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Chapter Six – Networked Families

The Triple Revolution – Social Network, Internet and Mobile – has undermined the classic notion that people’s homes are their castles: inviolate, defended places filled with family activity. Homes are no longer castles, if they ever were. Rather, they are bases for reaching out and networking – with family members, friends and relatives, community groups, and work.  Hillary Clinton understood this without calling it by its proper name. In her book, It Takes a Village, she recognized that families are not bound up in villages – rural, suburban or urban: “The networks of relationships we form and depend on are our modern-day villages, but they reach well beyond city limits.” 
We agree with her, but take her thesis further. No family is an island; and no house is a castle: they are multiply networked. The ways in which modern families are networked provide them with a great deal of individual discretion, abundant opportunities for communication, and flexibility in their togetherness: They spend less time physically together at home in the same room and even in the same house. Yet, they are thickly connected at anytime and anywhere by both new and old communication media: phones – wired and mobile – and the internet.  They network as individuals rather than within solidary family groups. Each household member operates as a semi-autonomous individual, with her/his own agenda, using a multitude of transportation and communication media to contact and coordinate with each other.

Although the trend to networked families began before the internet and mobile phone, the intrinsic individual nature of these technologies has encouraged the transmutation of households into networks. Where calls to landline (wired) household phones and visits to homes were really contacts with the entire household, new ICTs (information and communication technologies) foster individual to individual contact. Yet this only tells part of the story, as there are social and cultural changes in addition to technological changes. They include trends towards personal car ownership (rather than the one-for-all family car), women working outside of the home, shifting family composition (smaller, with multiple marriages and parentage), and the substitution of paid services for the work formerly done by homemakers, such as lower cost fast-food and “family” restaurants. 
In this chapter, we focus on how household members communicate and share information with each other as they individually go about often-complex schedules of work, school, consumption, and social activities. We are especially interested in the interplay of ICTs, individualism, and social cohesion within households.

The Way It Used to Be (1950s-1970s)
So many changes have happened in the age of networked individualism that it is useful to look a generation or two back to see how people related to each other. Television portrayed the reality of both the 1950s and 1970s as societies organized around three bounded groups: families, neighborhood communities, and tight workplace clusters. In the 1950s, these worlds were encompassing and they had clear social demarcations. The TV shows Ozzie & Harriet, Leave it to Beaver and Happy Days portray this world well. It was a world where people tended to act in one realm at a time – household activities or workplace activities or community activities - unlike today’s world where people fluidly and frequently switch between roles and social networks. On the family’s surface, Father Knows Best (another TV show of the 1950s), but in practice homemaker Mom was often the glue holding the family together. The children all stayed near home, getting into innocent comedy situations. In real life, they learned how to behave by learning to read with Fun with Dick and Jane readers. In this idealized world, Dad left the house every morning to earn a living, Mom stayed home to be nurturing, and Dick, Jane and their dog Spot played near their white picket fences with their friends and neighbors. The current TV series, Mad Men, shows the same situation more corrosively, emphasizing the desperate loneliness of the housewives and the alienation of the fathers from their families.

By the 1970s-1980s, the situation had changed a bit and that was highlighted by The Cosby Show. Weekdays, Dad, Mom and the kids went their separate ways. Unlike the 1950s, they each had jobs. The single-car household of the 1950s had often become a two-car household of the 1970s so that Dad and Mom could travel to work and Mom could also chauffeur the kids. Because personal phone calls were discouraged at work, families needed to make elaborate game plans for coordinating their daily schedules and communicated only in the morning or evening when everyone was home.

At night, there was still some togetherness. Mom and Dad watched TV together. The kids had their own TV in a separate room. TV interview shows and talk radio joined newspapers and news magazines such as Time as the main sources of news. Although the civil rights and student movements of the 1960s led to the distrust of “the experts” over 30, it was hard to get authoritative information from places other than those where gatekeepers – in publishing houses, news media organizations, and specialized media – decided what information was worthy of being disseminated or not.  As the price of telephoning decreased, chats with distant friends and relatives increased, as did the number of phone lines in the household. It was possible for individual family members to build and maintain personal networks, apart from the family’s network, but the household was still basically the core social unit.

The Way It is in the Networked Age
It is hard to find a TV show that depicts traditional families in the era of the Triple Revolution. Many now are about people living alone or in non-family groups. Fewer feature intact families: long-term marriage of husband and wife with children – even if these remain the most prevalent in North America. The Simpsons reverts to the stereotype of the doltish father (who definitely does not know best) and wise, but stay-at-home, wife. Indeed, we could not find any widely-watched shows about a husband and wife both going off to work, while raising relatively normal children. Broadcasting has given way to narrowcasting: rather than being aimed at the family, today’s shows are aimed at smaller segments of the population, such as young male adults. It is what Joseph Turow has called Breaking Up America (1997), the move from mass marketing to target marketing: a shift in tune with the transformations away from solidary groups to networked families and communities. Consider how Tracy Kennedy operates. She’s a single mom, with a teenage son:

I often start my weekday morning at the computer where I respond to emails and catch up on social networking sites. Much of my day takes places at my home office, and communicating via ICTs to friends, relatives and work peers is steady throughout the day. But not all of my online interactions are with people outside my home; I also connect with my teenager via ICTs when he is not at home and when he is at home. For example, just before lunch I receive a text message from my son while he is at school: “so bored in this class”. Entertained, I text a pithy response to which he does not reply. In the afternoon he sends another text message saying he will be a few minutes late coming home because he has some work to do in the computer lab. I text him back letting him know that I am running errands and won’t be home when he gets there. He sends me a text to let me know he has made it home – and to remind me to buy Coke. 
Later in the day, dinner is almost ready and he’s not responding to verbal calls because he’s listening to music on his headset. I send him an IM through Skype to let him know, and he replies that he will be right up. After dinner, we play Modern Warfare (a multiplayer video game) on Xbox (we each have our own), where we set up a game lobby with his school friends and my friends (all local) so we can chat on the headset during our game play. Later that evening, he sends me an email with a link to a laptop that he is really interested in for school, and we talk about it face-to-face before he goes to bed. In my home, staying connected with my teenager throughout the day is vital as a single parent, and using ICTs gives me some peace of mind about his whereabouts and safety. But more importantly I find that using these ICTs with my teenager is not only engaging and entertaining when we are home together but not in the same room, but they act as a generational bridge between parent and child. Our use of ICTs is individual, but we are connected and networked together as a family.

