Married couples with unmarried children 868 304 | 793 614 39,4 33,2

Single fathers with unmarried children 34 451 5492 1,6 2,3

Single mothers with unmarried children 134 264| 67 567 6,1 7,0
Householdswith 2 or more family cores 19 184 18 642 0,9 0,8
Household type unknown 1067 896 0,0 0,0
Total 2203038 | 2391694| 100,0 100,0

Source: NIS (2001)

The data in table 4.1. indicate that the nucleanilfais on the decline. In 1991 39,4 percent of the
households consisted of this type, in 2000 thisaaly had declined to 33,2 percent. However, we
must note here that the NIS defines ‘couples’ asgoenarried couples’. This perhaps explains the
decline. More and more couples, even with childobiwose to cohabit and they are not represented

in the data.

It is difficult to measure the amount of coupleatthohabit in Flanders. It is estimated that some
six or seven percent of the population over 15 yeahabits. This number has been relatively
stable during the last ten years. The estimatioashigher for Belgium as a whole. However,

cohabiting has increased significantly in a sheriq of time in the age group between 15 and 26
years. In 1998 60 percent of all couples in this ggoup cohabited. In 1993 this was only 30
percent (Ministerie van de Vlaamse Gemeenschap)2®®mwever, this does not mean that the
marital state is vanishing. On the contrary, mdsthe couples that start of cohabiting end up

married after a while. Most couples consider cofadion as a prelude to marriage (Corijn, 1994).

Table 4.2. indicates that most of the children urideyears old are still living in a household with
two parents. Moreover, most of these children ared with their biological parents who are
married to each other (see table 4.3.). However,stime table indicates that the single parent
family is on the increase. In 2000 2,3 percenthef households consists of a single father with his

unmarried children (1,6 percent in 1991) and 7 @erof a single mother with her children (6,1

1 A family core consists of a (legally) married cteipith or without unmarried children or of a fatte mother with
one or several unmarried children (as such a faooifg can be just a part of a household).
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percent in 1999). Furthermore, the number of childunder three years old that lives in a single-
parent family is 4,2 percent; this is 4,4 percenthie age-group two until seven years old and 5,6
percent in the age group between 6 and 12 yearst Mahese families are formed by a mother
and her children, because mothers are still mkelylito get custody of their children in case of a

divorce.

Table 4.2.: Children under 12 years by househqglé {percentages).

Household type Children <3years Children 2-7 years Children 6-12 years
Single parent household 4,2 4.4 4,9

Two-parent household 95,8 95,6 95,1

Total 100,0 100,0 100,0

Source: Buysse, 2000

Table 4.3. : Children under 12 years: Householdreyements.

Household arrangement Children <] Children |Children
3years 2-7years | 7-12years
Married couple/biological parents 84,9 89,9 89,7
Married couple/biological father/non-biological rhet 0,0 0,0 15
Married couple/biological mother/non-biologicallat 0,0 0,3 0,5
Married couple/non-biological parents 0,0 0,9 1,1
Cohabiting couple/biological parents 9,8 3,2 0,4
Cohabiting couple/biological mother/non-biologitather 0,0 1,0 0,9
Cohabiting couple/biological father/non-biologicabther 0,8 0,0 0,0
Cohabiting couple/non-biological parents 0,0 0,0 0 0,
Single parent (biological mother) 4,0 3,9 5,2
Single parent (biological father) 0,2 0,5 0,4
Multiple generations/parents and grandparents 0,3 3 0 0,3
Total 100,0 100,0 100,0

Source: Buysse, 2000

One of the more remarkable findings of the 1991sasrwas the fact that a substantial amount of
unmarried men between 24 and 29 years old stitliedswith their parents in the parental home. It
is a Euro-wide phenomenon (Corddn, 1997) whichtesstihe so-called ‘hotel family’. In 1999 this
was true for 28,59 percent of the Belgian men bebtnw#4 and 29 years old, in 1981 this was only
15,12 percent (Merenne, Van der Haegen, & Van Het887). This is due to economic factors
and higher education. For the period 1991-2011théur growth is expected (Deboosere,
Lesthaeghe, Surkyn, Boulanger, & Lambert, 1997).
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Since the eighthies a new household type is emgrge compounded family. These families are
formed by remarriage (or cohabitation). Formerlyme also remarried but mostly after being
widowed. Nowadays, one remarries (or cohabitsy @&tdivorce. In Belgium, it is estimated that
their amount increases every year by 8000 (Mafth§93).

For Belgium the prognosis is that “The decline leé group ‘married with children’ in the age
bracket 20-39 at first benefits the growth of cdtalon and of lone parent households, but
subsequently the latter groups stagnate as a mfsd#clining cohort sizes and further growth of
single person households or prolonged residencthénparental household”(Deboosere et al.,
1997).

4.3.2. ICT ownership.

Data from the Kaiser Family Foundation (Robertssh¥pet al., 1999) indicate that the television
set now is a permanent feature in almost every Aaethousehold (99 %) (figure 4.1.). The VCR,
as a television linked appliance, is also welllsdtin (98 %). The computer (73 %) is also on the

rise in the family home as well as the Internetrmantion (48 %).

Figure 4.1. : Percent of American children betwseven and eighteen years old who live in homes. with
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However, a comparison between the American sitnadod the European one is needed.
Therefore, figures from a study by Livingstone &@uavill (1999) are introduced. They studied the
media access of British children between 5 andei8syold.

Figure 4.2. : Percent of British children betweime find eighteen years old who live in homes with...
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The data presented in figure 4.2. are an indicadfotihe growing amount of media appliances in
the British family home. All homes were equippedhna television and almost all had a VCR
(96%). This is similar to the American situatiothaligh in America more homes had satellite or
cable TV (74 % to 42 % in the United Kingdom). Hmee American homes have got slightly
more PC’s than the homes in the United Kingdom%8 53 %). Most importantly, Americans
are more advanced with regard to internet acce$®rat. Forty-eight percent of the American
children between 7 and 18 years old live in a hontle internet access whereas this is only seven
percent of the children between five and eighteesry old in the United Kingdom. However, it
must be noted that the United Kingdom lags behimdthe European field (The European
Commission, 1999).

