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Abstract

This thesis is an empirical studydiital television viewing and the use of media

technology in the home in the context of contemporary parentinghe UK. It is

concerned with the current diversity and complexity of the ways of accessing and

viewing television content in the home, and how they are understood, experienced

and practiced byarents in the context of family everyday life: the domestic space,

daily routines, family communication and relationships, and most importantly, the

practice of parentingThe thesis significantly expands the discussion of television
consumption in the bme by including wider aspects of digital television, such as

the discussion of its diverse technologiatevices, services, applications and

formats- and complex ways, in which these are negotiated, chosen and used by

parents as a specific audience gpooen a daily basis. Trstudy introduces the life

course approach to the research into everyday media consumption, and examines
parenting as a uniqustage in the life course thatters multiple aspects of

AYRAGARIZ £ aQ S @S NE R vidwing andofhar medlayrédicezR A y 3 (-
The findings of this studyus offer an original contribution to both the field of

television stidies, and the fielef parenting studies. @the one handthis study

reveakthat the role thattelevision andmediatechnologyLJt I @ A ys I dzZRA Sy OS¢
everyday life is specifictotieG F 3S Ay | dzRA Stlyaddeces t A TS 02 dz
appropriating television anthediatechnologyto suit their particula circumstances

and experiences. Angh the other handthis studypositionstelevisionand media

technology as central to how parernggperiencenegotiate and deal witlthe

everyday tasks of parenting, atalhow they construct and managéeeir sense of

parental identity.
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Prologue

&

Picture 1. Weekend playtime (origifalY 3 S dza SR 6AGK LI NBydaQ

The idea for this thesis came to me when my friends and family members
started to have children. Visiting their homes on humerous occasions, | witnessed
multiple situations, where children engaged with metdahnology, and was
constantly amazed by their usef it, particularly by them being at ease wiilfi
media devices inth& 2 YS S Wa2dzYLIAYy3IQ FNRBY 2yS (2 Fy2i
jointly, while others being used individually. | observed my niece wagchin
cartoon on television, then going on the iPad and playing a game with the same
characters, then when realising that cartoon has finished on the TV Channel,
YouTubing it to watch again. And to top my fascination and confusion up, she
described allofiiz YS a4 Wgl GOKAYy3a (StfteQao ' (Kl
f2y3aASNI 1ySé oKIFIG WiStSOAaAA2YQ 2N Wgl G§OKA:

something that | did every single day.
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Such media use, however, was not jtigtre, part of the everyday
experience, going unnoticed and unquestioned. My friends and family, first time
parents, often anxiously asked mmagdia studentabout my views on whether they
should allow their children to use media devices or whether they should take them
all away and b@roper good parentsiyho do not rely on external help and actually
communicatewith their children, constantly being bombarded by the information
about therisksof media use for children, their development and wellbeing coming
from the screens and pareinig books. | was always puzzled and fascinated by their
dilemmas; not being a parent myself, media use has never urged me to question my
sense of responsibility and never made me fgabd or bad, successful or failing
was just simply what I did ondaily basis. And | have never realised that television
2NJ 20KSNJ YSRAI GSOKy2ft23ASa 200dz2LA SR & dzO
routines and considerations. What started as an interest in how television is used in
0KS K2YS YR ¢6NHR2IHADK I WRABZOSERYSI Yy o8
soon became also an interest in how television makes specific audiences, such as
parents, feel and what it makes them daround the house, with their time, with
their parenting styles.

When | started my reearch, | was surprised at how little academic work
there is on the topic of parenting and media. Of coytkere is a lot written about
OKAft RNBY YR YSRAI dzaS3 2NJ LI NBydlFt adNI
0 dzii  LJlowisvwerydayOmediaussNI NBf & | Oly26f SRISRXE gAd
perspectives and personal everyday experiences being absent from these debates.
Similarly, in parenting studies, media is not usually seen as anything more than a
convenient tool, or again a problem to be solved. Se ghudy is my attempt to
bring parenting and media together, in order to examine television lasd
experienceand expose multiple cultural meanings and social consequences of the

medium, as experienced by parents in their everyday lives.
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Introduction

This study aims to examirtkgital television viewing and the use of media
technology in the home in the context of contemporary pareniimghe UK. It is
concerned with the current diversity and complexity of the ways of accessing and
viewing televsion content in the home, and how they are understood, experienced
and practiced by parents in the context of family everyday life: the domestic space,
daily routines, family communication and relationships, and most importantly, the
practice of parentingHowever, before | discuss the exact aims of this research, the
approach that this study is following, and the research questions that this thesis will
be answering throughout its schapters, | first want to establish the academic
fields, as well as wet theoretical arguments and traditions that this study is
speaking to. No research is produced in a vacuum, and this study has been
influenced, inspired, informed and shaped, to some extent, by previous conceptual
developments, and a rich variety of acaadie works in different subject areas,
including tdevision studies, media studi@sd parenting studies. In this
introduction | will present an overview of the key debates that this thesis is
speaking to, however, a more nuanced literature review can la¢sfound in each

of the consecutive chapters.

Television family and everyday life

There is a long tradition of studying television in the context of the family
FYR FTlFYAf&dQa Sa&&mdirkatly bBgniirgkiisiodhabee S

associategrimarily with the domestic viewingAs Roger Silverstone has argued:

Welevision is a domestic medium. It is watched at home. Ignored at home.
Discussed at home. But it is part of our domestic culture in other ways too,
providing in its progamming and its schedules models and structures of
R2YSAGAO tAFTSE 2NIJ I 0G0 €SFrad 2F OSNIIAY

1 For an overview of the history of television studies and different research
traditions, please see Shaun Moores (1986jellite Television and Everyday Life:
Articulating Technology.uton: University of Luton Press.

12



The reason why the inquiry into the domestic was particularly interesting for the

early researchers of television is becausehaf intricate relationship between
G6StSOGAEAA2Y YR (KS R2YSadlAtberdishfofripldx ! & 51
symbiosis at play here, as TV and other media have adapted themselves to the
circumstances of domestic consumption while the domestic artsedf has been
simultaneously redefined to accommodate their requiremébts O H nnoYnno v @
Academic interest in this symbiosis between television and the domieasied to

the family audiencand their everyday practicdgeing the major object of research

for many decadesBausinger, 1984; Gauntlett and Hill, 1988mbo, 2000t_ull,

1988a, 1988b1990;Mackay and Ivey, 200#oores 1996, 2000Morley, 1986,

1988; Rogge, 1998cannell, 1996Silversone, 1991, 1994; Spigel, 1990; 1992)

James Lull expla@al this research interest ifi | 'Y Adiegidiba viewing by arguing

that:

Walevision viewing isonstructedd @ FI YAf & YSYOSNBT Al R:
Viewers not only make their own interpretations of shows, they also

construct the situations in whichiewing takes place and the ways in which

acts of viewing, and program content, are put to use at the time of viewing

FYR AY &adzoaSldzsSyd O2 vatdayiye@phask)2y a | OGA

Similarly, Jah 6 S w2 33S KI Be nmedFarbapariiokid family
system, a part many can no longer imagine living withokor this reason,

everyday media activities within the family context cannot be reduced to a simple
mediumreceiver relationshi@1991:169) Indeed, over the years, researchers have
uncoveed diverse and complex feature$the relationship betweerelevision and

the family. For instance, in his work, James Lull (1980, 1988a, 1988b) investigated
what happens around the television set and the ways it fits into the social relations
of the howsehold to which it belongs, bringing family members together in some
instances, and causing conflict in others. David Morley (1986) looked at the
different relations which men and women had to the television set in the family

context, the use of which wasymptomatic of the gendered roles adopted in the

2 Please refer to Matt Briggs (201Blevision, Audiencesid Everyday Liffor a
useful overview of these works.
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FLYAfEe&d ''yy DNI&8Qa 62NJ] OMdpyTI MPPHUL F2 O
distinctive everyday experiences of and attitudes towards this television

technology. Different researcher&éuntlett and Hill1999; Gray 1992; Morley

1986; Silverstone 1994ave pointed out that gender struggle is one of the main
characteristis of television use in the family context, with male members of the

family most often being in charge of the decisions about media use.

Research into the domestic family television viewing has always also been
research into the everyday life. Everyday life is a concept with a long history that
can be defined as the routine aspects of the social world with which all individuals
engage, inelding elements of ordinary life, such as domestic activities, but also
those outside the home, such as routine forms of work, travel and lei$igiski,

1999:16;Green et al.2011:1) AsRita Felski has put it:

WIFOSNI X SsaitgdaRly: the dsderfid, takefory LI &

granted continuum of mundane activities that frames our forays into more

esoteric or exotic worlds. It is the ultimate, noegotiable reality, the

unavoidable basis for all other forms of human endeavour. The everyday,

wiA 10Sa Ddz2 5S02NRX WAa GKE YSIFadNBE 27
Roger Silverstone explained academic interest inetherydaytelevision viewindy
KAIKEAIKGAY T Wi St S anargunhytiniteledi§aiasial 6 f S R A
YSRAdzY YR Fa F (GSOKy2f23e Kla F2dzyR Al a
FILONRARO 2F 2dzNJ RFAf& fAPSaQ omppnYHOL D | &
aK2dZ R 0S5 dayf iRsStBniinPegeR/dal liie palt of the social fabric
that goes to make up our routine daily experiene@9@0:12) For that reason, in
his work, David Morley (1986, 1988, 1992) has focused oadctieity of television
viewing, and particularly stressed the need to study telewisinthesocial context

2T | dzR NeBygda® B/€53As Be has argued:

3 For more on the concept of theveryday seeMichel De Certeau (198%he
Practice of Everyday LiterkeleyUniversity of California Preddenry Lefebvre
(1991)Critiqueof Everyday Litév/ol. 1: Introduction. LondorvVerso;and Susie Scott
(2009)Making Sense of Everydhife Cambridge: Polity Press
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W is necessary to consider tloentext of viewingas much as thebject of

viewingk Wdza & a 6S ySSR (2 dzyRSNRUOFYR (KS
GKS LA OGdz2NEBA¢ > dndersia®l thy hénBmeSologyloff £ & (0 2
domestic television viewingthat is, the significance of various modes of

physical and social organisation of the domestic environment as the context

iy gKAOK ¢+ @A S(¥drlgya1988:47ortgida)l dhgir@s)sS R Q

Similaryw 2 3SNJ { A £ @S N& inpaftiSufagihasdouspdpon the ¢ 2 NJ|
relationship between television and specific elements of the everyday life, such as
the domestic space and tempdrarganisation of everyday life, emphasising
0SSt SOA alre2 yicea alKoFALOSA A Y RAQGARdzZ £ aQ WwaSyasS 27
Research conducted by David Gauntlett and Annette Hill (1999), as well as by Hugh
Mackay and Darren Ivey (2004), also demonstrated that audiences use television
and other media to manageéne and space in their everyday lives; further
emphasising the importance of analysing media as being set against the backdrop
of everyday life, beinvedandexperiencedlaily, as well as being used to cope
with everyday problems and challenges (Rodg®1).

The esearch focus on family everyday life has always meant a particular
exploration of thehome' as a specific site of television viewingjtdsas been
arguedthat the home is one of the central sites of everyday, Nftaere most of the
mediaconsumption takes plac@Bakardjieva and Smith, 2001;68so see
Bakardjieva, 2006:eller, 1984 Silverstone1994). As Roger Silverstone has
F NBdzZSRZI Wi St SgJMNard gay oftheyidtne @oariobitslidedSafdn
LI NI 2 F A (:20; aNdse@réen & &.204 I Bydgatusing on the home,

4For more on the study of theomez 4SS al NB Fheided 6f hoime:am pdpm 0
1 A YR 2 Bocial Rbs€éafbp53(1), pp.287-307: and Siri Norvé mdppn 0 We¢ K S
home¢cYl GSNAIf AaSR ARSYyGAdGe |yR K2dza3Kz2f R
Berg (eds.Yechnology and Everyday L.i€@slo: Norwegian Research Council for

Science and Humanities, pp24.

5 Televisioris of course not the only media studied in the context of the home and
everyday life. Previous research has also examined radio and everyday life
(Mendelsohn, 1964; Moores, 1988; Scannell, 1996); telephone and mobile media in
everydy life (Fischer, 1998jorth et al.,2012; Moyal, 1989); Internet and

computer technology in everyday life (Colley and Maltby, 2008; Bakardjieva and
Smith, 2001; Hughes and Hans, 204lly, 2002Meyen et al., 2010; Robinson and
Kestnbaum, 1999; Watt and White, 1999).
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researchers of television have recognised the importance of studying both
televisionviewingand itsuse,devoting attention to television technology, as well

as television texts. As David Morléyl & | NJB dis Rerspedtivé)®eYperhaps

also need to treat TV not so much as a visual medium, but as a \dabjbleQ

(2003:444, my emphasis; also see Gell®9Q Morley, 1995. And as critics have
observed on multiple occasionBdkardjieva, 208, Bell et al., 2009¥1orley, 2000;
Silverstone 1991), studying television as technology in the home opens research up
to the discovery of diverse functions and meanings of television for the audience,
which often exceed the industry conceptions and alipredictions of use. As Maria

Bakardjieva has argued:

W 3th respect to communication technology, then, home is interesting in
that it allows for varied perspectives on the meaning and practical
usefulness of a device, and its pertaining content amtttionality, to be
discovered and enacted. It is the point where the powers of technologies
meet with the meaningful activities and selffirming projects of ordinary
dzZaSNBQ 6HnncYcdood

What all the works discussed above have in common is their caldor
AyOfdzaAzy 2F GKS a20Alt SY@ANRBYYSyYyGs 2N .
2F (StSOAaAA2YQ O6mMppnYHOI Ayd2 (GKS addzRe
audiences, their own personal experiences and practices of and attitudes towards
television viewing in everyday life; the theoretical tradition, which | am continuing
with my own researchHowever, although this current study is following the
tradition of research on television in the context of family everyday domestic life;
televisbn is no longer the same television that researchers, whose work | have
discussed above, were writing about in the late 1980s, throughwoail990s, and
in the early 2000s. Consequently, this thesis also speaks to academic works that
have been conducted in the last ten years (which have arguably been the most
dramatic for the development of television as a medium), and which focus its
inquiry on the analysis oktevision agligital media In the subsection that follows
| will offer a brief overview of the key debates in digital television studies, after

which | will discuss the approach to the study of digital television that | am taking in

16



this thesis, and wieh has been influenced by both these traditions in television

studies research.

Television as digital media

Before | start the discussion of the changes that digitalisation has brought to
the medium of television, | first want to emphasise that the debabout the
changes happening to television is not new, and is not specific to television of the
f-40S wnnnaod 'a DSNIYNR D233AY KIFa | NBHAzZSRX
0KS KA&02NE |yR RS@St2LSyd 2F GSEhSOAEA 2
every new technology, such as the remote control, the MRKSDVD, cable or
satellite, destabilisinghe objectof television(Hills, 2007:41; also s&ennett and
Brown, 2008Booker 2002;Briggs 2010;Parks, 2004; Sinclair, 2004; Thomas, 2011,
Uricchig 2009%. As WilliamUricchioK | &  LJ2 A yIGd8FRK (@ doliSi 485y G K S
for-grantedy Sa a ¢ | 4 & 2 O AdomeStiRated AudiéVisual déliiery System
and the recurrent innovation and sometimes radical redefinition that seems
emblematic ofitsE OKYy A OF £ | YR SELINB&AADBS OF LI OAGA S
unstable affai22004:166) Many researchers have therefoaggued that
digitalisation hasiot dramatically revolutionised television, by tracing the changes
0 KNP dza K 2 dzii Y SAR dudnyDiedek Kiorhp@aré Babl#oted that since 1976
the VHS has been offering viewers a possibility of recording amvang of
television content (2005:206@nd therefore as Matt Hills has arguedave rise to
0KS RSO (S aa K ANROaywa @y A acileRtieSsockilland
G§SOKy 2t 23A0Ff LINI OGAOS LINB@A2dzat e (y2s6y |
plurality of privatised and consuméed viewing activitieQ2007:4243; also see
Cubitt,1991; Levy, 1989As John Sinclair pointed othe viewer empowerment of

the video recorder has later been followed by the cable and the satellite

6 Forthe detailed discussion of the development of television technology, please
see Erik Barnoui1990)Tube of Plenty: The Evolution of American Television
Oxford: Oxford University Predsor a review of the history of the medium, see
Helen Wheatley (200Reviewing Television Historgritical Issues in Television
History. London: |.B. Tauris.
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technology, which have created a multichannel television environment; all leading
to viewers having an increasing choice of content, being liberated, t@ sxtent,

from the restrictions of the fixed programming schedules and the limited number of
broadcast channels (2004:43). As Julian Thomas has further argued, what all
GKSAS LINBGA2dza GSOKy2f23A0Ff R®A&Y 2LIYSY i
the underlying aim of digital broadcasting today: an extraordinary increase in the
amount and diversity of information accessible for ordinary viewers through a
television se@2001:52) Similar arguments have also been made about digital

G St S@A a ro2ne@diivityCaihdpaktivipation, as Su Holmes hdsmonstrated

how these concepts can also be traced to television content produced in the 1960s
OHNNPYp UL ¢ Kedzinedimn &ith & 18 Bigtohy dffedafiglements with
other media, from the teephone to film to the radia; continues its latest pas de
dedzE 6 A GK (KS y S (@Udcahio)261R:321 B hpdetanSdNdep in

mind the forms of television that anticipated and, to some degree;ermpted

digital television (Thomas, 2011:52).

However, just as important as it is not to overplay the changes that
digitalisation has brought to the medium of television and its viewing experience, it
Aa faz2 AYLRNIFYyd y20 (2 R2gyLX & GKS&AS
F£f 0S5 fusé(Bofley, RAKZ8D)Digital televisionbroadly refers to
0 St S GdordvérgeycBwith the Internet and other digitanedia forms- those
generated with computers as the primary instrumentation responsible for the

structure and appearance of certaind 2 SMuiphy2011:11; also seRennett,

{SS FLISYRAE m F2NJ I RAaOdzaarz2y 2F Kz2g
are used in this study.

8 For more on the concept of convergence in relatiormedia and television, see

Tim Dwyer(2010)Media ConvergencéJK: Open University Press; Henry Jenkins
SHnnml 0 W 2y @ STeEhRology Réviewol. S04 (E) NBHEryD

Jenkin@ Hnnno We¢KS / dzf G dzNJ £ Ifteenatibr@lJoprfal oh SRA |/
Cultural Studiesvol. 7(1), pp. 3313, HenryJenkins (2006Fonvergence Culture:

Where Old and New Media Collidéew YorkNew York University Pre©
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2011:8; Brunsdon, 200831;Goggin, 2012:82arks, 2004:134. AsGabriella

ColemarK I & LR AYUGSR 2dzi> Wass#SawidSmidgeoRA IA G X ¢
nonanalog technologies, including cell phones, the Interaet software

applications that power andrudy (0 KS Ly G SNy 80iG488) Y2y 3 2 (G KS
Digitalisation has allowed information to be standardised for multiple applications

and transmissions (Green, 2004:49), leading to what counts as television

diversifyng, across media technologies and viewing experiences (Hartley, 2009:20),
Whanging what it is that television can do, for whom it can do it, and under what
conditiongYTurner and Tay, 2009:38lso see Strangelove, 201b:5Some critics

have referredtod A Gt (St SGAaA2Y positothgthd SOAAA2Y
medium as another software version, upgraded in the latest programming language

and thus more efficient and easy to rirarks, 2004:133also sedHills, 2007:51

52). AsElizabeth Evanisas pointed out:

P¥he most recent cycle, involving technologies such as the internet and
mobile phone, has seen an explosion of changes within both the television
industry and the daily lives of viewé¢S'he technologies, content and
spaces of televisioare more numerous than they were at the end of the
twentiethcentunQ OHAMMY MU @

Jennifer Holt and Kevin Sanson provide a good example of that, discussing how

Ybidlay, secongscreen content, social networking, apps, cleuased services, and

over-the-top (OTT) technologies have all evolved to provide content for a

multiscreen ecosysterfof television]that is constantly reinventing its&f2054:8)

2 A0K RAIAGEHE GStS@OAaAz2ys O2yuaSydad OFy o6S !
on a range of devices, tietimeandplace2 ¥ I @A SgSNDa OK22aAy 3«
2012:65, my emphasis; also seawson, 2007:23242; Marshall, 200913); and

g K I { reférdoSas the modes of viewing associated with digital television are

boundary practices, in which established med®erlap with emerging on@Bugty

and Li, 2015:594 Many critics suggest that television as digital media is a

9 For the history of digital television, see Martin Bell (20@¥gnting Digital
Televisin: The Inside Story of a Technology Revolutiondon: The London Press.
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AAAYATAOIYG AKATG Ay (St SOAnhSDgeRd Odzf  dzNJ
20aSNUSRYE WAY (GKS LJ23adySlems Nlpvisionds el LJdzo £ A
1YySs Al A& az2YSUKAyYy3a StasS 3IFAYQ oHAnnYM
2015:45). And as James Bennett has argued:

Wdncerns about treating television as new media or old media are therefore

slightly misplaced televisbn, ike so much of our conteporary

mediascape, is now a digital media, and we must work to theorize it as such.
LGQa GAYS FT2N) 4GSt mésdaspy aiddzRASa G2 33

Thus contemporary television and media scholarship has been trying to chart the

movemnents and shifts of new television forms, as well as to come up with new

O2y OSLJidzl £ FNIFYS@g2N]l aZ Ay 2NRSNI 2 dzy RSNJ

K2g AU oAff R2 AGSmiht208M2PRNE HammYnmT | &;
As such, it has been noted on numerous occasions by different theorists that

television should no longer be primarily analysed asass mediand as a

collective mode of address (Hartley, 2009:26; Lotz, 2007:247; Strangelove, 2015:4;

Turner, 2011:41), as has begun to lose this fundamental component of its earlier

OKI NI} OGSNE | yR & Ka digRly pedahal mesliunikof 4 Odza 8 SR W

individualized, privatized consumptiGTurner and Tay, 2009:also see Rizzo,

2007:112; Turner, 2011:41where the preiously mass audience of television is

fragmented into a series of personadid choices (Bennett, 2012). As John Sinclair

has argued:

Y¢S w32t RSy +13SQ 2F GStS@OAaAz2y |
ol aSRZ ONRIROIF&G WYIFaaQ YSRAdzY:
the new services cultivate ever more varied and specialised tastes and
interests, they become a force foogal differentiation rather than

dzy A ¥ A O (i A4Byalo séerBenmett Y2014 @arlson, 2008:11;
Goggin, 2012:67; Uricchio, 2009:38hitaker, 1999:13b

> X
ax
(@]
N

Both LeMManovich (2001:41) and Helen Kennedy (2008:3E8%e argued that

digital media andherefore digital televisiorstand in contrast tohe old logic of

WYl aa alkik ¥RY QRAER Nio th&@dihdosridNdcanill2 v R
WAYRAQDARHZI A 203 (0 PYINB RdzOG A2y 2y RSYIFYRQ |
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Similarly, although it has alrdg been established that the increasing choice and
interactivity of television content and control over it have begaduallybecoming
more and more available to audiences with every new technological development
in television, it has been argued that daisation has given way to even more
choice and more control over content, scheduling, flow, platform and format of
delivery (Alexander, 201®arks, 2004Shapirg 1999;Smith, 2008Turner, 201},
as well as leading to a more interactive televisiorwung experience that
potentially encourages new levels of audience participat®anpnett 2006; Evans,
2008;Green, 2004; Holmes, 2004, 2008, 2009; Jenkd31h 2003, 2004; Jensen
and Toscan, 199%im and Sawhney, 200Riousis2002 Marshall 2004;Ryan,
2001).

Ly 2NRSNJ (2 RSIt 6A0GK GStS@AaAA2ZYyQa L2
viewing experience, over the yeamigital television scholars have come up with a
few new conceptual frameworks to make sense of digital television
environment- userengagementtelevisionbusiness models, policies, technologies,
and infrastructure® C2NJ Ay a il yOS>Wakymz RISAHD § TENIWYNNE
are the terms that are often used in the discussion of digital television, in order to
refer to televisionprogrammes and services that are developed across multiple
platforms and distribution outlets (Caldwell, 2003plt and Sanson, 2014dphnson,
2015;Roscoe 2004; Strange, 2011). As Catherine Johnson has explained, the
O2y OSLIi 27F Ydzt (% thif ihtdinEt2dNay Axjeabiorthhéara A G A 2 v
televisiong a means of multiplying the television programme through content
produced for specific platforms (a website, an app, a mobile gameQXa0§5)
Some theorists go as far as arguing that television &®® YS WLIX I G F 2 NY
A Y RA T fofingiantd) e@aildy, 200). As James Bennett has argued:

Walevision as digital media must be understood as asitaspecific,

hybrid cultural and technological form that spreads across multiple

platforms as diverse awobile phones, games consoles, iPods, and online

GARS2 &aASNWAOSa &adzOK & | 2dz¢ dad®el | dzf dzx
ascomputed SR YSRAILX I @SNAR &dzOK Fa aAiONR
FYR 1 LIJ S3¢+Q O6HAMMYH
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Other scholars have been usitige conceps2 ¥ WU NI YaYSRAF Qk WG NI y a
A02NROSEEAYIAQKWINI YAYSRALF Sy3lF3asSySyidQ G2
viewing experience. As a conceptual framework, transmedia aims to explain how
WSy 3 3ASYSYdQ 6AGK yI NNI O Xetet medayaidSy & A & &
technological platforms in numerous ways (Eva&td,1,2016) According to

Elizabeth Evangransmediality ighe default mode for the media industries,

especially televisigrandtransmedia storytelling can be defined as

Wthe deliberatecreation of narratives that are coherent but spread over

multiple media forms, is a part of this broader strategic approach, but sits
alongside other strategies of distribution, marketing or branding that

position the work of the television industyandl dzZRA Sy 0S4 Q S E LIS NA
with that work- as inherently sitting in multiple technological spa@2916

also seeCarroll,2003 Evans, 2008, 201denkins, 2003, 2006

hiKSN) a0K2fFNAR KIS I f R2 0dzZ5SRSBAY QS ILIWSY 1
HAaMoU 2NJ WO2yYySOGSR YSRAIFI QkWO2yySOGSR QA
attempt to describe and analyse the social and culttnethd across the media

industries to integrate digital technology and socially networked communication

with traditional £reen media practices, such as watching television, with a

particular focusonthd YLI2 NIi F yOS 2F WSy 3l 3ASYByiduQ G2
Jennifer Holt and Kevin Sanson haveNB dzS tReemediaindustries adapt to
technologicachange and consumers camtously resist and reshape institutional

imperatives, the term connected viewing points to an impending revolution in how

screen mediaiscréaS RY OANDdz I 6§ SRZ I yR 02y adzySRXQ
argument, Michael Curtin conceptualises the tsdion fromthe oneto-many

distribution strategies of théroadcast network era to this current moment

Wharacterized by interactive exchanges, multiple sites of productivity, and diverse

modes of interpré | GA 2y | YR dzaSQx o6& SR SHEYDNINAAE, Iy SiRK
FNBdZAy3 GKF G Wi Siasxdhiedivm2ayi indtdagnglpfiSxibe 38 |

dynamic mode of communicatiéh 6 H nndpYmoT |t a2 asSs 1 2td
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Other scholars are adopting the concept of personalisafitmthe discussion of
television and argue in favour of personalised or personal televigierLisa Parks

has pointed out:

Wersonal television is a set of industrial and technological practices that

work to isolate the individual cultural tastes of the viewer/consumer in

order to refine direct marketing in televisionthat is, the process of

RSt AGSNAY3I aLISOATAO FdzZRASyOSa G2 | R@S|
promises to tailor packages of content to individual choice, and thus it is
ultimately a move towardwhat @K 0S&d4G 6S RSaONAROSR I
LINEANF YYAYT 2F GKS aStFE£Q ouHnnnYmopOd

{AYAfINI&@>Y 'yyS CNASROSNHQa lylteara F20
experiences of television, which are enablgy the multiplicity of options, the
changing mode of address andméorms of audience engagement and control
(2006:243; also see Carlson, 20B6rgacs, 2001

What all of the works, theoretical frameworks and conceptualisations
discussed above have in common is the fact that they are discussing and analysing
thesameRS @St 2 LIYSy Y GKI G WGSt S FhaasR@y1),Aad Y20
as well as pointing at the complexity and difficulty of the task of defining the
medium. A{ KSAf I adzNLJKe&Qad KlFa NARIKGEE LRAYGSR
meaning has been @anded and applied to so many different things that using the
term precisely can be difficalti KS g2 NR KIF & 06S02YS They | 6ad!
literature review has demonstrated that television is examined in a variety of ways,
with a focus shifting fronits content, to its distribution practices, to industries,

viewers and viewing practices. fjaote Sheila Murphy once again:

V¢ KS GSNY BNSNER YOI YASa G2 | OljdzZA NB Y ye@
AYyaidlryoOoSs WyIFNNRgOFaldAy3aIs |RIFILIWADAGE
2008:308); interactiiy used to adapt media content to user preferences (Thurman,
2011:395396); and the growing amount of individual technolagtbat are
increasingly customable and usedriven (Hjorth, 2012:19091; also see Goggin,
2012).

RAT
I VR
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Wo2YY2y LI NIFyOS:T aGStSgOArAarzyé OFy NB
a particular program, or the entire field and history of media made for and
broadcast or relayed and delivered via television technologies, or particular
television networks, prodzOG A 2y O2YLI YASAZ 2NJ RA &G NR
(2011:5).

For decades, television has been understood and therefore defined based on its

mass broadcasting nature, as a medium that reaches out over distance to the mass
audience, offering a continuous flow cbntent Carrol| 2003;Ellis 1992;Gripsrud
1998;Williams 1974). However, this understanding of the medium has been

gradually shaken by the technological changes that have been happening to the

medium, which adds further complexity to academic undenging of it. Similarly,

throughout the history of the medium, the discussion of what defines television has

caused disagreements in academic debates, with theorists often being located in

2yS 2F GKS (g 2¢thpselwd atudy t8levididh lasekilzat) those

gK2 &aidRe (GKS O2yGSEG 2F G(StSgraAraz2yQa dz.
2y (St SPAaAA2Y LINRPRAZOAY 3 Wi SMaBPOAIBA2Y Q | & |
Frith, 2000:34Hartman 2006:8). However, this, too, has been probletisgad by

television texts moving across a range of media platforriis( 2007:45 and the
O2y(SEGA 2F (St SgAarzy OASgAy3a 06S02YAy3
AYRAGARdZ t AASR 6. SYyySaGi3 Hnwmwatgi®duchl & / K|
more of "it" to study, and it is much less clear what the f&'when it stops being

roughly the same thinginndold f A GAy 3 NP 2 PE818Y alsGse® K O2 dzy |
Spigel, 2004:21; Strangelove, 201)5This idea expressed by Charlotte Brunsdon is

the poirt of departure for this thesis, the overall aim of which is to make sense of

the complexity of contemporary digital television, its viewing experience and

meanings in a specific context of family everyday life and contemporary parenting.

In what follows, Will discuss what this thesis is examining; the approach that | have

chosen for this study, and how it speaks to the two research traditions in television

studies reviewed above; introduce the research questions that this thesis aims to

answer; and offer brief introduction into the chapters.