To be sure, Tracy is a self-confessed geek. To give a holistic impression of North American networked families, we construct a true-life composite drawn from the Connected Lives and Pew Internet research. The composite highlights how the world has changed in a generation. Looked at separately, some of these changes may not appear to be startling. But taken together, they show revolutionary shifts in how people relate to each another compared with life only a generation ago: 

Mary wakes up to her mobile phone alarm, with its nostalgic ringtone of “Chelsea Morning” singing from its customary place under her pillow. She looks at the phone to see if anyone has left her a voice mail, and then she looks to see if anyone has texted her without her hearing the phone vibrate. She then goes next door to the computer room, awakens her hibernating wide-screen laptop and checks for instant messages (IMs), emails, and postings to her Facebook wall and Linked-In pages. That done, she goes downstairs to start the coffee machine, and then climbs back upstairs to wake her husband Larry and the children.

After breakfast, Larry goes through the same message-checking routine that Mary had done. Mary hasn’t been able to check his messages for him in the last year, ever since they gave up their traditional home phones, what the telephone companies call “landlines,” in favor of family members having individual mobile phones. 

Mary takes their two children outside to wait for the school bus. She chats with Barbara, her next door neighbor. “We must get together soon,” Barbara says. She has been saying that for a year, but hasn’t actually made a move for a concrete appointment.

After the bus picks up the children, Mary and Larry go off to work. They don’t lose contact even though she works in a downtown office and he sells cars in the suburbs. They are apart from each other, but in heavy contact, because each of them has their mobile phones on during the entire 45-minute time that it takes Mary to drive to work in the city. Larry says this is one of the best times of the day because they are “alone together with each other, talking about everything.” They’re buying Bluetooth hands-free phones next week, because their state is outlawing holding mobile phones in their hands while driving.

Mary and Larry chat frequently even while they are at work, “We text each other at least 50 times a day,” using their mobile phones, just to see how each other are and what they are doing. If there is an emergency, they call, but texting is better because it is less obvious to fellow workers. Mary and Larry’s rule is to always keep their mobile phones on in silent-vibrate mode so they can always be accessible. “I’d get scared if I couldn’t reach her, although sometimes she tells me she feels she is on a tight leash.”  Being always-accessible can cause other problems. They both have friends who report that their bosses make everyone place their mobile phones in a basket that is removed from the room before all meetings begin. And Larry reports a more personal tick: “Last week I was up on a 6-foot ladder changing a light bulb outside when the phone vibrated. It startled me, and I had to fight the impulse to answer.”

Their 13-year old daughter, Julie, got her mobile phone last year. She uses it to call her friends, but her parents love the ability to reach her at any time and place and to use her phone bills to keep track of who she is talking to. Mary says, “We thought she should wait a year, but all her friends were getting it, but we didn’t get her an iPhone – we didn’t want her surfing the web without supervision. Anyway, it’s too expensive.” When Larry and Mary’s seven year-old son, Jeremy, gets bored, he goes on the computer and plays games or sends an IM. He doesn’t have a mobile phone, but sometimes he pulls out his toy phone and calls his imaginary friend, Bernie, telling him he’ll meet him at the mall later. 

When Larry, Mary, Julie and Jeremy come home at night, the family eats dinner together, unless Larry is working late. Mary recently bought an iPhone, with portable internet access. At dinner, when someone mentions a fact, Mary uses the iPhone to check it, using Google and Wikipedia. Mary has modern manners: she keeps her iPhone off the table, along with her elbows. No need to walk the dog – it is too much trouble for a mobile family to have one. Instead, they have Scallop, a cat they found online through the Cat Rescue League, who pretty much takes care of herself.

At noon on Sunday, Julie gets a “wassup” text message from her school friend, Wendy. They often go to the local coffee shop in the nearby mall to use their wireless internet access so they can chat with their friends without their families annoying them. Sometimes, sit side-by-side at the coffee shop, giggling, as they peer over each other’s shoulders while IMing and posting on the Facebook walls of their friends. They agree that it’s nice they don’t often have the POS problem – Parent Over Shoulder. Julie and Wendy plan to make their first YouTube video soon. Julie giggles, “People will see a side of me they don’t know exists.” At the same time, she is worried that her family will find out.

After dinner, each family member goes to his/her own computer: Larry to read the news online, Mary to exchange emails with friends and relatives, Julie to play Runescape with online friends, and Jeremy to play Sesame Street games and listen to downloaded music on his iPod. The family donated their old CDs to charity last year. On weekend nights, the family watches streamed movies and TV shows: “We never bother to rent DVDs anymore.” Julie is an expert on using BitTorrent for downloads. 

As another day in Netland ends, Mary swaps mobile phone batteries from her charger, puts the phone under her pillow and turns off the light. She compares her family’s life to what it was like in her parents’ days in the 1960s (Table 6-1).

Table 6-1: Families in the Fifties and the Tens
	
	1950s-1960s
	     2000s-2010s

	Mom
	Homemaker
	Paid Worker Outside Home

	Dad
	Sole Breadwinner
	Largest Earner

	Marital Status
	Lifelong
	Second Marriage

	Housework
	Mom Does Almost All
	Mom Does More Than Dad

	Children’s Play
	Front/Back Yard, Street, Park
	Baseball, Ballet, Scouts, Piano

	Mom Contacts Kids
	Yell Out Window, Call Neighbor
	Call Kid’s Mobile Phone

	Number of Cars
	One Per Household
	One Per Adult

	Music
	American Bandstand, Billboard
	iTunes, Rhapsody

	Mass Communication
	Radio, One TV Controlled by Dial, Broadcasting
	Multiple TVs Controlled by Remote, Narrowcasting

	News
	Daily (Print) Newspaper
	Yahoo/Google News, RSS

	Ads
	Magazine, Classified
	Amazon, Craigslist, eBay

	Spoken Communication
	One Household Phone
	Personal Mobile Phones with Caller ID Screening

	Written Communication
	Letters, Personalized Stationary
	Texting, Email, Facebook

	If Not Home
	Call Back
	Leave Voice Mail

	Spousal Contact at Work
	Only In Emergencies
	Discrete Email & Text Through the Day

	Household Recreation
	Charades, Monopoly
	YouTube, Video Games

	Movies
	Movie Theaters
	Downloads, Netflix


Changing Households: Size and Composition

It is clear that North American families have changed over the past 30 to 50 years. The proportion of married-couple households with children has steadily declined: the traditional always-married “nuclear family” of mom-dad-kids -- the Fun with Dick and Jane norm of American life. Between 1980 and 2005, the overall percentage of such households fell by one-quarter in the United States -- from 31% to 23% At the same time, the percentage of single parent and remarried parent households has increased (see Figure 6-1). 
Households have become smaller. Part of this is attributed to women having fewer children: in the 1970’s only 10% of women in their childbearing years did not have a child compared to 20% in 2008. The percentage of family households containing children under the age of 18 has declined from 52% in 1950 to 46% in 2008. The percentage of family households with children under the age of 18 has declined, so much so that there are now more childless (28%) and single-person (26%) households in the U.S. than those that are married with children (see Figure 6-2).