With the arrival of these multimedia homes a newrmenon emerges. The American as well as
the British study put the scope on the introductidnmore and more media in the children’s

bedrooms. It is one of the most recent findings &lutady very well documented by several
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researchers (Livingstone and Bovill, 1999 ; Livituyee and Bovill, 2001 ; Brown, Dykers, et al.,
1994 ; Pasquier, Buzzi, et al., 1998) .

Figure 4.3. : Percent of American children betwseven and eighteen years old who have the following
media in their bedrooms.
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Data from the American study (figure 4.3.) indicttat ‘old’ media such as a radio (86 %), a tape
player (81 %), and even a TV (65 %) were foundis bf bedrooms. However, more interestingly
is the fact that there are already children wittmer’ media in their bedroom such as a CD player
(75 %), a video game player (45 %), and a comp@E¥o). Most interestingly is the fact that ten
percent of the children reported having interneeas in their bedroom.

Figure 4.4. gives an insight in the British sitoatilt is clear that British children also haveslof
‘old’ media in their bedroom such as a radio (59 &bhd a TV (63 %). They are also well equipped
when it comes to video games. 34 % of the childrame TV-linked games machines in their
bedroom and 27 % has a gameboy. However, when aorgpthe American to the British
situation, it appears that the British bedroom a@$ yet equipped with the latest state-of-the-art
material such as an Internet connection (only ceregnt). Nonetheless, the emergence of more

and more media appliances in the bedroom remaijverapt.
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Figure 4.4. : Percent of British children betweenasid seventeen who have the following media &irth
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In a study by Beentjes et al. (1999) Flemish chkitdwere asked which appliances they had in their

bedroom and elsewhere in the home. The resultsrasented in figure 4.5.

Figure 4.5. : Percentage of Flemish children betws®e and seventeen with media in their own bedroom
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These data clearly show that the bedrooms of Flerdisldren are becoming better and better
equipped. The bedroom is a multimedia domain withdao (80 %) and a stereo (59 %). However,
the percentage of Flemish children with a televisset in their bedroom is lower (28 %). Game
consoles are favorite bedroom equipment. 43 pewdeRiemish children between 6 and 17 have a
gameboy and 23 percent a playstation. Newer medih as internet and e-mail are on the rise.
However, they are only found in a very small prajpor of the children’s bedrooms (4 %).

The emergence of media appliances in the childré@droom leads to interesting research
questions into the meaning of this evolution fomifg life. Researchers already looked into the
possible isolation of children from family life dde children’s computer use at home (Orleans &
Laney, 2000). However, the emergence of the ‘badroalture’ (Livingstone, 1999:5) poses an
even greater challenge to family life. Looking laisttopic from a Family Systems perspective it
will be interesting to investigate how this phenome fits into family system dynamics. How the
family system copes with this phenomenon. It is theestainly a factor that can cause stress to the
family system and can force the family to changewelver, the question will be how the family
system will adopt itself to this internal stresstéa. Will it cause changes to the family sub-
systems? Is the family system in peril? Does thasethe child outside the family system? This
phenomenon will also give us a clearer view on bowndary management is acted out in a family
system. This phenomenon runs parallel to the phenomof identity creation. Whereby children
can completly act out their own identity in theedooom. It becomes a secluded haven where one
can be ones true self (Brown et al., 1994).

Figure 4.6. : Percentages of Flemish children betwsix and seventeen with media elsewhere in the
home.
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Caution must be taken when interpreting figure Zs figure is an addition to figure 4.5. It may
well be that a child has got, for example, two P@mse in the living room and one in its own
bedroom. The figures should be interpreted as shtbst of the Flemish youngsters have a
television set (96 %), a radio (93 %), a stereo%87and a VCR (87 %) elsewhere (than in their
bedroom) in their home. Already 52 percent of thenfish children report having a PC elsewhere
at home and half of them have got a gameboy. Witfand to the newest media the researchers
found that 18 percent of the children had an imterconnection and e-mail elsewhere in their

home.

Furthermore, European data show that Flanders takes middle position in the European field
with regard to the amount of computers, CD-ROM'sgdems, and Internet connections that
Flemish citizens have to their disposal. Scandaradountries, in particular, are scoring better
(VRIND, 2000).

To get an insight on the Belgian situation, Tablé. resents a comparison of the situation of
telecommunications services for Belgium in compuariso the average for the 15 EU countires
(EU 15). These data come from a large-scale suvasgd on over 44 000 household interviews in
130 regions of the 15 member states (The Europeam@@ssion, 1999).

Table 4.4. : Number of telephony, PC, and TV amglés in Belgian and European households (perces)tage

Belgium EU 15

Telephony

Only a fixed set 30 39

Only a mobile 7 4

Both fixed and mobile 58 53
PC

Internet 12 12

PC but no Internet 32 21
TV

cable 91 34

Satellite 2 16

Source: The European Commission, 1999

The report shows that in 1999 the Internet penetrah Belgium was as high as the European
average (12 %). However, Belgian households do haae PC’s without an Internet connection
than the EU 15 (32 percent to 21 percent). Witlarédo telephony, Belgium can be found around
the European average with 30 percent of the holdeladth only a fixed set, 7 percent with only a

mobile one, and another 58 percent with both figad mobile. Furthermore, it is apparent that
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Belgian households almost all have cable (91 %]Jenthis is certainly not the case in the EU 15
(34 %). However, due to the high penetration ofiedl/ the penetration of satellite dishes lags
behind (2 % to 16 % in the EU 15).

Almost everyone in Belgium owns at least one tasiewi set. In the year 1995/1996 the percentage
of households with one television set was for evegion almost 14 percent lower than in the
previous years. The group with two television sirabled, in comparison with 1993 and 1991.
Households with three or more television sets itk exceptional, like households with no
television set at all (VRIND, 2000). Belgian datdl$, 2001b) indicate that in 2000 half of the
respondents said that they had a GSM at home, A2mehad a PC at home, 31 percent a CD-
ROM drive, 21 percent a game console, 7 perceaptp, 3 percent a DVD-player, 3 percent a
palm computer, and 4 percent had an ISDN conneetidrome. It must be noted that, especially
when it comes to Internet, it is difficult to measuhe number of households who are connected.
Mostly these numbers are estimates. Another pradtienissue is that different researchers use

different measurements of Internet penetration.