24



Aims, approach and research questions

This research has four main aims, which are achieved by taking specific
approaches to the study of digital television. Firstly, this thesis aims to examine
digital televisim and its everyday viewing experiences from the perspective of the
audience by using an audiencentred approach to the study of the medium. In
2NRSNJ G2 YI1S aSyasS 2F | dZRASyOSQa O2YLX S
study is taking a nomediumspecific position on television, examining both
television and media technology in the home. Secondly, the aim is to combine two
research traditions introduced earlier: the study of television as a domestic family
medium and the study of television as d&dimedia. Thirdly, the aim is to examine
family digital television viewing and the use of media technology from the
perspective of parents, whose voices are often absent from the debate, by using an
interdisciplinary approach of bringing together telegisistudies, media studies and
parenting studies. Finally, the aim is to introduce the life course approach to the
study of television consumption and proving its utility for television and media
studies. The following discussion will address these aimapprbaches in more

detail.
Audiencecentred study of digital television

In this thesis, | am first and foremost concerned with how digital television,
as a technology, as a cultural institution, and as a part of everyday life, is
experiencedunderstood and discussed by its audiences, who are both the viewers
of content and the users of technology of television. By focusing on the audience
and their understanding and experiences of digital television, | am contributing to
the audiencecentric nvestigation of digital television, which is a much smaller
cluster of academic work, than those works that focus on the industry or television
texts, despite its significant contribution to the knowledge of the medium in its
current state. Accordingto Wit A 'Y . 2RR&3X WRSalLlyjt8 I RSOl
FYR dzi2LIALY LINBERAOUABYSORGa2A&Y SNFSEIAVYKSEK:
technological and industrial realignmeént dzLJ2y | OG dzI f agelstfig A y I LIN
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j dzA (0 S  dzg0O& 36)iSindilafly) asdizabeth Evans has discussed in relation to

the research that has been conducted over the next seven years after William

. 2RR&2Qa AYAUGALFf | NBdzYSyidsz |IfaGK2dzZa3K | 3INR,;
thesoOl f f S-RS WEIP A& & uch yf ths Nebaf2ix hasHahded to focus on

textual and industrial changes within the United States; little has focused on the

impact of changes on the daily lives of audiences or industries outside of the United
State€22091:2) Thus this thesis is particularly concednwith how digital

television is understood and experienced by audiences in the British television

context. The literature review of the work on digital television explored above has

indeed started to demonstrate that the industrgind textfocused perspetives

tend to prevail and dominate the field. As such, critics examine the circulation and
distribution of digital media, and thmigration of viewergo mobile and multiple
screengBennett andStrange 2011;Gerbarg2009;Gripsrud 2010;Kackmaret al.,
2010;Spigeland Olsson 2004;Turnerand Tay, 2009); the proliferation eécond

screen application_eeand Andrejevic, 2014Ji St SPAaA 2y Ay Rdza G NE Q&
strategies aimed at reconnecting advertisers with viewers (Boddy, 2011;

Cunningham an&ilver 2013); broadcasteneimaginingthe traditional creative

and industrial practicegGillan 2011); and he exension of television

entertainment content across screens and platfor(Marshall 2009). And while

these works provide a productive framework,which to examine digital television,

shedding light on the television industry structure and business models, adopted
technology and platforms, and the resulting contéhiolt and Sanson, 2014;9)

they do not offer any actual data on thedzR A Scgr@ugtidn practices or

contemporary digital television viewing experience. On the contrary, the audience

Ad 2FGSYy |&aadzySRET 6AGK NBASINOKSNB YI Ay
practices, television experiences and expectations that are not based omieshp

¢ 2 NJudiencd@dare] being unwilling to wait for programmes to be screeted

(Goggin, 2012:28)fundlamental shifts in the interface between viewer and

television, and thus in the viewing experieffdricchio, 2004:165) uck a mode

of O2y adzYLIIA2Yy > R2AY3A gl @& gAOGK Gl LILRAYIYS
the relation between the audience and its selection of con@nt6 ¢ dzNJ/ SNE H A MM

the promise of greater control invites the media consumer to contribute their time,
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attention andlabourto emerging media products that subsequently expose the
consumer to new modes of social regulation and normalizing rediBesith,
2008:130) and so on. As these examples illustrate, and as Sonia Livingstone has
argued ! KS WA Y LI Xk Sh&audiedzit AsPresdiBed, imagined or
mythologized plays a key, if often unacknowledged, role in the discourses
surrounding new medi@1999:63; also see Livingstone, 1998). And despite the
Of I A Ya ltrangfaimiatiofsknShe Wractice we call watchingt Q 6 { LA 3 St X
2004:2; also seBird, 201}, there are still gaps in academic knowledge of how
exactly these transformatianare experienced by audiences, pointing to the
importance of conducting empirical studies of digital television.
While the literaturereview of the workon digital television has shovthat
it is in fact possible to observe the changes that are happening to television from
0KS adFyRLRAY(G 2F (GKS AYyRdzZAGN@sa yR (St SO,
necessary to ascertain the extert which vieve N& I NS SYOo N} OAy3 GKS
(Evans2011:2). According to Sonia Liystone:

Pmpirical research on audiences is ever more important for new media
research. As audiences become less predictable, more fragmented or more
variable in their agagement with media, understanding the audience is
even more important for theories of social shaping, design, markets and
diffusion than, perhaps, was true for older me@ia 6 mpchdpYc o 0 @

Similarly, aglizabeth Evans has pointed out:

Xif multiple typesof content are available through the same source (the

television set) and traditioal televisual content is avalble elsewhere, then

0KS G§SOKy2ft23A0Ft FIOG2NER 2F WwWiStSgAra
AY | dzZRA Sy 0SaQ Wb R SWilkdEh gy NEVan2 Iy A A SRQ
2011:6).

4

And this is particularly what my study aims to examgriew parents, as an
audience group, make sense of the diversity of ways of accessing and watching
digital television, and why and how certain choieath regaids to television
viewingare being made, as these choice cannot necessarily be explained by the

technical characteristics of televisibechnologyor its presumed functionality.
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Indeed, the work that Elizabeth Evans has been doing on audience engagement
shows that very often there are significant differences in how the industry and
audiences understand digitéelevision experience, in thearticular casef her
research howpractitioners discusengagment and how audienca®lateto the
notions of transnediality (Evans, 2016; also see EvamdMcDonald, 2014)Thus

9t AT F6SUK 90FyaQa #2N] 2y (GUNXyaYvYSRAIF GSt .

Transmedia Television: Audiences, New Media, and Daik20ifé), is theclearest
precedence for the research imis thesis, as it aims to explokedzRA Sy 0S Q &
experiences and understandings of digital television in its current form. In her work,
Elizdbeth Evans empirically considerdtie industrial changes that have occurred

within British television culture sce the emergence of the interet and mobile

phone as audievisual platforms and the ways in which those changeshb&ing

dzy RSNBE (G22R o0& | dzR A Brgnd QGOESimilatly) im myyres@arch If & 2
am also interested in the technologies of televisiandin how they shape the

ways in whichaudiences consume television, and the meanings and purposes of

the medium.

In order to make sense of digital television at this particular stage in its

RSOSt2LIYSYyGs FyR a2 OzvenNdyFtéleSison LI NBy i

viewing, in this thesis | will be approaching television from amediumspecific
position. Throughout the chapters | will be demonstrating that in the contemporary
digital television environment, it is increasingly difficult to sextaror define where
television starts and where it stops, or to filter out the unique properties that are
essential to the medium, as it increasingly means different things for different
people Murphy, 2011:9). Hence in my own research on television ingiude the
discussion of all media technology, from which television content can be and is
accessed by my participants (media devices, applications, television services), and
not just the ones that are directly associated with television, such as tiie@¥he
DVR (for the discussion of the terminology that this study is using in relation to
digital television and its technology, see appendix 1). Similarly, | will not be
imposing boundaries around television content on the study, being attentive to
how participants themselves talk about television content and what it entails for

them. Quite often this means that the discussion will not only include television
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programmes, but also films and shorter videas,all of these havieeen referred to

Fa Wod GICKIAS/PAaA2YyQ 0@ LI NGAOALI GAYy3I LI NBy
television in the contemporary cultural imagination (also see Smith, 2638).

James Bennett has argued, contemporary television is so complex and dispersed

that it is no longer useluo police the boundaries of television and television

studies and trying to formulate exactly what it is that television scholars should be

studying 008:163.! & 9f AT I 6 S K 9 Jlelgvisionkriusi belfdyA y 1 SR 2
NBEO23y A &SR | austlas aecihétogyey £3 A foryhand st@e of
O2yGSyd> YR 6KIFIG Aa YSIyd o0& (GUKS WYSRAdZ

crossplatform landscape requires further consideration and explorafi@n1:8)

The study of digitaldlevision in the contéxf everyday domestic family life

' 4 *ANBAYALF bAIKIGAY3IAFES YR YIFINBYy w2a;
I dZRASyO0OSa Aa ltgleax o0SAy3d NBRSTFAYSR Ay |
Sy3l3SYSyiQ ovnnoYHO® ! YR & DNISYS ¢dzNy:
tef SOAAA2Y O2yadzYSNBR FIO0S |y FaasSvyofl 3S 2-
1AYR&a 2F Sy3ar3aSyYSyidsz Ay@2t gAy3a RAFFSNBy
importance of the family and the implied domesticity of the discursive regime
within whichtheY SRA dzY | RRNBaasSa AdGa I dzZRASyOS KI @
Turner and Tay, 2009). Whereas previouslytthditional model of television was
seen as being addressed to the family (which also implied the homeasieular
AAGS 2F O2yRRAMLIG ARKRNSAHXKSS® 2F RAIAGEE (S
family (Turner, 2011:42), but the fan (Green, 2008) or technically competent youth
(Groening 2008, 2010Marshall, 2009Newman, 2011 In contemporary academic
debate, the family audience and thenfidy television are often presented as
obsolete conceptgLivingstone, 1999:62). NA 1 A 0a y24S GKI G RAIAQG
LIK&8&aAOFffte YAINIGSR 2dzi 2F GUKS R2YSadAaAO |
L2 NI 6f S ol I dhiltiigstead tewar gmalier ofe mébile and
interactive screer@ 6! NAOBMK KA 2ESHRMWMY G2 (St SOAarz2yC
the living room also becoming increasingly dispersddto the kitchen, into the

den, study or computer room, into the home theatre, into thedroom and, finally,
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out of the home altogether: into the street and onto their mobid&Burner and Tay,
2009:2 also see Sinclair, 2004)}4nd thus threatening to upset assumptions that
have been made previously about the medium and its role in tigawmisation of
everyday life (Bennett, 2011:4). These arguments reveal a clear dissonance
between the two traditions of studying television, which | have reviewed in this
introduction, with many critics putting forward an argument that digital television
simply cannot be studied in the traditional context of the family domestic everyday
life.

In contrast to these claims, in this research | am arguing that it is still, if not
ever so, important to address everyday digital television viewing in the context of
the home and the family audience. As Virginia Nightingale and Karerfieked
theirk NAdzYSy 4> WGiKS yIFddz2NS 2F | dzZRASyOSa Aa
I OO2NRI'yOS sAGK ySg &d wasbniefineyfargetimttiey 3+ 35S
new situations may possess parallels with past modes of media engagement
(2003:2, my emphasis). | atnerefore arguing that it is possible and useful to draw
parallels and bridges between the current studies of television as digital media, and
previous studies of television in the context of the everyday domestic family
GASGAY I w2 3ISNI { dvtiichd ISeNds inadg SbOud thel néldEntaY=S y
environment of the 1990s can be applied for the discussion of digital television
G2RF@Y WLO A& NBlrazylofS G2 adza3asSad GkKI G
family ¢ it is in the homeg where this new mediamvironment will be worked with
YR I LILINE LINA | (i S RMackaywvadudvayy 2004AsDanied Berthetta S S
(2013), one of the main scholars of digital television, hinsadf argued, what
makes television a particularly significant object of researahwhat makes
0§St SOAAA2Y &a0dzRASEA |y AYLRNIFIYG | OFRSYAO
relationship with everyday life, whidhe previous tradition of television studies
learned to capture and research so successftitlgresearch tradition that | find
worth both preserving and developing further. By looking only at spegiticy” A 1j dzS Q
situations anccontexts in which television viewing happertbe research is likely
to abstract tdevision viewing from theocial environmentin which it takes place,
and it is particularly thisocial everyday environmetitat this thesidgs concerned

with. The focuon thehomeas the context for television viewing and use still has
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the potential to open multiple opportunities to discover and examine the varied
perspecives on the meaning and practical usefulness of television and television
technology, a©iomeis an important point where media and media technologies

WYSSi gAGK GKS YSI yf AFyFRIIEA yI30 LINRAREAOSIE  [12yFR
(Bakardjieva, 2006:69This thesis thus uses the focus on everyday digital television
consumption in the home to examine what Maren Hartmann (2006:88) refers to as

Wo Sik-ieds 2 NI RQY KdzYly SOSNBERIFE& SELSNASYyOS 2
consumer, a citizen, and in the cadelus particular study a parent (also see Bell

et al., 2005).

Digital television, media technology and parenting

In this thesis | am approaching the study of the family audience from a
slightly different angle. Researchers into television and thelfahave pointed out
2y ydzYSNRdza 200l aiAz2ya GKFEG WFIFYAE@Q Aa |
notion, with there being no single or preferred type or definiti@ogfreyand
Holmes, 2016; Lull, 1988Silverstone, 1994). Akmmes Lull further pointedud:

WESNE FNB aFlFYATtASaAE 2F Ylye QDI NARSGASE
Generally, families are composed of persons who are related by blood or

marriage, but ot always. Sharing the same roédod, dining table, money,

material goods, or emotionscbuR RS TFAY S Fyé& 3INRdzZLJ | a ¥
198&:10).

In my own study of the family audience | follow the argument put forward by Roger
Silverstone, who has emphasised that the family is a system of relationships that

can change over time (1994:32). Followihis idea, | am arguing that a study of the

family should be a study of the different processes of change that it is gradually

dzy RSNH2Ay3Id | Sy0Sz AyaidSIR 2F SEFYAYyAy3
abstract concept, in this thesis | am examiningl areting audienc@considering

LI NBYGdGAy3d 2F OKATtRNBY (2 06S | Y2NB &ALISOA"
relationships, which can provide a narrower and more precise context for the study

of digital television in the home.
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Parenting is the objeatf study in multiple fields, all of which approach it
from different perspectives, particularly when it comes to the exploration of
LI NBYGAy3a Ay NBtFGA2Yy (G2 YSRAIFI® t I NSYGAyY:
that has emerged in boththe UK andthel 2 dSNJ G KS ftbald GsoSyide
characterize the activity that parents do in raising childi@mircloth and Lee,
2010:1p t I NBydAy3a aOK2fl NE AilbeN&aassimpiylad WL N
new word for child rearingor aneutralterm used torefer to asingleactivity.
Rather, as Esthédermottand MarcoPomatiK I @S  NBdzSRX (G KS &SNy
Yeally a multifaceted notion comprising parenting behaviours/styles; the quality of
the parent; child relationship; parenting activities; and mayeneral caring
activitieQ20054; also sed eeet al., 2010. However, the investigation of the role
that the media in general, and television in particular, play in the complex process
of parenting is rarely addressed by parenting scholars, which doesllow for a
full understanding of all of the components of parenthood and the nature of this
experiencg(Araujo Martins et al., 2014:122%imilarly, although media studies
scholars have long recognised that media and media technology are essentsl part
of the contemporary experiences of childhood and parenthdadifgstone, 2016;
Nelson, 2010)in television studies and media studies parenting is not a common
object of research, and studies of parents tend to be limited to a narrow range of
academicnquiries. For instance, there is a recent trend of focusing on mothers and
GKSANI a20AFf YSRAI dzaS% LI NI AOdzf NI & WLIS
with aspects of maternal webeing {Hall and Irvine2009 McDanielet al., 2012;
Morrison2010,2011, 2014. Fathers are largely absent from these works though,
and the focus on mothers and mothering roles breaks down the practice of
parenting, rather than considering it as a whole, leaving many questions about
what role media and media techragy play in the practice of parenting
unanswered (also seRlantin and DanebacR000 & 5S A LA GS (GKS Ay Rdza

recognition of parents as the key audience, particularly for On Demand television
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services Grainge, 20187, this trend has not yet beereflected in the academic
RSolGdSad Ly GStS@AaArz2y yR YSRAI addzZRASa
parents as an audience group continue to be examined primarily in relation to their
YSRAIFI A2y 2F OKAf RNBYyQa YSRAG&aGESYSRALKdz
0SAYy3 GKS LINAYFNE 202S00G 2F Ay@Sadadal aaz
Preparing for a Digital FutuyéSE, 2015a, 2015b; also #emRossand

Livingstone 2016;Carlsoret al., 1994Lim, 2016; Livingstone, 200Rikkenand

Saols, 2015; Pausiasebrink et al., 2018chaarandMelzer, 2015;Walsh et al.,

1999.¢ Kdza LJ NBy dAy 3 | a ownmbeddluse and Bo@ & fitdin/ R LJF NX
with the practicesand everyday realities of parentirage overlooked or not

examined in garticular detait?® 2 KAt S | Oly2¢f SRIAAYy I (GKFG
an important cultural and social issue, in this study | have given priority to the

everyday media experiences of parents, which gives my study a different focus and
produces a new set afata needed for the understanding of the meaning of digital

television for parents, and the uses of television for the purposes of answering the

needs and demands of contemporary parenting. The thesis therefore analyses

parenting as a complex process, ihieh decisions about various aspects of

everyday life (including media consumption) of both parents and children have to

constantly be made; the decisions that parents make against the contemporary

11n his recent conference papePaul Grainge (2016) has observethange in On
Demand television services promotionthe UK with brands such as the BBC

iPlayer moving away from focusing their marketing campaigns on the availability of
television in various circumstances, timedlué day and places, towards focusing

on everyday uses of parents, recoginig them as the target audience

This can be illustrated by the most recent BBC iPlayer ativéou Love Something
Let It Showavailable on YouTube
(https://Iwww.youtube.com/watcH?v=D9G6bQSCGBk

2¢KSNBE INB || TS8S¢ SEOSLIiAz2ya G2 GKA&AS F2N
titled Parents Talking Television: Television in the HA987) London: Comedia.

CKAA O2ffSOUA2YyQa F20dza A dmedayiselahdNSy G az |
mediation in the home. However, the articles within this collection are written

primarily as observational autbiographies, with little or no academic analysis of

the role of television viewing and the use of media technology in thetiomof

parenting and parental identity.
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context of cultural expectations and discourses surrouBdin® 3 2y2RR W6 | R Q

parenting.

Life course approach tbe study otelevision consumption

In this study | am therefore approaching parenting as both a practiceand

ALISOAFAO adl 385 Ay ,vihisithash poweiiubinfiRetde brQa € A FS

mediaconsumption Life course approach to media consumption is not common in
television and media studiék It has previously been adopted by some researchers
for the study of family relationships and marriadg@etkerand Moen, 1999; Moen,
2001;Moen and Firebagh, 1994 and, more recently, in fandom studies
(HarringtonandBielby, 2010Harrington et al.2011), rarely, however, has this
approach been used for the study of cultural practices or television consumption.
For instance, in television studies, ageaging are the concepts that habeen

used much more broadly and widely than the life couShgyko, 19934arwood
1997, 1999; Mares et ak008; Mares and Sun, 2010; Mares and Woodaodo),
quite often in the discussion of generational differenaesnedia useln both
television and media studies, when it comes to the research that explores

I dZRASYy 0SQa YSRAI LINI OGAOSasx +dG tSIFad
studied audience, whether it is children and young peoplar(vood, 1997; Mas

et. al, 2008; Mundorf and Brownell, 199@r the elderly (Harringtoand Brothers
2012;Mares and Woodard, 2006; Riggs, 1998; Tulloch, 1$8fl age is used to
broadly signifywhat is going on iNS & S NOK LI NI A OA LI yiaQ

to Simone Schergealthough cultural practices aosely bound up with agé is

azy!

fAQD!

AYLRNIFYG G2 0S8 N Aycariksydgancesimpe O2 Y LI SEA G

RA Y Sy aA 22009:a7aBdSséeHunt, 2005:2; Mares and Woodard, 2006:598

As StephenHuntBa L2 AYGSR 2dzix WGKS tAFS O2dz2NARS
RSGSN¥AYSRQZ YR WGKS 2y0S |aadzySR waidl 3.
Wl Rdzf 6 K22RQ>X FyR ¢gKIFG (GKS@& SyidlAftX FNB y;:

13 Life course or life cycle approach to human existence is dominant in sociological
and anthropological thinking. For an overview, see Stephen (A0@5)The Life
Course: A Sociological Introductidfew York: Pgrave Macmillan
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age of 30 many individuals haveeir first child, and by the age of 65 many

individuals retire, being 30 is not synonymous with being a parent, and being 65 is

not synonymous with being retired. Th8&mone Schergerointed out that

Whonological age, taken as an indicator of ageing), e socially constructed life
O2dzNBS Ydzad 0SS R AGhistingFydzsanguedtioat tihedifa n Y HC O @
O2dzNBES | LILINRIF OK OlFy oOoONRIFIRf& 0S RSFTAYSR I
(2003: 271). Similarly, Lee Harrington and Denise Bielby haveedant that all

Ydzt GALX S YR RAGSNES | LIINRBIF OKSA | yR LISNE
on issues of time and timing, intersections of social context and personal biogaphy
(2010:430; also see George, 2003:672; Mortimer &hdnahan2003). Hene, life

O2dzNES A& Iy | LILIN®paterikds addkpathivays &t alllages dB a (i SR
stagesas well as the strategies individuals, couples, and families adopt in the face

of expected and unexpectekd: Yy 3SQ 6a2Sy> wnamYdopr,T faz
1986).

Although the life course in itself is not the key object of my inquiry (I am not
investigating the ongoing changes in the lives of my participants), | nevertheless
FNBdzS GKFG GKS O2y OSLII &&ulfokthed TS O2dzZNASQ
contextualisition of the audience group under examination in stady of media
consumption, as ibffers a significantmprovement on the concept of chronological
age,providingmoreRS G Af 2F gKI G A& andshgdding2y Ay AY
more lighton what is leading to specific media consumption practices. Previous
research, although limited, have already started to show how cultural practices can
potentially be linked to certain transitions and phases of the life course (Harrington
and Bielby, 20Q; Mares and Sun, 2010; Mares and Woodard, 2@a8erger
2009), and in this thesis | want to continue this work, and offer empirical data to
support this hypothesis by examining the relationship between parenting, as a
specific stage in the life coursand television viewing and the use of media
technologyin the homein the context of everyday life. According@aistina Araujo

Martins et al.:
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Whee birth of a child is usually considered one of the most important events

and milestones inthe ligof g NBYy 14 | YR Mdrksthd € = G KA OK X
beginning of a new transition phase in the life cycle, moving from a marital
toaparentalrol OHAMOYMHHU @

{ OK2f I N&B OFff G(GKS (INXPANINBYE I NBzOKNE y & K 2J
(McDanielet al., 20121509 also sedPerrenetal., 2006 > ¢ KA OK NI dzA NB &
AYLE SYSyldFGAzy 2F Y2NB 2N f Saa RAFTFTFAOAAL @
LI GGSNYaEa 2F ftAQAY3AT AYO2NLRNIGA2Y 2F | y!
investment in other roles, and redefinitiasf family relationships (Araujo Martins

et al., 2014:122; also see Glabe et al., 2005). As | am arguing in this thesis,
AYRADGARIzZE £ 3Q NBfIFIGAZ2YAKALI 6A0GK GStSOAAA2
process of transformation when individuals transitito parenting, acquiring new

uses, purposes and meanings. The study is therefore looking to examine a specific
audienceg parentsg and the intricate relationship between digital television

viewing, the use of media technology in the hgraad the practte of

contemporary parenting. Throughout the thesis | will be exploring both how

television and media technology is affecting the practice of parenting, and how

parenting as a unique stage in a life course is affecting television viewing practices

and theuse of media technology in the home. As Shaun Mobessargued, from

itsearlydaysi St S@AaA2y &addzRASE KI @S 2FGSy &a2dzAK
S INBQ omMppcYHUO P ¢KAA (GKSaAa RSTAyYAGSt e
this complex anditally important question, by empirically examining the lived

experiences of contemporary parents, and thays, in which these experiencase

influenced or shaped by television and media technology.
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Research questions and thesis structure

As Daid Morley has observed:

We are surrounded by discourses telling us what new technologies are

going to do to us, for better or for worse. However, we must be wary of

such a mediaentric focus on the supposed effects of technologies because,

as the usesrad gratifications theorists observed many years ago, we need

also to think about what people dowithmédi § SOKyYy 2t 23ASAQ O H N
see Morley, 2003:443) andhenthey do it.

In this study | am arguing thathile a lot of emphasis is put on studyihgw media

is shaping the everyday life of individuals, there is not a sufficient amount of
NBaSINOK 2y K2g | dZRASYOSQa AaALISOAFTAO OAND
parenting, are influencing media practicés.my research | am thus interested in

how television and media technology become integrated into the everyday life of

parents; how television and media technology are used by parents for the purposes

2F RSIfAYy3a gAGK OKFy3ISa (K jandfiressBrgsi K22 R
of parenting;andkK 2 4 G KA a dzaS NBflFGSa G2 LI NByiliaQ
home, family relationships, childrearing and parenting. There are four main

research questions that this study aims to answer:

1) How do television and media technologies fit into domestic spaces, temporal

routines and the everyday practice of parenting?

2) How do parents make decisions regarding various ways of accessing television

content: devices, applications, formats?

3) What is the connection between television viewing, the use of media technology
in the home and everyday communication and relationships between parents,

parents and children?

no 2KFEG Aad GKS NBfFGA2YyaKAL 0SUo&EEY OKACL |

home and parenting?
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¢tKS (KSaAa 2LSya 6A0GK I RA&AOdzaarAzy 27
actually is, by looking at the space and functionality of television technology, and
how it is negotiated by parents on a day-day basis. The chapter will propose the
concept ofthe domestic digital estate, awiginallytheorised by Elizabeth Evans
(2015, 2015h), for the examination of the process of seasakingg parents
making sense of the variety of media technology in the home and the diversity of
ways of accessing and watng television conteng, as well asiow these different
options are organisednd negotiatedo offer a coherent and logichlome
entertainmentsystem The discussion then moves to the examination of how digital
television relates to the temporal organtien2 ¥ LJ NBy (14 Q Ba@t&NE R &
2. This chapter will address the specific characteristics of parenting as a unique
stage of the life course, and explore theagnnectionswith the ways, in which
digital television is used and viewed in the coxitef busy everyday lives and
constanttime pressures. Chapter 3 addresses the complexity and diversity of
television technology in the home, by exploring how parents make the decisions
regarding different ways of accessing and viewing television contesitiding
media device, gplication television servicand format of contentin order to
answer specific family needs.

Chapter 4 is looking at hotelevision and television technology fit into
everyday familynteractions, communicationelationshipsand often gendeed
parentingrolesb LG SEIF YAy Sa 6KIFG LI NByida YSIy oeé
this relates to the use ahedia technology in the home by both mothers and
fathers.The find two chapters of the thesis will deoking at parental attitudes
G26F NRa OKAftRNByQa (St SOAaA2gfinthddmer y 3 | y |
In particular, & LJGSNJ p SEIFYAySa LI NByilt @ArASsa 2,
use, and how it is encouraged and eflebby parents. Contrastinglyhapter 6
positions @rental mediation as central tihe responsibilities of parenting and
parental identity, revealing the operations of the contemporary ideology of
intensive parenting, which constrieO KA f RNBY |a o0SAy3 WI{G NRA
position of being constant managers of risk to children, which includes television

and media technology to a great extent.
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However, before the thesis moves to the empirical chapters, it will first offer
adiscussion of the research methodology adopted by the study, in order to provide
the reader with a better understanding of how the data has been gathered, as well
as boththe affordances andhe limitations of the chosen research method for the

findings d this study.
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Methodology

This thesis examines digital television viewing and the use of media
technology in the home in the context of contemporary parenting. Put in simple
FYR 3ISYySNIf GSN¥asx GKA&a adgdzRe Aa 02y OSNYy.
living in the contemporarynultimedia homes, and the role of digital television in
how parents deal with everyday pressures of parenting. The introduction has
already demonstrated how this study has been shaped, to some extent, by previous
theoretical and conceptual developmentsthre study of television. This
methodology chapter will in turn show how the study has been influenced by
previous methodological developments in the field of television studies, and discuss
the methods employed for the generation and analysis of the redeanaterial, as

well as their strengths and limitations.
Researching television audiences

Research into television audiences has been approached by using both
guantitative and qualitative research methods by acadenmdystry and
governmental organegtions. As Shaun Moores has argued, for the media industry,
primary concern has always been to quantify consumption (for obvious economic
NBl 42ya0s gAGK NIdAy3a FAIdzNBa oSAy3a OF f
St SOUNRYAO wWaSSlyiWAGCINBY Iy OKRMISNE LI ySt 2
Similarly, len Ang in her bod@kesperately Seeking the Audieri&891) observes the
AYRdAzAGNE QA 1jdzSad G2 Gdz2NYy (St SOAaAz2zy OASs.
see Morley, 1992). In the UK todayantitative data on the use of television and
other media comes from the communication regulator Ofcom (for most recent
reports on television use, sdéantar Media2016; Ofcom, 2016a, 2016b, 2016c), as
well as fromthe marketing body for commerci&levision Thinkbox, which issues
frequent reports and latest figures on television consumption (for instance, see
Thinkbox, 2016)There is also a tradition of academic quantitative audience

tracking studies. For instanc®ne Day in the Life of TelevisiiY & 42 0 a SN G A 2y
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LINE2SO0:E 6KAOK Ay@2f @SR HuHQnnn LIS2LIX S FNJ
nation had to say about television in 1988 (Ragwis, 1989); and the B&udience

Tracking Studywhich consisted ofl5 questionnairediaries that427 respondents

have filled inover a fiveyear period (19941996), examindl dzZRA Sy 0SQa NBf I {
televisionand how it changes over tim@&auntlett and Hill, 1999). However, as
HughMackayandDarren lveyhave argued with regards toaistical quantiative

research:

W westionnaires, diaries, set meters, people meters and passive people

readers provide a wealth of quantitative data, but fail to distinguish

between levels of engagement with the medium; nor do they tell us

anything about the forms of weing (or not viewing) or the significance of

such activityg there is an assumption that having the television switched on

Ad GKS alryS la Wgl GOKAYy3 (GStSOAaAA2Y QX
FAGGSYliA2yQd az2aild 27 Urésadtdidentfiyd dza SR
NE3dz F NAGASE yR ISYSNIfAalrofS LI GGSN]
reading, listening and viewing behavi€l20@®4:7 also see Moores, 1996:5

{AYAf I NI & a 5FPAR a2NISeé KIa ImN&dzSR> (-
and variable mode of behaviour, characteristically interwoven with other,

aAYdzZ (GFyS2dza FOGABAGASAQY YR (KAa Aa SE|
studiesoften reaches its limits (1992:177). There is also an added challenge of the

volume of data being gathered by quantitative studies, for instance, the BFI

Audience Tracking Stuelyl & LINP GARSR NBX &SI NOKSNE 6A0K
which had to be organised and analysed (Gauntlett and Hill, 1999:16). In contrast

with the aims of quatitative reseach, my interest in this study wasss with

demographics and large populations, and more with the diversity of a particular

group of television viewers (parents) and their individual personal stories,

something that is really difficult forugantitative research to grasp. Similarly,

although quantitative audience research is an important tradition within the studies

of television and media use, it is difficult for quantitative studies to examine how

television is used in context, and its s O Yy OS F2NJ AYRAGARdz f Q&
everyday practices, such as parenting (Hoover et al., 2008126kay and lvey,

2004:9. Because of these difficulties, this research builds upon a long tradition of

qualitative research, which focuses on théSlik S E LIS NA Sy @rBvide YR | A Y&
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insight into cultural activities that might otherwise be missed in structured surveys
or experiment§Tracy, 2013:5)However, this is not to say that quantitative
research methods cannot contribute to a qualitativeeasch project, and this
study wasusing boththe survey and interviews to generate data afadilitate its
validation, as will be further discussed in ttigta collection and sampkub-
section.

Since the late 1980s, academic researchens studiedtelevision viewing
and the use of media technology in the hoteaded towardsgualitative, and most
often, ethnographic research designs. The examples of such early studies have been
NEGASGESR Ay G(GKS AYUNRBRdAzOGAZ2YY rmahddA R a2 NI !
I dZRASYOSaT !'yy DNI@Qad 62N] OMdpyTsI MABPPHD
G§SOKy2ft238T YR WIHYS&a [dzfQa 62NJ] omdpdno
a2NI Se KlFIa LRAYGSR 2dziz SUiKy23aN}LKAO NBa
understand how soel actors themselves define and understand their own
communication practiceg their decisions, their choices and the consequences of
020K FT2NJ 0KSANJ RFAfe&e tA@Sa FyR GKSANI &dzo:

Roger Silverstone has pointed out, raseh into media use in the home

Wrequires a commitment to specific empirical enquiry. The requirement to
generate an understanding of the contextual embedding of media use and
to understand media use as embedded within the daily practices of
everyday lié suggested to us a predominantly ethnographic research
strategy, designed to provide a detailed account of the domestic
consumption and of the nature and significance of media and information
consumption within the hom@1991:137)

It is important to enphasise though that what television scholars refer to as
WSHKY23aNI LIKEQ>S 2F0Sy RAFTFSNB FTNRBY K2g Sil
sociology and anthropology, the disciplines where it originates from.