Many households have only one adult. Men and women are marrying later, with an increasing median age of 28 for men and 26 for women, which give them more opportunities to develop separate networks as adults before marriage. Yet, while the percentage of one or two person households increased by nearly one third during the same time period -- from 46% to 60% -- the proportion of households with five or more people dropped in half from 21% in 1970 to 10% in 2003. 
Households have become less stable in composition and roles. In the US, fewer Americans between 30 and 44 years are married than ever before: in 1970, 84% of Americans 30-44 years were married compared to 60% in 2007. While Canada’s divorce rate has remained constant at approximately 38% over the last few years, the percentage of repeat divorces involving remarried divorced women has tripled: from 5% in 1973 to 15% in 2003. Similarly, the repeat divorce rate for men tripled from 5% in 1973 to 16% in 2003 (see Figure 6-3).

Figure 6-1: Distribution of Households (U.S.): 1980-2005
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Figure 6-2: Average Number of Children per Household

in Canada and United States
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Figure 6-3: Canadian and American Divorce Rates [image: image3.png]Divorce Rate (per 1000 people)

S

o

IS

o

~

o

0.4

1960

1965 1970 1975

1980 1985 1990
Year

1995 2000 2005

—+—Canada
-a-US




Shifting Family Roles

Family roles have changed, driven especially by the rise in the percentage of women going out to do paid work. In most married couples, both wives and husbands go out to do paid work. While in 1960, 38% of American women were employed outside the home. That figure leapt to 59% in 2006. Similarly, in Canada, nearly three-quarters (73%) of the men and nearly two-thirds (62%) of the women are in the labor force, as of 2004. Dual-job households grew from 39% in 1970 to 53% in 2007. As a result, wives and husbands must negotiate multiple work and school schedules in addition to domestic work (such as cooking, cleaning and maintenance), child care, family time, and social and leisure activities. Some of the biggest challenges emerge as the financial balance of power shifts in families. More spousal households in North America contain dual-earners (see Figure 6‑5), and the gap between the relative contribution of husbands and wives to the household income and the number of paid hours worked outside the home has narrowed over the past 20 years. For example, 42% of Canadian wives contributed at least 45% of the household income, as compared to 37% in 1997, with two-thirds (65%) of wives worked the same number of paid hours per week as their husbands. 
Figure 6-5: Percentage of Employed Workers from Total Population by Gender in Canada (ages 15+) and United States (ages 16+) [image: image4.png]Employed (%)
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As women spend more time working outside the home there, have been big changes in how both men and women spend their time on childcare, housework and other activities. The amount of time mothers spend every day on housework (including cooking, cleaning, outdoor chores and repairs, and household paperwork) shrunk nearly in half between 1965 and 2005, from an average of 4.6 hours to an average of 2.7 hours, while the amount of time spent by men rose from an average of 0.6 hours to 1.7 hours (see Figure 6-4). Fast food restaurants grew in number by 25% in the U.S. between 1998 and 2007 and by 36% in Canada between 1990 and 2007, reducing domestic time pressures on women, especially. 


Although mothers continue to spend more time than fathers caring for children, men have more than doubled the amount of time they spend caring for their children, in addition to the increases in the amount of time men spend doing domestic work (housekeeping, cooking, shopping, etc.). There are also increases in the amount of time both men and women spend in leisure, such as visiting friends and relatives; participating in voluntary associations, sports and entertainment; and engaging with recreational media to watch television, chat online, play online games, and download music and videos. 
Figure 6-4: Average Housework by Parents (ages 18+) in United States [image: image5.png]Mean Hours per Week
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With wives doing more paid work and men doing more childcare, husbands and wives have less specialized roles. In effect, this means that spouses need to perform like networked individuals to negotiate how household roles are allocated. Nevertheless, women are still primarily responsible for household work as well as for keeping up ties with neighbors, friends and relatives. The result is less time at home, but more need to use phones and the internet to connect with other household members because they are physically apart so much more of the time.

The way couples allocate their time between work and home also becomes more fluid and contentious as the boundary between home life and work life breaks down and the length of the work day increases. Some do all or part of their jobs at home, using the internet to communicate, access organizational databases, and find information. Some do part of their jobs on the fly, using their mobile handhelds to place calls, browse the internet, or access specialized “apps” that tie to their interests. That is one reason that both men and women are spending more hours per week doing paid work than ever before: Their average number of hours increased by one-fifth, from 52 hours per week in 1970 to 63 hours per week in 1997. Even in times of economic turbulence, people work more hours: in 1980 less than one quarter (22%) of college-educated men worked a 50 or more hour work week compared to almost one-third (31%) in 2005. 

This often leaves couples pressed for time and requires them to multitask continually throughout the day. They may have less time for each other or their children. Some watch less TV, cut back on involvements with traditional volunteer organizations (such as the Scouts), or socialize less with neighbors and friends. All of these trends have implications for how satisfied people are with the amount of time they have to spend with family, friends and on leisure activities. The increase in single parent and dual income families and many women working nearly as many hours as men has resulted in both men and women devoting more hours to both paid and unpaid work and workers spending less time in-person with their families. Average Canadians want to spend less time working and on the internet, and more time with their families.
Household life has sped up. People multitask or rush from task to task, saying they have too much to do and too little time to do it in and they do it as individuals, spending more time alone. The time that adult Canadians spend alone increased 38% from 257 minutes per day in 1986 to 354 minutes per day in 1998. In 1986, men spent 215 minutes per day with their spouses and women spent 198 minutes, and this had dropped by 1998 to 201 minutes for men (-16%) and 175 minutes for women (-11%) for women. Smaller households mean fewer people at home to chat with.

Changing Household Technologies; Changing Household Networks
Households have changed, and so have the domestic technologies. Between the 1950s and 1970s, the car and the landline telephone were the key two-way portals to life outside the home, especially to friends and family who lived outside of local neighborhoods. Landline phones were crucial life and sanity savers for those isolated at home (such as rural homemakers), those with far-away friends and relatives, and working people who needed frequent contact. When people moved households, the landline telephone was one of the first things they activated. The landline became so much of an invisible technology that Wellman could never get research funding to study it – even from the telephone companies. It is only now that the landline phone is becoming visible as it starts to fade away – being replaced by smarter, often cheaper mobile phones and internet phones. “Why do we need regular telephones?” Wellman’s students ask him, at least partly because  as mobile, transitory young adults they are not as into staying at home as are those who are married with children.

Over the last generation, home computers have become domesticated. Today, many households contain computers – most with internet access – allowing people to further integrate ICTs into their lives. Overall, Pew Internet surveys find that 62% of American adults own desktops and 55% own laptops and netbooks. As the bulk of personal computing tools have gotten smaller, desktop computer screens have gotten larger, growing from 14 inches in the 1980s to at least 20 inches now. With more than twice the viewing area, these larger screens enable multiple programs to be viewed simultaneously and enable family members to look jointly at the internet.