4.4. Summary and conclusions.

The family system is embedded in a supra-systenclwbonsists of the family environment and
the social context. Family systems use boundaryagmment to relate to this ‘outside world’. As
such, they regulate the experiences their membave hwith the external environment. The
emergence of new ICT creates new experiences tdath#dy system. An investigation into the
implications of boundary management for the waysvimich families incorporate ICT is needed.

Furthermore, it must be investigated whether ol@dtare permitted to change family life.

The family environment is of importance to familgecio-ICT structure. It consists of the Socio-
ICT structure of organisations in which family mesnb participate (e.g. youth movements), the
socio-ICT structure of the extended family and soeio-ICT structure of the community (e.qg.

friends, neighbourhood). There have been numernesiigations into the influence of the social
structure of the environment on family life. Howewse argue that the ICT structure of the family

environment should be taken into account when @tgdyrne impact that ICT have on family life.

With regard to families’ social context two evohris can be noted. Firstly, the family structure is
changing rapidly. The Flemish household size dee®and four major trends in household types

are observed:
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* the decline of the nuclear family
e cohabitation as a prelude to marriage
« the increase of the single parent family

* the emergence of the ‘hotel family’

Secondly, fundamental changes are occurring in I@iE structure of Belgian and Flemish
households. European figures situate Belgium ardledEuropean average with regard to Internet
access at home and telephony. Belgium is in thdingagroup when it comes to cable TV and PC
without an internet connection. However, it laghibd when it comes to the penetration of
satellite dishes. It must be noted that measuresneininternet access at home are difficult and
differ in most cases according to the researchctibe The situation of the Flemish households is
comparable to that of the Belgian households. Eeappdata indicate that Flanders takes up a
middle position in Europe with regard to the amoohtcomputers, CD-ROM'’s, modems, and
internet connections. In Flanders the phenomendheofully equipped children’s bedroom is also
emerging. The data clearly indicate that Flandsraat an ICT pioneer but it does follow new

developments.
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THEORETICAL BACKGROUND: CONCLUSION.

The theoretical framework is based on the Familst@ys Theory and its application in

communication research. Figure 1 (p. 67) represantseoretical model for the study of the

implications of ICT for family life. Central to thimodel is the assumption that there is a reciproca
relationship between family’s psychosocial struetand family’s ICT structure inside the family

system. This relationship is situated in the sd€i®d- structure of the family system and is

embedded in the family environment and the soca@itext. Leading to the central research
question:

‘What are the implications for family life of wh&milies are doing with ICT?’

This research question is investigated startinghfthe theoretical assumption that ICT use is a
reflection of general family functioning. Therefofamily’s internal relationships and relationships
with the outside world are investigated as expoessiof the family theme. The family theme is
conceived as the underlying thought that thrivesfémily unit. Identifying this idea will lead to a
better understanding of how families incorporat@ i€ their everyday life. Paying attention to the
fact that the family is a dynamic unit that changesr time. Therefore, the focus of the theoretical
model lies on the process rather than on the owsoof that process since they may only be

temporary. As a result, the central research cquestnfolds in the following research questions:

Internal relationships:

RQ 1: Does ICT access/ICT use depend on familyaltéy and/or boundary management inside
the family system?

RQ 2: Does high ICT density/ICT use decrease faintlgraction and family cohesion?

RQ 3: Does high ICT density/ICT use induce comparttalisation?

RQ 4: Does high ICT density/ICT use result fromhivitfamily stimulation?

These questions are investigated as being embeidddae family’s spatial organisation and

temporal structuring.

Relationships with the outside world:

RQ 5: Does ICT access/ICT use depend on boundanageaent with regard to the outside
world?
RQ 6: Does high ICT density/ICT use induce socsaldtion of the whole family or different

family members?
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In order to investigate these research questions an integrated quantitative and qualitative research
design is employed. This research design is discussed in the following part (PART 2). After a
discussion of the MultiSystem-MultiMethod research design, a family typology based on the
quantitative research datais introduced in chapter five. In chapter six, the qualitative research path

is presented.
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PART 2: RESEARCH DESIGN

5. The research design and measurement instruments

5.1. The research project.

The data presented here were collected as pareaksearch project: ‘Family life in a multimedia
environment’, the purpose of which was to study Hamilies change their daily lives and routines
to accommodate new ICT developments. The researofecp was funded by the Flemish

scientific research council (FWO-Vlaanderen), aras wupervised by Prof. Dr. Guido Fauconnier
and Prof. Dr. Keith Roe. As a research assistawhd able to incorporate my own research

questions and methods into the research design.

5.2. MultiSystem-MultiMethod approach.

The purpose of this thesis is to analyse the imp&adCT on family life and more specifically
whether or not ICT use is a reflection of geneaahify functioning. This implies an investigation
into ICT use in the family home. To this end a nstédtge study has been designed which includes a
combination of quantitative and qualitative methodees (MultiMethod approach). As noted
earlier, it is not only important to investigateetisystem (the family) but also the different
subsystems that make up the system and their aedhip to the supra-system (MultiSystem
approach). That is why our methodology is termedultNdystem-MultiMethod (MS-MM)’
approach (Cromwell & Peterson, 1981). In a firagsta survey was conducted in order to build a
family typology on the basis of ICT density (i.eethumber of media appliances in the home). This
was necessary to map out the ICT ownership of Elerfamilies and to be able to select families
for the qualitative research stage. In the secdades38 families were then selected from this
survey sample for an in-depth family interview (forther information of procedure see 6.1.). This
first round of interviews was important in ordergain access to the field and to gather data about
families’ ICT use, ICT density, family interactiofiamily hierarchy, and socio-demographic
structure. The analysis of these 38 family intemadorms the foundation of the selection of ten
families who participated in a more psychosociakeech design in the third stage. We opted for

this psychosocial design in order to be able t& fammily’s psychosocial structure to their ICT
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density and ICT use. In this stage, sensitive sibjesuch as: family cohesion, boundary

management, family hierarchy and the family theneeenaddressed.

Our contribution tries to adapt a framework thag baen greatly used to study ‘abnormal’ families
to the study of ‘normal’ families. Since our aimtésstudy how families relate to ICT in ‘normal’
everyday life. In general, ‘normal’ families havebeen studied greatly in this approach although

some researchers developed concepts that alsotagplyrmal’ families (Hess & Handel, 1959).