ScottVanderstoep and Deirdre Johnston defirtregraphy as
understanding of a culture from the perspective of the members of that culture,
arguing that it4hvolves the observation and recording of conversations, rituals,
performances, ceremonies, artifacts, jokes, and st@{2309:201202). Similaly,
{ I N} K ¢NI O& HngtermlimsiBrsioh Rto & ddlturié is lalimark of
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S Ky 2 3 K3 thadiKWridée and describe people and cultures, ethnographers tend
to live intimately besideiR Y2y 3 2 G KSNJ Odz (i dzlast YSYo6 SN

Marie Gillepie has argued:

W éspite the widespread interest in ethnography among TV researchers and
the proliferation of theoretical writings proposing it as a panacea for
I dZRASYy OS NBaSI NOK>X @OSNE FS¢ SEAadGAYy3
described as ethnograpds. Rather, the term ethnography has come to be
associated with one method in social research, theepth, openended,
semid i NHzOG dZNBR AYUSNBASHX ¢KS Wyl GA@SQ
ethnographers is hardly to be grasped through a series ofafh¥ ARyS LJ( K Q
AYUSNDBASEaE 2NJ ONARST LISHA2Ra 2F 203aSND
Thus Sarah Tracy has argued that it is more accurate to refer to the research
YSGK2R&a dzaSR o0& (GSftS@oAaAzy aoOKz2flNA | a w
I LILINE | OK S & Q3S NWRIyKIS NI 20 Kil KyS YN Floras® S (0 Ky 2 3 NI LIK
GSUKY23INILIKAO YSUK2R&A&¢ LINPYPARSA | KSf LITdz
approach and to sidestep potential criticism from scholars who want to reserve the
term ethnography for londerm, sideby-side, imnersed, and holistic studies of a
culture® H A MO YH PO ® hiGKSNI NBaSI NOKSNAR KI @S I fa
Fa Wljdzk € A4 GA DS {etypedldksBaych \BhiRh réligs®n decio? NJ Q
indirect, systematic or unsystematic participant obsion as well as on
structured or unstructured narrative interviewitRogge, 1991:174)
Based on these methodological nuances, the method my own study has
SYLX 28SR OFy Ifa2 06S RSTAYSR Fa WS{HKy23N]
FASER 62N] Qd L RAR y2i O2yRdzOG SGKy23INI LI
observation), becausef the difficulties of gaining prolonged sustained access to
the private settings of home media consumption, as well as well recorded effects of
0KS NBaSIHNOKSNRa LINBaSyida 2y LI NIAOALN vy
1990:181;Mackay and lvey, 200468, Moores, 1996:3€82). Instead my study
included an online questionnaire, qualitative sestriuctured interviews in
LI- NI A OA LI y 0 & Qende@, MoBdirective qudstioding)and elements of
participant observation during the interview process. Stesearch design has

been tried and tested by previous researchers into television and everyday life (for
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exampleMackay and lvey, 2004 | yR w233S> mppmod ! yR |
type of qualitative empirical research, usually carried out in tivenfof indepth

interviews with a small number of people (and at times supplemented with some
form of participant observation), is now recognized by many as one of the most
FRSljdzr S ¢l &a G2 €SINY o62dz2i GKS RAFTTFSNEB
engagement A 1 K G St SOGAAA2Y YR 20KSNJI YSRALFQ 0

Data collection and sample

Aims

Before | start the discussion of data collection and sampling, | first want to
briefly introduce the overall aims of this study. The main aim of the data collection
process has been to gather responses rich in personal insight that reflect on the
media enwonments in contemporary homes, with a specific focus on television
and its technology, andn how they were understood and experienced by parents,
with a specific emphasis on the everyday experiences and practices of parenting.
The survey aimed to pai@at broader picture of what media technologies parents
used everyday in relation to television viewing, and what were the wider attitudes
towards television viewing and the use of media technology in the family context
and in the context of contemporary pamting. The following interviews aimed to
address the issues raised in the survey in more depth, focasiredargerrange of
guestionsand getting views from both parents where possible. The study also
involved elements of participant observation (withet written consent from
parents), the aims of which have been to reflecthww certain issues were
discussed and by whoras well as to reflect on the surroundingsd the place of
media technology in the family homé&n what follows, | will address throcess of
data collection in more detail, looking at its various stages, and explain how | went

about meeting theeaims of the research.
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Ethical considerations

Data collection had three stages: pilot study of the online survey, online
survey and interviews. Prior to the first stage of the study being conducted, | have
applied for and was successfully awarded the ethical approval from the General
Research Ethicso@imittee at the University of East Anglia, as well as the Enhanced
Certificate from the Disclosure and Barring Service to do research with children and
adults. Throughout the whole duration of the research | have been following the
ethical rules and standds of conduct. Participants have been treated with respect,
and were not harmed or distressed in any way. | have always been honest and
transparent about the aims of the research with my participants, and always
emphasised and respected their right to polit from the study at any time without
having to provide an explanatioAll researchpartidpants tookpartin the survey
and interviews voluntarily anftee from any coerciorPrior to conducting the
interviews,all participants wergrovided with cleainformation(in a language
whichthey could understandabout all aspects of the research projgathich
might have hadnfluenceon their willingness to participatéalso see Wiles, 2013);
andl have obtained informed consent from all participants iritwvg. Children
were never approached on their own, they were only interviewethe presence
of parents. Parents were made aware about the content of the interview and the
topics that would be covered in advance to make sure that they found them
appropriate and suitable for children; parents were made aware that they and/or
their children can decline to participate in the research at any point in the process
without having to provide an explanatiorhll data has been fully anonyraig, with
all names beig replaced by pseudonymishave always made sure that there was
accuracy in reporting the findings, that the results were understandable and
accessible, and thatll of the diverse accounts given by my participants were
included into the discussion, nevpurposefully or intentionally keeping any of the

responses out.
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Pilot study

The online survey was created 8arvey Monkeplatform. Before launching
the online survey, in August 2014 | first conducted a pilot study, in which 10
participants took par ¢ KS 0 SNIY WLIA f tRe(spedifitpozRagatbn &% T S NE&
pre-testing of a particular research instrumesuch as a questionnai(®an
Teijlingen andHundley 2001).| have approached the parents that | knew
personally (university colleagues, frahand family), and asked them to fill in the
draft of the survey and reflect on their experience of answering the questions: how
long filling the survey took them, and whether all of the questions were logical and
easy to understandlhe pilot study hasd®en a crucial part of my study design, as it
allowed me to test the adequacy of the survey questions; assess whitthéime
taken to complete the questionnaingasreasonableassess (to a degree) the
feasibility of the survey; collesbomepreliminarydata, and assess its relevance to
the main research questions/fiether each question gives an adequaied useful
range of responsgs! & Ay 3 LJ NI A OA LJ y (G & QanmbiguidsarndO | =
difficult questionsyrefined the questions and launcheld final version of the

survey in September 2014.

Participant recruitment

Although previous research on television use in the home sometimes used

[N

pragmatic samplingO2 y i OGAy 3 WFNASYRa 2F FTNASYRAQ

network of people forhe reasons of convenien¢dackay and Ivey, 200461) ¢ in

this study my aim was to maintain a greater distance from my participants than
would be possible if the researcher already knew the research subjects, as well as
to avoidsampling biasThe survewas thus advertisethrough online media, such

as Facebook groupB#ébes With Babieslam UK Tiny TalkBaby CentreDads
Houseand others) and forums for parentsl¢tmums MumszoneMade For Mums

Dad Infoand others) (see appendix 2 for the full listoofline spaces targeted, as

well as the advertising text used). Many of the online spaces targeted were specific
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to the geographical area of the researcligEast of England, but | have also
targeted forums and groups that were not limited to a narrow areat rather

open for alt*. The survey was available online for 3 months: September, October
and November 2014.

It is important to reflect on participant recruitment process, as it had
significant implications on this research aonithe data presented in it. Firstly, the
study only recruited participants from the UK, due to the physical location of the
researcher, time and financial constraints, which makes it a British (and
predominantly English) study. Therefore, the research | easgnting in this thesis
is not about television, media technology, parenting and the intersections between
thesegenerally but it is about all of that in a specific UK television context, with a
specific focus on television services that are availabtkariJKand relevant to
Britishtelevision audiencesThis sample worked well with the key objectives of the
research, which goal was not to look at other national contexts and conduct a
comparative analysis, but rather examine in depigital televisiorviewing,the use
of media technologyn the homeand parentingn the UK Secondly, the decision to
use an online survey and advertise it online through forums and groups for parents
also had implications on who ended up patrticipating in the study. Ibean
suggested that the nature of the recruitment process helped to-seliéct people
who were moreau fait (or at least comfortable) with a range of media technology,
already aware of at least some of the technological options available to them. It is
alsopossible to suggest that these were the people who engaged with parenting
forums and groups on a regular basis, and therefore were more aware of the
RSol (Sa I NR/dRy RibpahEREOVIRAA in turn influenced the answers
that they have providedt has to be mentioned that in the recruitment stage of the
research, | made an attempt to recruit participants offline by using printed out

flyers (see appendix f@r the flyer), however, | did not get any response following

4 However, as my participants have mentioned to me themselves, they were often
motivated to take part in the study by the fact that | was a researcher from their
local universityg University of East Angliato which they felt a symbolic

connection, even if they have never attended it themsel¥le;motivation that
participants from other parts of the UK did not share. This can potentially explain
the fact that the majority of participants come from the East Anglia region.
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this recruitment strategy (onpotential reason can be that of convenienaed

different time demandg it was much easier for parents to immediately follow the
link to an online survey, rather than to contdbe researcher by email listed on the
flyer). Once again, although online ratment and the consequent sample did

work well for the purposes of the research, as | wanted my participants to discuss
the use of media technology in the home and their attitudes towards parenting and
contemporary parenting discourses, it is neverthsle@aportant to keep these

nuances in mind when reading the thesesnd not to attempt to generalesthe data

presented in it.

Survey

The online questionnaire aimed to examine the diversity of media
technology and ways of accessing television contenbénhtome, and how
television was used by participants in the context of everyday family life. It
consisted of 23 questions, and included different types of questions, such as
multiple-choice, closegnded,partially openrendedand fully operended (see
appendix 3 for the list of questions used in the survey). The survey was anonymous,
except for the last question asking participants to provide their name and contact
details if they were interested in further research participati@efore participants
couldstart to fill in the surveyon the first page they werprovided with brief
information about myself as a researcher, the overview of the project, and some
details about the questionnaire they were about to fill in. The first question
required all partigbants to indicate their consent and agree with the following
a a1 G S Vaw teat the information above. | know that my participation in this
guestionnaire is voluntary and that my responses will be anonymous. By ticking this
box | agree to take part in this stu@The participants were free to leave the
survey at any time simply by closing the page. In a few instances when the
guestionnaires were not complete, they were deleted and not included into the
final sample. Similarlyhe condition for the participation in the survey was that
participants had children, as this was a study of parents, children and their

television use. Due to the fact that my survey had been picked up by UEA marketing
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team and advertised on UEA Facebaokl Twitter pages, some of the responses |
got were from individuals who were not parents, mainly from students. When that
was the case, these responses were deleted and not considered for the study. Apart
from these two criteria (questionnaire had to bempleted, and participants had to
have at least one child), there were no other limitations for participation in the
survey, and all of the responses that met that criteria were included in the sample.
All of the mrticipantswho took part in the studyvere first recruited for the
survey(meaning that filling in the survey was compulsory, and everyone who was
interviewed had filled in the survey firsffhe survey was used as a way to map the
research field (for instance, examine the range of media dewctdse homes, or
applications used on such devices to access video content), get access to a larger
number of respondents, recruit participants for the interviews, and prepare the
interview questions. In other words, the data collected through the suneatgdhas

a backdrop for an wdepth analysigursued through the interviews.

Survey sample

The final survey sample included 152 participaii¢hile gathering the
survey data, | have followed the general rule of audience research, and gathered
data until Imet the criterion of redundancy, or in other words, empirical saturation
(Adler and Adler, 2012:8; Becker 2012:15; Vanderstoep and Johnston, 2009:188)
¢ a point, at which getting more survey responses would not have dramatically
changed the findings dhe researchAlthough the initial idea was that both
parents and in some cases even children (given that they were old enough) would
fill in the questionnaire, in reality this was very difficult to achieve, and in the
majority of cases only one memberpamily would fill in the questionnaire (there
were only 5 cases of more than 1 member of the family filling in the questionnaire).
Similarly, although | hoped that both mothers and fathers would fill in the
guestionnaire, and | was targeting online spader fathers as well as mothers,
women were much more likely to respond to the advertising and fill in the
guestionnaireg 91.45% of respondents were female (139 participants) and only

8.53%were male (13 participants). However, in their answers the pgdints
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would always discuss television use in their family more broadly, reflecting on the
viewing practices of all family members, which meant that the data | got was very
useful and relevant to the project. The majority of respondents to the survey were
from the geographical location of the researchdétast of England (74.17% or 112
participants), other areas included South of Englanatuiding Londor{13.25%or

20 patrticipants)Midlands (6.62% or 10 participants), North of Engléh@3%or 4
participants), Scotland (1.9% or 3 participants) and Wales (0.6% or 1 participant).
The majority of participants were between 24 and 44 years of age: 46.05% were 25
34 years old, and 38.16% we3B-44 years oldIn the questionnaire | did not ask
participants fortheir exact age, and used broader age categories instead, in order
to minimise the chances that participants would prefer not to provide an indication
of their age.

90.07% of participants were married or in a domestic relationship, which
means that the stdy mainly represents nuclear family type, with less than 10% of
participating familiedeing singlgparent householdsin the recruiting stage of the
research | tried to make sure that all family types would be represented, and
targeted forum threads an&acebook groups for single parents and same sex
parents, however, the response was low or rexistent.61.18%of the
respondents to the survey were in fdline or parttime employment, and®2.37%
described themselves as being homemakers (see appendix 4 for more details). All
participantshad at least one child (40.6% of participating families had 1 child,
49.3% had 2 children, 10.1% had 3 or more children). Although parents of children
of all ageswvere invited to participate, the majority of families that took part in the
study had young children under the age of 5 (76% of participating families had at
least 1 child under the age of 5, while for 61% of participating families all children in
the household were under the age of 5). This sample, however, worked particularly
well for this research, ake early stages of parenting require the most adaptation
and negotiation of various aspects of everyday life by parents, including media use,
and it is @rticularly these experiences of negotiation of everyday parenting that
this study was interested in. SimilarigcreasinglyO K A f R NS typQuationftdh NA U
television andnedia technology occurs during the early months and years of

infancy andearly chidhood, howeverthere is currently an uneven coverage of
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OKAf RNByQa YSRAI dzaS o0& 3ST gAGK GKS YI
media technology being conducted on teenagers (70%), with only a small fraction
of studies looking at children undére ageof 5 (6%) (Olafsson et al. 202R); also
see Roberts and Howard, 2005)9Therefore,my sample allowed me to address,
to some extent, this gap in the study of families and their media use.
The survey did not include questions regarding the incoifrtie family or
the profession of the participants, which means that it was not possible to
determine what social class participants belonged to. The following interviews did
not directly ask participants about their social class belonging ei(a&hough all of
the participantsmentioned what they did for &ving, so it was possible to assume
their social class belongihgand it was only when participants themselves brought
the issue of class up, that it was considered. This decisas made purposafly
and hadboth advantages and limitations. The main limitation is that | could not
draw direct connections between the issues | have uncovered in the study and
class which is a break in the tradition of remehing media in the home that
most casesended todraw connections between viewing practices and
LJ- NI A OA LJ vy BelosyingiHbvekelr, this Kinitaticn #vas also an advantage
of the analysis pursued in the studgesearchers in family and parenting studies
have argued that contemporary penting scholars are too preoccupied with
froSttAy3a Fff LI NBylAyMiddebldspaiehto®a 2 NV R OK:
WorkingOf  a& LI NByGAy3aIQ>s gA0GK Oflaa 2F0Sy 0°¢
exclusive prism through which data is seen and analyBednfottand Pomati
201514). This is done despite there being no conclusive evidémaeworking
classfamiliesdonotSy 31 3S Ay W32 2 R@ malke differgni A y3 LINF O
parenting choices due to their social class or educatierihottand Pomatj 2015;
Gillies 2009, with there being a range of other factdigat influence parental
choices and practicesvhich become overshadowed by the inquiry into parenting
and classand therefore remain understudie@hus in my analysis | did not want to
impose class labels on the responses of my participants. | was not interested in
working-class parentsr middle-class parents, just as | was not interested in
mothersor fathers¢ the aim throughout this thesis has been to stysirenting,

and be open to howparents themselves articulate their experien@s explain
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them. And the issue of class was mentioned by my participants, some of whom self
identified as belonging to workingass or middleslass, and connected this

belonging to their own experiences béing a parent. Similarly, on a few occasions
participants did raise an idea that their experiences might be influenced by gender
discussing the differences in fathering and mothering rtthes they have

themselves felt anéxperienced And when that wa the case, the analysis

reflected this,however, | intentionally did not make class or gender the key objects
of investigation and the main prissnthrough which data was viewexhd

understood

Interviewssample

The following interviews aimed @ddress the issues raised in the survey,
and examine them in depth with both parents being present where possible.
Participants were recruited for the interviews via the survey. The last question in
0 KS a dzN\ubSléyouwble éiteréidted in being intemvied on this subject? If so,
please provide your name and email addfesisd 32 participants have provided
their contact details (the initial response rate of 21%). | have then contacted all of
the participants who have provided their contact details viaadl; some have
gotten back to me straight away, others either changed their mind about further
research participation or did not respond (I made up to 3 attempts to contact each
non-responsive email address). 12 interviews were arranged and conducted in
October and November 2014 (see appendix 5 for the details of the families who
took part in the interviews). This sample size is in line with the scale of research
considered to be sufficient bgrevious studies on media use in the home: for
instance HughMackayandDarren lvepa o6 Hnnno0 &G dzRRe Ay@2f SR
/| KNAa { KSLKSNR SG Fft®Qa ownncv NBaSFNOK |
FYR {Kldzy a22NBa o6mdppc 0 Ishahcanbsigted ¢t 18a 2 NI S &
householdsAs PatricidAdlerandPeter Adler have argued, such medium size
& dzo 2 S Oofferslttiz @df/antéigje of penetrating beyond a very small number of
people without imposing the hardship of endless data gathering, especially when

researcherd NE FIF OSR A GK GAS O2yaidNIAylaQ oH.
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While the aim was to recruit parents from diverse social, economic, cultural
and racial backgrounds, particularly for thedapth interview part of the project, it
was not always possible, as there was no control over who chooses to expresses
the interest in further research participatiofsee appendix 5 for the details of the
interviewed families) Two family types were represented in the interviews: nuclear
family (83.3%) and singf@arent family (16.6%). The participants were of either
middle clas$66.6%) or working class backgrounds (33.@Ptg was determined
0lFlAaSR 2y UGUKS AYF2NXNIGA2Y | 62dzi LI NI AOA LI
LJ- NI A OA LJI -dentificatiod @ity a gerain $ocial class that they brought up
during the intervievs). While the majority of participants were British (75%), a few
came from otherethnical and/orcultural backgrounds (25%). Due to the
geographical location of the researcher, it was also difficult to target vast areas,
especially in the interviewing peof the researchThe majority of the participating
families resided in Norfolk (66.686 8 familie$, but interviews were also
conducted in SuffolkB.3% or 1 family)Nottinghamshirg8.3% or 1 family)Kent
(8.3% or 1 familyand East Suss€&.3% or Tamily). While this sample does not
allow toproduce representative and generadisle results it wassufficient to elicit
deep andpersonal accounts from respondentgying them voice, andxploring the
individualreasons for media praces, and how they are imbedded @veryday
livesof family membersnd the practice of parentingvhich answered the aims of

the research.

Interviews

Conducted interviews were sesstructured,with openended, non
directive questioninglasted on average for 1 hour and were digitally recorded. This
interview design was chosebecause, as Jaddwe Rogge has argugghile
NEFt SOGAY3T 2y KA&a 2¢6y addzReé 2F YSRAI dzaS
encouragethe informants to supply spéfic infoNY I G A2y 2y GKSANI SGSN
(1991:174) providing narrative responses rather than brief answers, which was the
overall aim of the data collection process. Participants were encouraged to speak

from experience and to provide examples from theveryday lives. The survey
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responses family members have provided prior to the interviews were used to
prepare the interview questions, and served as a wanapthe media
environment in each home (I would go to the interviews already having some idea
as to what media technologies parents had and used, their general attitudes
towards television viewing, how many children there were in the houseaotd
their agesetc.). Although, in order to make the data comparable, all interviews
followed a similar sticture and included a similar set of questions (see appendix 6
for the list of interview questions used), | would often follow up the specific
responses given in the survey to contextualise them and find out more information
on them. The interviews were oR dzOi SR Ay LI &IheéirOA LI Y14 Q K2
convenienceand all members of the family were invited to participate, including
children (although in the majority of cases they were either too young to
participate, or not interested in research participation).
The fact that all of the interviews were conducted in the homes of those
interviewed was central to this study, as it has been for previous studies of
television use in the home (Gray, 1992; Hoover et al., 2003; Morley, 1992). When
making this researchdéca A 2y OAYOSNIBASgsa (2 o0S 02y RdzO0
gl a F2t{t26Ay3 51 OAR a2NI SeQa omppH0 Ay dS|
spaces that television and media technology occupy, as well as learn about what
people do and say about telesion. The interviews usually took place in the living
NE2Y>Z (GKS OSYidNIf WKdzoQ F2NJ FlFYAft& YSRAL
was therefore possible during the interviews (participants were aware of my
intensions to take observational notes wherdaeant, and signed the consent form
prior to the interview to state that they agreed to that). | took notes on the
K2dza SK2f RQa Ay (G SNA2NI f | guigkdketches/aRd irRsénie2 NJ A |
AyadlyoSa (221 LK2G2a 27T wilhpekidissiddaddl v aQ f
prior consent). Similarlyhe decision to conduct interviews with the entire family,
rather than with its individual members, was also due to the fact that the presence
of all household members during the interview allowed me to geesansight into
FlLYAf@Qa AYGSNLISNE2YIf ReylYAOas 20aSNBS
between family members (Moores, 1996:34; Rogge, 1991:124430 witnesseadnd
tooknotesofa 2 YS 2F OKA{ RN&yaQia thelhdaortdigses LINI Ol A C
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parents gave their children media devices to keep them occupied during the
interview.

As Ann Gray has pointed out, the research method that | have chpsen
interviews with parents and limited participant observatigran be criticised for
NEfeAYyIdy KSEPLM2ERIZGAQ | OO02dzyia | yR SELJX I
FSStAy3a YR FGUGAGAdZRSEQ OmMdpPpPpH YooV I HKAOK
WILISNF2NXI yOSQ T2NJ GKS o0SySFTFAlG 2F GKS NBa.
impartial observation of participan® S@ZOSNERIFI& fAFTS 06KAOK AY
Y2U0A2y0® | 2SOSNE F2ft26Ay3 ! yy DNI&Qa 6
want to argue that even if what parents said to me does not directly reflect their
experience, it is nevertheless their awvay of articulating that experience, and it
matters. When parents discussed television viewing and the use of media
G§SOKy2f238 AYy GKSANI K2YS&a>x GKS& 6SNB RST¥.
LI NBYGAYy3aQ> | GF &l T2 NdcoputabeKanditiisSe FSt G NJ
awareness did shape the accounts of family media use that they provided me with,
and the ways, in which these accounts were presented. However, while this can be
seen as a potential limitation of the data (parents not necessarilyigimoy a true
account of media use), this is also one of the biggest strex@jtmy data: it is from
these ways, inwhich parerfis | 002 dzy 1 & 2 F infl&tedudhitdek 2y dza S
assumptions abouropertparental behaviour in relation to media, that the
understanding of how parents themselves experience everyday parenting in

relation to television and media technology, coullé derived.

Using the data from survey and interviews

Although the survey alload me to set questions to be put to a larger and
more diverse group of participants, my interest was never in the statistical factual
data. For instancd was not interested in measuring how many hours arutes
children spent watching television or erggagwith other screens (and | readid
that it would be next to impossible to get access to this dasboth parents and
children areoften not awae of how many hours they spemtnsuming different
media;2 NJ RdzS G2 GKS aiA Ipaentswiipodid@adzyvenity 3 Wa ONJ
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downplay theamount oftime their familyspendson them). Rather, what | was
looking for werepersonal accountand insightsand qualitativerather than
guantitativedata from parents about thaffordances of media technology
difficultiesthat they were facing when it cante parenting with or around media
technology.This is why | designed the survey in a way that would allow participants
somespace to describe and discuss their experiesnaad this is why often such
suney responsesre used together wittthe interview data in the thesis, as they
are equally qualitative in nature.

Using a mixed method approach (combining surveys with interviews) and
triangulation definitelyenhancel the validity and reliabilityof the research, as
interviews allowed me to check the survey data for validity, and vice versa. For
instance, many parents in the survey responded that they did not allow their young
children to watch television, however, the inteews demonstrated thathere was
I 6ARS AaLISOGNMHzyY 2F 6KI G LI NByGa 02y aiRSNJ
be taken into account when analysing such resporses chapter 2 for this
discussion)Such internal validity of the findings? 0 KS dza S 2 F Ydzf G A LX S
information convergingvithin a particular study to construct an account of a
O2YLX SE Ay@SadGAadal G§2NE GKSYSHlpsany sizfdftd M
address the common criticism of qualitative empirical researhA y & dzF TA OA Sy (i
generalisabild Q@ ! & WI YS& [dzZ f KIFa LRAYGSR 2dzix
AYLRNIFYG GKFYy 3IASYSNItAaloAftAGE Ay ljdzZ £ A
202S0OUAQDS 2F ljdzZ ft AGlF O0ADBS SYLANAROFE NBaStk
produced about certai families, peer groups, or subcultures can readily be
generalized to other groups or settings (indeed, they often cannot be), but to

SELX FAY 6Stf (GKS LKSy2YSyl = &doaSdiaz |yl

Organisation, presentation and analysis of data
After all the interviewdata has been gathered, | transcribed it myself and
started the analysis process.drder to organis the datafrom the survey and the

interviews,and make sense of it, | was using coding softWéwa assigning tags
or labels b data, based ogoncepts. Essenfiaf @ X O2 Yy RSy &ata/ilo 4 KS 0 d
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analyzable unitQCoffeyand Atkinson 1996:2§. The coding process had multiple
stages. Firstly, the data was carefully read, main themes and issues were identified,
and each assig a code. These codes were noted, and later statements were
organi®ed under its appropriate code (see appendix 9 for the list of themes and
codes). Secondly, using the codes developed in the first stage, | reread the data,
and searched for statements thaould fit into any of the categories. At this stage
further codes were developed to make sure that nothing was missed, and all
different perspectives and responses were included into the findings (see appendix
10 for the list of additional codes). Thelfahd final set of codes was then used to
code all of the data gathered again. Thirdly, after the first two stages of coding have
been completed, | became more analytical and looked for patterns and
explanations in the codes. Finally, | read through the data for cases that
illustrated the analysis or explained the concepts. | was looking for data that was
contradictory, as well as confirmatgmy order to build a comprehensive picture
and avoid confirmationias. Coded data was then orgagulsin a waythat similar
statements were clustered and grouped into common themé&sterpreted the
findings, establisbd how they helgdto explain the phenomenon under study and
linked the findings to the body of related knowledge to construct theory.
My aim has Bvays been to approach data collection and analysis in a
flexible and relatively unstructured way, in order to make sure that it was the data
that raised themes, and to avoid pfixed arrangements that would impose
categories on what my participants saiddid. However, at the same time, | do not
YF1{S Fyg OflrAYa 2y 202SOGA@AGESE A WGKS
O02YS (2 GSNXY&a oAGK GKSANXk2dzNJ LI NIAFE FyR
Iy AYLRAaaAof @& RACiang ayddCdR 2002 mBE AQGNGE) iag QQ o
204ASNIBSR: ljdza t AdGFGABS | dZRASYOS NBaSI NOK
AYVOSNLIINBGEFGA2Y QY FANBRGE GKS AYGSNLINBGI GA:
experience (as discussed above), and second, the interjoatétat the
NEASEFNOKSNAE YI1S 2F LINIAOALIY(GaQ NBaLRy.
Busse and Gray, 2011). My interpretation connected the empirical data to the key
issues, concepts and theories in tleevantacademic literature, and thus was

influenced by theoretical and conceptual discourses, which constituted the
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framework of my analysis, as well as own interests and intuition§Gray,
1992:34;Mackay and Ivey, 2004:12n orderto keep to the overall focus dhe
thesis (television viewing and the use of media technology in the context of
parenting), some of the themes that emerged in the reseabcit which were not
relevant to this focus, were not included in the discussion in this thesis (see
appendix 9 and.0 for the full spectrum of themes and codes).

It is therefore my hope that the methodological considigons discussed in
this chapterof the thesis will provide the reader with the needed context for the

exploration of the empirical chapters that follow
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Chapter 1. Parents negotiating digital television: the space of media
technologies in the home and domestic digital estates

Introduction

As it has been discussed in the introduction to this thesis, the question of
why and howaudiences accept or refuse the changes to television viewing
introduced by the industry and the digitalisation of television, remains vitally
important in both acadena and industry debates. This chapter begins to address
this question by acknowledging the diversity, complexity and rAfuttctionality of
home television environments, and by looking at personal individual narratives of
the negotiation of television teclology in the homelt aims to contribute to the

debate on digital television and contemporary everyday life by bringing more

O2YL}X SEAGE YR ydzt yO0S (G2 (KS y2iAaz2y 2F W

acknowledging and examining tledforts parents put intomaking sense of,
organising and managing various media technologies and ways okauges
television content in the homeThus this chapter explores the mwdtireen and
multi-media nature of contemporary homes by looking at what spaces media
technologiesoccupy in the home, their functionality, organisation and negotiation
by parents. It takes the domestication approach to the study of media use in the
home as a starting pot, with an aim tore-conceptualise this frameworkn order

to enable it tobetter suit the needs of contemporary television scholarship, and to
fully graspthe complexity of contemporary honmdigital television environmesst

whichnow consisof both physical and cloud elements.

Cftt26Ay3a 9tAT I 0SGK 90yaQa ounmpl =

estate, this chapter proposes this conceyst a framework for the discussion of the
digital television environment in the home and its individual negotiation by
audiences. The chaptexamineghe diversity of television technology in
contemporary homes, both physical and cloud, and explores how it is made sense
of and negotiated by parents on a d&y-day basis by the means of formation and
management of domestic digital estatéhischapter highlights the importance of

investigating howparents as a specific audience group, make sense of the
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technologically complex home environmenits order to answer family needs and
ALISOATAO OANDdzyadl y O &dloriagithediverselanticamplexS @S NEB |
ways, in which parenting intersects with the domestic digital estate. The chapter

thus draws special attention to the importance of considering individual personal

ways, in which media technologies are used and made sense of, as tbasing
multi-functionality of media technologies means that their use cannot be predicted

2NJ 3dzr NI yG§SSRXI 0 SA Y IpekiftpelSondpteiériencesy A Y RA A |

needs, experiences and circumstances.