Since about 2005, there has been a steady decrease in the use of landline phones in households and an increase in the use of mobile telephone. More and more people choose to own a mobile phone instead of a household landline. In 2009, about one-quarter of American households use only mobile phones and one-sixth use a landline wire simply to connect to the internet. Doing so clearly saves people money, but what this shows us is that household members do not want – or perhaps cannot - always be tethered to a stationary communication device. Networked individuals spend less time in their homes than their parents and grandparents did. It only makes sense that as people’s routines change, so do the technologies they use to communicate with family, friends and work peers. 

Not all households are the same, and not all households use the internet and mobile phones in the same amounts or the same ways. Households with higher levels of education, higher income, and those with children still at home are most likely to have home internet access. Many of today’s households contain multiple ICTs. Once upon a time, essential domestic technologies included the stove, refrigerator and laundry facilities, with landline telephones and televisions for information and communication. Now, there are more technological toys in living rooms, such digital cable boxes, gaming consoles, and DVD or BluRay players. Much larger TV screens enhance the immersiveness – and potential inclusiveness – of the experience. Where a 20” screen was normal in the 1970s, 42” or more is the contemporary standard, providing more than 4.5 times the viewing area. 

Family Time; Network Time

When the Center for the Digital Future’s media release said “Family Time Decreasing with Internet Use,” hundreds of articles picked up on its premise: “Family Eroding in U.S. as Internet Use Soars” said a typical USA Today headline. These articles often portray internet use as a replacement for in-person family contact, rather than as a complement for in-person contact, and they rarely see the internet as a positive tool to help families cope with single parenthood, time-use challenges, or structured activities for their children.
Ultimately, the consequence of all these social and economic changes is that family life has reconfigured from solidary togetherness to networked semi-independence for family members. Into the breach have stepped ICTs. They help families deal with social and economic stresses. Digital technologies have enabled more hurried modern families to continue to stay in touch, monitor each others' safety, and coordinate busy lives even as they spend more time physically away from each other. The majority of family members spend considerable time together, watching television, having family meals, and visiting with friends and family (see Figure 6-6). Although the time people spend with household members varies depending on the day’s events and their schedules, they still find some time to be with their families. Partnered parents spend more time with household members than other types of households: more than three-quarters of partnered parents report spending all or most of their time with other household members. 
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Source: Pew Internet & American Life Project Networked Family Survey.
Family dinners have usually been a way for people to spend quality time with each other, chatting about how they spent the day, discussing things in more depth, and bonding with each other. So alarms rang in 2000 when Robert Putnam in Bowling Alone (2000) reported that the frequency of people saying they usually have family dinners together has declined by a third over the last twenty years, from about one-half to one-third. 

We wondered if the networking of family life means that spouses and children have less time to set down together for dinner. By contrast to Putnam’s findings, the Pew Internet survey on networked families shows that North Americans do have dinner together, and they do so often. Despite the demands of work, childcare, school and other activities, almost all (93%) of those American adults who live with a partner or a child have dinner with members of their household at least a few times per week, with more than half (56%) having dinner with members of their household every day, and one-quarter (24%) have dinner together almost every day (Figure 6‑7). Only 6% have dinner with a family member as rarely as a few times a month. 
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Source: Pew Internet & American Life Project Networked Family Survey.
Thirty to fifty years ago, almost everyone watched television every night. Hit shows were widespread bases for conversation, as the family gathered round, in the neighborhood and at work. Television watching is still common, but only three-quarters of Americans watch TV almost every day, and only slightly more than half (58%) of young adults (aged 18-29) do so. Canadians, aged 13+, watch TV about 14 hours per week (2 hours a day), slightly less than the 15 hours per week that they are on the internet. 

TV watching is a much different experience from the 1950s and even the 1980s: in the content of the shows, the technology they use to watch, and the time of day they watch. Fewer shows are aimed at the four traditional components of broadcasting: men and women, old and young. Instead, hundreds of stations now supply focused narrowcasting aimed at narrowly defined audience segments: “niche TV” with channels focused on such subjects as golf, cooking, pets, sex, old movies, and shopping. Choice has exploded, putting control of what people watch – and where – in the hands of individuals. There are more – and more flexible – ways to watch these shows.  Many shows are streamed on the internet and excerpted on YouTube or Hulu. NetFlix delivers movies on demand; podcasts and digital video recorders (such as TiVo) allow people to watch shows according to their own schedules. 

These changes allow for more flexible TV viewing tailored to personal interests, scheduling, and time constraints. In contrast to the previous generation’s “must see” appointment TV, this has become an era of “my playlist” TV. The new era responds to smaller, more flexible households with parents going their separate, but connected, ways. 

Where have all the television watchers gone: those who never watch anymore, those who never started, and those who watch much less? The answer is the internet: time-use analysis shows a good fit between less TV watching and more internet use. For example, the Telus Canadians and Technology study shows that nearly half (44%) of all Canadian adults watched less TV in 2009 than they did in 2006. Moreover, nearly half (46%) of those who watched less TV say a main reason is that they are spending more time on the internet.
Digital Technologies in Networked Households
Former Canadian Prime Minister Pierre Trudeau once said: “The state has no place in the bedrooms of the nation”. Neither does Google: only 10% of Connected Lives’ respondents in 2004 had a computer in their bedroom, as did 14% of their kids. More accurate is New York Times reporter Katie Hafner’s assertion: “If the kitchen’s warm, it may be the PC” (2003). People reorganize their spaces at home to accommodate computer use. Most home computers are in shared space that is accessible to other household members most of the time – “except when mommy’s working.” For example, nearly half (46%) of the Connected Lives home computer users have at least one in their office or study. 

With computers and the internet so widely available, children can become quickly proficient. Maria Lianos-Carbone writes about her 5-year old son Anthony in her “amotherworld.com” blog:

I’m stunned that he learned how to turn my computer on, get into Internet Explorer and find his way to Nick Jr. so he can play video games. Watching his little fingers click on that mouse is simply astounding. Once he’s bored of video games, he’ll move to YouTube to watch the Wiggles online. When he’s tired of singing along with Greg first in English and then in Spanish, he’ll cross over to Starfall, a free educational website also used in his kindergarten class…. Did I mention that my husband is computer illiterate? My 5-year-old had to show him how to close a program. “See dad? All you have to do is to click on the X.”(September 28, 2009). 

Nor is Anthony a unique case. Wellman’s student, Justine Yu, reports that her 7-year old nephew (the heroically named Legend Ocampo) turned to her in September 2009, proclaiming “I love Mozilla Firefox,” using the full corporate name. Even younger children grow up now becoming as unconsciously computer literate, just as many children start learning how to drive by watching their parents. Wired magazine editor’s Chris Anderson tweeted, “Our baby has a pull-along phone. There is nothing about it she recognizes as a phone dial: dial, handset, cord. But she chats on the TV remote” because it looks like a phone (September 11, 2009).
 