5.3. Quantitative research design.

In a first stage, computer assisted telephone vietws were conducted with a representative
sample of Flemish families (n=965). These familieere found by random sampling telephone
numbers from a digital telephone directory. Any ilgnmember could participate in the survey
under the condition that he/she was at least eeghyears old. The focus of the survey was placed
on family’s ICT density and socio-demographic stuue (Appendix 1). Since we did not want to
curtail ourselves by setting strict criteria foethumber of family members, we opted for a broad
definition of family, whereby only one-person holslels were excluded. This research stage was
conducted in the winter of 1999 (18/01/1999-15/094).

5.3.1. Variables.

5.3.1.1. ICT density.

The ICT analysed in this study are: black and whitg colour TV, wide screen TV, TV with
teletext, connection for cable TV, decoder for gay¥, satellite dish, VCR, video cassette, pre-
recorded video cassette, video camera, digitalovickemera, stereo, record player, radio alarm
clock, radio, cassette recorder, CD player, CD-R@Myer, walkman, discman, telephone,
cordless telephone, GSM, answering machine, modeger, fax machine, multimedia PC,

portable PC, PC, e-mail address, internet conmnectio

ICT density is defined as ‘the number of differemedia appliances at home’. Therefore,
respondents were asked: whether or not these rapgimnces were available at home, the number
of each appliance available at home, and where &aliance was located in the home. They were
also given the opportunity to name other mediaiappks (than the ones mentioned above) that
were in their possession. Other media appliancesrgeed in the survey were implicated in the

qualitative study. Furthermore, they were askedthdreor not their family had a subscription to
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and/or bought a newspaper and which newspapewtmatAlso whether or not their family had a
subscription to and/or bought a weekly or monthlggawzine and which magazine that was. In
addition, respondents were asked: whether or it tamily had video- and/or computer games,
how many of them were game consoles, how many themdhelds, how many diskettes, and how
many CD-ROMs. In this regard, respondents withrirdeat home were asked whether or not they

played computer games on the internet.
5.3.1.2. Socio-demographic structure.

At this stage, respondents could only participatenvthey were 18 years or older. They answered
questions about family members’ characteristics fanully characteristics. With regard to family

member characteristics, they were asked to givéitie year of their partner, and the age of their
children. Furthermore, they were asked to indigaiether they were male or female and of which
gender their children were. In addition, responslenere asked whether or not they had an
occupation and to give a description of that octiopaWe also asked them whether or not their
partners had an occupation and what that occupat@@n(description). The occupations were then
classified by means of the occupational classificedf Elchardus (Elchardus, 1979) which awards

an occupational prestige score ranging from 111to 8

11-21 example: a cleaning woman

21-31 example: unskilled labourer

31-41 example: skilled labourer

41-51 example: clerical employee

51-61 example: nurse or teacher of lower levekgbsdary school
61-71 example: manager of a company with less 53@remployees

71-81 example: research assistant

The higher the occupational prestige, the highemittupational prestige score. This has also been
done for children’s occupation (if they worked dmned at home). Furthermore, respondent’s and
partner’'s educational level was assessed by athéngespondent what his and his partner’s highest
certificate was. When a son or daughter particthateey were asked to answer these questions for
the family they lived in. In this case, respondemtcupational/educational level became father’s
occupational/educational level and partner's octiapal/educational level became mother's
occupational/educational level. Family’s occupatigorestige score and family’s educational level
were computed by aggregating respondent’s and gyatroccupational prestige score and
respondent’s and partner’s educational level. beaaf unemployment or when one of the scores

was not available, the other score was doubled.



72

With regard to family characteristics, family simas measured by asking the respondent whether
or not he or she had children and how many. Inteufdithey were asked how many children still
resided at home. Since the ages of the childrer a0 reported, family’s stage in the life-cycle
could be established. Furthermore, since it iscambtmon for Flemish people to know the exact
surface area of their home, family home lay-out wassured. Respondents were asked how many
separate rooms they had in their home, which typeans and how many of these separate types.
The following type of rooms were investigated: batm, store-room, kitchen, dining-room,
living-room, kitchen and living-room are a wholdtcken and dining-room are a whole, living-
room and dining-room are a whole, study, bedrooargtal bedroom and child’'s bedroom),
visitor's room, and kitchen, living-room and dinir@pm are a whole. It is conceived as a

measurement of status.

5.3.2. Discussion.

In most of the research done up until now the emsighaas been on interviewing the parents and
looking at the family from a parental perspectiMdewever, as noted earlier, this point of view has
recently changed. Consequently, there is a growitgrest in children’s opinion with regard to
their own ICT use. Since we opt for a whole fangirspective we would like to incorporate both
views in our analysis ascribing the same weight iamgbrtance to each of them. However, it is
impossible and even inaccurate to rely on one redgmt’s answers to questions about family’s
socio-ICT structure. Especially when it comes thtwatinal scales, it is difficult to conduct a
survey on the group level. Therefore, attitudesatwls ICT were not measured in the quantitative
research design. As a result, it became cleathleaguantitative investigation is a starting-pdont

further qualitative investigation and must be civieg as a map of Flemish families’ ICT density.

Therefore, the questionnaire contained a followgupstion. Respondents were asked whether or
not they would lend their participation to the émll-up study. It was explained to them that this
implied a whole family interview at their home atiéht they would be contacted before hand by
telephone. 29 % of our respondents answered pealgitto our request, 71 % did not want to

participate in the follow-up study.

5.3.3. Families’ socio-demographic structure.

A little more than half of our questioned familiesn be categorised as a ‘traditional’ family, which
means a heterosexual couple with children thatieesi home. A fourth of our families consist of a

married heterosexual couple whose children areasiding at home any more. 6 % of our families
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consist of a childless married couple. Heterosegaaples that live together without being married
and who have children that reside with them make Wb. There are slightly more unmarried
heterosexual couples that live together who dohaste children (3 %) and four heterosexual
couples that live together and have children tioatat reside at home anymore. There are also two
lesbian couples in our sample: one couple with @mel couple without children. 6 % are one-
parent households. It is most remarkable that aéwdrthe children that still reside with their
parents already have a job of their own (17 %).s€htend to be more boys than girls (respectively
69 % and 31 %).