Literature review

Before | start the discussiocof how parents, who participated in my study,
have negotiated media technology and various ways of accessing and watching
digital television content in the home, it is first important to discuss how the issue
2T | dzZRASYy O0SQa vy S32 i imtechiobgy inZrFincigdsiBglyR2 YSa (i A
mediatedhome has been discussedanademic literature to date. As it has been
noted on multiple occasions, media technologies in the home have been
diversifying and growing in numbers over the past decades, becomingsantes
part of the home environment, in which families now live. Over twenty years ago
w23ISNJ {Af OSNBRG2YS KIFI&a FNHddzZSR GKIGO WoAGK2,
ONRIF ROIFald YSRAdzZY YR K2dzaSK2fR& | NB y2 f:
(1991:136) Almost ten years latedosephKayany and Paul Yelsma have pointed out
that if traditionally families and households have been defined as social systems,
0 2 Rinadlerrtdhouseholds possess an additional technological dimefision
(2000:216) brought about byultiple television setsyideo players, video
recorders,computers, gaming systems, and most recently tablets and mobile
phones, meaning that any study of family everyday life or the home has to
acknowledge this technological element of everyday experieacd,study the
K2YS FyR GKS FlLYAf@& Ay NBf I (nkhisyisiomaf A G P !
the household, the technologies are no longer merely supplementary to, but

constitutive of, what the home itself now@20@3:450)
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Consequently there ia wide range of academic works that examine the
constantly growing and changing amount of media technologies in the home: Moira
Bovill and Sonia Livgetone talk about contemporary homes having multiple media
G§SOKy2f 23ASa -MWRK 035 LBy Inarye3IR20081:3), something
OKFG DSNYNR D233AYy |faz2 NBFSNR G2 | a WAy
(2012:87)JoseplKayany and Paul Yelsma describe contemporary homes as
Yechnologically complex environmefss ¢ K SNB T I Y Atd dakeY SY 0 SNA |
sense of the growing and changing number of media technologies, and learn how
to live with them R000:219; while David Morley particularly highlights the shift
FTNRY FlLYAfASE KIQGAy3a w2yS o62E Ay (G(KS tAQD.
t2 FlIYAf@ YSYOSNRSZI NBTSNNRIEAI NRONRYVIS YLR2 N
householdt Q> | YR LIRAYGAY3 (2 GKS FF0O04 d(dKIFG GK
have with media (2003:448). Whileofcoirs y2 (i | f f K2 dzBBROEORA | D
accordingto Sonia@iA y3ai2ySQa o6uwnnt0 NBaSINOK FAYR
FILEYATASEASES o 8SIENABR 32 npi-NRODKRIdzaS ARt R
WYSREBEND | YR Hc: 0 Savly @ mdrd iddeR Ofcofogyternt Qd  { A
qualitative study of peo@ Qa YSRAI LN} OGAOSa yR FadGAadd
demonstrate, due to the constant development of technologies, their increasing
FFF2NRFEOATAGE 20SNI GAYSZ yR GKS AYyONBI &.
K2dza SK2f Ra I NBNI OB heiGhedigireghRdloies to access
AYVTF2NXYEFGAZ2Y YR YSRALF O2 yaIGNRISY Q (K 20dzay'S K025t
now the norm, especially due to the fact that the content that formerly could only
be accessed via the television set, is now availablenany more media devices,
such as PCs, laptops, tablets and mobile phones.

However, previous research inquiry has not stopped at merely observing the
multimedia nature of the home. These observations have often been followed by a
further inquiry into howmedia technologies fit into or transforthe domestic
space and how they are being appropriated by family members (for instance, see
Mackay and Ivey, 2004). It has been widely acknowledged that when new
technologies enter the home, they often do not haae obvious location, and
therefore have to be appropriated by families and integrated into the domestic

environmentWi KS LINPOS&aa 2F O2yadzYLIWiAz2y FyR 27
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household is one of sense making, of transforming the alien object tthast

YSFEYAY3 Ay (KS adeYoz2t A0 NBIf AjaBoseef (KS K:
Hartmann 2013; Morley, 2008 For instance, Sva Livingstone discusséaw the

computer, when it first entered the home, during the process of its appropriation

by families, could be found iliving rooms, dining rooms, studies, bedrooms and

even hallway£2007:7). Similarly, in their discussion of On Demand television, Rich

[Ay3 SG fod KFE@S | NHdzSR (KI Gplacgié ySg (St .
physically inhe home and fitted into an understanding of the users and their
lifestyleQ1999:87) The idea that it is not enough to simply examine what the

creators of media technology have intended, and what uses and features they

predicted the media technology to ke, is at the heart of thelomestication

approachto home media consumption, which many previous researchers into

television in the context of the everyday life have followed. Thus in my own inquiry

into how parents make sense of the multiple ways of astgsand viewing digital

television content in the home, | am following the tradition of the domestication

research.

As Roger Silverstone, one of the founders of this theoretical framework, has
argued, domesticatio®Wf 221 a |0 K2¢ (S ekwhntha 3ASa | NB
household or within the more general structures and patternsafd) S @S NE Rl &
(2005:167), stressing that although all new technologies arrive already more of less
clearly marked in terms of their functions (through their marketed imagdesign,
G§SOKYAOFt OFLIOAGASAE YR LlzmtAO LRtAOEVZ
along these predefined lines or claims cannot be guaranteed nor is it always
AAIAYATFAOL yG 2 NJ dzy O2 Birdess,G1R Cunimingsdand Xmaut,y T |
2002;Haddon, 2006; Hjorth, 201Hughes and Hans, 2001; Silverstone, 2006). A
substantial evidence of previous research indicates geatple do not merely react
to technology but actively shape its use and influenmg generating
interpretations and applicans of technological systems that often diverge from
the ones, which were originally inscribed in théBakardjieva and Smith, 2001:68;

Fischer 1992;Hughes and Hans, 2001:78%he ways, in which media technologies
will be used and appropriated will, @&y 3 2 G KSNJ FF Od2NRX | faz2 R
LISNE2YyFf SELISNASYyOSasz |GiAGdzZRSE | yR LINBT.
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come into the household naked. They are packaged, certainly, but they are also
WLJ O1F3ASRQ o6& GKS SN& (diekmstail fanfagdioped S NI | y |
FYR 'YEASGASAY (GKS AYI3IAYINARSAE 2F Y2RSNY
also see Haddon, 2006; Ling et al. 19%8gge andehsen, 1988; Silverstone, 1991;
Silvio, 2007; Sorensen, 2006). However, although | find dineedtication approach
to home television consumption incredibly useful, | want to argue that this
theoretical framework needs to be #@orked and reconceptualisedin order to
grasp the complexity of contemporary home digital television environment.
Thetradition of research on television, which focused on how television and
its technologies have been domesticated by audiences, have largely revolved
around the study of television as a physical object, with an idea that television, like
all other objectsWa KI LJIS& Ad&a AYYSRAFGS aL)k OS GKNRdz
2001:96; also seBlorley, 2000. As Anna McCarthy has argued, that

WKinvolvedbothering to think about the very basic and barely noticeable
physical form of televisicinquiring into the @sumptions behind the
placement of TV sets in hotel bathrooms; wondering why people often
decorate TV sets with plastic flowers, or posters, and why they cover them
with cloths as if televisions are precious icQ20@1:97)

However, as a result of tafeA & A 2 Y Qtion dRd canvardericd vittiligital

YSRAI FYR GKS LYOGSNYySisz (St SAALBOAFWAOD 0SS
6al/ I NIK&z wnnamYdpodo= yR Y2NB Tt SEAo0f SE
seeHartmann 2013). Vital componentd dligital television today are online
ASNIAOSas gKAOK FNB y20 YFIGSNAIE FyR LIKE&:
framework does not offer a way of making sense and analysing these immaterial
technologies of television. And as many theorists haveedgthese online services

FNB 0S8S02YAy3 GAaidlt G2 | dZRASYyOSQa SELISNRS
/I FGKSNRAYS W2Kyazzy KIFa | NHdJzS Rthérgetofic®NJ RA a O
online TV speaks to a moment in which the internet is emergirapastegral part

of providing television services, whether through a television set, PC, laptop, tablet

or mobilephon® o6HAamMpUL® { KS (GKSy O2yliAydzsSR o0& LJk

broadcast television viewing saw a decline of 12 minutes from the previous year,
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whichcouldbe accounted for by viewing on Catch Up, Video ®@ménd {¥OD) and
subscription services, such lsS (i TOerfaiBily, noHraditional viewing has risen

over the past year; viewing of nesubscription catctup services (such as BBC
iPlayer) has increased by 26% and 16% of UKh&u& f R&a y 26 &dzo a ONA O S
(Johnson, 2015%imilarly, as recent Of2 YG®@munications Market Report
demonstrates, aithe end of 2014, 56% of UK househcdddi®adyhad a TV

connected to the internet, either via a s&ip box or smart TV, and 83% of UK
premises were able to receive superfast broadb&dfcom, 2018). Thisstatistical

data proves the importance of online television services for the digital television
viewing experience, however, tells us nothing about how audiences actually make
sense of the increasingly complicated home digital television environment. Thus
there is clearly an urgent need for research that looks at how audiences make sense
of and negotiate digital television technology in the home, both physical and cloud,
the need that this chapter is looking to address. However, as it has been already
noted, the domestication framework does not offer the tools for addressing this
issue, which means that a new theoretical and conceptual framework is required.
As | will discuss in the remaining part of this chapter, the concept of the domestic
digital estatecan offer the needed framework for the discussion of the digital
television environment in the home and its negotiation by audiences. In what
follows, I will examine the diversity of television technology in contemporary
homes, bothphysical and cloud, andvestigatehow it is made sense of and
negotiated by parents on a dag-day basis, exploring the diverse and complex
ways, in which parenting intersects with thermation and management of

domestic digital estate

Negotiating digital television in tlke home:domestic digital estate

In order to discuss how the concept of the domestic digital estate can be
dzZi SR F¥2NJ 0KS RAaOdzaairzy 2F I dzZRASyOSQa yS.
the home, I first want to briefly discuss the origins of theaept. Elizabeth Evans,
who has introduced the concept of the digital estate to the academic discussion of

digital television, has argued that although the concept of digital estate is not
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common in academic discussions, it has been used by the industquite some

time: @ KS O2yOSLIi 2F WRAIAGIE SadldisSaqQ KIFa S
rhetoric of key executives and distribuidNS f | 1 SR a4 N} §S3IA O RSOAA
see Evans, 2015a). Similar to the argument made by Catherine Johnsoh (2015
RA&40dzaaSR 10205y 9fATIFT0oSGK 90Fya KFa LA
initial strategy was to get content everywhere fast, there has recently been a shift

towards integration of broadcast television and online servioes more coherent
andorgani®d user experienceevans, 2015aln particular, Elizabeth Evans used an
SEIFIYLXE S 2F [/ KI yyStoNd ylRgnafirEivhBetemptiBg®S y i NB
create a fundamental shift in the way they see themselves. Rather than a television
broadcaste they are becoming managers of content that is spread across multiple
distribution outlets but still form a coherentu® 6 9 @+ yA%X HnAamMpoT | f &z
HAMpPpU® Ly Askedsingthdh&lintof bebgtcadi®hannel 4 chief

executiveDavid Abahamsaid:

WeKAA ySg OSNAAZ2Y 2F GKS n 232 gAff
digital estate into one universe for the first time. All 4 represents a complete
reframing of our digital estate, to provide a more joiregd online content
andbrandSELISNA Sy 0SQ o6/ KIyySt nX HaAamMnO®

¢Kdza GKS GSNY WRAIAGIE SadlrdisSQ NBFSNE G2
Ayia2 | O2&stholdeyftily mdrg dploEmultiple componeftg ¢ KA OK
significantly changes the logic of television content provision, with the digital being
positioned as equal to linear broadcasting, and with television industry providing
more transmedia contento audiencesn a coherent and usdiriendly way(Eans,
2015b; also se@ohnson, 2016

However, as Elizabeth Evans has pointed out, this change is not only
happening on the level of the television industry, Ipatrallel changes aralso
occurring at a domestic leveldh the behaviour and attitudes of diences towards
transmedia modes of engagement and the expansion of television onto digital
technologie® 09 @I ya>X HnmMpoO® { KS KFa GKdza Ay dN.
RAIAGEFE SadlFadSQ FT2N) 0KS RAAOdzAaA2Y 2F K2,

order to explore the ways, in which digital technologies are managed to create
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transmedia experience not only by the industry, but also by audiences in their
everyday lives (Evans, 2015a, 2015b). While in her own work Elizabeth Evans uses
0KS O2yREMSB GATO RAIAGIE SadlridisSQ YlFayte (2
experience transmedia televisi@montent, with an emphasis on the ways, in which
audiences negotiate television viewing experience in the home, in my discussion |
want to appropriate the concego refer largely to the ways, in which audiences
make sense and negotiate the complexity of digital televisg@mhnologyin the
home, both physical and cloud@y doing this, my aim is to use the concept of the
domestic digital estate to address the ltations of the domestication framework
discussed earlier in the chapter, atalexamine how television and its technologies
are appropriated and domesticated by parents in the context of contemporary
everyday domestic family life and parenting.

Thus,fold Ay3d 9t AT F06SGK 9@FyaQa ouHnmpl X HA
estates, in this chapter | am arguing that just as importsit is for the industry to
be able to offer an easy to navigate, follow and use singular entertainment service
for the audience,tiis equally important for audience members to be able to make
sense of diverse and complex media technologies available ta theheir own
homes, to organis them and use them in a logical and coheremtnmer to access
videocontent. The concept ofamestic digital estate can be used to addréiss
multiplication of where television can be found in the domestic setting, referring to
the series otonnected but distinct devices and services that can potentially be
used for accessing television contentlie home.It has to be noted that the
domestic digitakstateis not a uified concept though. Although individuatsght
use g@milar or even identical media technologjend although all new media
technologies arrive into the home already more or legsadl marked in terms of
their functions and capabilities (Silverstone, 1991), there are nonetheless variations
in how and what for media technologies are used, and consequently variatfons
what the domestic digital estate can look like, and hbwan ke formedand
organi®d. In the words of Jo T. Smith, today individuats invited to get caught up
AY WGiSOKy2ft23A0Ft iSO RY08:13dehén cleafing ar®lE LIS NA Y !
organisng their digital estatesThere is no singular formula to &ndthe waythe

domestic digital estate witventuallylook like willlargelydepend orwhichmedia
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technologies individuals use, tipairposesand logicof this use, as well as particular
personal circumstaneg such as employment, age and number of child@ace of
residence and so olhe same argument that Henry Jenkins was making about
media convergence can now be adopted for the discussion of domestic digital
SadlFdSYy W¥F2NJ GKS T2 NEn GodésiicidiGital EstiafejdtNS >
be a kindof kludgec a jerry rigged relationship between different media
technologies rather than a fully integrated systeth 6 H n ThaosYthe only @ay
to examinethe audience level of digital television experience, and to access the
ways, in which audienceseept of refuse the changes to television viewing
introduced by the industry, is to look at personal individual narratives of television
use and the formation of dosstic digital estates within individuabmes.
Furthermore, as Henry Jenkins was noticibgwt media convergence, the

domestic digital estates are also likely to develop unevenly within a given culture,

o2y

WgAUK (K2&aS ¢K2 |INB Yz2ald F¥FFtdzSyd FyR Y2

early adapters and other segments of the population struggtincatch pQ
(2004:35). My study has showimat those families with larger economic atg and

more disposable incomlead richer and bettenrgani®ed domestic djital estates,

Fa 0KSe& gSNB WwWadlreay3da 2y G2L) 27F sliskh y3aQ

25-34 years old, Norfolk, two children aged 3 and 6 mojtbenstantly upgrading

0§KSANI YSRALI (S OKY 2Th goksSralineiwih the aryuménii SN 2 y

made by Pablo Javier Boczkowski and Ignacio, $itespointed out that
WO 2y & dz¥ 4l30 ahapgd by the social system or context in which the adoption

LIN2EOS&aa GF1Sa LI I §&atinewhnedachnpagisad > LI NI A O dz

developments are so rapid. Howevearhat all different versions of domestic digital
estates sharéen common is that they haveto be created, organedd and managed

by individuals, which takes consideralilme and effort on behalf of individuals,

and there hado be a logic to them, which might also differ depending on the
household, the specific circumstanceseseryday life and a stage in the life course,

as the following discussion will illustrate.
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Parenting,the domestic digital estateand the space of media technology in the
home

In order to provide context for the discussion of parents negotiating the
domestic digital estates in their home, | first want to briefly introduce the main
components of the domestic digital estates that parents, who participated in the
study, had. Families that took part in the study had a rich array of media
technologies in thie homes:92.76% of respondents to the survey had a TV set;
82.89% hadh laptop (often more than one per household), 59.21% had a game
console of some kind, 38.16% had a PC, and 3218 a Bhuay player (seeidure
1in appendix Tor more details and mextended list of media devices in the home).
More families participating in my study had a tablet (in most cases it was an iPad),
than a DVD player79.61% and 78.29% respigely. As the survey has showthe
majority of these devices were used coligety, with all members of the family
having access to them. The only device that was likely to be used individually was
the mobile phone, with 76.97% of respondents saying they consider this device
their own, rather than sharedith other family membersdee fgure 2in appendix
7). On these devices, family audiences were most likely to access Catch Up and On
Demand video content by the means of iPlayer (73.68%), YouTube (70.39%), 40D
(43.42%)andiTunes (39.47%), with the figure for broadcast televigiemg
39.47%> (see fgure 3in appendix For the full list).

My research of parents (particularly parents with young children), as a
specific audience group, has revealed that hawhiddren and the experience of
parenting play a great role in shapirftetdomestic digital estate. In the interviews
parents were making a clear distinction between television viewing and the use of
YSRAI G(SOKyz2f23& WoST2NBQ HynboiR2018). Fhé S ND
change in what television technologies were@aited and used for watching
television was caused by the change in lifestyle, dailyimea and most
importantly, different attitudes to television and media devices that were brought

about by having children and feeling a new sense of responsibility.

15This particudr finding (less than 50% of parents reporting watching broadcast
television) will be addressed in more detail in the next chapter.
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As suchparents mentioned that having children encouraged them to
acquire mediadevices that could allow recorded or Orehand viewing, such as
digital video recorders and smart TVs with built in applications (such as iPlayer,
YouTube, Netflix, Amazon ie), as well as to get a subscription to On Demand
GARS2 aSNWAOS&asr a4dzOK a bSGFEtAE 2NJ ! YET 2
children from the risks of live broadcasting, such as advertising and unrestricted
content. Online television servicesjd as Netflix and Amazon Prime, were
reported to be particularly supportive of parental mediation, much more so than

traditional broadcast television:

WC2NJ YSE L GKAY1=Z A0 Aa Y2NB O2yUNRTf f
control and regulate the kohof things that they are watching, and set up

LI NBy Gl f O2yGNRBfa Ay | ¢gl@& GKIFG L LINER
have set parental controls, so something with like sexually explicit content

or with like a lot of bad language, that gets blocked @@achel45-54 years

old, Norfolk, three childreaged 16, 12 and 7).

William also talked about Netflix making the process of setting up parental controls
Sae IyYyR AUKISAFKAETARBIINBRY{® 322R 0SS0l dz&
akidssety 3> a2 @e2dz 1y262 o6KIFIISOSNI GKSe 221
(3544 years old, Norfolk, two children aged 5 arnjdParents alsaliscussed

teachingchildren how to use the Smart TV aD¥R devicedt y 2 NRSAND §2Q wa il

not being exposed tadvertising or inappropriate content:

Whey can fast forward the commercials themselves, they can choose things

onYouTubeghA ¥ 6S Q@S It NBIF Ré& aSt SOGSRX R2yS
GKNRdzZAK GKS GStS@OAaAA2YyS 06SOlddmgS AlG Aa
this{Samantha, 234 years old, Norfolk, twins aged 5);
Wi ff NBO2NRSRI (GKS& R2 Al (GKSYyaSto@gSao
GKS LINPANIYYS YR GKSYy (K@atnesg3s4 f &aLIAY
years old, East Sussex three childaged 3, 6 and 10).

Recorded, Catch Up and On Demand televisias often chosenyparents as a
W3 I dptoiNdan live broadcast television, particularly as children grow older.

Thus one of the purposes of the domestic digital estate in the context of parenting
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can be seen as a way of managing childhood, or at least one important pact of it
OKAf RNByQa YSRAIF dzaSs o0& GKS YSIya 2F OF
encoumging their use, or setting parental contri§also see Shepherd et al.,
2006).

Parents also mentioned that having children pushed them towards acquiring
portable devices, such as tablets, in order to have an option of entertaining children
W2y (i KaBy siugtion, dowi inside and outsiad the family home. They also
talked about using existent portable devices more and for different previously not
experienced purposes, such as watching television content. For instance, Mary
talked about using her mine to play short videos for her daughter (of her favourite
television shows, such &eppaPig) to entertain her for a short while or distract
her quickly if she gets upset (384 years old, Norfolk, one child aged 1). William
discussed how hisboysweW@ 2 Y LI SG St e GF 1Sy G2 GSOKyz2ft?2
onyour phoneormyphond ¥ (G KSe& IINB Fff26SR (G2¢ | 2dz ]
2dzNJ LIK2ySa yR a0l NI ¢ G§OKRyAyeardaddf T 2 NJ
Norfolk, two childrenaged5and;2 Yy R K2 g KA&a OKAf RNByQa YSI
AYyFEdzSYyOAy3d KAa 26y a ¢Sttt Fa KAa LI NI
more, and playing a bigger role in the domestic digital estate. AW A I YQa 6AFS

Megan pointed out:

Pwatch like YouTubddeos and stuff on my phone now. And actually if

GKSNE Aa az2YSOKAy3a L NBIftte ¢glyax fIa
Facebook that | really wanted to watch and | started watching on my phone
andthen | bounced it to the T\becausd wanted to watch it bigget

& dzLJLIB%48 wearold, Norfolk, two children aged 5 and 2

Ly GKAa OFasS LINByGtaQ INRBgAYy3I dzasS 27F LI2NJ
viewing is leading to home media technologies becoming more connected to each
othSNJ 6aS3ly aidtlNISR ¢l iOKAYy3 O2yaSyd 2y 2

another), leading in turn to a more connected, coherent and #gendly domestic

BC2NJ Y2NBE 2y OKAf RNBYQad YSRALF dzaS FyR LI
and 6.
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digital estate, where media technologiesazonnected to offer a coherent
television viewing expégnce.
However, parentinglecisionshave not only influenced what media
technologies were acquired, and how they were used, but also how, where and
why they were placed in the family home. For instance, in order to avoid children
accessing inappropriat2cy 4 Sy 4> LI NByda 2F4Sy KIFIR | &L
media use, where television and other media could only be accessed from the
public spaces of the home, such as the living room, and not from the privacy of
OKA f RNEB y € this e Bdi@sd tfiaarents could be in the same room with
their children, watching content together or simply keeping an eye on what
children were doing (also see Walshal., 1998)James talked about trying to
watch television content with his children whenever he coaklthen it is not only
about supervising their media use, but also about sharing media time with tHem¥
LQY K2YS> 2y $SS{SyRa tA1S GKA&AX LQff &A
2 dzNJ (G 2 3 S@@5&\Warsiold, YE&sOSussex three childxgad 3, 6 and 10).
Donna mentioned listening to her son watching or playing something on the iPod,
as a way of keeping track of his media activities, even when she could not watch

the screen with him being busy doing other things:

Whereissomuchstufy GKSNB GKIFG L gohaddBy Qi 61 vy
KFEgS G2X [dzO1 Af &3 K,S0lKdnEkindofkéar, so2admy R dzLJ
fAAGSY (G2 6KIFG KS 61 § OKSB4yeaisod,St f & L
Suffolk, two children aged 2 and 6 months

Swch mediation practices and rules around media use were leading to most media
technologies in the hombeing placed in public centragid spaces of the home,
which in most cases was the living rogimus determining the spatial
OK LI NI Ol SN a dmeS§ia digiaF estatéetsa se@ AassandRand Aronsson,
20009).

In fact, forall 12 families that took part in the interviews, the living room
was the most important and the most used space in the house, which was also the
main location of media technologies, both static and portable ones. This finding

goes against the popular ahlasthat multi-media and multiscreen nature of
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contemporary homes is unavoidably leading to tezentralis G A2y 2F W{iKS
traditional televisionsetin-the-livingNR 2 Yrechig 2011), with media

technologies becoming spread around the house, invitinglfamembers to access
media content from different separate spaces around the fammdgne. As William

has explained:

WL GKAY]l 6S KFE@S o AtlR&ax (G2 Lzt A4 .
NBIFffte 2fR FANRG 3ISYSNI G ikdye. SothéyR | yR |
KIS Sy2dzaK aONBSya (GKFGX @2dz {y263 A
the other one can as well. And then they will sit at the dining table and play

- 3FYS 2N gKFEGSOSNX ¢KS {ARa t2@0S ¢l G
althoughithasd A 0 Gt S aONBSYyX ¢KSe& dzadzr tfe& SAi
0KS RAYAY3I NRBZMYyearR @d/ ifolk[itoSRildted aged 5

and 2.

As this quote demonstrates, despite the multitude of portable media devices

available, their use mainlakes place in the living room/dining room downstairs,

which is often regarded by parents e placeto use media, a symbolic centradib

space for entertainment and informatios, K SNBSS OKA f RNS fldde YSRA |
monitored for safety (also see Mackawd Ivey, 2004). After the living room, the

aSO2yR Y2aid LI2LJz I NJ LX+FOS F2NJ YSRAI dzaS |
often the location of some media technologies. Here children would often watch

television content or use media technology, while pasawere still sleeping in the

morning, or getting ready for work or for bedtime:

P¥he TV in our bedroom we only ever use sometimes at night, although | use

it quite a bit when he wakes up very early in the morningt to stick the TV

on and then he cawatch his cartoond Yy R ¢S Oly aidAftt KI @S
(Emily,25-34 years old, Norfolk, one child aged 5 months

We do quite regularly actually watch some programmes on the iPhone, a

lot on our iPhones. And often@in the morningwhen she wakes up a bit

too early, and we just wanna snooze or, you know, just not get up yet. So

S dzaS , 2dz¢ dzo S 1A yed&s old, Nordli, ¥r@ childa | NB >
aged ).

Or as Samantha pointed ot { 2 YSGAYS&a GKS& gAflaptopl 0 OK &
Ay GKS 0SRNRB2YX ,SIKX L ¢2dz R aleé&e fF LWG2LI
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2 KSy ¢S ¢ GOK GKAy3Ia 2y (KSES34yedirold)z Al Qa

Norfolk, twins aged b Once again, despite the portability of the lapt it

nevertheleshadl & LISOAFAO Wi 20 GA2yQ Ay UGS Tl YA

instead of being constantly moved aroutite house, and this location was
determined by the specific experiencespafrenting and the need to haveedia
G§SOKy2ft238 WIHid KIFIYyRQ®

In the rouseholds with young children under the age of 5, parents also often
had to hide all media technologies, including the television set, out of reach of
children for the reasons of safety, using child locks on media storage cupboards and
drawers, as well a§V wall mounts. Donn2%-34 years old, Suffolk, two children
aged 2 and 6 monthsexplained how her husbartthd tomount the television set
to the wall, because their-gearold son was poking the television set and driving
toy cars along it, which was hsafe for the child, and could also mean potential
damage for an expensive piece of media technology. Similarly, Samantha explained
the reason why they only had 1 television set mounted to the wall and no other

television sets in the house by saying:

W2 &ed to have a TV in there [bedroom] but it broke. It fell on one of

GKSYZ a2x LGQa | oAl adFNrpo . SOl das

they are bolted to the wall, they are quite dangerous, because they are
quite heavy, soitsortof justsigS R 2y T 25Rd&ykakRIN, Norfolk,
twins aged 5.

The reason why it was so important for parents that the television set was not
within the easy rech of children, is becauslee area in the living room around the
television set was almost alwsiyised as a sort of playground, with children

spending a considerable amount of time there. In her work, Jackie Marsh referred

G

(2 &dzOK |y I NN} yNSSYIEyEIR LA Ul S LS OS2 i v R
gka I GNBYR | Y2y 3 Llshiksyartddookswoukl pftémbe 0 & / KA

located in front of the television set, and such arrangement was reported to both
allow the family to spend time togetheand for parents to have some relatively

undistracted television time, when parents could watch tetemn to relax and wind
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down, while children were occupied by playing with toys, see pictures 2 and 3

below:

Picture 2> A QU2 NRA I I YR | -F4ReEE ol SottihghashftwdP 2 Y 0
children aged 2 and 5 month€)riginal image used with parénid Q LISNX A aaA 2y ¢

Picture 3 a |l NE

I { { dzkamgedsiold f NEoi fogeThilNa&ed ). 6 o p
hNAIAYEE AYI

y
3 dzZA SR 6A0GK LI NBYydGaQ LISNXYAZ&:

R
S
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These examples demonstrate that the ways, in whetbvision is experienced
havesignificant impacon¥ I Y Ause®fv@rallspace with domestic digital
estates in general, anelevisiontechnologyin particular,contributing in multiple
ways to the construction of spaces of everyday life (also see Marsh, 2005;
McCarthy, 2001; Olofsson, 2014; Tu2600).

However, childrefrelated considerations were not the only factors
influencing the location of media technology in the home. When it comes to placing
the television set and other media technologies in the home, parents were also
governed by theursl2 | Sy 02y @Sy iAz2ya 2F gKIG t221SR
(Olofsson, 2014:377Jeflecting current cultural ideas @fhat theidealfamily home
should look likeAs such, the furnishings and fixtures for media technologies were
carefully thought throgh, planned and chosen, with parentsingdifferent types
of TV standsentertainment unitsand wall mountgo display some evices, while
hiding the rest for aesthetic reasons. Television stands and entertainment units
were often a source of pride and aration for parents, as they were the focal
points of the living room, itphysical as well as symbolic center. In the living rooms
GKSe ASNIDSRYRAYPOLIFO@RYAaAaKAY3Ia 6al/ F NIKex
2014), surrounded by sofas, armchairs dimthg room storage. Mary and Stuart
even named their entertainment unit, remembering warmly and in detail why and
howtheygotit¥®2 S g1 yiSR (2 KI @S GKS ¢+ 2LIIRAA0GS
GKAA Wal 33AS dzy A (0 BR44ydais a MNarfoll, Krle dhildéaged O £ £
1). However, there was an unspoken hierarchy of media technologies in terms of
visual aesthetics: for instance, while the television set was often proudly displayed,
Wi-Firoutersand broadband receiversere mainly hidden fromiew either behind
the television set or inside the television stand or entertainment unit. Deysgsh
as game consoles, DVD play@ktray players and digital recordensere usually
located underneath the television set, where they would be visilg at the same
time would not attract too much attention.

It is important to note though that parents did not always have a choice as
to where to place media technology, as the living space would often $peeific
limitations. Dueto a specifidraditional layout of the homes, where living rooms

have a fireplace and/or a chimneybreast in the living room, the television sets in
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these homes were usually located on either side of the chimneybreast. Similarly,

the size and shape of the room also attes determining factors when it came to

the decision of placing thtelevision set. As Mary pointeit, WA i ¢ & 06 SOF dzi S
Ad GKS oA3I3SAad LINL 2F GKS NR2Y:Z & @&2dz
YR A0 Q&®35¥4 ybEBld, Slotlkone childaged 1). Or as William

explained

Wthink just becausef the way the chairs fit. This is the longest wsdl the

a2FlF KlFha (02 32 KSNBX {2 AF ¢S Lyzi GKS
OKAY1 A0Qa 2dzald (KS aRA2B8 RKFS NISCS aN22xe YL
LINPOI 6f & (KS 2y t4dyedrdoldDSrfolk, wo éhildsgén 32 Q 6 o |
aged5 and 3.

The location of doors and windows in relation to the television set was also

carefully thaught through in order to optimi& the viewing expeence, for

example, as Annabelle mentiondd A 1 Q& G2 adG2L) Ad o0SAy3a (22
% A Y R 25-%4 years old, Norfolk, two childreaged 3 and 6 monthsAnother

FILOG2N) GKIO AyFtdzSYOSR GStS@oAarzy aSdaqa
the aabling and fixtures, which also poetermined and dictated the space for

media technologies in the home. As Jamedarpd ¥, S| KX S@SNEBGIKAYy 3
OKFG O2NYySNE tA1S O R344elrdldld; Hast SugsueeJt dz3a |
children aged 36 and 10. Similarly, as Campbell family dis@s

Annabellelt was the aerial! | think the aerial was over there.

Nick:Which we are not using! Oh, you mean the Virgin box? Yeah, the Virgin
box is over there!