These children are not necessarily prodigies. The Telus Canadians and Technology survey found that three-fifths  (58%) of Canadian children have started using the internet by when they are 7 years old, and one-quarter (23%) before they have entered kindergarten at the age of 5. By the age of 10, the great majority (84%) are on the internet, using it at least 4 hours per week. By that time, they have already learned a good deal about what to do, by watching their parents and older siblings, and playing around with their equipment. Social scientists Gina Neff and Philip Howard sent us a picture of their 18-month old twin boys, Hammer and Gordon with “their favorite toys, mom’s laptop and cell phone” (shown in Figure 6-8).
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For Gina and Phil, debates about whether ICTs help or hurt their family matter less than how these technologies affect their daily lives. It has become a daily routine for family members to keep connected while outside their household. Their ICTs provide social affordances – opportunities, constraints and pressures – that can affect how households go about their daily life – at work, school, household or leisure. Networked families use ICTs to keep their family act together on both defense and offense. Defensively, their ICTs enable them to communicate and coordinate despite their mobile, individual lifestyles. Offensively, it has allowed them to reach out to new information and new contacts, and then bring that back to the family. At home, their family spends quality time together showing and sharing web pages, online media and email messages.

About three-quarters of North Americans connect to the internet from their homes. In addition, many connect from work, either to co-workers or to non-work sites if their organizations allow it (see Chapter 7). Once connected, household members use the internet in many different ways – operating as networked individuals within networked families. They communicate with family and friends and they look for information online, from general (news, weather and entertainment) to more context specific tasks, such as seeking health information, looking jobs, finding dinner recipes, and planning family vacations – information that they often share with one another. The family computer is rapidly giving way to the truly personal computer: two-fifths (39%) of all American households have at least two computers; fully three-fifths (58%) of married with children families have at least two (Table 6-2).
	Table 6-2: American Household Types and Technology Ownership (%)

	
	All adults

(n=2,283)
	Married couple, 
with child (n=482)
	Married couple, 
no child (n=785)
	Multiple non-married  adults 
plus child (n=150)
	Multiple non-married adults, 
no child (n=218)
	Single Parent (n=83)
	Singles (n=565)

	2+ televisions
	83
	88
	86
	94
	91
	82
	65

	Internet household
	77
	94
	79
	90
	82
	87
	44

	Broadband at home
	52
	66
	52
	55
	59
	54
	27

	2+ home computers
	39
	58
	39
	54
	55
	32
	n/a

	Computer network in home
	22
	37
	22
	33
	27
	14
	n/a

	2+ cell phones in home
	59
	89
	69
	80
	65
	58
	n/a

	Have a profile on Facebook, etc. 
	19
	18
	9
	48
	37
	31
	7

	Send text messages
	40
	53
	28
	59
	49
	61
	22

	Pew Internet & American Life Project Networked Family Survey, 2008.


Married couples with children stand out for their technology and gadget ownership, including mobile phones and computers. Some of the reason is household size. These are the largest households: the more people in their households, the more coordination and communication they need. For example, where a two-person household (married couple or single mom with child) has only two relationships to coordinate (one in each direction), a four-person household (mother, father, and two children) has twelve relationships to coordinate. Other factors at play include the relatively higher socioeconomic standing of such four-person households.

More than nine-tenths (93%) American married with children families have a personal computer and nearly six-tenths (58%) own two or more. In addition, more than one-third (37%) of such families (and 63% of those with multiple computers) have a wired or wireless home computer network, usually with a high-speed broadband connection to the internet. 
Husbands, wives and children are likely to be internet users. Fully 93% of such families contain at least one parent who uses the internet. Indeed, both spouses go online in three-quarters (76%) of these families as do an even higher 84% of their children aged 7-17. In total, two-thirds (65%) of the married-with-children households in America with a child age 7-17 contain a husband, wife and child who all use the internet. Here is one example from the Connected Lives study:

Tanya in Toronto is a married woman in her late forties, a mother of two and a marathon runner. An engineer, she works full time mostly at the office, although some of her evenings and weekends are also filled with work. Tanya has a tight schedule and coordinates all of the comings and goings of her family using the calendar program on her laptop. She uses her computer to plan all of her work, family and social activities, and she sees it as a valuable asset that affects everything in her life. All of her family members have their own iPods, BlackBerrys and computers, which are all linked and connected. Generally, they are all in e-mail contact with each other throughout the day. Tanya uses the computer all day and evening. She sees the internet as the ultimate resource: It is the newspaper, the phone book, and the encyclopedia, and whenever she needs information she uses the internet, such as for healthy living information for her family. She looks forward to the day when her home will eventually be paperless. For Tanya, as for almost all the people we interviewed, debates about whether ICTs help or hurt do not matter; she cares only about how these technologies let her get on with her life.
Families that are married with children are also likely to own mobile phones; 89% of such families own more than one mobile phone, while 47% own three or more. For parents, the patterns of mobile phone use are similar to those for internet use - both parents own a mobile phone in over three-quarters (78%) of such families. Children however, are less likely to own a mobile phone than they are to go online. Where the Telus survey found that 84% of Canadian children aged 7-17 in married families go on the internet, only 57% have a mobile phone of their own. Most teens get their mobile phones by the time they are 15. It is a win-win situation for teens and parents: teens value their ability to connect their friends, and to call home when in need, while parents have some sense of ease knowing they can connect with their kids at any time when they are apart.

Multiple ICTs, Multiple Opportunities, Multiple Issues

As ICTs become smaller and more ubiquitous, netiquette rules for children have emerged in some households. Beth Herina, in New Jersey, has a rule: “no texting at dinner” or on family outings: “not when it is family time.”  Some Connected Lives parents set themselves up as administrators of their children’s computers to keep an eye on what software they are bringing in. They put their computers in public spaces, such as the den or kitchen, they ask their children about what they are seeing, and they randomly look over their shoulders at their screens.

Multiple home computers both reflect demand for internet use and increased internet use. Just like automobile expressways, the more availability, the more use. As Hilary, a Connected Lives respondent, told us:

The whole reason why our three children got their own computers for Christmas the one year was because people were fighting over them. They’d all want to use them at the same time, of course. There’s only so much time between after school and bedtime.