Table 5.1. gives an overview of the family home¢ay. The mean of the total of separate rooms at
home is 7,54 (sd=2,28). Most Flemish homes corsfista bathroom (99%), a living-room
[separately (63%) or combined with a dining-rooni @) and a kitchen (12 %)], a kitchen
[separately (77 %) or combined with a dining-rodlf 06)], a parental bedroom (99 %), a store-
room (88 %), a child’s bedroom (79 %). Fewer faesilhave a study (38 %) or a visitor's room (33
%). Homes which contain two living-rooms (meaninggdiving area and a sitting area for special
occasions) seem to be outmoded (only 1 %).

Table 5.1.: Percentages of separate rooms in Flermg@nes (n=965).

number 0 1 2 >2 Total
room
bathroom 1 91 8 0 100
store-room 12 69 13 6 100
kitchen 23 76 1 0 100
dining-room 48 50 2 0 100
living-room 37 62 1 0 100
kitchen + dining-room 920 10 0 0 100
kitchen + living-room 100 0 0 0 100
kitchen + dining-room + living-room 88 12 0 0 100
living-room + dining-room 79 21 0 0 100
study 62 36 2 0 100
bedroom 3 22 51 24 100
parental bedroom 1 98 1 0 100
children’s bedroom 21 25 40 14 100
visitor's room 67 26 6 1 100

The data are analysed from the family point of viévherefore, certain variables concerning
respondent’s socio-demographic structure (educdtimvel and occupational prestige score), are
paired to the same variables concerning their pagisocio-demographic structure. In couples the

mean educational level of men (mean=3,21; sd=1a#t) women (mean=2,96; sd=1,33) differs
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significantly (p < 0.01) (n=889). On average, wonagee less educated than their partners. Looking
at the mean occupational prestige score in couple$ound no significant difference between men
(mean=3,95; sd=1,19) and women (mean=3,87, sd=1A3&llysing the situation for couples with

children living at home (n=617), indicates the sasiteation. The mean educational level of men
(mean=3,44; sd=1,34) and women (mean=3,19; sd=1g#Rrs significantly (p < 0.01). On

average, women are less educated than their partp@oking at the mean occupational prestige
score in couples, we found no significant diffeermetween men (mean=3,94; sd=1,19) and

women (mean=3,83, sd=1,36).

5.3.4. The family home as a multimedia environment.

It has already been indicated that family’s mediginment is changing rapidly (part 1, chapter
1). This is an American as well as a European trénctable 5.2. we therefore present the
percentages of Flemish households number of memphaaces. Percentages for the full list of
media appliances included in the survey can berdarom Appendix 20nly the most relevant

appliances are included in table 5.2.

Table 5.2. : Percentages of Flemish households eumitmedia appliances at home. (n=965)

number |0 1 >1 Total
media annliance
television 1 59 40 100
VCR 15 72 13 100
radio 10 34 56 100
CD player 13 49 38 100
PC 75 23 2 100
multimedia PC 64 32 4 100
portable PC 94 6 0 100
CD-ROM player 59 37 4 100
modem 79 19 2 100
e-mail address 87 11 2 100
internet 85 15 0 100
telephone 5 66 29 100
GSM 70 25 5 100

Our quantitative survey shows that families notyombssess more than one set of ‘old’ media
appliances but they also possess lots of ‘new’ I&Tthe time of the survey, 36 % of Flemish
families were in possession of a multimedia PC. ddtrthe same number had a CD-ROM player

(41 %), 21 % had a modem, 13 % of Flemish familiad one or more e-mail addresses and 15 %
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were connected to the internet. Moreover, almost &faFlemish families have video-and/or

computer games (47 %) and 43 % of these have a gansele such as Playstation or Nintendo.

5.3.5. Towards a family typology.

Our main interest with regard to the quantitatiesearch part lies in the construction of a
continuum from which a typology of families basadI€T density could be drawn. Therefore, the
resulting data with regard to ICT density were satgd to a Cluster Analysis (Sharma, 1996;
SPSS Inc. 1997). Since we had to deal with a latgeber of cases that had to be clustered, we
opted for a K-means cluster analysis. The variabliés regard to the number of different media
appliances at home were used to calculate a clsstetion. For this purpose standardised values

were used. Only the variables that contributedhéoidentification of the clusters are included.

With regard to the number of clusters a three, ,f@amnd five cluster solution was computed.
Although in K-means cluster analysis, the numbetlo$ters has to be given up front we underpin
our final cluster solution of three clusters by tevderia. Firstly, some clusters hardly had angeca
falling into them in a four cluster (just 5 cas@sthe second cluster) or five cluster analysis.
Secondly, in previous research by Livingstone aodilB(1999) a similar three cluster solution

was found (see supra). Table 5.3. presents thiedlursters centres of this three cluster solution.

The numbers that are highlighted in the table laeebest examples of how the three clusters differ
in ICT density. For example, the average numbemoltimedia PC’s for cluster one families is
0,49518 standard deviation units below the mearmlfdamilies; while the average for cluster two
families is almost the same as the overall meathtlag average for cluster three families is slightl

more than one standard deviation unit above theativeean (1,31965).



Table 5.3.: Final Cluster Centres (means of thedtadized variables for each cluster).

Cluster
1 2 3
wide screen TV -,01216 -,00967 ,04419
cassette recorder -,49657 ,61078 ,49660
CD player -,53745 ,63408 ,66223
CD-ROM player -,52042 ,24565 1,3150C
PC -,21440 ,25361 ,28206
decoder for pay TV -,06364 ,09219 ,02808
digital video camera -,13857 ,09166 ,29254
discman -,33595 ,35827 ,48184
cordless telephone -,21630 , 14290 ,50651
portable PC -,22522 -,05460 ,93171
e-mail address -,31868 -,31260 1,8123¢
fax machine -,34689 ,03406 1,1376C
GSM -,31941 ,27021 ,52142
internet connection -,38145 -,37613 2,1212¢
connection for cable TV -, 19531 ,11687 ,20220
colour TV -,32218 ,35410 ,39467
modem -,43193 -,16859 1,80844
multimedia PC -,49518 ,17498 1,3196E
answering machine -,27038 ,16010 57572
record player -,24622 ,31900 ,20493
radio -,40912 ,56223 ,36307
satellite dish -,09847 ,04861 ,25514
pager -,16300 ,09087 ,27666
stereo -,52554 ,62200 ,59424
telephone -,29747 ,20656 ,58637
TV with teletext -,31265 ,28862 ,39544
VCR -,33753 ,26229 ,54785
video camera -,24124 ,21455 ,35433
radio alarm clock -,41232 ,54210 ,28276
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Three types of families were thus identified:

type 1 (54%). This consisted of ‘traditional families’ ¢haterized by low ICT density (i.e. TV,
telephone, and a limited number of audio appliances

type 2 (31%). This consisted of ‘intermediate familiesiacacterized by average possession of
most ICT but clearly more audio minded than typantl type 3 families. However, they differ
from type 3 families in not having newer ICT sughliaternet and e-mail.

type 3 (15%). This consisted of ‘multimedia families’ with high density of appliances and an

emphasis on newer ICT such as: internet, e-maill dégiital video camera.