AnnabelleThat would be why thenll 4 Q& f 23Aa0AOFf NI (G KSNJ
(25-34 years old, Norfolk, two children under. 5)
Despite the argument put forward by many domestication framework

0 K S 2 NA aniingreasirig larfay éPtecbiogies has now become naturalisto

the point ofliteral (or psychological) invisibility inthe d@@ G A O A LIKSNBEQ 6 a 2

2003:449), the families that took part in the interviews demonstrated their
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conscious awareness of media technologies in their home, and spent a considerable
amount of time during thenterviews discussing their place in their homes.

Moreover, the examples discussed abgwint to the fact that organiag,

developing and building domestic digital estates is agoimg project for parents.

C2NJ YIye LINByla (KYTUNFOSKAYZAD YEROFGLS:
not have a natural ending point, as personal circumstances change, for instance,

when children are born or when they grow older, as well as when new media

technologies are being purchased and no longer fit into the ertstpace or

entertainment unit, requiriig a reconsideration of the domestigpace.

Multi -functionality of media technology in the homand domestic digital estate

The findings on the location of television and its technology in the family
home discussd above do not offer a radically new picture of the pkitet media
technologies occupy in the home, and similar accounts have been previously
provided by other scholars in the field of television and everyday life (for instance,
see Briggs, 201Qull,1988; Mackay and Ivey004 Morley, 1986, 1992Dlofsson,
2014;Silverstone 1991, 1994). However, my investigation of pareagsa specific
audience grouand parenting as a specific seam the life course, has shoviimat
parenting intersects with ta domestic digital estate in a number of ways, and the
influence of specific stages in the life course on the domestic digital estate should
be acknowledged. Moreover, | want to argue that while media technologies might
continue to occupy the same spaceghe family home, what is changing is the
very nature of home media technologies, which are becoming increasimgty
functional allowing individuals to use them for a variety of purposes, in atyaoie
ways, and thus problematisy our understandingf what these devices are for and
what meanings they holtbr audiencesThis also means that while individuals
might have the same media technologies in their homes, and they can be found in
similar places around the house, their media consumption carabeally
different, being dependent on how media technologies are actually being used.

For instance, while most parents chose to carefully negotiate and manage

GKSANI R2YSadAO RAIAGEHE SadraSaszs Ay 2NRSNJ
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one famly parents employed much more drastic measures and instead of
establishing a digital estate, chose to establish an-aatilia home, where there

was no media technology that children cousjularlyaccess at all. In this cagbe
living room was largelgt media free zone, there was no television set and no other
traditional television technology present. Other media technologies, such as
laptops and phones, which were needed by pardatgelyfor work purposes, were

hidden from view and only used on spEaccasions. As Deborah and Robert

discussed:
DeborahL i GSyRa G2 o6SX fA1S AT 6S I NB KI
YR GKSNBE Aa y20KAaAy3a StasS (2 R2X ! yR .

Robert:Yeah, we might get them to sit and watSkrictlyfor an hour or
a2YSOKAY3IT o6dzi AGQa y20G a2YSGKAyYy3a GKI
Sometimes we will just all sit on a sofa and watch something.

(25-34 years old, Kent, three children aged 6, 3 apd 1

From the account that Deborah and Robert havevided, it was evident that on
the rare occasions when television content was watched, parents consciously or
unconsciously replicated television viewing experience by gathering in the living
room and positioning the laptop or the tablet screen in theldbe, so that all
members of the family could see it. For that hour oythe work device, such as
the laptop, would turn into a television screen in the family room. Analogously, as
another participant Samuel explainetta @ RS&a 1 02L) A atopmySNE L | (
TW A0 KIvi k1 $§0 NAGNBSY > LI dz3 3 YFB34ygais2 | I NJ
old, London, one child aged 4 months). In this example, again théhe@evice
that is most often used for work and is therefore associated with wetated
adivities - is at the same time used for watching television, two seemingly distinct
activities being centered in one device. There is also a clear attempt to bring the
experience closer to that of traditionslevision, with Samuel emphasig that the
ded 1 G 2 LJ & ONXB STyt A BSw@llladNi@iSy Lifydl 4SS R Ay (2 | I NB
& & a (jBtvike Ihe television set potentially would be.

Similarly, the fact that families have a television set in the home does not

necessarily mean that it is used fetevision viewing purposes. This idea was very
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evident from the survey responses, as one of the survey questions required

participants to list the media devices they had in their homes (see figure 1 in

appendix 7). While some participants would just chetse options from the list,

others felt the need to explain what the device was actually used for in taeiily,

as quite often it was noa straightforward answer. For instance, Carol chose the

television set from the list, however, she specifiedthéda S LJX & 2 A A 2y 2d
mainly at the momentd S OF dz&a S A G U & Yy S&BdaydarsdF,2 R Fl YA &
Norfolk, one child aged 4), indicating that while her family did have a television set,

it was not currently used for the traditional television viewing page, but rather

used as a screen to play Wii. Another participant Stuart used the television screen

as a secodh screen for his comgar. As his wife Mary explained:

WLl Ay GKS aLI NS 0SRNR2YkaddzReés ¢S KI
tgecausg §tgart does editingA. He edits film footaqe, becauAse he prodgces and 5
RANBSOuUa Fa ¢SftftX {2 KS dzasSa 0KS ¢+ aol
S R2y Qi ¢ (@544 years ottt NoriolK, 8rieéBhild aged 1).

The usage and functionality of a TV screen is ag#&rent in this account, with

the television set being used instead of a computer screen for work, and not for the

purpose of watching television conterih both accounts there is no mention of

television as a medium, and all emphasis is on the Awtictional nature of media

technology-& W& ONBSyQ GKIFG Oy 6S dzaSR F2NJ I O

need. The fact that there is a potential misrolatbetween the media technology

and what it is actually used for was felt by many other participants, who felt the

need to explain what each device was used for by different members of the family.

I & CI A G K WS isklt [telavigiGnfef] ewerydaymetimes to watch a film

as a family. My partner uses it for gaming and to watch his sportspanlittle boy

loves to watctPeppa RjF Y R 2 (1 K S NJ O [18iJ4 geary cld, Nbsfolk JogeS Q

child aged 1).
These examples show that &t mot possible tanake generaligtions about

what happens in the domestic digital estate or what media technologies are used

for, based on their obvious characteristics and features. Moreover, such-multi

functionality of media technologies is often blurring the already ghreakd
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uncertain boundaries around television as a medium, such as what is considered to
be a television technology, and which home video services and content count as
television viewing. As such, YouTube was often mentioned in the context of
television vieving. While many individuals still use smaller portable devices, such as
mobile phones, tablets and laptops, to access YouTube content (Ofcong,2014
2014b, 2014y, my sirvey and interviews have showhat more and more parents
use smart TVs with built idouTube application to watch videos, which brings it
ever closer to being thought of as a television viewing experience. While in the
majority of families, YouTube videos were used as supplementary to traditional
television broadcasting content (as wasdart from the range of television
services that participants have chosen from the list offered, see figure 3 in appendix
7), in one household it was used as an alternative to all traditional television
broadcasting content altogether, with both Nina and ineisband Alex only
choosing YouTube and iTunes from the list of television services they regularly
used. As Nina explaineo g S dza S8 5SPOAO0OS o0HnAYyOK AYLI OO
Syez2eée gl GOKAY3a YR RAAO2OSNAY B54A%ears G KA Y 3
old, London, one child aged 1). Similarly, when askédK A OK RS @A O0Sa | yR
you use most often to access television content and?@bther participants would
give answerssuch &8¢ KS ¢+ | yR | 2 dz¢ dhady, 324¢yef2 0 A f S LJIK
old, Norfolk, one child aged 1H{aA @S ¢ +é > 5+5 LJ L@ §Wd® |, 2 dz¢ d:
35-44 years old, London, two children aged Qand ¥7); I LJGd 2 LJ 2NJ At I R | &
gl 00K | (Baré,&B43/6nrs old, East Sussex, three children aged 3, 6, 10),
further indicating that for manyparentsYouTube has become an essential part of
the television viewing experience. What counts as television technology and what
counts as television content were two questions that parents had to negotiate for
themselves, and this mwtiation was a huge part of the orgaaison and formation
of the domestic digital estates.
Thevariety of media deieces and ways of accessing televistontent in the
home did notsimplyexist,rather it was constantlyegotiated by parentswho had
a specific logic or reasoning for having arging these media technologies in a
ALISOATAO gl e ! & 9f Rakis diffSrénkis tRednulyplicity &fl & + NB

technologies that are now on offer, that require a greater balancing out of their
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variouscapabilities to fit each specific moment of viewing. The examples here are
only part of the picture, but raise the value off6@ A RSNA Y3 y20GA2ya 27F
of the domestic digital estate§ 9 @ YA X HAamMpoO® W52YSaiAO RA
veryusefulconept to be applied to charactemsthis process of negotiation of
diverse and complex media technologiegcause it refers to a coherent and logical
structure of media technology and media use in the home, where all different
elements come together,dding something to the overall experience of home
media use (also see Evans, 2015a). A coherent domestic digital estateettames
the ultimate goafor negotiating, appropriating and organigy media technologies
in the home the point when mediatechrio2 3A S& T2 NX | y,aldA y i S 3 NI
become arihfrastructure® ¥ T I Y A £fifinQ &to daiy €olutyies, timetables
and relationships; making sense for family members; anticipating and fulfilling their
needs(also see Livingstone, 2010; Morl@p03). In other worldsa domestic digital
estate is a system, where media technologies do not contradict each other and do
y240 adGtryR Ay | gteé& 2F SIFOK 20KSNRa& Fdzy Ol .
to enable the most convenient, easiest ambstenjoyable way for individuals to
use media in their home.
While the domestic digital estate might be a theoretical concept,
participants in my studpevertheless showed theacuteawareness of it: when
answering questions about home media use, respondeften offered an
overview of their domestic digital estate, pin poirgimow media technologies
were connected together in their use, and thentiaular logic behind that use. For
instance, Amand2 &4 NJ @Rb#2 gox BNetflix, PlayStatiorfor amazon prime
YI Ayt @& BsAMNyedrsiofd WarIK, two childre@ KA f RNBYy Qa | 3Sa y:
s;SOATASRU I | YK YdhteSdcdstl TYPS3 tollatciRiaygrar Blu-
rayQ35-44 years old, tree children aged 21, 19 and 3) both explain Wwhic
particular media devices were used for which particular television services,
providing details of the roles of these media devices in their domestic digital
estates. Similarly, Megaha NI GiMkdgeyiTairesMNetflix through apple T@ - o p
44 years oldNorfolk, two childrenageg | YR HO0 X | yYRO YOS e Q& NB
recorded programmes (on PVR), broadcast TVA t £ | @ SNJ |-44Rears 2 dz¢ dzo S ¢
old, Norfolk, two children aged 4 and®th describe the multfunctionality of the
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Apple TV or the SmarWTdevices, which allowed them to keep various television
services in one centralised space, thus significantly simplifying their domestic digital
estates.These and other responses of that kind signal that domestic digital estates
are becoming an importargart of everyday life, something thatdividualsare
acknowledgingand findirg worth sharing and explaining, with specific personal
circumstances and life stages, such as parenting, influencing their formation in a

number of ways.

Conclusion

To conclué, this chapter has explored the range of media technologies in
the homes of my participants, the spatbey occupy and their muHiunctionality.
It paid close attention to how separate media technologiesth physical and
cloud,such as media devicespplications and television services, come together
and are negotiated by parents using the concept of the domestic digital estate. The
discussion in this chapter has expanded the use of this concept to include the
experiences of parents in negotiating destic digital estates in their evyday
lives. It has also showthat parenting as an experience and a specific stage in the
life courseinfluences the formatin and organiation of the domestic digital
estates. The chapter thus draws special attentioritte importance of considering
individual personal ways, in which media technologies are used and made sense of,
as the increasing muifunctionality of media technologies means that their use
cannot be predicted or guaranteed, being dependent on indixlidf Qa LISNE 2y | f
circumstances, preferences and needs.

This chapter is an origihaontribution to the fieldof television ad
everyday life, as it recogmas that contemporary digital television experience
includes the use and negotiation not only of vaisgohysical media devices, but
Ffaz2 2F WOf 2dzRQ | LILIX A CGaveltdib2 piate densdrof, &8 S NIIA OS
organied and connected together by parents order toenable convenient, easy,
enjoyable and safe way for parents and their children to vielision content
and use media technology in the home. By acknowledging and examining the

efforts individuals put into sorting out various media technologies and ways of
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accessing television content in the home, this chapter brings more nuance and
compledA & (G2 GUKS y20A2y 2F WiGStSOAaAA2Y OASH
position of parents as a specific audience group, and revealing multiple layers of

this everyday experience, ranging from where to position and how to furnish media
technologies irthe family home to what to use them for, and how to make sure

that all separate media technologies provide a coherent and logical way to access
homevideoentertainment.

@ SELX 2NAY3 LINByidiaQ R2YSadAO RAIAGI
chaptera¥ SR G2 &aSi GKS aO0SyS FT2NJ 0KS FdzNIi KSN.
experiences of digital television and its technologies that will be pursued in the
following chapters. In particular, while this chapter has examined the impact of
digital televisionand 0 & (1 SOKy2f 23ASa 2y TWwivbef & Qa dza €
looking at the ways, inwhicRA A G t GSt SOGAaAA2Y AY(ISNBSOU:

of everyday life in terms of time and temporal routines.
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Chapter 2. Parenting, temporal organisation of everyday life and
digital television

Introduction

14 ¢2NM¥zyy {StoSNH KIFa LRAYyiactmg2dzi>s Wi
daily life in the threedimensions: space, time and soaialations’Q19935). The
previous chapter has examined the relationship between diggdalision and
LJ- NB y (i aafion af kB doyigstic space. The aim of this chapter is to explore
how digital television influences the wayie which parents organstheir everyday
life temporarily, given the everyday pressures and constraints of parenting. This
chapterSEl YAy Sa LISNB2YLlIf OANDdzyaidl ydSa I'yR A
digital television viewing practices, further emphasising that the concept of the life
courseiK A Kt & dzaSTdzZ F2NJ I RSGFAfSR FYyR O2yi
television viewingAs such, it examines how parents often purposefully use
television as a workamily strategy, and the connections between specific viewing
practices and parentaltatudes towards time, work, leisure, media use and child
upbringing. By doing so, this chapter contributes to a better understanding of the
meanings of digital television for audiences and their everyday living, as well as to
the fields of parenting studis and family studies, which often do not study
television and media technology in the context of individuals adjusting to and
dealing with the experiences of being a parent in the contemporary world.

However, this chapter will also argue that the discos®f thetemporality
of television viewinghould not stop at examiningow television helps viewers
organi® or structure thé everyday life, but also look #te veryexperienceof
watching television, which also has a temporal dimendionhis chaper | will
therefore also explore how parents negotiate and construct their experiences of
watching digital televisiomaising a question of whatigital television flow look

like for parents, as a specific audience group, and how parents themselves

17The issue of how digital televisi intersects with family relationships will be
explored in chapter 4.
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undeNBE G FyR GKS y2i0A2y 2F Wgl GOKAYy3a (St SOAa
chapter aims to contribute to a better understanding of digital t&dean as a

medium, in a specific context of contemporary parenting.

Literature review

Before | start tle discussion of the relationship between digital television
FYR LINBydaQ 2NBAFyAalGA2y 2F SOSNEBERFE& f A
want to examine how television has previously been studied in the context of the

temporal organisation of evgday life.Roger Silverstone has argued that

Wy SYldANE Ayid2 G§KS WFdZRASYOSQ aK2dz F
constituted individuals, but into a set of daily practices and discourses

within which the complex act of watching television iaqad alongside

20KSNE |yR GKNRAAK 6KAOK GKIFG O2YLX SE

Many theorists have argued that media and media technology play an enormously
significant role in how everyday litend daily practices are orgaeisand

experienced Briggs 2010;Fiske 1987; Mackay and Ivey, 2004; Morley, 2000;

Selberg, 1998 For instancelHugh Mackay and Darran@S & Kl @S | NHdzSR
media are used to make time, to pass the time and, importantly, to construct a

asSyasS 27 AlA YORU S@K Siy2 | dzR A280401%) Qthas 8IshS NE R &
often been argued that media, such as televisiplay a great role in naturalising,

stabilisng and structuring the dafBriggs 2010106; Gauntlett and Hill, 1999:38;

Mackay and Ivey, 2004:10Klorley, 2000:90 As David Gauntlet and Annette Hill
haveargueds Wi St S@PAaA2y Aas +Fd GKS @SNEB Sl ad
time and space or, to be more emphatic, often a primary determining factor in

how households organize their imeal geography andeverya G A YS{lF 6f SaQ
(1999:38). Various examples have been offered to support this claim, for instance,

it has been noted thatie timetable of television programmes targets audiences

and purposefully coincides with the daily timetablkgfsthe majority of the

population:morning shows coincide with breakfast time, and most evening

entertainment starts whempeople are back home from work (Gauntlett and Hill,
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MphpdT al Ollé& YR LOS@&X Hnannnv dhereig@d SOGSNE |
comgdex symbiosis at playhefez gAGK 020K GStS@AaA2Yy | yR
GKSyaSt gSa (2 (GKS OANDdzraidlyoOoSa 2F R2YSa
F NBy | A (sinSltarieousiy3ddefided t¢ accommodate their requiremehts
(2003:443) The examplefahis can be families scheduling their dinner around
evening news, adopting their daily routines to media schedules (Mackay and Ivey,
2004:117).

However, this traditional way of analysing television viewing and its relation
to the temporality of everydalife has been constantly challenged by the
developments in media technology, such as the emergence of VCR, which allowed
viewers to record programmes; satellite and cable television, which offered more
varied content and therefore viewing times; +1 chalsevhich offered a one hour
delay of all television content; digital recorders, which allowed viewers to pause,
forward and record programmes; and online telson services, which offered On
Demand and CatchdJservices for certain programmésOver theyears, television

scholars have therefore discussed the increasing choice of devices, from which to

F0O0Saa (StSgPAarAzy O2yGSyidT | dgRat8y OSQa OKI

freedom andcontrol over viewing choiceand the constantly growing possikigis

of seltscheduling and timeshifting'®, which are putting the importance and the

very existence of television schedulerenessand television flow under question
(Carlson, 200®8:7-98; Forgacs2001:135; Goggin, 2012:28rainge, 2011:6;

Kennedy, 200813; Kompare, 2006:336; Livingstone, 1999M4dckay and Ivey,
2004:108 Nightingale and Ross, 2003:2; Pariser, 2011:11; Parks, 2004:137; Rizzo,

BC2NJ I KA&AG2NROIf 20SNBASE 2F GUKS RS@OSt 2
seeRhiannorBuryand Johnsoio H A Mp 0 WLa&a AG fAGS 2NJ A& A
R2gyf 2 RSRK 2 GO0KAyYy3 (St SOANewmegliadng GKS S

Society Vol. 17(4), pp. 59510.

19 RhiannorBury andJohnsorLi in particular differentiate between three modes of
digital television viewingdigital timeshifted viewindalso referred to as timeshifted
viewing or timeshifting, the term used in the context of viewing recorded television
programming)online viewingassociated with computer technologies, including
downloading, filesharing and streaming) andobile viewingalso enabled by

streaming and downloading, but involves a mobile device, such a smart phone, iPod
Touch or tablet) (2015:59895).
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2007:116; Rosen, 2006; Sinclair, 2004:43; Uricchio, 2004 :h7these debates the
audience is often presenteis demanding and active, expecting choice, diversity,
flexibility, mobility and interactivity from television content. It has been noted that
audiences cannowW i SYLI2 NI f £ &8 2LJi 2dzi 2F YSRAL
routines, rather than have theRS 1 SNIY A Yy SR 0 dVadkayahdivey | & i
2004:113) Similarly, Virgini&lightingalek Y R Y| NSy w2 ada h&l @S
proliferation of technologies for reproduction and distribution of media forms
allowed people to enjoy them in situations of theiwn choosing rather than at the

whim of the bré R O 280&N.Dr, asHugh Mackay and Darrdwey put it:

a OK !

SNEQ

[ NB ¢

Wt SOAAA2Y KlFa 0S02YS W2y {sizdnewsB 3| NRf

and the repetition of programmes mean that the media no longergbuate
the day but, rather, become the background against which the day is set.

The media day unfoldsinredity ST Ay | fSad a8y OKNRYAC

(2004:115).

In these works, the relationship between telegisf’ | YR Tl YA f @ Qa

organisition o everyday life is becoming increasingly uncertain, with some scholars

I NHdzA y3 GKIFIG RAIAGIE GStS@OAaA2Yy R2Sa
now.

Such arguments areplwvever, continuously problemats! by other
contrasting research, whichasins that new media technologies have not

dramatically changed the experience of watching television or the relationship

G SYLJ:

y 2 i

I dZRASy O0Sa KI@S 6AGK GKS YSRAdzYeopl€2 NI Ay adl

keep watching television, on a set, at home, with otheople, based on the

SOKSRdz S O2yaiGNARAOGSR o6& ySig2N1aQ ounmnT

by Thinkbox show that in 2013

Kviewing on devices other than TVs of video on demand services like ITV
Player, Sky Go and the BBC iPlayer accountgddt 1.5% of overall TV
consumptiorX As for timeshifting programmes, while 59% of homes now
own a digital TV recorder, even in these homes more th&n 80television
Ad g G OGeflaRlorfes2@8)Q ¢
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It should be noted that Thinkbox is of coerthe marketing body for commercial
television, with a certain bias towards traditional ways of watching television.
| 26 SOSNE YSRAIF NB3IdzE F 12N hTO2Y &KIFINBR aAi
Communications Market Repartdicatesthat while audiences do experiamt with
new ways of accessing television conteht main way people watch programmes
continues to be at the time of broadcasB8%(Ofcom, 2015a).
There is thus a very unbalanced and unclear picture of contemporary digital
television viewing and itstationship withthe temporal organiation of everyday
fATS® ¢KAA O2yiUNIRAOGAZ2Y Aa 2F0Sy RdzS G2
a homogenous group, with little attention being paid to the specificities of everyday
life and personal circumstaas of individual audience members. In this chapter my
aim is therefore to empirically examine this contradictory issue, and argue for the
utility of the life course approact)detailed attention to the specific stage in
' dZRA Sy 0SQa f AT %s df fiiRstajelnIhe Gigclisdidn Of Gh& NA a i
everyday tempoal experiences of television viewing and the use of television
technologyp LYy 6Kl G F2tt2a L 6Aff 0SS SEIFYAYA
of everyday life, shaped by time pressures andst@nts as a result of
parenthood, are leading to specific ways of viewing digital television, and specific
ways of negotiating the relationship between television dimeltemporal structure

of everyday life.

Digital television viewing in the temporatonstraints of parenting

| want tostart the discussion by emphaisig that media practices, such as
G§St SOAAA2Y @OASgAYy3IS +a ¢Sttt Fa | dzZRASYOSQ:
media, are always dependent on the specificities of everyday life and marso
circumstances of individual audience membeks.it has already beeroted in the
introduction to this thesiswhere | have discussed in detail the life course approach
to the study of digital television consumption; parenting (particularly in itsyearl
years) is a unique stage in the life coursemoment of transition to a parental
NREfSE gKAOK OlFftfa F2NJ I WwasSid 2F 00SKI GA2
dzadzl t & R2 y20 o6Sfz2y3 (2 GKS LINByidiaqQ 02:

88



2014:122; also sebIcDanielet al., 20121509. Thus parenting requires the
implementation of some kind of adaptive strategies and changes in the patterns of
everyday life. And this process includes television viewing and the use of media
technologyinthetomei 2 I 3INBI G SEGSYyids S90Sy (K2dAK
process is rarely examined in academic literature on parenting and parental
strategies of coping with everyday pressures.

Moreover, my study has shownK I & Wf AFS O02dzZNESQ A& y2
concept, but an actual human experience, something that helped some of my
participants to make sense and talk about their life, or rather a specific stage in
their life ¢ being a parent of young childrep Y R (St S@OA a A 20uan@ LX | OS
the interview, one of the participarstin my study was gently teasing her husband
for his recent purchase of an expensive big screen smart TV, wondering if it was
AYRSSR | WaYINIQ yR 2dzadGAFTFASR LJzNOKI &aSx
However,during theconversation with her husband, Annabelle also finally

admitted that

W2 S gAff wolGOK GStSOAAA2YSE F3IALAYI (K
phase of our lives! [talking to the baby in her arms] When you eventually go
to bed reliably, early, and stay asleep, then mummy and daddy will again be

A

satinfrontofthete® O2 Yl 12aSR F2NJ KMy 6ld,, Sax ¢
Norfolk, two childreraged 3 and 6 months

Here Annabelle herself defines parenting as a phase of life, and highlights how it

alters television viewing practices. Other parents also talked abagit thlevision

GASGAY 3 LN OUGIATOBIANIWOKIF@ NS DinghigiRiedNBya> S Y LIK
LI NByd Aa | LIR2gSNFdZ OKIy3aAS I FFSOGAY3I Ydz
life. Mary and Stuart were discussing their own special television vigwagiices,

only to redise that they actually have natone that since they had their daughter:

Mary:¢ KSNE A& F LINRPINIYYS OFtfSR {dzyRIe&X
Ay 3Sax ! Qidzrftfte ¢6SQ@S 3I2G | oAdG 27F |
extendsfrr KIF @Ay 3 | KFy3I2OSNI AY GKS Y2NYAY!:

Stuart2 S KI @Sy Qi R2yS GKFG F2NJ &SIk NBH
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Mary:, SI KX {AYOSGIRBOGAYABAKSRATFSNBY G 6 dzi
movie marathon on a New Years day, we would kind of bring the sofa bed out
and really make a day of it.

(83544 years old, Norfolk, one child aged 1)

Phyllis Moen and Francille Mirebaugh have argueddhindividuals in middle age
FNBE tA1Ste (2 0SS WiA Y SPrevigugdiaplenhas al@dg Ra N
RSY2yaidNI SR (KIGO GKS YlF22NRGe 2F LI NI AO.
NAOKQS gAGK I gARS | NNI & 2Heotffédhandihe G SOKY 2 1
existenceof children, particularly younghildrenunder the age of 5and the
pressures of balancing employment with childcarere putting significant time
O2yaidiNYAyita 2y GKS LI NI A OA LJ ycondtraifing G KS a
time for many activities, including television viewjagd requiring parentsa
develop new viewing practiceas a way to cope with the changes in their lives.

As such, lte survey has demonstrated that fparents as a specifaudience
group,the traditional mode of viewing, that of watching live broadcast television, is
in decline. Only 39.47% of participants sdidyt regularly watch broadcast
television the figure that was lower than for many online television services, such
as iPlayer (73.68%YpuTube (70.38%) and 40D (43.48é¢ fgure 3 in appendix
7). This data was also complemented by that of the other survey question, where
participants had to rate how much they agree or disagree with the given
statements aboutigitaltelevision viewingsee appendix )8 47.68% of
respondents strongly agreed and 34.44% agreed (82.12% of respondents overall)
gAlOK (KS I|lketd wathi@elision yrogrammes at my own time, rather
GKFyYy | 002 NRA Y 3. Sintlarlyi 8735%tof respodde@srugy S Q
FANBSR YR oodmmM: FIANBSR 6T1ndyc: I12F NBaLl
2FT0Sy dzaS GKS LI dza Sk NBadzyS 2andurPlY%bofg KSy L
respondents strongly agreed and further 26.32% agreed (68.43% of respondents
overal) i 1 K (i KS |afteth récBrirt8lgligion Wrogrammes to watch them at
£ I G S NJ. Thé snskpkodudes Similar data for Catclp television services
as well, with 37.50% of respondents agreeing and 328&%ongly agreeing
(70.39% of responden® @GS NI £ f 0 & Alibfien use talavisian Eafchy i W
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services to catch up with the programmes that lhave m@séd ¢ KS FA 3 dzNB T 2
television downloads either through the smart TV or through the computercgev
was smaller, with onl0% of participats ever using television programmes
download option (se@ppendix §. Only two respondents to the survey mentioned
illegal downloads. For exanglGabby pointed out that she waigg | G OKA y 3 ¢ *
programmes (sometimes illegally) downloaded from the internengsi fileserver
FYR GKS FAES 0 NPIFBALSeHsoldSorheisetjogelchlild ageg? ¢ + Q
The fact that illegal downloading was only mentioned twice can either mean that it
is not that common in the UK, where there aranyother options to access
television content and films, and where torrent sites are highly controlled and
limited, or that participants prefered not to disclose such activities in the survey.
Thus timeshifting television content can be seen as a maj@rabteristic of
LI NBydaQ RAIAGIE GStS@AAAYT GASGAYID t NB
I dZRA Sy 0SQa -shitihgpeddticed by fhie ntean¥ & purchasing television
programmes on physical carriers, or ags@g television content using Catch, @n
Demand and download options (Bury and Li, 202&rIson 2006;Hills 2007
Ihlebaek et al., 201Alewman 2011; Ofcom, 2015a, 2015b, 201Bezzo, 200}
However, previous research has rarely put tisfefting practices in the context of
I dzR A Sy &aplives 6r@ecific experiences and life circumstances, such as
LI NEydAy3ad ¢KS AYLRNIFYOS 2F Y& RA&AOdzaaA:
therefore lies in the fact that it establishes connections between media practices
YR | dzRA S diyGesperiences dedeNBnBd by the specific stage in tie lif
course, providing needed contextualtgon for viewing practicesnlthe instances
when parentsdiscussedising Catch pltelevision service@vhen answering the
guestionWhich devices and servicgs you use most ofh to access television
content?), the words that have been used most often when describing the
experien§& G SNBE WYA & a@oRNI2NVYACY A y1OSE dagel NI 2 G ( S
Catch U services if | miss an episode of a favouritegpamme or if someone tells
YS LUR fA1S &2 Y $mHysad old KarfakQthree cridBeyfied? v Q
8, 6 and 2). Similarhparothy mentioned that she preferrethe WAt f @ SNE & O
gl GOK LINBANI YYSa | (0 ¥R NErsNeifdISHR Sy i (A YS:

children aged 11, 8, 5 and.ZSuch accounts signal that television viewinthen
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context of parentinggoes hand in hand with the issue of busy lifestyle and constant

time constraints, which malgat very hard for parents (especially wigtoung

children)to follow broadcasting schedules, which results in favourite programmes
2F0Sy 0 S ASidlariy wakeats Have Mentioned that recording content was

often the only possibility for them to watch television programmes, as they simply

could not watch them at the time when they were broadcasted live. Recording

television was also used by parefit2 I g2 AR WiAYS OflakKSaQs 7
or more of the favourite programmes were broadcasshultaneously something

GKFGO 9YAf & OFff SR &mdmin. AREmlamInted But:(i St SOA & .