Helen, another Connected Lives respondent has two computers at home. Her personal computer is in her home office where she does her public relations business. Helen uses email to communicate with work people and friends. She also looks online for information to help her family: 

My father was diagnosed with cancer, so I went on the internet to find out everything I could about cancer, the cancer site and different things. And then, my mother once had a reaction to a medication and I went on the website to find out about that. I [also] use websites to find hockey camps for my son. 
Helen effectively uses the resources available to her to inform herself and those close to her. A single mom, she put the second computer for her children in the family room because she wants her kids to be close to her when they are using it. She keeps the door to her office open, unless her kids have friends over and it gets too loud. Her kids are computer whizzes; they have been using it since kindergarten. She draws on their skills if something needs attention. Her kids have no problems sharing one computer, as her son will use it after her daughter has gone to bed. Her 14-year old son often uses the internet for homework, and also for guitar tabs, music and hockey. He talks to his friends via email and IM. Helen’s 9-year old daughter plays games both on the computer and her mother’s mobile phone.

In another Toronto household, Dorothy’s fairly new computer sits downstairs in a spacious basement family room that also has a couch and television. Dorothy feels this spot is good for the computer when she does extra work at home because her husband and son are spending a good deal of time in the basement downloading music. Dorothy mostly uses the internet for email and searching for travel information, but also for health information - to ease her migraines and to understand her daughter’s chronic disorder better. Her 17-year old daughter is more private, using an older computer in her bedroom, mostly for IMing with friends.   

There is more choreography needed when a family shares a computer as do Daniel and his wife. They have separate email accounts to keep their messages apart. The shared home computer is in the basement, while Daniel also carries a laptop back and forth to work for his university research. He researches holidays, looks for genealogy information, and emails friends and family who live out of town; he likes to check his e-mail in the morning, and might check it again after dinner. Sometimes when Daniel is at work he will forward email from his family out west to his wife at home – and she does the same. Although Daniel does not think of himself as an avid internet user, he goes online for travel information, product information, buys tickets to local events and more. He also looked up health information online once when his wife was misdiagnosed with a health condition. 

In such ways, networked households are working harder to keep in touch. Where mom-dad-kids used to know where each other were all day and to communicate infrequently, as networked individuals in networked households they are grabbing multiple means of communication to tell each other where they are and coordinate what they are doing. While sometimes they go on line jointly, most often they are using personal communication media. They dance mostly solos, but a few duets and household ensembles. 

The New Connectivity: Keeping in Touch with Spouses
Married couples often use a number of different media to stay in touch with each other throughout the day. Married couples with children stay in touch more often than couples without children, because the presence of children in a household increases responsibilities and workloads. There are more schedules to organize and more responsibility, and a definite need to stay connected instrumentally and emotionally.

Married couples – whether they have children or not – contact each other to schedule events and tasks or organize daily routines, plan future events with friends and family. Importantly, couples often communicate with each when they are apart other just to say hello and chat; despite the routines people keep, they still make time to talk. Much of their day is spent away from home; work and commutes, errands, social visits, picking up children at school and more keeps us busy and on the go. For example, Connected Lives participant Theresa lives in East York with her husband and three children (three and a half year old twins and 16 month year old son). She feels it is important to stay in touch with her husband at work throughout the day by email if only to make sure that important family organizational details don’t slip through the cracks. For Theresa, these emails work as a helpful task list and reminder system – “we need to do this, this, this and this” – which are later discussed when he comes home from work in between the “thousand things going on.” Peter who lives in East York with wife and two children aged 12 and 13 tells a similar story. He emails his wife about sports schedules, scheduling pick-ups and check-ins: “well, now I’m taking them to dentist at such and such – put this in your schedule at work.”
When loved ones are out of town, ICTs become important ways to communicate. In a recent unusual situation, an American soldier in Iraq was able to watch his wife’s ultrasound and talk with her via webcam and Skype. But there does not always have to be a reason to connect. Sometimes, just saying hello and connecting with one another is important – “reach out and touch someone”, the successful AT&T ad campaign to encourage more long distance calls in the 1980s. Wyatt, who lives in East York with his fiancé, says he often connects with her when they are apart: “She’ll email me. If she’s online at her mom’s, I’ll instant message her and she’ll instant message me. Or, if she’s at her friend’s place, sometimes we’ll email each other.” Almost all partnered parents in Canada and the U.S.A. call their spouses just to chat, doing so slightly more often than couples without children. Partnered fathers are slightly more often to call than partnered mothers, most likely because fathers spend more time away from home than mothers.

Staying in touch with spouses throughout the day is important – whether it’s just to say hello and feel connected, to organize family schedules or just to get tasks done - and couples do so via landline, mobile phone, email and instant messaging. But, not all ICTs are used the same way or in the same amounts. In the U.S.A., mobile phones and landlines are the preferred means of communication between partners. Couples with children connect by mobile phone at least once a day (a mean of 7.3 times per week), and several times a week by landline (a mean of 4.7 per week) – slightly more often than couples without children (Figure 6-9). 
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Source: Pew Internet & American Life Project Networked Family Survey.
By contrast, married couples in East York stay in touch most frequently via landline and then mobile phone – a reverse order than in the U.S.A. Partnered parents send the most emails to household members, a mean of four per week. Married women with children connect with their spouses via landline, mobile phone, email and instant messaging more often than partnered men do, whereas partnered men without children connect more often with their spouses via landline, mobile phone, email and instant messaging more often than partnered women without children. This reflects how women’s communication with their spouses is shaped around the presence of children in their home and women’s role of primary caregiver. 

Connecting with Children

Parents and children need to stay connected when they are not together, whether for socioemotional reasons, instrumental reasons, or for the children’s security. While parents stay in touch with their spouses most frequently, single parents connect with their children more often than married couples with children do. Some single parents may have more of a workload and responsibility because they are the sole domestic caregiver. 

Americans use the same media to connect with their children that they use to connect with their spouses: mobile phones and landlines. Single parents use mobile phones (a mean of 4.8 times per week), landline (a mean of 4.1 times per week) and text messaging (a mean of 2.8 times per week) more often than couples with children (Figure 6-10). Not only are parents in frequent contact with their children, they use a variety of ways to do so – what Caroline Haythornthwaite and Barry Wellman call “media multiplexity” – reflecting the complexity of their lives, and how ICTs facilitate these needs. 
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Source: Pew Internet & American Life Project Networked Family Survey.

James, a Connected Lives single father, is one of the few single parents who regularly emails and IMs his son. His son especially enjoys IMing with his Dad because he loves sending Yahoo’s “emoticons” to him. James and his son often IM each other when they are at home together, but in separate rooms – they think it is fun. In Canada, mothers are the main communicators with children: women use landline, mobile phone, email and IM more than men do. Women predominantly contact children regardless of ICT type, using landlines significantly more than men. Women use mobile phones to contact children most often.

But is being on the internet good for the kids? The euphoria of the early days when parents bought computers to boost their children’s career projects has somewhat faded, as researchers find that most children prefer to play and chat than to study. No surprise. There is even some evidence that grades go down for poor kids who are on the internet a lot, presumably because games and chat becomes a time sink. But education researcher Caroline Haythornthwaite points out that computer use tied into school use can improve education. Moreover, even game use habituates children into the routine computer use that will become such an important part of their life.