Table 5.4.: One-way analysis of variance

Cluster Error
Mean Mean
Square df Square df F Sig.
wide screen TV ,180 2 ,998 897 ,180 ,835
cassette recorder 128,604 2 ,699 897 183,977 ,000
CD player 156,063 2 ,674 897 | 231,558 ,000
CD-ROM player 193,142 2 577 897 | 334,550 ,000
PC 25,542 2 ,951 897 26,871 ,000
decoder for pay TV 2,217 2 ,997 897 2,224 ,109
digital video camera 11,714 2 971 897 12,061 ,000
discman 61,173 2 ,884 897 69,233 ,000
cordless telephone 31,834 2 ,923 897 34,481 ,000
portable PC 72,552 2 ,865 897 83,923 ,000
e-mail address 264,762 2 424 897 623,759 ,000
fax machine 118,516 2 , 741 897 | 159,966 ,000
GSM 53,557 2 ,868 897 61,679 ,000
internet connection 365,358 2 ,196 897 | 1859,349 ,000
connection for cable TV|] 13,303 2 ,353 897 37,688 ,000
colour TV 53,304 2 ,898 897 59,366 ,000
modem 274,660 2 ,378 897 | 727,502 ,000
multimedia PC 183,611 2 ,567 897 | 323,595 ,000
answering machine 44,078 2 ,866 897 50,876 ,000
record player 31,733 2 ,918 897 34,584 ,000
radio 93,566 2 ,801 897 | 116,856 ,000
satellite dish 7,162 2 1,000 897 7,161 ,001
pager 12,721 2 ,862 897 14,761 ,000
stereo 145,035 2 ,689 897 | 210,548 ,000
telephone 51,031 2 ,849 897 60,114 ,000
TV with teletext 45,876 2 ,887 897 51,714 ,000
VCR 57,707 2 ,863 897 66,879 ,000
video camera 29,105 2 ,927 897 31,400 ,000
radio alarm clock 87,526 2 , 785 897 | 111,428 ,000
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Table 5.4. gives an indication of the variabled thare most or least important in identifying the
three cluster solution. The meanslofernet connectior{F=1859,35) modem(F=727,50) anc-
mail address(F=623,76) differ the most across the three ciastexd were most important in
identifying them. In comparison with the other @dles, the means ofide screen T\iffer little
across the three clusters (F=0,18). This varialds therefore less important for identifying the

final cluster solution.

In order to see how these three clusters relatent another, table 5.5. presents the distances

between the final cluster centres.
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Table 5.5.: Distances between Final Cluster Centres

Cluster 1 2 3

1 3,261 6,121
2 3,261 4,496
3 6,121 4,496

The cluster centres of the traditional and multimefdmily types differ the most. The cluster
centre of the intermediate family type is locatecbetween that of the traditional and that of the

multimedia family type.
5.3.5.1. Socio-demographic structure of the family types.

To get a clear view of the kind of families that aepresented in each family type we conducted a
one-way analysis of variance whereby the socio-adgaphic structure of the three family types
was compared (only significant results are repQrtedstly, Levene’s test was administered to
investigate whether the variances of the depengariable over the three family types are
significantly different. The results reported ibl&a5.6. come from the whole sample (n=965). The
means of the three clusters differ significantlyhaiegard to family’s occupational prestige score
(F (2,647)=14,08; p<0,01), number of children amko(F (2,774)=80,91; p<0,01), and family’'s
educational level (F (2,880)=60,79; p<0,01).

Table 5.6. : Means, standard deviations and sigaift results of a one-way analysis of varianceluster
membership on family occupational prestige scovmiper of children at home, and family educational
level.

Family type F
Traditional IntermedigtMultimedia
Family occupational| M 7,13 a 7,85Db 8,37 b 14,08**
prestige score Sp 2 oz 2 34 251
Number of children | M 94 a 1,92b 1,84 b 80,91**
at home SD 1,01 1,08 1,11
Family educational |M 5,37 a 6,72 b 7,57 ¢ 60,79**
level SD 2,36 2,20 2,36

*p < 0,01

Since sample sizes differed over the three fanyibpes we opted for the Tukey post-hoc test and
controlled the results by conducting the Games-Hlotest. Traditional families’ occupational
prestige score is lower than that of intermediag multimedia families (p<0,01). However, there
is no significant mean difference between the faradcupational prestige score of intermediate

and multimedia families. Traditional families onesage have fewer children living at home than
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intermediate and multimedia families (p<0,01). Hagain, there is no significant mean difference
between intermediate and multimedia families. Qhalgsis shows that family’s educational level
is of importance in defining the three family typ@saditional families have a lower educational
level than intermediate and multimedia families Qi®4). Furthermore, there is a significant
difference between intermediate and multimedia fiemi mean family educational level.
Intermediate families have a lower mean family edional level than multimedia families

(p<0,01). So the mean family educational levehef iultimedia families is the highest.

In order to investigate whether or not mother’s &aither's educational and occupational level
differed over the three family types, the samples weduced to parents (single or couple) with
children (residing at home or not) (n=862) (tahl&.p

Table 5.7. : Means, standard deviations and sigaift results of a one-way analysis of varianceluster
membership on variables regarding mother's andddtheducational and occupational level.