Pspecially because at the moment we find thabthl5 Qa | FSg¢ 3I22R
GKSNB: IyR GKSe |ff OflakK a2 S NBO2
so good dayswhen TV is not that interesting, or if Mike is needing a lot of
FGdSydAazys 6SQff NBO2NR a2YSGKAyYy3a | yR
asS S LJQ34 gears old, Norfollgne child aged 5 months

¢ Kdza GKS LINRPINIVYYSa G(GKIFIG WKIFEIR (2 0SS Yaaa:
gAGK LI NByda GKSy KIFI@Ay3a (G2 FAYR I adzaidl
Of F aKSaQ O2dz R iindofitle p@dDaarNdlagh&dSvth particdar {

family ectivities. As Abigail explained:

W[ AQBS g2dd R 0SS (KS ThE&Gné ShHoy R SIK 8dza¢SS I AGUKC
GKSY 6S IINB KI@Ay3d RAYYSNX | SFEKXZ OGKIF G
everything recorded woultbe documentaries, likPanoramaor the

Apprentic€ ( KAy 3a fwkwakh wih&nskieXs infbédl bécause

2FGSy GKSe INByQi o0Sig,88ghthgnighty R ¢ 2 NJ |
when we are busy doing stuff, so... | automatically series link alihibass |

like well in advance, and then if | happen to be able to watch it on the night
cgreat,ifnotcL 1y26 AGQ&a NBO2NRSR YR 8SQf f
(25-34 years old, Norfolk, one child aged 2).

l 0ATdF AL Q& | O02dzy (KIAAS dika GANS NIBS ay [ INKNR{IG LI SNISYY/R
2LIR2 NI dzyAdleQ ¢gKSyYy AG O2YSa G2 gl 0OKAYy3 G
OKAf RNBYQa NRdziAySao Ly GKS YIFI22NAGe 27F
AyGSNBadG INB y2i oNBIROIa(SHtnggh GKA&E WHA

important strategy of dealing with the temporal demands of parenting. Both
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examples alsol®w that time-shifted viewing wasften planned and done in
advance of broadcasting time, in order to make sure that the programmes were
recordedin casethey could not be watched live. This points to the difficulties that
parents are experiencing planning thérsurein advance and devoting certain
hours to television viewing, as parenting has been reported as an experience full of
surprises, constantleeration of plans andelatedstress. Timeshifting can thus be
considered as a way for parents to manage the uncertainty of everydagyMifen
things go wrong and favourite television programmes cannot be watched at the
planned time, they are saved ftater, proving parents with aemse of reassurance
and comfort, and adeling that they & in control

Hence my research of parentag@stly parents of young children under the
age of § has revealed that for this audience groapthis specific stage ithe life
coursetelevision vewing is rarely accidental but in most casasefully thought
through, purposeful and plannedtt.also came with (and washaped by) specific
attitudes towards television, influenced by lifestyle and specific conditions of
parenting.For instance, television advertising was not simply described as
Wi yy 2eyAR HA NN delk GAfyED a WGAYS OfgyadzYAy3aQ
programmes and watching them drke not simply alesirableW i Ashiffing
02y @Sy A Sy OS @5peratelgineeddtirieks8/Ng reasure, meaning
parents can watch more of the actual content in the limiteglire time that they
have. For instances Nicole sharedwWS O2 NRSR (@ FyR o6f dz NI & |
2 adsS 2(334iykarsDIH, Norfolk, one child aged 3 montlus)as Donna
sharedWXY2aid 2F Ad Aa&a NBO2NRSR 2dzaid LIJzNBf &
al @Sa @ 2dz (25¥Seais 6ld, Buffalk| t@o@hildren aged 2 and 6
months); or as Abigail pointedoutta @ RAIA G @GARS2 NBO2NRSN
TVAGK y2 FRazX al 0Sa GAYS | a (@530yesfs 2yf & &
old, Norfolk, one child aged2ThisF A Y RAYy 3 aK2ga GKIFIG SOSy AT
viewing practices do not significantly differ from how other audiences might watch
television, parents nevertheless have very distinctive views on television and very
specific reasons for their viewing prams, which are influenced by their specific
circumstances and everyday experiences. Examining the everyday context, in which

television viewing decisions are made by parents, allows a deeper insight into the
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relationship between the audiences and the madiuand the place that fevision
occupies in the organigion of everyday lifand the management of parentingor
parents, many television viewing practices were consciously and strategically
developed specifically to deal with the pressures of parentasga way of
$hanaging parenting stress and to transitioning well to parenti@bttDaniel et
al., 2012:1509; also see Cooper et al., 2009).

As such, marning television viewing routines (particularly in those families,
where both parents were in full timemployment) often presented a case of
specific g 2N Y A & Q (Bedkdlarid Maeh, 399%imed to help parents
organi® theirlimited time before workmore efficiently, in order to deal with the
pressures of busy lifestyleRarents mentioned uisg television in the morning to
occupy children while they were getting ready for work. As Megan and William

discussed:

Megan:We try not to let them watch in the morning, but they usually watch
about half an hour.

William: Yeah, just while we argetting ready.

Megan Yeah, when we are getting ready, because it is a bit of a rush in the
morning.

(3544 years old, Norfolk, two childreaged 5 and P

Such morning television viewing routines were not only built into the everyday

living of parens, who felt annoyed and disoriented if these routines or habits broke

down, as Colinshared WL G SyR (2 {AYyR 2F 3IS{ dzLJ I YR
newsforabout2ip YAy dziSazr a2 AdQa tA1S Ye gl & 2
j dzA G S | AKGKO AMGYSR AMARY QUG ¢ 1S dzZLld £ G0ST GKSy A
Y& KFEoAdZ AGQa 2dzald Yeée glre 2F ¢l 1 Ay3 dzis
- 25-34 years oldNorfolk,one child aged 2 but also into the everyday living of

children, who werealso highly reliant on habitual repetition of television viewing

routines. Stuart discussed the effects that morning television routines had on the
OSKI@A2dzNJ 2F KAa &2dzy3 RI dFisstidglBEthes K2 320
morning she willcomeih y R (1 KSy &KS 32Sa t221Ay3aX 6KS
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looking for a mobile phone and then cosaver holding i€Y3544 years old,
Norfolk,one child aged 1 Many family studies scholars note the constant issue of
balancing work and familparticularlyl Y2y 3 WS KRY 8N4 ©2 dzZLJ SQ 0. !
Moen, 1999; Spain and Bianchi, 1996), but extremely few of them look at micro
strategies in the home, with the use of media and media devices rarely making it to
the list of strategies that working parents emgl However, my study has shown
that media use is a huge part of daily existence for many people, and parents do
dzaS Al G2 -WMIWAfIS WBRINYF I OSQ 6. SOTSNI I YR a
examples from the interviews with parents discussed above demonstratarth
some familiestelevision content and media devices were in fact used strategjcally
in order to manage dajo-day aspects of work and family livesdto deal with
the demands of work and raising young children.
It is also important to mention thaboth parents did not always have to
have the same morning television viewing routine, and could rather decide to spli
the responsibilities of chidF NS> | a RSY2yaAGN}XGSR o6& ! yyI ¢

discussion:

Annabelle: You will have to answer thatickdoes the morning shift! Because
LQY adGAff dzLd Ay GKS yAIKG gAGK KSNE &2
yeah.

Nick: Yeah, we are now getting into a morning routine, where...
lYyYlroSttSY ¢KFEiQa ¢oKIFIG L (KmdgAKGIEZ L RA

Nick: When we get down, | kind of get the breakfast stuff ready, Max is not

NEFIR& G2 SIdG adNrA3IKG gles az KSQftf a
Peppa Pigr TumbleLedf &2 ¢6SQfft KI @S | 2dz2L) S 2°F
GNAIKIRaya&sYS G2 SO OoNBF]TTFlFalHE 2
jdzA 0S O2yaAradaSyd yz2eésx FfvYyYz2aad S
NEO2NRSR>Z Al ¢2ddZ R yS@OSNI 6SX h
occasionally, like CBeebies at that time. Buiinyaf @ NX O2 NR

(25-34 years old, Norfolk, two childreaged 3 and 6 months

Such routine formation can be seen as a highly strategic, inventive and resourceful

process, with parents trying to adapt to the change of lifestyle after the birth of a
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nSg oloed !'a &adzOKZ !'yylLroSttS YR bAOl RACL
lYyYyFoSttS WoSAy3a 2y RdzieQ Fd yA3IKEG 6AGK |
early morning time when their older son woke up. Similarly, Abigail and Colin tried
to make themost of their very limited leisure time, with Colin watching his
favourite programmes when Abigail was cooking dinner, and Abigail watching
television when Colin was doing the washingp: SG 6SSy y YR ¢ KS
gl aKAY 3 dzLJZ |y Rke todkididsand thingHNike Rhdgol Righy gatct
something between 8 and 9 1ikeSI ¢ KA OK [/ 2f Ay R@EBGNRG NI f
34yearsold b2NF2f 12X 2yS OKAfR ISR HUOUP ¢KSaS
television viewing practices and routines we® be understood in context, as they
are much more complex and nuanced than might appear at the first glance.

My research has also recorded instances where parents felt the need to
change their television viewing or other media related routines, in otdeset a
322R SEIFYLS FT2N) GKSANI OKAf RNBy=Z |a 6S¢f
GKFGO FEt26SR T2 N TE poits fo the drgunvest made gafliér K S NI
about the power of the different stages tfe life course, such as parentintp
Ff GSNI AYRADGARdzZLf 3Q @GASé6a yR glea 2F A0
discussed their decision not to use any media devices in the evemihgds the

children were awake:

William: They would watch it all the time if you let them, you knowshkove
dO0ONBSyaz R2yQiG GKSeéK [A1S GKS At R 2NX
Megan and |. We are trying to avoid our phones, while the kids are awake.

Because they say that kids grow up now watching their parents just on the
LIK2yS Iff GKS GAYSX

aS3al y Y X 2 tohnaiall the/timé. Kl we Jeadid that they started to

R 2 Alx a2 @€SIKZ S GNB G2 KI @S tA1S |
GKS GlrofSX ¢S R2y Qi NBIffe dzaS GKSY 4K
bed.

¢KS 02y OSLII 2F WTFLFHYAt @ GAYS GrcEafterK SN 4/
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¢2 1jd23GS tSyye 9R3IStt . SOISNIIyket KetfAa
processes through which family members actively construct and modify their roles,
resources, and relationshi@s 999:995)in order to sonehow manage the

experiences and responsibilities of this new family life. AccordifthidlisMoen

and Francille M. Firebaugh, this shift in roles, relationships and responsibilities in

NBI OGA2y (G2 OKIy3aSa Ay Tl YA{®EM4BHSRE Ol y
which similarly to the work career, is also a journey. Once aggevision viewing

can be seen as an integral part of such strategies, with both parents employing it as

part of their daily routine, even when doing so separately, which furtioemects

television viewing practices with the concept of the life course, where these media

LIN) OGAO0Sa 06S02YS RSLISYRSyYyid 2y FyR 3203SNY!
with life course influencing the attitudes individuals have towards media

technobgies and their use.

Parenting and the temporality of television viewing experience

However, vihen discussing the temporality dfgitaltelevision viewing, it is
not only worth lookingat how television helps parentygani® their everyday life,
but also atthe veryexperience of watching televisiowhich @so has a temporal
dimension, and which is also shaped by the experiences of parenting. According to
John Paul Kelly, rigid temporal regimes (liveness, flow, schedutipgirament
viewing) are what characterises the medium of television, as they have always
structured both the form and economy of broadcast television (2011:124).
According to Raymond Williame individualtelevisionprogrammes or
broadcasting segmentg@not as significant as the overall experiencdiva
broadcastingdA SgAy 3 (GKIFG 1SSLIA FdzZRASYyOSa WwWidzy SR

WL A& SOARSY(d GKIFG oKFEG A& y2¢ OFffS
planned, by providers and then by vieweas,a wholethat it isin any event

planned in discernible sequences which in this sense override plarticu

LINE 3 NI Y Y B7408 myledmmDasié; also sésricchio, 2004, 2009
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Other scholars have also discussed the importance of flow, referring to it as the
\Brocess of opml £ S E LIGavideStiirdu§haBsorption with specific task, the
concept that is not limited to television viewing, but which could also be used in
relation to other aspects of leisure and wotkr(, 2012:169also see
Csikszentmihalyi, 1997; Csistmihalyi and LeFevre, 1989; Hoffman and Novak,
2009 Sherry 2004. Consequently, televisn viewing has been charactezis$ by
continuity - where continuity techniques, such as trailers, announcers, and logos
WYl 1S dzLJ 0KS 3t dzS (RKEYyKSt RE2K8KSAOKSRaA !
ONBIFGAY3 Ft26Q 0=+I| AS0RAsPaul Giinge haskpgired Guy/ f A =
WA AY3I FdzRASYyOSa (2 wadalreée GdzySRQ F2NJ I a f
odzZAf G Ayd2 (St SOAaA2wyhedaddrésNamDaitaint®ever2 T a O
to be the same twic@2001:6)p | 2 6 SOSNE a4 GKS RA&aOdzAaAZ2Y
viewing practices so far has demonstratpdyents often go for alternative ways to
access television content, not relying on live schedylbut rather using recording,
Catch Up and Ondbnand options, whicinturnK I & G KS LR GSyaGAlFt (2
relationship with the medium of televisioelevision livenesand television flow.
And as the following discussion aims to demonstrate,ljust LJ- NBy 4a Q LINI Of
television viewing have unique and very distinctive features, so do the ways, in
which parents negotiate the idea of television fland livenessThis in turn is
calling for a consideration of how the traditional logics of telewisroadcast flow
and live televisiorare being adapted in the context of contemporary parenting and
everyday life (also sdeelly, 2011).
The fact that in most cases, when answering the survey questions, parents
referred to particular programmes, rathénan to television viewing ore
generally, is worth emphasig). Time constrais require parents to be orgared
and identify specific programmes of interest, as there is not much time available for
viewing of content that is of no particular interest personal value. As Andrew
S E LX | BeiddvBryrbusy with two children and busy with planning and studying
| don't have a great deal of time for television. | have three programmes | watch
week\(Y25-34 years old, Nottinghamshire, two children agede2ngand 3
months). h the surveyparents referred to recorded and Catclplielevision as

WS &aeQy Slae (2 yIrgA3rasS FyR dzaSs Sl aeé
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specific programmes of interest and watch them without delays. For example,

Francesca explained that she preferred theh t f- dagy $oNidd programmes or

¢ A+2 0 2(@B5443eharsofi NNIfolk, two children aged 11 and 9).

Analogously, Margat explained why she preferred Catclp t&¢levision services,
particularly the iPlaye WS 4@ (2 dzAS FYyR K2f R AYyFTF2NXI (A
(3544 years old, Norfolk, three children aged 8, 5 and 2). Such responses indicate

that for these participants parents experiencing constant time constrainiswas

important to have clear cdrol overtheir television consumption. Moreover, the

responses were not abotlevisionentertainment in general and abstract terms,

but rather about particular, clearly defined and segmented content that

participants had control over. The language ubggarents in those responses is

also noteworthy, as television is discussed by using the language traditionally
F23a20AF0SR gAGK O2YLMziSNI dadléz NI G KSNJ KL
AYF2NYE GA2Y Kk LINE 3NI YIMELINE 3NN |j YAYASNERDZ0, 02 NiJ 3Y2S | 33S
2007).

In his discussion of BBC iPlayer, James Bennett has previously argued that it
WNBY20Sa (StSgAairzy LINRPIANI YYSAT dzyodzyRE S
d0KSRdz ST yR LX I O0Sa GKSY F+a O2yidSyd Fd
doingWA i NBYSRAFGS&a (StSoAarAz2yQa 202t 23e F
also seaBennett and Brown, 200&rainge, 2011Manovich, 2001; Schroter, 2009
Thedata from my research has showhmt this argument and this concept of a
WRE GF 6 &S adedxd afl televiSionSséresS such as recorded content,
CatchUpandOn®Y I yRd t I NBydiaQ NBalLkRyaSa [0620S A
often experienced as a database of content, rather than the medium of fleeting and
ephemeral content thaflows. Simikrly, television content is not experienced as
programmed sequences of texts, but rather as discrete and-csetrolled units
(Kelly, 2011:128) &2 YSGKAyYy 3 GKIF G 5 SNB(R0O02yZDO6LIASNE NI 3
KS SELX FAYSRIZI Wi HI&v. A8 Noiv Sreatesilarge Ky&chrprioiisl2 & A G S
audiences over long stretches of time, the file is made available directly to
AYRAGARIzZE £ &4 Ay avltt LI Ol 3Sther@igthusgy | R K:
AKATO Ay LI NByldaQ |G ishirpseSaadaimave awdgRa G St S
FNRY aSSAy3a (StS@AaA2Yy a4 WLINRGARAYIQ |y

99



for immediate viewing, but also for later access, using the same logic as a computer
hard drive. Such examples call for acansideration otelevisionas a medium
analysing it as moving towards the computie function and experience for
viewers, particularly for parents as a specific audience group; as well as for are
consideration of the television flow as being broken into units or s&ags) no
f2y3ISNI 0SAY3a | WO2YLX SGSQ yR WO2ylAydz dz
2002 Rizzo, 2007

However just as the concept of flow is stifl active use in the television
scheduling departments, it also remains an integral part of thelégision viewing
experience for audiences, particularly for parents as a specific audience group, even
if in different way than before. Although scholars who discuss thébfiked digital
television with a database logic often argue that it is no lorgparacteried by
patterns of temporal regularity and temporal logic, becaaeasumers can be
watching content at any time of the day (Kelly, 2011:125), time constraints of
parenting put serious limitations on this optimistic view. Although NB y (i & Q
televidon viewing often cannot be charactegd bycontinuity and broadcasting
flow in traditional terms, their viewing still strategicallyorganiedin a specific
sequence, in order to deal with the time pressures of parentikithough parents
often time-shifted television programmes, by recording them or accessing them
dzaAy 3 QI NA2dza (St S@OAaiAzy aSNWAOSasxs (Kdza
they nonetheless still selected and ordered programmes, thus creating their own
viewing schedules and ¢ir own unique types of flo#. For instancebinge
watching was the most common experience of television viewing sequencing

among the participating parents (also see Henning, 2013; Ramsay, 2013). Although

21 For more on how the concept of flow is used and discussed in the contemporary
television industry, and for the discussionvefrtical and horizontal scheduling

techniques see Karoline Ihlebsek et@.n nmn 0 WYSSLIAY3 ¢KSY | yR
{ OKSRdzf Aya Ay (KS tKIa&asS 2 ¥FTeleksloyayiNew I y R t
Media, Vol. 15(5), pp. 442 86.

2 NBal wAll2 o6nwnnt0y RA&AOdZAASR (KAA LINROS:
Wt NEANI YYAYy3T [ 2dz2NJ hgy [/ KEEgYSBYQEY AYND®OF 8§
(ed.)TV Futures: Digital Television Policy in AustrMigbourne: University of

Melbourne Press, pp. 16831
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bingewatching or bingeviewing is usually definddd Wgl § OKAy 3 SLIA a2 RS
ASNASa olFO1 2 o001 Q AGKAY | @SNEB (GA3IKI
that in the case of parents as an audience group, bingeching should be

extended to include a wider time frame (it can be weeks or eventhxs), in which

individuals exclusively watch the episodes from the same television programme. As

Megan and William discussed:

Megan: We just watcheGame of Thron&s | YR ¢S LINBGG& YdzOK

K2¢g Ylye &aSrazyaKoeod ol O1 G2 ol 012 RAR:

William:Yealt L R2y Qi NB YiFKSINENIGSNS XY Iyl G K|

that we watched for a couple of weeks pretty much.

(3544 years old, Norfolk, two children aged 5 and 2)

In this caseGame of Thronewas the only television programme that parents

watched, as much as their free time allowed. Viewing in this type of sequence and

flow canonce agairbe seen as atrategicapproach to television viewing adopted

by parents, where one programme is chosen®@ Yl yé> ol aSR 2y LJ
specific interests and preferences, and devoted all of the television time, in order to
make sure that it is actually watched until the end, rather than started and then

later abandoned due to the shortagand unpredictabilityof free time.

Similarly, Samantha discussed how the traditional television broadcasting
schedule oV (i K A yXaFactofor’Dhr8ing withthe Sta w6 SAy 38 2y (G KS
GAYS SOSNE {idnotdzdlRior der, Yekamde there was no guarantee
that shewould have time for television on that day at that time every single week.

What she had to do instead is come up with a different more flexible and personal
type of television viewing scheduling that worked for her as a busy parent of young

children, whos free time was not guaranteed and easily predictable:

WL YAIKI NBO2NR | aSNARSa IyR y20 41 G0
KFrR 0KS OKFyOS 2NJLQtff 41 00K AG Fft A
recorded and have a big like Televisiorthon or something. When | have a

OK I y25-84Qears old, Norfolk, twins aged 5).
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This example further illustrated that parents, for whom interruption and
fragmentation of everyday activities is a daily experience,grabt to view their
FlL @2dzNAGS LINRPINI YYSE dzydAf GKS WGAYS A& |
knowing that they will not be disturbed and interrupted. And when this time
comes, as much television content is viewed as possible, with lviileg@ngor
Yelevisiono-U K 2gplking traditional broadcasting flow.

Parentsalso noted that YouTube was operating on the principle of television
flow, by putting different episodes of programmes in a certain sequence or flow
which parents reported to beparticularly useful and convenient for therAs Stuart
explained, W we watch television programmes on YouTube. Mainly with Lily though,
AGQA YI AyReppaRiK AlydHa3$3IYSE KIG GKSNBQa KdzyF
GKSNBE (KSe Q@S &NIA iROK SR U2 NGHM $EoEa 02N A ¢ 2
Norfolk, one child aged)1in this case, YouTube, as a source of television content,
was chosen by Stuart particulathgcauseat was organied in a flow, as this meant
he did not have to go back to it aséarch for more video clips &eppa Pig,
instead they vere already conveniently orgamid for him ina continuous flow. This
example challenges the previously expressed academic views on YouTube as a
database and an archive, which lacks flow in the tadity | f offeny @stead W
I aSd 2F SldaAglrtSyidte | 00SaarotsS FfaSNyI
2009:32; also se6rainge, 2011:85chroter, 2009:340 The examples of how
parents negotiate and manage digital television flow, using televiessoa
computerlike database of content on the one hand, and experimenting with
sequencing and flow of content on the other hand, highlights the importance of
examining what individuals actually do witklevisionflow, rather than trying to
explain these gperiences using narrowly defined conceptual fravoeks of flows
and files. As Williarh NA OOK A 2 K| &e ldrg2ripeini i§ aboulthizisubtle W i
but important shift in the concept of flow away from programming strategies
toward viewerdeterminedexperienc€20@4:172) the experience that can be
characterised as a flow, as a file or as a combination of the two (also see Kelly,
2011; Rizzo, 200HYricchio, 200%.

Flow in relation to digital television viewing is not, however, the only

conceptthaty SSRa (G2 06S I RRNSaAaaSR Ay G(GKS RAa&aOdz
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television viewing experience. Myudy has showthat just as parents negotiate

television flow, they are also +@orking the concept of television liveness, making

clear distinctiondetweenbackground liveéelevision viewingandwatching

television The discussion of television viewing in the context of parenting so far has

focused on what can be described as planned, selective and purposeful viewing

parents tuning in for specificcpgrammes, usudl time-shifted via recording, Catch

Up or On Bmand, at a specific time in the day. This might create a misleading

picture of parents not watching live broadcast television at all, which was not the

case. However, as | will explore in ttemaining part of this chapter, parenting (as a

specific experience and a distinctive stage in the life course) requires parents to

reconsider their attitudes towarsibackground television viewing and live television

viewing,and leads toanew understagid 2 F (G KS 02y OSLIi 2F Wgl
In the survey parents (mainly mothers, as they were the ones to take

maternity leave and stay at home with the childrenthe vast majority of casgs

mentioned often having live television on in the backgrountden they were alone

with children during the day, while their partners were at work (also see Gauntlett

and Hill, 1999; Morley, 1986). As Emily shatéd, t 23 2F (GKS GAYSZ

KFE@gAy3a | @&2dzy3 o6loex AGQA YI X(Frhilg 2834y + G G

years old, Norfolk, one child aged 5 month®), as Donna pointed ol ¢ 2 6 S

w

honest, at the moment, | am on maternity leave, so it pretty much stays on all day
SOSNE RI & ¢ KSYy (2634lyedrs dld/ Sufiok,Swo Kildizh &g@d

and 6 months)These examples point to a close connection between the
experience of staying at home with a baby or a young child, and background

television viewingln Milly Buonann® &ords:

4h the ambience of the home, interwoven with relationshgrsl duties, it

can happen at some times of day and stages of life more than others that a
switchedon television set provides a counterpoint or background to our

main occupations or, if we are lonely, gives us the company of human voices

and pictures thatequire no more than a glance from time to time, just to
O2YFTANY (KI O GKS&@ N’ GKSNBQ 6HnnyyY o

Indeed, the responses that participants have provided indicate that live background

television was not watched intently, but rathertad as a background sound for the
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busy everyday life of aparei¢ + o6 O1 ANRdzy R 6 KSyYy R2Ay3 2y
Yy Sl ¢ 2 Khatike,g53Dyears oldNorfolk, two children aged 4and b 2 ¢ ¢ + >
because | can watch it from the kitchen while doing/inNE2 Y Silwia=B%A4 years

old, Norfolk, two children aged 6 ang. 2n the following interviews, when asked to

recall the content that was on television when it was in the background,

participants could not prade much details, recalling thehannel hat was on,

rather than specifiprogrammes. As Donna discussed:

WLG OFy 0SS FyeudKAy3as tA1S GKAA Y2NYAY:
minutes of somethingand then it stayed on that channel for 2 hours, even
0K2dzAK y2 2y S g adanyhingiOféarkicdla that Gpitord L G Qa
like when we are having dinndrwill probably put a music channel on and

gl 0OKX YR ftAa0Sy G2 A0 Ay GK&enRAYAYy3
| will probably just put some kids programming on, | hate @ anl € @4 O H p

years old, Suffolk, two childreaged 2 and 6 months

¢ Kdza LJ NBy(daQ NBvidngeasorawadlgftRAidthed S G KL G
background, it often did not matter what programmes were on, va#rentsnot
paying attention to the content, d@ 2dza 4 Sy 22eé Ay 3 ionkhh Wy 2AaS
that television providedor them.

This finding (television being used as a background for family everyday life)
in itself is not new and has been observed by other television scholénge past
(for instan@, seeGauntlett and Hill, 1999; Mackay and Ivey, 2004; Morley, 1986
However, what | want to add to the discussion of backgrouretelevision
viewing, is that contemporary parents do not consider background live television as
Wgl G§OKAY A Gikyfa Sedndistin@ioh @&wedhlthe two (also see
Weissmann, 2015a, 201pl-or instancein the interviewAbigail stated that her
daughterW2dza i adl NISR ¢+ GOKAy3 (Stfeée Ay GKS
FANBRGO (AYSSI & KaBdthattherviemingYszhighlyHirkitedf@vever,
television was on ithe background for the entire duration of the inteew, and

when asked about it, Agail said that
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WLY GKS S@Syay3aa ¢S GSYyR (G2 0SS ¢k G§OKA"
will be just noise on the background, and sometimes | will put on a music

channel. | like to have a bit of a constant kind of bubble, bubbling kind of
y2Aa4SYT L R2y QiU tA1S artSyOS8B4yedrs I £ f 2 NJ
old, Norfolk, one child aged .2)

This discussion therefore demonstrates that Abigail does not consider live television
fSTOG 2y GKS ol Ol S@Rax Ry © ay Yy ifdé @Ked A NJII IS R dz
LYadSIR 2F NBFSNNAyYy3I G2 ol O AbignitseR (St SO,
dff SNBYy G 62NRa FyR GSNXYa Ay KSNJI RSaONALIA
to the fact that backgrountlve television is used not for content and images, but

rather for the sound. Abigail alsmearly contrasts weekend background television

gAOGK GKS gSS{URIe SOSYyAy3d OwaRBIRWIIAFKEY NI

as another participandason shared

W SIKX F t2d 2F GKS GAYS Al w¢x8 Aa 2
likeSky Sport Neviis A 1 Q& y 2 G X & 2glroolmNdd atigrdian NS | £ € ¢
to it, but just when | am marking and stuff, just have it on the background

and sort of pick up things every now and again, but you are not so properly
watching it, so yeaH do use it quite a lot as a sort of background thing. But

vyt K AF 9SS (y2¢ 0GKSNBQa | 3I22R GKAy3
GKSY® {2 Yz2adate tA1S tAQS adGdzZFFI odzi
GKSY ©6SQR NFBO2 NR-34iykdrsiold,INgrielk, gnie éhiifaged G Q 0
5 months).

Here Jason clearbifferentiates between just having television on in the

backgralzy R I YR Wg | (i OKA(/KES NIFS { SSEIAWIA 23/2X20R L KA y 3¢
would like to watch, they make a conscious effort and watch it purposefully and

intently. Moreover, they would ne2 dza & WOl 6§ OK AlG 2y | GStfec
would record it and watch it at afer time with no destructions anishterruptions.
AsElkeWeissmann has observe#2 KSy L 32 | NRdzyR (2 23GKSNJ
often find the television is og but theyare not necessarily sitting down to watch.

2 KSy GKSe& aAd R2¢y G2 o6l 0OKZ AdQa 2FGSy
bSGFtAEkLt f I &S Nk Fhis éhdiiglcén®dNk the2pBelousd H A mp | O ®
conceptualigtions of the pleasures of television viewing experience for the

audience purely in terms of liveness and flow. For instanc®,.d3avid Marshall has
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I NHdzSR ¢ A (itKe paSdEds bR Evisibreas ey have developed over the
last 60 year@W X 1 KS @ASHSNI I OOSLIISR GKS LJ SI & dzNB:
segmens). his pleasure could be summa@fR Ay GKS LIKNIF &S WwWgl (0O
Fa 2LIIRASR (2 61 G OKRA (26D9:44) WidkrdaH inh@sdzéen NJ LINE 3 |
previously argued that liveness and flow are the essential elements of the pleasure
that audiences devie from television (Williams, 1974), the accounts that parents
have given me clearly indicate a shift in what is considered to be a pleasurable
experience of television viewing, at least for parents as a specific audience group.
Recording televisn contert or accessing it via Catch Up and Gamiand services is
Gt dzSR I'yR FLIINBOAIFIGSR Y2NB o6& LI NByida 0
flow.

| 26 SOSNE LI NByGaQ 2¢6y G§St SOAaA2Y OASS.
been described as selective and purposéful / KA f RNBy Qa (St SOAaAz2y
been reported as consisting single separate units of programme=or instance,
asSamantha explained, they cé® mainly recorded television content for their
daughtersWo SOl dzaS ¢S ( NEB { 2notYatdhiBg justielediston, G K I G
GKSe8 NS’ ¢ GOKAY3IX GKS& | NB |(%Blygars (12 61 |
old, Norfolk, twins aged 5Here Samantha makes a very clear distinction between
wedzaid ol GOKAY 3 GStSOAAA2Y B ATY B AWK HIXKSA yF2
being considered a meaningless pastime, and the latter being considered a

purposeful thoughtful activity:

WL GKAY] Ad0QaX AdQa 0SOFdzaSX ¢KSNB Aa
you are watching television, well, why are you watching just television? Are

82dz 02NBRXY @2dz {y296K LF AGQa GKSNB 06S¢
programme, thentomeitin { S&a Y 2 NB-345¢cans al Korfaky p

twins aged 5).

{ dzZOK | LILINR I OK (2 OKAftRNByQa (StS@raizy O
find a way of letting their children watch television, while at the same time avoiding

GKS adA3ayYl y2F7#Q Yol (Rdua Bb $NS¢imidbn Associations of
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television with passive and meaningless pase?3. However, parental attitudes
G26F NRa GStSOAAA2YS YR gKIFG O2dzyida |a w
parental mediationn certain cases~orinstance, the definitiorof television

viewing as only purposefulewing of selected contenas discussed by Abigail

earlier in this chapterhas an interesting effect on parental attitudes towards
OKAf RNBYyQa OGASgAYy3IS ¢ A (gkongider&dvigvNdg drglR (i

thus often being left unnoticed, unattended and uncontrolled, being dissolved in

w»
w»

everyday family lifeAlthough Abigail did put a lot of effort into carefully choosing

and selecting television programmes that her daughter wiag a2 4 SROK @3 WH K &
completely ignoredive background television that her daughter was exposed to on

a dayto-day basisAs Suzy Tomopoulos et al. have argued with regards to their
findings,particularly young children were vetyA { St & (2 adkgrau@K WY 2 NB
media that featured agénappropriate content or had not been turned on for

0§KSYQ 6 HAs Raminpha ltas pbt it:

WXe2dz YVHARI OKANE RNBY 2yfte gl htok a! ¢ FA
true, but they will haveThe Jeremy Kyle ShowinthtS o6 O1 INR dzy RX . «
2dzali 0SSOl dzaS (ferens RARBGO O KAzy 1 A il KEYK NI |
g GOKAY3IX hNIIff GK2&S YdzaAO LINRBINI Ya

€ 2 dz 1 28Hpars old, Norfolk, twins aged 5).