Teens Texting

No other digital development highlights the new networked nature of family life better than short message texting on mobile phones. As we noted, the rise of the mobile phone itself has changed household communication from a place-to-place basis to a person-to-person basis. Texting solidifies the transfer of activity from the group to the person. People use mobile phones to be a part of their social networks even when they are in the bosom of their families –using their phones at the dinner table, riding in the family minivan, or sitting in front of TV.

Teens are usually the most active networkers in households, especially girls. Mobile phones provide especial power to teens because it allows them to conduct discreet private conversations without parental supervision. Pew Internet survey data collected in the autumn of 2009 showed that three-quarters (75%) of those aged 12-17 owned mobile phones and that half of all teens send 50 or more messages a day – some 1,500 per month –while a third sent more than 100 messages per day. Girls send or receive an average of 80 texts per day, compared with 30 for boys. 
Teens in the Pew Internet focus groups also said that they liked to text because it is asynchronous communication – it does not take two parties to be communicating at the same time. A teen can send messages and then simply await the answers. The persons receiving them can deal with the message as their situation allows. It gives them the possibility to interlace the commu​nication into other parts of their lives without being an instant interruption. A middle school boy describes this when he said: “I usually text my parents, as well. Like, I guess although I’m not really supposed to in school I’ll just start texting them. I’ll just be like, ‘Hey mom come pick me up, this is happening,’ Or just, ‘Hey mom I forgot this can you drop it off?’ I don’t use the calling that much.”

Texting can be used to cover one’s tracks. Unlike computers which are open to parental view, texts can be sent privately from phones. Since there is no sound when texting, teens prefer it to voice. For example, they can text their parents when the background noise of their location would give away too much information on their whereabouts. A high school boy described how his mother saw through this ruse:
Sometimes, I would text my mom, like, she, like, knows. She says to me, ‘Sometimes I know you’re doing something wrong if you’re texting me.’ She says she knows that, usually she’s right if I tell her I’m supposed to be somewhere else. If she calls she can hear the background, if she calls she says, ‘Who are you with? Who are you talking to? Where are you?’ If I’m texting it doesn’t give the location as much [because] she can’t hear the background.
Yet, mobile works both ways: parents on the go can call their children to check-in with them.

Texting can also be used as a buffer, keeping parents at an emotional as well as physical distance. Since there is no synchronous interaction and since it is often more difficult for parents to construct a text message, teens use text messaging when they have to break bad news or make an uncomfortable request of their par​ents. This teenage behavior illustrates how it is not just parental communication patterns that have changed in the digital era. Child-parent communications have followed suit. This teen behavior not only has parenting changed but the interactions between teens & parents have changed as well. In some ways this quote shows that teens could engage more with their parents about uncomfortable things that they don’t want to do F2F. A high school girl described this when she said: 

I usually text my mom whenever I want to ask her something or tell her something bad. That way I don’t have to hear her yelling at me, like, give me a reason why I shouldn’t go, or why she doesn’t want me to go. ‘Cause she doesn’t text, she just, like, writes short answers. I usually text her everything else I want her to know so I don’t have to hear [her voice].
Some teens also report choosing texting over calling because it gives them more time to craft a message or respond in tough situations. As one high school girl noted:
It just occurred to me, I don’t particularly use, but I know some people who do: If they know that they have to talk about something that might be a little tough. There is an argument with a parent or something like that. Texting can be easier because you can think about how you want to respond, you are not just like on the spot on the phone when somebody drops some like big news and like, ‘Ah, ah, I don’t know how to respond to this.’ Texting will give you some time.
Finally, teens described to Pew Internet how texting is an easy way to keep up with the flow of everyday life. Several teens noted that to call means that it is something that is important. However, if the teens are simply checking in with one another, texting is an easy way to touch base. A middle school boy said, “If I’m texting, it’s just people I hang out with everyday.” And a high school girl said, “I text more than I talk. . . like my family I call, but it’s like friends and stuff text me.”

In short, texting is an emblematic activity for networked individuals – especially teens. It is personal. It can be customized to individual tastes and purposes. It allows people to be socially engaged with others outside the room. It provides ready access to multiple networks. It allows for people to stay in touch with the flow of chatter that is coursing through their networks. It keeps parents at a distance, adding new ways for teens to respond to the previous generation’s dialogue:

“Where did you go?” “Out.” “What did you do?” “Nothing.”

Netting Together

Some have argued that ICTs as a leisure pursuit may depreciate the quality of time families spend together, if individual family members spend their time focusing on a screen instead of socializing with each another. They perceive ICTs as solitary activities. Some media depictions show fragmented families as heavy ICT users that text from the dinner table. It is not like television of the 1960s, where people sat with families and watched. Newspaper columnist Steve Collins writes about a common observation that fits the description of what social critic Kenneth Gergen calls “absent presence.” Collins wrote: 
There’s no we in iPod. The TVs, computers and hand-held screens have … multiplied, enabling us to ignore each other any time and any place. Will we someday envy old-fashioned families who at least used to zone out in front of the same TV screen together, even as the Cassandras of the day prophesied looming social apocalypse? … Paradoxically, even as [the teenagers] seem unaware of each others’ presence in the same room, they are interacting with each other online.
Others feel that ICTs have enhanced the apparent decline in leisure and family time that is also associated with shifts in marriage patterns and the increase in women going off to do paid work. Is this the case, or do people use ICTs to support, supplement and enhance face-to-face interaction with family members? We find evidence for the latter.
Olivia, an East York married mother in her 40s, spends time online with her husband (and children). Sometimes when Olivia and her husband look at things online together, it is not something that is planned or something they specifically set time aside and do – like appointment TV. For Olivia, internet time together often happens during conversations or while watching TV, when follow up information is wanted or needed. At other times, her husband is looking at something online, and she joins him:

My husband looks at real estate online - all over the place. Just the other night we were both sitting and looking at condos in Mexico. “Let’s do it!” (She laughs). We were looking at property in Greece but it was ridiculous. On analyze.ca you can look all over Canada on there, so we will often do that. So yeah, sometimes we will sit together, mainly for that purpose - look at houses or something and dream.
Networked families spend time netting together: most couples have gone online with their spouse. Couples without children spend more time online with their spouses than partnered parents: just under half of childless couples say they are “often” online with their spouses as compared to one-third of parented parents (Figure 6-11). 
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Source: Pew Internet & American Life Project Networked Family Survey
When couples go online together, their shared online activities are shaped by common interests, household needs, or simply by just talking to family members who live far away. For example, Theresa, an East York wife and mother of three, does research with her husband on things they need to make a decision on, such as comparing cars. They are also fans of the Amazing Race TV show, and after they watch it, they go to the internet to check online clips for the next “fun things.” Other respondents told us about how they go online to plan family vacations jointly and to create itineraries that are suitable for everyone.