Family type F

Traditional IntermediatMultimedia
Educational level M 2,59 a 3,20b 3,55¢ 34,21**
(mother) SD 1,25 1,23 1,25
Occupational M 3,55a 3,93 b 4,07 b 4,56*
prestige score sD 130 130 144
(mother) - ' ’ ’
Educational level M 2,76 a 3,53b 3,93 ¢ 42,24**
(father) SD 1,35 1,28 1,44
Occupational M 3,59a 403b 416 b 9,81*
prestige score SD
(father) SD 1,17 1,28 1,32

*p<0.01; *p <0,05

The means of the three clusters differ significamilth regard to mother’s occupational prestige
score (F (2,354)=4,56; p<0,05), mother's educatidexzel (F (2,748)=34,21; p<0,01), father's
occupational prestige score (F (2,512)=9,81; p<0,dnd father's educational level (F
(2,703)=42,24; p<0,01).

Mothers in traditional families on average havewadr occupational prestige score than those in
intermediate and multimedia families (p<0,05). Hoere there is no significant mean difference
between mother’s occupational prestige score rimediate and multimedia families. Again, our
analysis shows that mother’s educational levef isnportance in defining the three family types.

In traditional families mothers have a lower edigrsl level than in intermediate and multimedia
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families (p<0,01). Furthermore, there is a sigaific difference between intermediate and
multimedia families mean mother's educational levstermediate families have a lower mean
mother’s educational level than multimedia famil{es0,05). So the mean mother’'s educational

level of the multimedia families is the highest.

Fathers in traditional families on average haveweel occupational prestige score than those in
intermediate and multimedia families (p<0,01). Hoer there is no significant mean difference
between father's occupational prestige score iriédiate and multimedia families. Furthermore,
in traditional families fathers have a lower ediaral level than in intermediate and multimedia
families (p<0,01). In addition, there is a sigrafid difference between intermediate and
multimedia families mean father's educational leMatermediate families have a lower mean
father’'s educational level than multimedia famili@s<0,05). So the mean mother’s educational

level of the multimedia families is the highest.

It is even more interesting to investigate famileigh children that still reside at home over the
three family types (n=617). Therefore, we conduaedne-way analysis of variance of cluster
membership on mother's and father's educational @ofessional level. However, when testing
for homogeneity of variances we discovered that vadéances of father's educational and
occupational level are significantly different whiccompromises the results of the one-way
ANOVA. As a result, only the results with regardnmther’'s educational and occupational level

are reported (table 5.8.).

Table 5.8. : Means, standard deviations and sigaift results of a one-way analysis of varianceloster
membership on mother’s educational level and mé&thmcupational prestige score.

Family type F

Traditional IntermediatMultimedia
Educational level M 2,94 a 3,23 ab 3,59b 9,89**
(mother) SD 1,16 1,22 1,24
Occupational M 3,50 a 3,87b 4,14 c 5,59**
prestige score SD 130 131 1.40
(mother) — ’ ' '
**p < 0,01

The means of the three clusters differ signifioamtith regard to mother’'s educational level (F
(2,532)=9,89; p<0,01), and mother’s occupationaspge score (F (2,320)=5,59; p<0,01).
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Traditional families’ mother’s occupational prestigcore is lower than that of multimedia families
(p<0,01). However, there is no significant mearfedénce between mother’s occupational prestige
score of intermediate and traditional families afdntermediate and multimedia families. In this
respect the most interesting finding is that tiaddl, intermediate, and multimedia families differ
significantly with regard to mother's educationetél. In traditional families mothers have a lower
educational level than in intermediate (p<0,05) amdtimedia families (p<0,01). Furthermore,
there is a significant difference between interratliand multimedia families mean mother’'s
educational level. Intermediate families have adownean mother’'s educational level than
multimedia families (p<0,05). So the mean mothedscational level of the multimedia families is
the highest.

5.4. Summary and conclusions.

In this study a MultiSystem-MultiMethod approacHIwie employed to study some of the ways in
which the diffusion of new information and commuation technologies (ICTs) have implications
for family life. In a first stage, a telephone seywvas conducted. On the basis of ICT density,
families were then divided in three different fayrtiypes: traditional, intermediate, and multimedia
families. This family typology is similar to the erconstructed by Livingstone and Bovill (1999a)
(see also part 1: chapter 1) who distinguishedetlypes of family homes: ‘media-rich’ homes,
‘traditional’ homes, and ‘media-poor’ homes. Howeuwaey have a different unit of investigation.
Their data are gathered with young people (6-17 gkts). Furthermore, their typology is based on

‘media elsewhere in the home’ (media in the chiltbdedrooms are not included).

When analysing these three family types, it isrcteat: traditional families have a lower family
occupational prestige score, fewer children livatghome, and a lower family educational level
than intermediate and multimedia families. In thegard, family’s educational level is of
importance. Intermediate families have a lower meanily educational level than multimedia
families. When the sample is limited to familiesttwichildren that live at home mother’'s
occupational prestige score and educational levef importance. Mothers in traditional families
have a lower occupational prestige score than timoswiltimedia families. However, again it is the
educational level that is of importance. Mothersraditional families are less educated than those
in intermediate and multimedia families. Furthersjomothers in intermediate families are less

educated than those in multimedia families.

Since, it was not possible to incorporate attitatlstales or questions on the family level into the

guestionnaire we opted to deepen the survey relyledding qualitative research stage (chapter
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6). Therefore, the survey is conceived as a mdg®fdensity and an insight into family’s socio-

demographic structure.
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6. Qualitative research design.

Silverstone, Hirsch, and Morley (1991) already dotthat there is a lack of well-written
methodological accounts of qualitative research the impact of media on everyday life. In their
own work they give an inside in the methodologicalls that are used, as well as, into the train of
thoughts that led them to use certain techniquesdiscard others. In order to come to external

reliability we deem it appropriate to discuss oualgative research path.

6.1. Phase 1: In-depth family interviews.

On the basis of the family typology (1. traditiondl intermediate and 3. multimedia) and the
follow-up question, 38 families were selected fogualitative study involving unstructured in-
depth family interviews: 6 from type 1, 15 from &2, and 17 from type 3. The sample was
restricted to 38 families since this is a time-aoniég methodology. Furthermore, we over
sampled the third group because of the intrinsipartance attached to the involvement in the
Internet era (new ICT). The aim of the interviewaswo discover differences between the three
family types with regard to ICT use. Of the 38 fhes, 31 (4 in type 1, 13 in type 2 & 14 in type
3) contained children. In all these families coméa 72 children, of which 61 participated in the

interviews. The remaining 11 were either too yo(#jgor not at home at the time (5).