Thus this example demonstrates thadrental negotiation of television viewing is
not always straight forward and simpland can pose unexpected issues for
parents.
This section of the chapter has demonstrated the importance of not only
addressing the issue of how television viewing is fitted into the temporal routines of
LI NByiaQ SOSNERIE tAQBS&Y odzi GKS AaadzsS 2
OK A f R N®Bsioitviewirtig &xperience, which also has a temporal dimension.
During the process of this negotiation, concepts that are core to television as a
medium, such as liveness and flow, are also beingakked and renegotiated by

parents, exposing the wayis, which television is experienced and understood as a

BTKS A&dadzS 2F W3I22RQ FyR WolRQ LI NSByGAy3
use of media technology will bestdiused in more detail in chapter 6.



medium. Accounts given by parents reveal thatenting as a specific experience

and a specific stage in the life courgealtering not only the viewing practices of

audience members, but also tiwery attitudes viewrs have towards television,

television flow and live background television viewjrigrther emphasising the

importance ofthe everydaycontextfori KS a i dzRé 2F | dZRASy 0SQa
LINF OGAOSasx | yR (St sddelsand their@aily [iVeS. YAy 3a T2 NJ

Conclusion

This chapter has examined digital television in the context of the
GSYLRNIftAGe 2F LINBylaQ SOSNERIE fAFST |
LI NByiaQ G§StSgograrzy OASsAy3d SELISNASYyOSo |
experience and a distinctiva&age in the life course, influences the ways, in which
television viewing is understoodgegotiatedand practicedy individuals The aim
of this chapter was therefore not to argue that traditional modes of viewing are in
decline orto draw a boundary beteenlive and timeshifted television experience.

Rather, the aim was to examine how a specific audience gr@arents,

particularly parents of young childrerestablishes meaningful, purposeful and

strategic television viewing routines, and developsjue types of television flow,

in order to cope with the pressures of everyday life, and to make the most of the

limited free time. The chapter has also highlighted the idea that the very notion of

Wgl GOKAY I GStSOAAA2YQ A atextofxhndempofay I3 ySg Y
FlLYAf@ fATST GAGK LI NBy(aliviiNGfoSAAT A2 VEQR VIS
purposeful television viewing. While it is important to be wary of the fact that

different television viewing options available do not necessarily lead t+ dzZRA Sy OS Q&
changed viewig practices and ways of orgaimig everyday life, and therefore be

careful with making genatised statements about the changes new media

technologies cause; | want to argue that it is nevertheless worth examining

personal indivdual narratives of television consumption to find, acknowledge and

document the varying ways audiences access aad teélevision content, and the
implicationsof such practices for the orgamison of everyday living and the

experiences of contemporary penting.
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¢CKS FANBRG OKIFLIWGSNI K& SEFYAYSR LI NBy G
overall media environment of contemporary homes. This second chapter has
looked at how digital television and media technology is fitted into temporal
everyday experiences drstructures. Both chapters have therefore emphasised the
complexity of the digital television presence in contemporary homes and everyday
life, highlighting themultitude of options as to how to access television content,
make sense of and practice telsin viewing. However, the issue of how exactly
accessing and viewing decisions are made and the reasons behind them has not yet
been addressed. In the following chapter | will therefore particularly look at the
digital television choice available to patepand at how this choice is negotiated
and acted on, with a specific focus on hthwe experiences gbarenting are

affecting this process.



-

| KIFLJAISNI o® aSRAF RS@GAOS&asz | LILX AOI G
making process behind the choice

Introduction

StephenMcCreeryand DeanKrugmarhave argued that

Wiiions for watching TV shows and movies have increased greatly since the
arrivalof video streaming technology and the willingness by television

networks to offer much of their TV originated content through these online
platforms. The change in platforms gives rise to newer forms of video
consumptionK I & LJ2 0 Sy G A | A12620; 4lsd SeREvEns, B@A v 3 Q
2015b).

Indeed, the previous chapters have already introduced the diversity and complexity

of media technology in the homes of the participants, and the multitude of options

of accessing and watching television content thaists there. It has been argued

that parents think through and make an attempt of managing the array of media
technologies in their homes by organising their domestic digital estates. It has also

been demonstrated how parents negotiate the temporalitytelkvision viewingin

order to fit television into their everyday lives and cope with the pressures of

parenting. However, the previous chapters have largely focused on what happens
whenparents use a certain media technologyaccess television contefir

various reasons and purposes, or how this use is negotiated and made sense of

What hasnot yet been addressed is the issue of how a certain way of accessing and
watching television content gets chosen by parents in the first place, and what are

the reasons that motivate parents to make this choice. For instance, why are

certain programmes watched on the television set, and others on the portable

media devices? Or, how do parents decide what format of content to go for,

physical or cloud, temporary rén 2 NJ LJdzZNOKI aSK 1 a 9thdl | 6 SGK
multiplicity of technologies that arg 2 & 2 Yy refuiés &gxter balancing out

of their various capabilitestof§ I OK &ALISOAFTAO Y2YSyid 2F OAS
only by examining these questions|deision viewing experience and its

relationship with everyday life can be understood in all its complexity.
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This chapter thus aims to add further complexity to the discussion of
television viewing in the home in the context of parenting by looking at the
processes that take pladeeforetelevision viewingactually happendn this chapter
| am arguing thabefore even starting to watctelevision content, parentengage
in adecision making process, as to what is the most enjoyable, convenient and
sensibé way to access and wattdlevision content; by weighting pros and cons
of certain ways of accessing television content, and by asking themselves a number
of questions about television viewing in the context of everyday familyififerder
to make theright decisionfor both themselvesandtheir children The empirical
guestion of how and why audiences in general, and parents in particular, make a
choice of how to access and watch television catfteemains largely unaddressed
and it is not ofterexanminedin academic discussion of home media consumption.
While pervious research has started to examine how specific national contexts and
cultural traditions influence the ways, in which audiences make sense of the
television options available to them, amehke specific choices as to how to access
television content (EvarendMcDonald, 2014), the experience of parenting in
relation to how individuals make these choices has not yet been investigated, which
allows this chapter to make an original contributitmthe field of home media
consumptionin the context of family everyday life

This chapter thus aims to fill in this gap in academic understanding of home
media consumption, by looking at how parents, as a specific audience group, make
everyday televisio viewing choices from the options available to theancepting
some features of digital television, while rejecting or overlooking the othErs
chapter aims to examine the intersections between parenting as a specific
experience and stage in the lié course, an@udiencechoice with regards to how
television is accessed and watched in the homepatrticular, his chaptercovers
0KS A&aadzsS 2F GKS KASNI NOKé 2F YSRAI RSOA
choice of the device, from which &ccess television content; the correlations
between the choice of media devices and geratkexperiences of fathering and
motheringT G KS NI} A2y IS 2F LI NByliaQ RSOAaAzZY
television services; and hoparents makechoicesbetween online cloud formats

and physical releases.
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Literature review

Since this chapter deals with the issue of the diverse ways of accessing and
GASeAy3 (GStS@OAaA2Yy O2y(iSyd Ay (GKS K2YS3> |
with regardsto this choiceit is first important to look at previous works on home
media consumption and audience choi€aie to the rapid advances in media
technology, lome media consumption has been an incredibly popular object of
research in the recent years, with two conceptang particularly highlighted as its
main characteristicg variability and choice (Goggin, 2012; Kennedy, 2008).
Variabilityrefers to the technological changes in contemporary media, which have
f SR (2 YSRAI 2062S00a y2i ralSbutydnethiryySi KA y 3
GKIFIG OFly SEA&G Ay RAFTFSNBY(,200138).0nSy Al £ @&
other words, it refers to media beming more diverse in its formmore individual
and personafor each member of the audiencas well asncreasindy customigble
and userdriven(Hjorth, 2012; Thurman, 20}1Thus contemporary home media
consumption, including television viewing, is often s@ethe context of
AYRAGARIzZF t A&aY FYR | Y20S (G261 NRa WLISNREZ2Y
builtarodzy R LIS2 L)X SQ 0. dzf £ = H nBuphTworks2Mihasi€®ed > H 1N
the importance of studyinghdividualways, in which audiences access and view
television content, as these ways are longer fixed once and for alh line with
theseargumens, researchers have pointed out that another important feature of
O2YGSYLIZNINE YSRAI O2y adz¢Hoitedfdvays ok & | dzRA Sy
accessing and viewing television contewhich comesn a variety of forms and
shapes; the choice thdtas multiple consequences fhometelevision
consumptiont YR F dzZRA Sy 0SQa NIt I. Asisacl, thétdard ¢ A 0 K (0 K
RA&AO0dzaaA2ya | NRPdzyR | dzZRASYyO0SaQ aANBFGSNI |y
dependence on specific distribution medadthe increasing choice of devices
and applications, fromvhich to access video conte(deeAlexander, 2016;
Bennett, 2008, 2011; Carlson, 2006; Forgacs, 2001; Kompare, 2006; Mackay and
Ivey, 2004; Parks, 2004; Rizzo, 200ymer, 2011Uricchio, 2004).

However very often this choice is presented as an entity in its own right,

something that all members of the audience simply have available to them. This in
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turn leads to a narrow and not critical enough view of the notiocladiceavailable

to audiences with regrds to ways of accessing and viewing television corgent

choice as somehow autonomous and independent, disconnected from the

audience, their everyday activities and the context of everyday life. However, as |

am arguing in this chapter, the choice of wayf accessing and viewing television

content does not simply exist, but has to be experienced, processed and acted on

by individuals, whan most cases do not accidentallyrandomly purchase a DVD

or go on their laptp or tablet to watchtelevision conént, for instance, butather

weight these decisions and thitlkem through(also see Smith, 2008urner,

201D).)y 2NRSNJ (2 dzyRSNREGFYR K2YS (St S@rarzy
with regards to it(what features of digital television audiencesapt or rejectand

why), it is not enough to look at all the options of accessing television content

potentiallyl @1 Af 60t S (2 | dzZRASyOSaz IyR YI1S | NE
consumption practices based onthaty RA @A RdzZ £t 8aQ SOSNEBRI & LINI
experienes relatedtai KS NB I d42yad4 0SKAYR I dzZRASyOoSQa O
as well (also see Evaasda O5 2y I f R HamMnuo® !'a w2yl {fR wA
paradox ofthis increased accessibility, and decreased dependence on specific

distribution media, ishiat now individuals must make more choices, must have

more prior knowledge, and must put forth more effort to integrate and make sense

of the communicatio@1999:29) It therefore becomes important to examine this

Wg2N] Q GKF G | dzRA S ythrsgadsSotélesididn chelogazit i R2Q 4,
requires significant investment of time and effort on behalf of individu&is

Elimabeth Evans further pointed out:

Wroadcasters are increasingly making sure content can be viewed on

television sets, desktopomputers, laptops, tablets and smartphones. But

this has ramifications for the management of content at home. Now that

television content is spread over multiple devices audiences now have to

select and negotiate the best mechanisms for accessing theenotitey

glyid Ay GKS &LI OS (KS@QNB AY dwrRmpdo & |

Moreover, the ways, in which this choice is experienced, processed and acted on,
will not be the same for all audience members, and the specificity and

distinctivenes®f this experience needs to be acknowledged and examined, in
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2NRSNJ 02 dzyRSNEUGFYR (GKS AyGuSNESOGA2ya 0S5
YR GKSANI St S@AaAzy | O0Saa FyR GASgAy3I
everyday life is highly important he, as personal circumstances and specific stages

in the life course, such as parenting, will influence, at least to some extent, the

ways of accessing and viewing television content that individuals choose, and the

motivations behind this choice, as thallbwing discussion will demonstrate.

The herarchy of media devices in the home

L gtyid G2 adkNI G(KS RA&AOdzaarzy o6& SEI
as to what media device to use to access and view television content in different
circumstancesWhen it comes to the decision as to what media device to choose to
I 00Saa (StS@AaAzy O2yidSyid Ay (GKS K2YS:z LI
there was arunspoken hierarchy of media devices in each household. Such
hierarchy differed fromfamilyy 2 FF YAt @ FyR g1 & NBFESOUAQD
towards television as a medium, media technology, and family leisure. Such
hierarchy of media devices also resulted in different devices having different
meanings for parents, with some devices beingigdlmore than the others.

5SaLIAGS GKS LJ2LJz F NJ Ot FAY GKFG RAIAGIE
202500 2NJ I LINAGAt SISR RSOAOSQ:E gAGK GKS|
WILRNIGFEAa 2 GStSOAaAA2Y Q> adOktshnd (St SOA &,
mobile phones (Strangelove, 2015:13); both the survey andath@wing interviews
have showrthat the television set continues to hold its position at the top of the
R2YSAGAO RAIAGEFE SadlriaSzT o60SAy3d O2yaAiARSNB
devices when it comes to television viewing (also see Evans, 2015b). When
discussing their pfflerence of the television set ovether media devices,
participants referred to it being th# Y 2 4 1 O 2(iabedla 253 yearS old,

Scotland, one child aged;3V S | & Aa&a&sfHair&h25-34 years old, Cheshire
one child aged 7); and? O 2 Y F 2 (8ardl, 85845 &ars old, Norfolk, one child aged
4), indicating that while other media devices could cause challenges in their use,
the television set was quitstraightforward in its use and therefore the easiest,

guickest and most convenient option for parents, who often experienced time
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pressures. Similarly, Donna also described the television sét¥ag a &t ®5B33 G y (i Q
years &d, Suffolk, two children age2land 6 month}y as it only took one click of a
button to get access to television content, while on other devices the user would
have to go to the application and then do the search. These responses show that
LI NBy(iaQ RSOAAAZ2Y | hooséghenmécesdingYelwsior RS OA O!
content is often governed by the considerations around time commitment and time
investment, with ease of access being particularly valued by parents (also see
Evans, 2015b).
The first chapter has introduced examplegafents thinking of a television
set as a screen, and therefore using it for various purposes, often unrelated to
television vewing. The study has also shotinat even when the television set is
only used for the traditional purposes of television viewiigs still often described
Fda I WAONBSYyQ FyR 2dzRISR o6& AdGa aAal S Ay
media devices (also sd#orley, 2012) As such, parents explained that they
preferred the television set to other media devices, becawse ihe biggest item in
0KS K2dzaS FyR Skaeé (2 a&aSSEmNBIyeatsbld | yIf S
Norfolk, one child aged 5 months), having tHé& A 3 3 S AirilcordpariNdd ®Yy Q
other devices (Annie85-44 years oldNorfolk, two children aged &nd 2), which
makes it more suitable foP g I 0 OK A y 3 (i @ichel 42538 ye@SadK S NI
Norfolk, one child aged 2). Participants have also mentioned that they always tried
Wiz dzaS GKS f I NH SEl&anai5560y&ass oldi 8uSs@wolJ2 8 A A 6 f S
children aged 31 and 27, one grandchild aggdeBjoying watching programmes
more if they were?2 y | | (INENSyNIB-54 gebi® didyNorfolk, two children
aged 12 and 10 These responses draw a direct connection between the size of the
screen and the viewing experience, meaning that television content is preferred to
be accessed on those media devices that have the largest screen, which is in most
cases the traditional television set. A connection can also be drawn between the
choice of medialevice and specific family consideratianparents preferred to
access television content on the television set, because it had a bigger screen and
all members of the family could participate in television viewing. This finding shows
that claims that areurrently being made in some academic literature about

television loosing its connection with the family audierftarner, 2011:42) are not
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true in all respects, as shared television screen is still of a paramount importance to
parents, and it is being osidered when parents make a decision as to what media
device to use to access television content in the home. Parents also tiated
while the television set waglways connected to power, oghh media devices
constantly reliecon charging, with the sizef batteries being quite small, which
once again made the television set a more convenient and less demanding option
of accessing television content. As Freya has pointed®#gt+ > A GU& Y2NB O2
YR R2Saydi@F3ugedrs/oldoNoribligteNEidged 3. Parents, who
live a busy life as it is, thus preferred those options of accessing television content
that required less work and maintenangeot having to worry about charging the
device, on which television is watched, was reported@asmportant advantage of
the television set over portable devices.
Within this hierarchy of home media devices, devices other than the
television set then often become alternatives and substitutions for the main
television set, with the decision to uskem for accessing television content often
being made out of necessity, when the television set or live broadcast television
services are not available (also $ary and Li, 2005As Erin explaine®®A ¥ G KSNB A
a problem with the TV service providergtihwe use the laptop dPadto view F
LI | 8%3MIears old, Norfolk, one child, age not givée findings of my study
also shaved that another media device wadten being used not instead of the
main television set, but instead of a second tel®rnsset, as families were more
likely to have one television set, a laptop and/or a tablet, than multiple television
sets at home (also sdevans, 201&, 2015b; Lee, 2018helleyand Stanford, 2013
As it has been discussed in chapter 1, parents of young children often considered
portable media devices safer than the larger, heavier and bulkier television sets,
which in turn influenced the decision to use portable media devices in rooms other
than the living room, rather than having multiple television sets at home. The
scenario that was common in many households was that of having and watching
one main television set in the living room downstairs, and using alternative devices,
such as laptops andblets for watching television content upstaiki:h OOl & A 2 y I £ f ¢
gAtft 6l 0OK 2y Y& GFofSi Ay o0SR (dviasey R2AY:
35-44 years old, Norfolk, two children aged 8and®t  RX yAOS G2 NBf |

11€



(Carry, 3544 yearld, Norfolk, two children aged 5and &:f | LJG 2L aA G Ay 0
(Harvey, 454 years old, Suffolk, two childrenaged 17and #);1 € 32X 2y LIK;
2N GlFofSi G2 6F0GOK AYUSNYIlIGA2yFf &ALIR2NIa -
(Bethany, 2834 years old, Ndolk, one child aged 1). Thus instead of having an
additional television set in the bedroom, many participants chose to use alternative
media devices, replating the experience of having tleecond television set.
Similarly, participants also mentioneding other media devices when watching
television content in other places around the house, such as the kitchen or the
diningroomWAt £ F @ SNJ 2y Yeé | L2 L dzadzrtte gl
cooking / housework in the kitchen/dining room, so I éa$ (i  dzLJ Y& f | LJi 2 LJ
(Gabby, 3544 years old, Somerset, one child aged®}; I LJGi 2 LI 2NJ (F6f S =
Sraate LRNIIoftS FyR &2dz OlAex 88845ealsKSY | y &,
old, London, one child aged 1).

However, not all parents shared themsa hierarchy of media devices,
where the television set was valued more and therefore preferred to other devices.
Laptops and tablets, pacularly the iPagdwere also mentionetdy some parentsis
0SAYy3 GKS WTANRG OK2A OSeierred oNthepfledbdity y 3 (St
and mobility, both in terms of the technology and content that can be accessed on
them. In these cases, participants emphasised that other media devices, such as
laptops and tablets, were much better suited for finding, actcesand watching
alternative content, such a¢ 2 grd@rammesDiane, 2534 years old, Norfolk,
twins aged 1)WA y (i S NOOME 3 RIy(MaFI8ya 2884 years old, Norfolk, one
childaged 5),0W ¢ + &aK2ga OGKIG INB y2i QdaNd®By Gt e |
25-34 years old, London, one child aged 4 months). Parents noted that they often
wanted to share the television programmes they watched when they were little
with their children, and the difficulty of finding and accessing this content using the
television set, as such content was usually not available on broadcast tele¥sion.
instance, Deborah and Robert discussed searching for the shioavBimsthey
used to watch, such asckle on the tum, Mary Poppins, Swallows and Amazons
online on the latop, in order to introduce their children to thei25-34 years old,
Kent,three children aged 6, 3 and.ISimilarly, Sonia shared using tablet and

mobile phone to search for Russian cartoons that she watched aifdaacial



showing them to her son@5-44 years old, East Sussex, three children aged 3, 6
and 10. In such instances, other media devices thhe television set were
prioritised and preferred by parents. Thus the choice of media device to access
television content waslso influenced by the type of content that viewers
preferred to watch, with certain programmes beimgore easilyaccessed on
laptops and tablets, rather than dhe traditional television set (also see Evans,
2011; EvanandMcDonald, 2014).

The hierarby of media devicesg KSYy YSRALlF RS@A0Sa ¢S
parents based on the convenience of their use, the viewing experience, and how
well they answered family needswas therefore an important factor in the
decision making process as to what devicehloose to view television content.
Parents, who live a busy life as it is, preferred those options of accessing television
content that required less work and maintenance, and offered the easiest and most
instant access to the content that they were aftaith there being differences as
to which media devices were considered most convenient by parBatents
Ffgréa FAYSR T2NJ G§KSANJ WT A Nibstichob&kwad OS QS
not available However, as the following section will demoraég, the toice d
media devices for television viewing in the home was also often gendered, with
specific characteristics of mothering and fathering raes experiences of

parenthoodinfluenang the decision making process.

The choice of media devicesd gendeed experiences of parents

The interview data showed that when it came to the use of alternative
(portable and personal) media devices for viewing television content, there were
some significant differences in terms of gender. Gender could atfeathoice of
media devices in two ways: this choice could be a necessity, made out of lack of
other options; or it could also be preferred and desirdtbreover, the study has
shownthat gender, in relation to the choices made with regards to differeaysv
of accessing and viewing television content, goes hand in hand with the experience

of parenting, meaning that there are differences in how mothers and fathers made
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television viewing choices, due to the specificities of mothering and fathering roles
and experiences gbarenthood

Thus the study has showhat mothers were much more likely than fathers
to use personal media devices, such as mobile phones, laptops and tablets, to
access television content, as well as using thenofioer media practicesThe fact
that fathers were not using portable media devices as much as mothers did,
became clear from the conversations that my participants had during the
interviews, where fathers would stress this fact. As the following discussion

between Victoria and Adrew illustrates:
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Andrew: You use it!

Victoria: Sometiras | use it for iPlayer or iTV CatchIX

Andrew: You use it quite a bit!

+A002NAI Y 2 $duife a bit, butydukadiv, soizietinesi lluse it

F2NJ EA1S GKS &aSNARSaEa GKFG FNB 2y |G GKS
g S Qafiéady got two other series recording at the same time. So yeah

YIAyfteé L dzasS GKS At R F¥2NJ SYlFLAfXZ CIl OSo

(25-34 years oldNottinghamshire, two childreaged 2 years and 3 months

During another interview, Annabelle and Nick Campbelldadnilar discussion:

Interviewer: Do you ever use an iPad or your phone to watch TV?
bAOlY L R2y QiG> o0dzi @&2dz 6 GOK ljdzA S |

AnnabelleYesL. dzaS GKS At R FTF2NIbSUFEtAES LQO
use it for Netflix.

(25-34 years old, Norfolk, two childreaged 3 and 6 months



The interviews showed that in the context of the home and everyday life, women

were using portable media devices, such as laptops, tablets and mobile phones, for
television viewing and other edia purposes more than men. This can be explained

by a close connection between the use of portable media devices and the

experiences of motherhood, particularly in its early stages. Female participants

reported starting using portable media devices mosien they delivered the baby

and were breastfeeding at night, as pointed outby Wa: ¢ 4§ OKSR Ij dzA G S |
LIK2YyS ¢KSYy L gl & dzLd | y3534éarsBIESRAY I Y&

Scotland, one child aged ®imilarly, as Annabelle shared:

WLiQa a2YSGKAYy3 @e2dz Oy Slaiafte R2 gKS
1ARa | NRPdzyR 2NX L YSIy L AyAdGAlLfte 32
ONBIFadFSSRAYIZ YR a2 L YySSRSRX L 2yt
$6S 02dzaKG GKS A3tyedssold, Nbrply, b childieaged o6 H p

3 and 6 months).

Ly !'yyloStftsSqQa OFasSszs G4KS RSOAaA2yYy (2 odz
contentwasy Ff dzZSyY OSR o0& | ¥ ghaleSahdanora fleyb $nBdia¥ 2 NJ
device than the television set, tHeC or the laptop, which could provide convenient

and motherfriendly way to access entertainment during breastfeedingStephen

McCreeryand DeanKrugmarhave pointed out:

W hile the iPad offers viewingelated features that are not foreign to those
accustomed to streaming on a computer, it does allow for a level of
portability and convenience that, when combined with available program
choices, makes TV watching portable in ways thatpgersonal computer
Olyy2i 6SQ o0HnmMpYcopu®

For both Tia and Annable, the phone and the iPad have answered the need for a

convenient, light, readily available and easily handled media device, which could

keep them company and help deal with the experiences of having a little baby.
These two accounts provide a different example of a media device being

chosen for television viewingurpose due to theease of use. Whereas, as it has

been discussed earlier in this chapter, the television set was generally considered to

be easy and conwveent by parents; when it comes to the experiences of early
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motherhood, portable media devices become easier to use, and therefore

particularly chosen by mothers over all other devices. The iPad was the device that

has been mentioned most often by motharsthis context. It was particularly

favoured by mothergor the instant nature of its use, being thaevice that mothers

can start using instantly, without time delays. As Victoria explaited, £ A 1S G K I {
just flip the lid open and @ there, Ido@ (0 KI @S (G2 ol AG F2NI AG 0
(25-34 years oldNottinghamshire, two childreaged 2 years and 3 monthr as

Annabelle pointed out:

Wal&oS AdQa Y2NB 2F | GAYS GKAy3IZ AlGQ.
of turning on your flippig computer and waiting for it to do all of its things,

just feels me with dread, whereas | can just pick up the iPad and do things

jdzA Ol1fted L 2dz (Y263 ABLydarsloldG@IKwWet S A
childrenaged 3 and 6 months

Mothers hawe reported their days having a rigid structure, dictated by children,
where every minute counts. The iPad was said to fit into these structures better
than other media devices, such as PCs and laptops. The iPad also addressed
womey Qa Ay Of Ay lcialisaioy and rAaintainidg) &losé ties with friends
and family in the limited free time that they had (also see Colley and Maltby, 2008;
Livingstone, 1994 Mothers have noted that the iPad did not only allow them to
access television content, but alsoe#d easy access to email, messaging, voice
chat and social networking sites, all within the same device, with the easy option of
switching from one application to another. Such accounts indicate that in
comparison to many other complex media technologwelich require a
considerable amount of time and effort to master, the iPad offers a rather
straightforward interface, and simple tools for watching television content and
doing other media activities, all of which caa thone on the same media devjce
thus answering the everyday needs of mothers.

22YSyYyQa KAIKSNI GAYS aLSyidotentialyOKAy 3 (S
means that women hadreater familiarity with this device, which can then explain
why women enéd up spendingnore time on other tasks besidavatching

television on the iPad, immparison to men, who didot report using this device
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as much or at allMcCreeryand Krugman 2015:636)And this habit of mothers

using portable media devices tended to continue past the stage of early

motherhood,g A U K L2 NIl 6tfS YSRAI RS@OAOSa 0SO2YAy
overall experience of television viewins such, mothers often made a distinction

between watching something on a television set with their partner and/or children,

and watching somethingn their own on a personal portable media device. The
fFGGSNI g1 ay R A& O SR persanal Wewing experience, which

did not have to be shared with anyone, a moment to be alone with oneself.
Motherswerethe ones¢ K2 SELINB 4 & SR tidQS 0yid B F2N0 WHB$
strongly than fathers, with atching televisio02 y 4 Sy & o0 SAy ImeR O2YY2
activity (also seeBjornberg and Kollind, 2005As Hayley share®L € A 1S G2 &I
[TV] on the laptopas | liketadza S A G G2 NBfFE 2dzad YS | ¥4 S
(25-34 years old, Norfolk, one child aged S)milarly, as Ellie explainedlL. LINE F SNJ
GFrotSGZ a | gl & G2 NEB*34yearda Rorfdkl S GAYS
children aged 3 and 9 morgh What isnoteworthy is that many women prefer the

W YtineQviewing to happen opersonal portablelevices, such aslaptop, a

tablet or amobile phone, rather than on a biglevisionscreen Previous research

has indicated that watching content orsanaller screen can be a more absorbing

and pleasurable experience for viewek®bard et al., 199McNiven et al., 2012

Reeves et al., 1999For instance, as Steph&fcCreeryand DeanKrugmarhave

pointed out:

W hile a television screen is physicd#yger than a tablet screen, the
distance one watches is generally much closer with the smaller screen,
creating a viewing area that often takes up a larger field of vision. This
closeness and larger relative screen size @ay®s | in8r&Xinténse
viewingexperience that will be remembered bett@P015:623; also see
Reeves antlass, 1996

Indeed, the accounts given by female participants indicate that there is something
private,very personal and highly enjoyable about watching television corwerda
smaller screenwhen the experience is not shared with anyone, being an alone
guality time that allows deepelaxation, something thatvas reported highly
important to mothers (also see Ang, 1985; Gray, 1992; Hobson, 1980, 1982). This
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type of viewing on a personal portable device whssenby mothers, rather than
settled for, and allowed mothers to deal with the often overwhelming experience
of motherhood, where a lobf emotion and energy was given to childrdeaving
mothers feellike they didnot do anything for themselves, and making them long
for for sometime to themselves.
| 26 SOSNE 62YSyQa dzasS 2F LR2NIFoftS YSRA
the purposes of atching television content was not always freely chosen by them
¢ women also reported instances when this choice was made out of necessity. As
such, vomen reported using other media devices to access television cgntent
when the main television set was agged by someone else; the finding that is
consistent with previous research on the gendered nature of television
consumption (for instance, see Gauntlett and Hill, 1999; Mackay and lvey, 2004;
Morley, 1988). For instance, as Aimee pointed &it, Q f Somgthing Gnkanother
RSOAOS>T AT A @igettongtiing Ork@manél and somedri¢ lelseO S
KFa Of I A YAhive, 85845 eais Gid] Rorfolk, one child aged @) as Nancy
sharedWL LINBFSNI (2 4 GOK (KS he@ksomditingb Aff &
LI NI A Odzf | NY @ g yi G Z45549&rs oIk Naifolkyt®#md 2 Ré St a !
children aged 12 and 10). Alternative devices were thus chaséhSy 62 Y Sy Qa
viewing preferences did not fit in with the family, as a way to manage family
relationships and avoid conflicts and tensions (also see Ma2@§Q). As Elizabeth

Evans pointedut:

Wpg RSOAOSEA IINB 6SAy3 dzaSR G2 YlylF3asS
2T UKS NBY2(0S O2yiNRt KIFa 0SSygNBLX I O
multiple screen devices allow more flexible management of who gets to

gl 0OK gKIG 6KSY YR K26Q O6HAMPOUL D

Although these examples illustrate that television viewing in the home
remains gendered, with women often occupying a somewhat disadvantaged
position in relation to media technology in the homeot having the first claim on
the television set, for instase (also seéladdon, 1992l auretis, 1987 Morley,
1988 Terry and Calvert, 199Wheelock, 1992) my study has showthat in some

other respects gender traditions around media use in general, and television use in
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particular, are breaking down. For instance, it has been previously argued that most
media technology is highly gendered and is associatedtivgimasculineculture
(Chesley, 2008Cockburn, 199%aulkner and Arnold, 198byissen, 1992Singh,
2001;Wajcman, 1991Wakeford, 1997Wiley, 1999. Hence recent developments
in digital television, such as online television culture, have also been linked to
Youth, technological sophistication, and masculity 6 b Sg Yl y> HammYncc
Parks has pointed out that alternative ways of accessing television content (as in
not via the traditional means of the broadcast television on a television set) imply
WHn autonomousnasculine browser, unlike the passive feminized viewer of analog
¢+Q S6HnnnYmMoyO0® Ly LING@hAasioftadBerS | NOK 2y |
presented as having quite a narrow and limited range of television viewing
practices at their disposal, in comparismnmen, who tended to experiment with
ways of accessing and viewing television content. For instance, Hugh Maukay
5 NNBYy L@Se W¥2dzyR Of SINJ aAadaya 2F | YOADI
television, EPGs and the Internet in most of our hou$eR§a004127). Surpiya
Singh has argued that women often experience low-sefffidence, anxiety and
continued discomfort with new technological toolsgcause the value system
underlyingnew technologies is futamentally masculineand therefore
discoumging for womenZ001:407 also see Chesley, 200Blowever, as the
discussion in this chapter has already started to demonstrate, women, mothers,
who participated in my study, did show a lot of competence using alternative
means of accessing televisiomtent, not restricting themselves to the use of the
conventional television set. Mothers used alternative devices, such as laptops,
tablets and mobile phones, with ease and for various purposes, not considering
GKSY (G2 0SS WY aRayzbntl gyS20@13R03ISGaQ o
Noelle Chesley has pointed out that it is very possible that domination of
technology by one family member might discourage learning about this technology
and its use among others in the household (2006:593). This means that by using
portable media devices more on their own, women have potentially appropriated
GKSY a WGKSANBQX FOljdANARY3d O2yFARSYOS:zT
explain the fact that some of the female participants reported using portable media

devices with mre confidence and skill, than the more traditional technology, such
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as the television sdfparticularly the smart T¥) ¢ KA OK 1 SSLA Ada adl

technology in the home, being mostly dominatieg fathers. As Annabelle noted:

WL Y LINRIOPOEE KSBVQI LI sAGK (GSOKy2f ;
use the TV, but saying that, it is a smart @M it has got all sorts of things

GKFG L FY @SaéG 42X [A1S Al KFa 324 bSih
RAR KIS (2 aleé aK2¢g R2 &2dz R2 GKAA&A 2
less confident, than you are [talking about her husband Nick]. | can point

YR Ot A01=2 FYR (KIFGQa LINBolofeée | o02dzi .
.dzii @SIFK L FY | f{R4y8aksiold, Blorfolk twai dkilirerA t | RQ
aged 3 and 6 months

Here Annabelle spent a considerable amount of time pointing out the thintpein
televisionsettechnology that she did not know how to use, and therefore had to go

to her husband Nick for help; while at the same time adding at the end that while

AaKS YAIKG y20 0S a WGSOKyAOrtte al oggeqQ |
smarti St SPGAAaAA2Yy aASG 6AGK Fff Ada FdzyOuArzyas
what it actually was that made the iPad easier to navigate and use for her,

Annabelle responded by saying:

WL GKAY]l (GKS@ IINB Y2NB | O@Sheyakedo f S® ¢ K.
Srae (2 LAO] dzLJ FyR 3ISG &Gk NISR adNI A
know much about how they work, you know, once you got the kind of
AoALAY3I YR (2dzOK & ONBS§iyeasdldz | y26 @&:
Norfolk, two childreraged 3 and months.