Parents also spend time online with their children, and almost all U.S. parents say they have gone online with their children at some point, no matter what age they are. Single parents spend more time online with children than partnered parents: more than half (55%) of single parents report that they often go online with their children, in comparison to less than half (44%) of partnered parents. 

Mothers go online with their children more often than fathers do: more than half of mothers say they often go online with their children, compared to just over one-third of fathers (Figure 6-12). Jennifer is a 41 year old single mother living in East York with her 7 year old daughter Katie. For her, the notion of netting together combines parent-child learning sessions, game playing, and boundary setting. Jennifer plays online games with her daughter: Jennifer chooses the interactive games and shows her daughter how to play. Jennifer feels her daughter is too young for an email address at this time, and she monitors what Katie is doing online. She is aware that her daughter knows how to search, but her parental rule is that Katie has to ask and Jennifer has to be there.
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Source: Pew Internet & American Life Project Networked Family Survey.

Parents often have concerns about what their kids are doing online: what they are looking at and who they are talking to. Some parents opt for software that blocks certain websites, while others strictly monitor what their kids are doing. They have developed considerable mistrust about the internet, which can even lead to conflict between parents and children. What this also does is presume that children will be using the internet separately from their parents, with parents watching and monitoring and not participating. It also incorrectly assumes that children and teens have little understanding of ICTs. As pundit Don Tapscott points out, “The reality is that we can't screen out the world from our children. The only way to protect them is for them to be smart and have good values.” 
Some parents go online with their children to share interesting things, to find information or simply just to play. Some parents help with homework, as Connected Lives participant Felicia notes: “Oh, yes. Last year he was doing some work for a history project and we did some research on costumes and dress of the time.” Other times, online time with children is for fun. Henry, a married father of two, goes with his children to the Thomas the Tank Engine website because there are different little games, coloring, and puzzles – his son loves to do the internet puzzles. Sheena, another Connected Lives participant, goes online with her 16 month old daughter who loves the games and music on the Treehouse TV website.

These physically shared online experiences within households show that the internet does not have to be a solitary activity. Instead, showing and sharing on the internet can include all household members just as it has for watching TV. Granted, people may not have comfortable sofas in their computer rooms to accommodate an audience, but they may have a laptop that can travel anywhere in the home or their home computers are set up in places, such as living rooms, that allow several viewers. More than three-quarters of partnered parents in the U.S. say they have gone online at least once with their spouse and children: one-third say they “sometimes” go online with spouses and children, and 14% note they do so “often” (Figure 6-13). For example, Greg, a Connected Lives married father of two, says that sometimes the time he spends online with his family is spontaneous and unplanned. Often, someone at home will find something online and say “come and look at this!” and four people will crowd around the screen. For Tanya, her husband and two children, internet use is pervasive throughout their day – from researching new toilets for home renovations to playing a computer game together.
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Source: Pew Internet & American Life Project Networked Family Survey.
Networked Families: In Motion, but Connected
The structural and demographic complexities of contemporary North American life have increased tensions and opportunities. These mounting and interrelated changes in the composition of households, the life-cycle complexities of marriage and divorce, and decisions to have children or not (and how many) mean that households are varied, complex and evolving. Households often experience changes in composition. As one or both parents shift in their going off to work – or marry, separate, divorce, and re-partner – they must renegotiate their roles in the household.  

ICTs are clearly becoming more embedded in everyday lives. The internet and mobile phones both connect household members as they move around and bring them together at the computer for joint work and play. The result is that ICTs and personal automobiles have paradoxically provided household members with the ability to go about on their separate ways while, at the same time, staying more connected. They have less face time, but more connected time, using mobile phones and the internet. Rather than pulling households apart, ICTs have afforded mutual awareness, integration, and support. Many households do not operate as traditional groups, but as social networks where individuals juggle their somewhat separate agendas and schedules. Yet knowing what family members are doing all the time fosters often-unobtrusive surveillance. In the old days, some husbands and wives referred to each other as the “ball and chain.” To some extent, this has become the electronic leash – and bond. The modern networked family has become a reconfigured family – reshaped by socio-cultural changes and responding to the world around them. Households have adapted to the Triple Revolution.
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Sayer, Liana. “More Work for Mothers? Trends and Gender Differences in Multitasking”. Competing Claims in Work and Family Life. (Eds) Tanja van der Lippe and Pascale Peters. Cheltenham, UK: Edward Elgar, 2007: 41-55. 
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Statistics Canada: Population estimates and projections: Citizenship and Immigration 1921-1971 (1973), Ottawa, Canada, 91-512: pg 50, 60; Canada. 

Statistics Canada Labor force historical review CD-Rom, 2008:Bottom of Form labor force estimates by detailed age groups, sex, Canada, province, annual averages [computer file]. Ottawa, Ont: 

Statistics Canada. Labour Statistics Division [producer]; Communication Canada. Depository Services Program [distributor], 2009. (STC cat. 71F0004XCB) Bottom of Form; 
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[image: image18.png]Figure 6-6. Time spent with household members

Allmy time NOT with them
Most of my time NOT with them
Some of my time with them
Most of my time with them

All of my time with them

EPartnered Couples
OPartnered Parents

B Single Parents

10

20 30 40

Percentage

50

60
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Source: Pew Internet & American Life Project Networked Family Survey.
*Figure 6-8 is picture.

	Table 6-2: American Household Types and Technology Ownership (%)

	
	All adults

(n=2,283)
	Married couple, with child (n=482)
	Married couple, no child (n=785)
	Multiple non-married  adults plus child (n=150)
	Multiple non-married adults, no child (n=218)
	Single Parent (n=83)
	Singles (n=565)

	2+ televisions
	83
	88
	86
	94
	91
	82
	65

	Internet household
	77
	94
	79
	90
	82
	87
	44

	Broadband at home
	52
	66
	52
	55
	59
	54
	27

	2+ home computers
	39
	58
	39
	54
	55
	32
	n/a

	Computer network in home
	22
	37
	22
	33
	27
	14
	n/a

	2+ cell phones in home
	59
	89
	69
	80
	65
	58
	n/a

	Have a SNS profile 
	19
	18
	9
	48
	37
	31
	7

	Send text messages
	40
	53
	28
	59
	49
	61
	22

	Pew Internet & American Life Project Networked Family Survey, 2008.
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Note: Multiple Classification Analysis (MCA) controlled for age, gender, and rural living.
Source: Pew Internet & American Life Project Networked Family Survey.
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Source: Pew Internet & American Life Project Networked Family Survey.
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Figure 6-8: 18-Month Old boys Playing with Their Favorite Toys: Mom’s Laptop and Mobile Phone
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