Table 6.1. : Frequency table of age and family tyfambership of the participating children by gender

age gender Total
male female
Traditional (n=4 families
<12 5 2 7
12-18 1 0 1
>18 0 0 0
Tota 6 2 8
Intermediate (n=13 familie
<12 6 3 9
12-18 7 6 13
>18 1 2 3
Total 14 11 25
Multimedia (n=14 families)
<12 6 3 9
12-18 7 8 15
>18 4 0 4
Total 17 11 28
Total 37 24 61
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Table 6.2. gives an insight in the two elementshaf socio-demographic structure of the 38
families. Couples’ occupational prestige score edhacational level are presented. Note that one of
the 38 families consisted of a lesbian couple witbhild. Both women’s scores with regard to

educational level and occupational prestige wededdt the female side of the table.

Table 6.2. : Frequency table of educational leved accupational prestige score of the 38 couples by
gender.

aendel Total
male female
occupational prestige score
unemployed 10 16
11 - 21 (ex. : cleaning woman) 0
21 — 31 (ex.: unskilled labourer) 2
31 - 41 (ex.: skilled labourer) 10 8 18
41 — 51 (ex.: clerical employee) 10 7 17
51 - 61 (ex.: nurse) 7 11
61 — 71 (ex.: manager of a small company) 5
71— 81 (ex.: research assista 0
Total 37 39 76
educational level
none/primary education 1 4 5
secondary education 1 (lower level) 0 1 1
secondary education 2 (higher level) higher 15 15 30
education (<4 years) 10 12 22
higher education (>3 years) 5 2 7
university 6 5 11
Total 37 39 76

It is clear that there is an overrepresentatiofapfilies with a high male and female educational
level and a high male and female occupational igesicore. Families where male or female had
an occupational prestige score between 11 and 2& wet interviewed, leading to an under
representation of the lower occupational prestigeres. As such, our sample is not a perfect
representation of Flemish families. This is maidle to two reasons. First of all, not all families
that answered positively to the follow-up studyneal to participate in it when we contacted them
to make an appointment. Secondly, the multimedmailjatype was over sampled. As already
indicated, multimedia families have a higher fanelgucational level than the other two family
types and a higher family occupational prestigeestioan traditional families. This must be borne
in mind when interpreting the data. However, thaifi@s were geographically spread over the

whole of Flanders.
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In view of our research framework it was importengain access to the natural setting of these 38
families (i.e. the family home). Therefore, theeiniews were conducted in the home with all the
family members present. The interviews were coretliftetween the end of April 1999 and the
end of May 1999 (except for one conducted on tita 29 June 1999). They were tape-recorded
and transcribed in the summer of 1999. Question® vasked regarding the following topics:
family interaction, family rules, ICT density, IQdse, ICT purchase, family characteristics, leisure
activities, family rituals, temporal organisati@patial organisation (A full description of the icgp
can be obtained from appendix 3). The interviewseweonducted by two researchers. One
researcher conducted the interview while the otimer observed the family members. The latter
could intervene to ask questions that the intererewwad overlooked. This ‘triangulation of
researchers’ (Maso & Smaling, 1998) proved to bgremt advantage when interviewing these
‘small groups’. Impressions could be shared ana detre also coded and interpreted by two

different researchers. Leading to a greater inteatiability and validity of the research.

Afterwards, families were asked to fill in a timeeudiary for one week monitoring their leisure
activities and ICT use and to post it back to #searcher. However, few families did post it back.
After analysis of the diaries that were posted baekcame to the conclusion that they had been

filled out rather superficially. Therefore, the @atre not included in this thesis

6.1.1. Discussion: The path to triangulation.

The original research design consisted of thegstepth family interviews, conceived as sufficient
to gather information about family’s socio-ICT sttwre. However, this assumption turned out to

be wrong. An analysis of the 38 interviews resulteseveral conclusions:

1. Interviewing the family as a whole is interegtifor observing family hierarchy and family
interaction. For example, in some families thedraih did not have the opportunity to speak up
and give their own opinion to the researcher. lreofamilies the parents sort of withdrew and
children took over. However, in order to get evéagnily member’s view on the socio-ICT
structure it was important to add an investigatdrihe individual family member’s opinion.

Giving each family member the opportunity to speake freely.

2. It became clear that the ‘traditional’ interviei@chnique would not generate sensitive
information about the psychosocial structure offtraily. Data were gathered about the ICT-

structure of the family but certain aspects of gsychosocial structure remained unclear.
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Perhaps because questions with regard to this @uygre threatening to the family. Again

additional, different research techniques are rmkede

3. If we wanted to investigate whether ICT use ieftection of general family functioning and
how the reciprocal relationship between psychosarid ICT structure works, 38 families is
too much to handle. The number of families muslitbéged in order for us to be able to get a

good understanding of what is going on in the famil

4. After these first interviews the research wohtl continued by only one researcher which
might cause problems for internal reliability amdernal validity. Therefore, we opted to
develop different research tools to investigateresearch questions. Triangulation of methods
is one of the means to come to a greater interaladity. A means for looking at the same

research question from a different angle.

6.1.2. Narrowing down the sample size.

We opted to narrow down the sample size by narrgwihre type of families we wanted to
investigate. The definition used for the survey #racollection of the 38 families turned out to be
too broad. Therefore, our focus became: ‘familiemsisting of two parents (homosexual or
heterosexual/married or unmarried) with their (bgital or non-biological) children, residing in
the same home’. This was based on three arguntardsof all, these kind of families are mostly
early adopters of new ICT (Gunter & Wober, 1989a¥;3r1992; Livingstone, Holden, & Bovill,
1999). Secondly, children are a very importantdadh the acquisition and use of new ICT
(Hellman, 1996; Van Rompaey, Roe, & Struys, 2008)jrdly, in Flanders children mostly live in

two-parent households (see supra).

Firstly, on the basis of the quantitative data, tB& ownership of Flemish families with children
residing at home is explored (table 6.3.). Aimdisbthese families have a television set (99 &o),
VCR (92 %), a radio (90 %), a CD-player (95 %), anelephone (96 %). Most of them even have
more than one set of these appliances. For exadp kg have more than one TV, 63 % have more
than one radio and 52 % have more than one CD-pl&gnilies with children seem to be well-
equipped with regard to audio appliances and né@€r 18 % have got an internet connection at
home an