Here the iPad is described as a user friendly and intuitive media technology, which
women can use with confidence, and therefore prefer and choose from the array of
media technology in the home. This example therefore contrasts previousrdsea
findings and shoathat women are embracing new media technology in the home,
rather than struggling with it, not using it much and being slow to take it up
(Mackay and Ivey, 200#29). New media technology, such as the iPad, offers great
developmentsan userfriendliness, which seems lacking in more traditional devices,
such as the television set, leading to women often choosing alternative media
devices With whichthey feel mostcomfortable)to access television conterithe

choice of option as to he to access and view television content can thus be
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influenced by the labels that individuals attach to media technology, with certain

mediatech2 f 23ASa 0SAYy3I PRYBAERSNBRWVPSKE 6§SQF |

beingused more or less by men and womierthe family (also see Gray, 1992).
Genderand the difference in fatering and mothering experiences
therefore an important factor in the decision making progessto what media
device to choose for accessing and watching television content inoiext of
family everyday lifeand parenting While menwho participated in the study
preferred and often dominated the television set, womenothers,often had to
access television content that they wanted to watch on other alternative devices,
such as laptops, tablets and mobile phones. Such pergamtdble devices,
however, could also be actively chodgnmothers due to them answering the
specift needs of motherhood, particularly in its earlpgés. As such, portable
YSRAIF RS@OAOS&ar adzOK Fa Y20Af Sneedkary S a
convenient, light, readily available and easily handled media device, which could
keep them company ahhelp deal with thespecificexpeiences of having a little

baby, such as breastfeeding the need for some time for oneselfhe following

by R

RA&OdzaaArzy oAttt O2yGAydzsS SEIYAYAy3 LI NBy

process as to what media technologyuse to access television content, as well as

considering the limitations of the choice available to parents.

Television services, thBll G A2y £ S 2 F makingPotessin@th&R SOA aA 2y

limits of choice

The previous sections have showrat the choce of media device, from
which to access television content is not accidental, but can be governed by
AYRAGARIzZE £ Q& LINBTSNEBy OSumstankes andl (G dzZRS & =
experiencesandgender, in particular with relation tdathering and mothering
experiencesHowever, while the issue of how media devices are chosen, made
sense of and used in the home often enters the discussion of home media
consumption, at least to some extent; the discussion of applications and different

television services usedhdhese devices is not so common. This leads to a gap in

academic understanding of how and why audiences make the decisions in relation
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to them, particularly with regards to specific experiences and stages in the life
course, such as parenting. As the renmag part of this chapter will argue, the
contemporary experience of television viewing more often than not includes
I dZRASYy O0SQa RSOA&AA2YA | o2dzi oKIFG | LILX AO G,
choose, the process that has a specific rationale, andisr& O A S 2F AYRA D
LISNE2Yy Ff OANDdzvaidlyodSa yR SELISNASyOSaszr
towards media; knowledge of media technology; as well as views on other aspects
of contemporary living. It therefore becomes important to acknowledge a
document the decision making process involving television services, applications
and formats, in order to fully examine and understand the contemporary
SELISNASYOS 27F (St SOA A A Boxfie telavisidn vididR A dzY = |y
practices.This sectionn particular will be looking atow parents make decisions
with regards to television services and applications, such as Amazon Prime and
Netflix, while at the same time considering the limitations of the digital television
choices available to parents ihe home.
ae addzRe KFa RSY2yaluN) G§SR GKFO LI NByYG:
application or servicéo choose in a particular situation istn@ndom, but rather
individual andcarefully thought throughand there are a lot of different aspects of
television viewing that parents have to take into consideration before they make
this choice As such, parentsvho | have interviewegdoften mentioned doing
WNEB a Sfindidg suQdifferent ways available to them to access a chosen filen or
television programme, in order to be able to makeiaformed decisionThis
means that parents often did not have a specific way to access the content, which
was used every time the family wanted to watch something, but rather the decision
was made on aase by case basis, taking into consideration variougfacsuch as
cost, availabilityand convenienceall of which have been reported to be highly
important by parentsAs Helenshare®/{ 2 YSUAYSA Ac¢dzySas az2vySi
places are doingitnowRA IA G Ff NBYy (Gl f6xX (KSNBQa 2dzad |
YAIKG 2dzad D223tS Al (354Ryea&snidiNodKk, twoy = &2 |
childrenaged 7 and 6 Similarly when parents subscribed to On Demand video
services, such as Netflix bove Film/Amazon Prime, the decision to pay for the

service was nosimply discussed and made orexed for all In contrast, it was



constantly revisited, with parents questioning the necessity of it, whether it offers
a good variety of conterfbr both parents and childrenand whether the frequency

of its use justifies paying for it. For example, as Tom and Samantha discussed:

¢2YY 2S RAR dzaaS tfle adldAzy o F2NI[ 2
{IYlIYiKIY XGKS& RARYyQG KIFI@S | @SNE 32
¢C2YY X6S FAYAAKSR gl GOKAY3a SOSNEGKAY3
(25-34 years old, Norfolkwins aged %

Parentsalso discussed subscribing for trials of various On Demand video services, in
order to see what was on offer, how often they would actually use d, thien
decide whether it was indeed a cost effective way of accessing television and film
content that they and their children liked.
It is important to note that lg subscribing or unsubscribing to television
services, parents did not only change théeséion of content available to them, but
alsotol KSANJ OKAf RNBYy> a OKAfRNByQa (St SgAa.
on this parental choice, particularly when children were young. What content
different On Demand video services ofééifor children was an important
consideration for parents, who preferred their children to access specific television
content via On Demand services, rather than via broadcast televisiorhdor t
NBI d2ya 2F CdiaRoed fiiszdssed ih gh&pitpdaedts often
demonstrated great familiarity wi K OKA f RNB y Q aavaideblgto ®Befmi > & KA
On Demandknowing all of the programmes their children watched to the extent of
being able to discuss specific characters and storylines. As Mary discussed her
RIdZAKISNRE FlF@2dz2NAGS LINRPINI YYSY

Wi I @S @& 2dntedigNJadeBSY 61 Q&4 320G OKF NI Ol SNA
t A33fS> al 11F tF11r2Z GKS ¢2YoftAo22ax
GKSe8 NS RSaAaA3IySR (2 0SS OSNBI&HlFae F2NJ
oloe dFrf1z AayQd AGK ! Lae [Afex L3A3ES
R2y Qi GFrf1= GKS& &2NI 2FX (KSe&44 NB 2dz
years old, Norfolk, one child aged 1).
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From this detailed description, it becomes obviouattMary actually watches
OKAft RNByQa (GStS@AaA2Y LINPINI YYS&X NI G§KSNJ
daughter without paying attention to what content is playing.

However the very fact that Mary watched content with her daughter had
directimplicationson what content wa®n for Lily to see, as Mary talkedbout
WISHGAYT 02NBRQ 27F OENZIU Agyl GLANRAIYNS YAYUS &l 212y |

and bobs of @br starting to avoid them altogether:

Peppa Pigs her favourite, anden and Holly's Littlingdomis from the

makers ofPeppaPig | YR (GKI 4Qa LINBGGe 3I22RP . dzi
GKSYX . SOFdzaS GKS GKAYy3 o2dzi OASoAy3
watching the same thing over and over again, they are quite happy with

that, but as aradult, you get bored. | mean, you know, that repetition can

3SG | 0 A (44 yeSrRdldz2 Nizgfolk, odeccipild aged 1

Shethustalkedd 6 2 dzii 32 AWIAI & KNP 2AA KLINE INho¥ YSEAQF 4K
influenced by Lily loosing interest in them, but rathey Mary getting bored with

them:Wo ST2NBE aKS Aa 2fR Sy2dAK (2 (dStft YS ¢
RSOAaA2Y > NAIKGK {2 6S KIFIZS LIKEm&a 2F LINI
years old, Norfolk, one childaged > 2 KSy F a1 SR I fawutié KSNJ R}

programmes, Maryuse?d KS f A1 Sa G2 41 00KQX wgS tA1S
2NJ W2dzNJ Fl @2dzNAGSQ YR WYeé FlI@2d2NAGSQ Ay
OSYiUNXtAde 2F LI NBydGlrt OK2AO0S | yRg. LINBTSN]
Similar account was given by other parents as well, for example, Rachel talked

about selecting content for her daughters to watch that was interesting,

appropriate, butabove aWa 2 YSGO KAy 3 GKIFIG Aa @58 YAYR Y
years old, Norfolkthree childrenaged 16, 12 and 7lEven when children were

selecting the content themselves, their choice was still often monitored and

dictated by parents, who used On Demand television applications, such as Netflix,

G2 ONBI S OKAf RNBEYIa (KO G2 txyiEn PHESRK Yo a\NGEL I

As Megan discusséd relationtoK SNJ a2y aQ @ASgAy3IY



Why bSGFEtAEST G(GKSe gAfft 2dAad dzaS GKS N
Aa2YSOUKAYy I 2 SQ@iSch @ fetiup Asykidslpofisa dzy (i
everythinghecanlookfos S {y 26 AdQa fA1S F3S I LILIN
1Yy26 6KI O A (44 pearoldpNorfol, ltwd Ehildoep aged 5 and

2).

¢tKS4aS SEI YL Sa SELX LAY K2¢ GKS SELISNASyO
childrenrelated casiderations influence parental decision as to what television
services and application to use.
However, although there are now a lot of optioagailable to parentsvhen
it comesto home media consumption, this choitenot unlimited, homogenous
and avdable to all, as it is often presented in both industry and academic debates
(also see Kompare, 2018) ! & w2y | f R indradiity Krid ahoitedd dzSR> W
not universal benefits; many people do not have the energy, desire, need or
training to engageni such process€s 0 M hdsitdy dpas showthat the limits
of this choicearé¢ & RAGSNBES YR 2FGSy dzy SELISOGSRZ
of media consumption. Thus they should be acknowledged and examined, in order
to better understand the choicein relation to family television viewing that
parents, as a specific audience group, make on atolaay basis. Myesearch with
parents has showthat choiceoften depends on specific knowledge and technical
skills on behalf gparents as well as timand effortrequiredto explore the
capabilities of media devices, applications and services, which can significantly limit
the choice of ogbns and the resulting decisionaking procesgor the whole

family. As Nick and Annabelle discussed:

Nick: We tok a portable DVD player on holiday for Max, so when we went
on a plane, he haBeppaPigi 2 ¢ 6 OK 2y | LI IySX L (K.
22daNySea FyR a2YSiKAy3 tA1S GKFEGE L G

Interviewer: So not the iPad?

Annabelle: If we had a wayf putting stuff on thafwe probably would, but

AGQa Y2NB 06SOlFdzaS AlG KIFra 42 o6S AyiSNy:
Like, if there was any way of downloading things on thatould definitely

dzaS AGH LT L O2dzZ R Ri2 Wiz RK20XdzF ¥ 2y (0 ;

Nick: You can, you can buy stuff off iTunes, like movies and things.
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Annabelle: Oh you can, can you?!

(25-34 years old, Norfolk, two childreaged 3 and 6 months

Here the decision to take a portable DVD player with a selection of BWDs
children to watch on the journey and on ttliday was governed not by careful
O2yaAARSNI A2y YR ¢gSAIKGAYT 2F RAFFSNByI
knowledge of theoffline video playing capabilitiesf the iPad. Since she did not
knowthat the device could play video content when it was offlii¢his content
has been previously purchased or rented from iTyrtleis option wasot
considered in the decisiomaking processAnd although her husband was aware of
this technical capabit 2 F GKS At RXI KS yS@SNI FSt i @K
that, as the iPad was her personal device, which was mainly used at home; and the
family also always had the technological alternative of the portable DVD player for
the times, when they needed twatch somethingffline outside the home. This
and othersimilaraccounts fronparentsshow that individuals often lack motivation
and do not rush to experiment with new technologies, which results in media
devices often not being used toefr full potental by either parents, ochildren.
aSRAI (S Gehyiicaf cBathéte@stics and capabilit@® likely to be
discovered over time, as the need for them presents itself and becomes urgent, or
when someone elsedglad A Y RA @A Rdzl £ Q&vaslthé daSeywithh 2y (02 A {
Annabelle and Nick. After the conversation above, Annabelle expressed her
excitement over trying to download things off iTunes for bkildren to watch on
the iPadwhen travelling next time they go away. This example shows that cleice
available to parents are not as unlimited as they might seem at the first glance, and
only by looking at individual narratives, the limits of the choice become apparent
(also see Haddon, 2006)
Anotherfadi 2 NJ G KIF G OF y &SN 2mazkifgdrocess A G FI Y7
the broadband speed, whigharentshave often mentioned when they were

discussing their home media consumption practices and the choices that were
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available b them?*. + SNB 2 F( Sy Linhakids) procksQ asRoSvOat rdiekl 2
device, apptation, service and format abntent to use was determined simply by
what worked,as poor broadband speeds meant On Demand and Catch Up services

were not an available viable option, wigarentshaving to go for offline options of

broadcast TV, in ordd¢o avoid¥R2 gyt 2 R (A Y S (DbnyiaR253# Yy (i S NF S NX

years old, Suffolk, two childreaged 2 and 6 monthsas broadcast TV on a TV set

WR2Say Qi o06dzZFFSNJ I YR ({Emily,2534yeasoldiNorfolk, 1 S 2 0 K
one childaged 5 months As Ary further explained¥{ { @ ® ¢KS 2yf & OK2A

{t26 ONRBIROFIYR YStya IftadSNYIFIGAOSE t A1 S
44 years old, Kent, one chiddjed 2. Research conducted by Bianca Reisdorf and
Anne-Marie Oostveen (2014) for the projesccess Denieshows that for many of
those living outside towns and cities in rural areas, both very remote and less so,
the experience of slow, patchy and unreliable internet connections was an
everyday reality, often being detrimental for personal andfpssional lives. They
F2dzy R GKFG WS@Sy Ay IINBlFa fSaa GKFy Hn
connection slows to far below the minimum of 2Mb/s identified by the government
Fd aF RSljdzr 1S¢Q O0wSAaR2NF YR h2aw 0SSy
activities and practices being virtually impossible, including online banking, web
searches for information, sending emaihd accessing audio and video content,
such as On Demand television servjéesinstance Mothers, who experienced
constant tine pressures and had a very limited amount of free time available every
day, as it has already been discussed earlier in this chapter, reported slow
broadband speed particularly frustrating and timesting.

However, even wherhie broadband speed improvethe memories of
buffering and the inconvenience of having to wait foe content to load often
preventedparticipants from exploring the newly availaldptions. As Victoria

explained:

241t has to be note that this limit of choice is not specific to the parenting audience,
and affects a lot of tieevision viewers across the UK.
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WL & deadvd®siféel that if you are watching something on the Internet

it takes a while to download, and then you sometimes get it buffering and
GKAY3a:I gKAOK Aa 2dzad F3INFGFraGAy3Id |y
Fa 0FR Fa Al HEAGRLORI gBEAAIRAYRdATE &
NB I f @& (NEP-34yéarsdrd Kdttiyighe8nshire) twe childraged 2

years and 3 months

When | asked Victoria about their broadband speed, she explained that they had
changed their internet provier and broadband package a while ago, so there was
no problem with the speed anymore, however, she still remembered On Demand
video services bag unreliable, and so she did nate them, going for recorded
content or DVDs instead. This example shows ithatnot just the broadband
speed that can be limiting the options of accessing content, but also the attitudes,
Wgl &8 y2TA yiakQ G K ( ndaKirg piScess &niomdéntedish 3 A 2 v
consumption practicesf the family.
When discussing the variety ofays available to parents to access and
watch television content in the home, it thus becomes important not only to
examine this choice and the rationale behind the decision making process, but also
to examine the limits of the choice. Factors, such asdat&chnical knowledge or
poor broadband speed, can stand on the way of parents exploring and embracing
the range of options available to acceligitaltelevision content for their family,
and lead to very conventional ways of watching television. Eaptor of what
limits the decision making process also draws furthiéention to the factthat
Wl dzZRASY OS OK2A0SQ Aa y2i0 | K2Y23Sy2dza Sy
some members of audience, will noteessarily be available to all.
Thissection of theO K | LJG SNJ KIF & (KdzaA SEIF YAYSR LI NE
process with regards to television services and applicatibmemonstrated that
LI NByiaQ RSOA&AA2Y | 02dzi ¢ kolchboséid SOAaA2Y |
particular situation is nbrandom, but rather individual ancarefully thought
through, and made on a case by case basis. NBy 1 8 Q RSOAaA2y | a Gz
application and service to go for could be influenced and motivatedhipus
factors, such as cost, availability and eenience as well as specific children
related considerations, such as what content they offer for childrHawever, this

section also drew attention to the fact that the choice available to parents was not
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unlimited, depending on both internal and extedrfactors, such as technical

knowledge of family members or poor broadband speeds.

We¢2 24y 2 N gD VIiGhling streaikidgd Q

Sofarhechapi SNJ KI & ¥ 2 O diciSiéhmakiyg piatedsBhry i &4 Q
relation to media deices, applications and saces.l nov want to focus on the
decisionmaking processes with regards to the specific formats of content, in
particular DVD versus online streaming (rental or purchase). To my knowledge,
there is currently no empirical research conducted on the quesbiofamily
I dZRA Sy 0SQa I & AnledeRi@raatsflafddhe NeRisiondkiagy S
process as to which format to choose, and in what particular situations or
circumstances. In academic literature on DVD or online streaming of film and
television programras, the discussion most often focuses on these formats
Wo2yauAalddziAy3a |y NI 27T th®audiendeBImith, | y R T NE!
2008134Mo p 0T WSEGSYRAY3I SERATANET LINR ONM DSR -
VavQ o. Sy ySiid B s se HilR 2007 Waltersy 3008); and offering
increasing interactivity for the audience (Bkmy and Westerfelhaus, 20C@).
However, none of the participants, who took part in my study, mentioned these
characteristics of digital formats as a detening factor in their decisiomaking
process, which pats to a significant gap in academicy RSNE G YRAY 3 2F | «
actual everyday experiences with digital home media formats. As this last section of
GKS OKIFLIWGSNI gAff -dii@SAQr [ t Rl AGRE BRS O
content, or interactivity that draws family audiences to DVD and online streaming
viewing (arguably because these qualities are now taken for granted and assumed),
but rather the reasons, which are much more personal amotionally stimulated,
while at the same time being governed by the logic of use and specific
OANDdzyaidl yOSa 27T afdthé pracic@dt pate@isgNE R @ f A @S a
Predicted frequency of watching a specific film or television progranmvaese
often mentioned by parent@s aniportant factor in the decisiomaking process
with regards to choosing the format of contethis was largely due to the fact that

children were very likely to want to watch the same television content more than
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once, with repeaviewing being reported by parents as one of the main

characteristic®2 T OKAf RNByYy Qa (.Paréhhavietheeforebarglia dzY LI0 A
that before they choose the format of a programme or a film they want to watch,

they carefully think it through and askemselves whether they think the family

will watch it just once or are likely to want to watch it again later, which in turn

influences whether they go for online streaming or purchasing a DVD. As William

explained:

WLF AGQa | FAf Yjusbrentivbegaise, yat know, weOK X &S Q
R2y Q0 dzadz-ffeée o6FGOK FTAfYa G66AOS>T o6 dzi
because films lik®espicable Mgethey will just watch it over and ovefhe

LegoMovie ¢S Q@S aSSy Al | o62dzi || KdzyRNBR
1AYR 2F 2dzR3AS G4KSGKSNI 0KSe& YAAKG gl yi
years old, Norfolk, two childreaged 5 and R

In this particular situation parents have to not only assess and predict their own
viewing behaviour, but also that of their chitdr, taking all these various patterns
of consumption into consideration, when making a decision about how to access a
particular programme oa film. This also indicates that the logictied the
decisionmaking processan change depending on tlstagein the life courseand
particular family circumstances, for example, having young children, who are more
likely to engage in repeat viewings.

As it has been discussed in the previous chapter, parents, who had very
limited leisure time and not enough of ibif watching a lot of television, often
identified specific programmes of interest and watched those exclusively, rather
GKFY WglaldAyaQ GAYS 2y O2yi0Syd GKIg &1 a
parents wanting to watch something specific, raththan television in general
participants talked about the advantages of the DVD format, as it could potentially
provide them with more guaranteed access, becafilses and television
programmes were muchore likely to be available on DVD, than viairoal
streaming As Annabelle explaine®# i K SNBEQa (KAa aASNRASa GKI G
FYR AdGQa y&R AVi QS yRiA®2YAy3I (G2 bSGFEtAE
G2 o0dz2 | 5 HZ34years olt, Nddélk, tvaichildreaged 3 and 6

months). Her husband Nick continued:
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W SIKZ LQ@®S y2G O2yaARSNBR o0d2Ay3 | 5.
L 3dzSaa AGQaz e2dz 1yz2é3 AT ¢S R2yQi ¥,
LYFT 2y t NAYSS ¢S GKSYy (C32yeasroR,SNI 6dz2 Ay 3

Norfolk, two childreraged 3 and 6 months

2 KIG0 Aad AYUuUSNBaldAy3a KSNB Aa (GKS RAA&AO2dzNE !
format: Annabelle and Nick only consider buying a film or a programme onibVD

it is not available via online streaming, as they are already paying for Netflix and

Amazon Prime, and do not want to pay extra for DN@mnilarly, as Donna

explained:

WeKSNBE INB 2yfteé OSNIFAY FAiftyad GKFaG S
obviousyweR2y Qi 1y26 GKI G dzydAfChistnesgdsS 41 G C
VacatiorE ¢S Q@S 320G GKIG 2y 5+253r 6S0OFdzaS ¢
Christmas. But yeghpreferOn S Yl yR NBIFft 83X 0SOlFdzaS A
then if | desperately want to waltcthat film againl Yy R AdnQ@& y 2 {

Demand, then we will just go and buy it, because that will obviously be one

OKFG 6SQff 1SSLI I YR £-B4iydafs ol BuSdik] twoy R 2 @
childrenaged 2 and 6 months

This examplelemonstrates that the decisiomaking process of whether to buy a
programme or a film on DVD or watch it on TV or via online streaming can be a
longterm process, with families often waiting to see, if they actually want to watch
something again or not, not trusting their own predictionduture video
consumption. It is important to note the language used by participants in these
examples, as when describing DVD purchase, participants often used phrases such
&4 WLI NIAOdzZ F NI & glyld G2 g G0KQ 2iNg WRSALJ
that decisions about accessing video content in the hamtée family contexare
not likely to be spontaneous, impulsiee accidental, but rather planned,
researched, thought through and justified, particularly when it comes to DVD
acquisition (alssee Haddon, 2006).

In the quote cited above, Donna mentioned that her preference of the
online streaming was influenced by the price, as well as other considerations. Other
participants have also mentioned that the price of the specific format, whethsr it
online streaming or DVD, often becomes aateatining factor in the decision

making process for parents, who often have to be very careful with finafates
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seeEvansandMcDonald, 2014)My study has also shovthat it was even more
important for sirgle parent households, or for households with only one parent
being in employment, where financial pressures were particularly high (also see
Russo Lemor, 2006). In these situations, parents often had to be inventive and
resourceful, and find solutions thavorked best for hem and their children, and
mademost sense for their family life and family finances. For exampglsjragle

parent Helen explained:

w2 S 3SG 5+5a 2dzt FNRY GKS fAONI NESZ
sometimes buy DVDs at the supermatkaut | only let them buy them if
GKS& NS fA1S o LRdzyRa 2NJ p LRdzyRa
aStSOGA2y 6SQ@S 320Gz AdQa |ff R2gY
NBYyd GKSY FTNRBY (KS A0 NHKydsa Kdrfglk, L
two childrenaged 7 and b

In this particular case Helen, who could not afford regularly buying DVDs for her
children and was not signed up for any television channel packages or On Demand
services, using only Freeview channels, choseti®n of renting DVDs from the
local library, making the whole process of going there with her children, choosing
and renting films and programmes, a special event, something they could look
forward to and enjoy as a family, making the most of the diffisituation (time
and finance wise) she was in.

Although the exampleg2 ¥ LJ- NXB vy disgtu@sedak e posttidn the
DVD format as somehow secondary to the online streaming, it was not the case for
all parents who took part in my study. For some of tparticipants having a
physical copy of their favourite films and television programmes, or in James
2 f0SNRQ ¢62NRaz WLy FNISTIFIOG G4KFG OFy
relJt F @ SR | YR NB,@vasaighly Srp@tardnbathindivViduabnd

family levels As Mary discussed:

W SIKYX FYR L KAyl 6S INB F o0AGZ a
but | do like to have a DVD to watch generally, or recorded on the box, you
know. But Stuart, he is a bit more of a collector. Sor@o%t (1 KS 5 +5 4
(35-44 years old, Norfolk, one chiédyed ).
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While for Mary herself the format is of less importance, she highlighted that her
KdzaolyR tA1Sa (G2 WwO2tfSOGQ FTAftyvya yR (St
Ot f SR WIiKNAY® @2F0 KOOSR ALIIZINOKIF 4S> | (K2«
GARS2 O2yadzYLIiAzy YAIKG 0SS O2y&aARSNBR W2
and Brown, 2008; Klinger 2006; Smith, 20@her parents shared that they

collected DVDs not only for themselvésy, their own personal pleasure, but also

for their children, wanting to pass their collection on to them. As Abigail shared,

WO@S 332G | fFNHS 5AaysSe 02ttt SOGA2ys> o6SOF
02 1SSLI F2NJ KSNE &2 X534 kKeard 8d, MoNdik, ofledaNltl Y I Ay
agedJ.{ AYAf I NI &z gKIG L KIFI@®S y20A0SR TFANAID
living room was two large bookcases filled with DVDs, not books. This DVD display
surrounded the television set and was the focal pointhaf living room. Tom and
{FYFIYyOGKIQa LI aaazyriasS Grtl Fo2dzi GKSAN Wi

impression of the importance of DV® them. As Samantha explained:

WL g2dA R &l &3 RSTAyAGStesr &8SIHKX L (KA
prefSNNBER (2 KIFI@S (KS LIKeaAOlf wO2LR8 X
and looking through things and deciding what we would like, or talking to

0KS 3IANIT A& l062dzi GKS RAFTFSNBYG 2LIA2ya.
2 SQ@S y2¢ NYzy =2 dganandwekeep adding Shehiedd O
CKIF0Qa 0GKS YIFIAY AaadzsSx L GKAY1l AdG €
walk into this room and you can immediately get the sense that we love

FAfYao ' YR GKFGQa €A1S | O0AFAnddeNL 27F
have that knowledge of all those films and television. So it says a lot about
dza | LIS3 ydarS 6, Norghkwins aged 5

For Samantha and Tom DVD as a format is about collecting and preserving the films
and television programmes that they love and treasure for themselves, as well as
for their daughterslt is about sharing their knowledge of film and television with

their children. It is also about expressing their identity and personality, putting their
hobby and passion on display to be aesthetically admired and enjoyed, as well as
passing on the information about their interests to those visiting their home. The
DVD then Bcomes much more than just a disc in a box, it becomes the means of
seltexpression, and source of communication with family members and other

people (also see Boddy, 2008; Hills, 206iOwever, even those participants, who
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were passionate about the DMBrmat, like Tom and Samantha, nevertheless
complained about DVD purchases leading to constantl ¢ Gt Sa (Terg, B3 a (i 2 NJ
34 years old, Norfolkwins aged . In this respect the online streaming format
offers a clear advantage, as it does not hamg elaims on the domestfamily
space.

DVDsand television box setseing given as gifts or received as gifts was also
a reocurring theme, with parentdgrawing a parallel between giving books as gifts
YR IAPBAY3I 5+5& | & 3IA TRy for (lka 06SAfyEa | SE Y
presents. As Jasonsharéd! o6A G 2F 020K L ¢g2dA R al &z 4&:
aleé L o6dz2 + 55 & I LINBaSyd FyR L Ff &z
Al YIF1Sa | (23ydars bliNBSoifdkyonertihged 5 months For
some parents, who did not generally have time for television viewing and discovery
of new content, receiving box sets as gifts from friends and family members was
also a way to discover new television programmes, and get motivatadtch

more television. As Deborah and Robert discussed:

5S02N)I KY LIQa y20 dGKIFIG 6S ¢lyd G2 Lka:
people get them for us.

w20SNIY |, SIFIKYX GKS@ FNX dzadzZ ffte LINBaSy.
lotof CSI ¢S Q@S 3 Sherldclksetie® and guffandiNKVS TrickX

4

5S02N} KY XY@& LI NByida FyR Y& &arxaidSNI o2
would oftensayd h K> ¢S F2dzyR (GKAa ySg aSNRSa
GKS 02E aSiHé¢ 'yYR GKSYy S INB ftA1S> a

(25-34 years old, Kent, three children aged 6, 3 and 1).

These accounts point to the rising legitimacy of televisionclvig seen as

culturally equal to other media, such as books and filwtsich have a long history

of being considered good quality gifslso seeNewman, 2011)Other participants

KFgS ta2 YSyYyiliAz2ySR GKIG GKS@& Tl @2d2NBR |
WY20Af SQ &l ol YA (yAiSKEAtsoS|Ehink sorieffosiyReauld We over,

and | saydOh, have you seen such and s@eh, you must borrow this D\HDéand

@2dz OFyQl R2 1 K[2%34 gears did, Norolk Awins &geddi2thish S & Q
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context DVD offers a symbolic connection to other people, both in terms of the
content, which connects people through shared interests and tastes, and in terms
of the physical object, which can be gifted, loaned and borrowed pasded on. As

Emily has shared

W, SOldzaS AG Aa Y20AfS a ¢Stttz a2 AF
or family, then you can take it to their house and you can watch it with

GKSY® 2 KSNBI & A, Fouhkré lnited ® deditchingdtyhoneKS 6 2 E
LI NI A Odzt | 484 yeafslol@ Slotfalk, dne ghitdjed 5 month)

¢KS WY2oAtAGeqQ 2F GKS 55 Aa aiNBaasSR KS|
that they can easily take the DVD and watch it anywhere, also noting that they do
not see how this is possible with theOf 2 dzZRQ F2 NI G adzOK | a 2
renting.

These two accounts show that the observation made by Aaron Barlow in
Hanp Fo02dzi | dzZRASY O0Sa o0 SWyFR WKANS sO2AKF 2 NIA
(200527) still stands. The audiences can in factacdé$t WOf 2 dzRQ 0O2Lk 2 7F
purchased films and TV programmes by accessing their iTunes, Netflix or Amazon
Prime account from anywhere, however, it requires certain technical skills and
1y26ft SRAST HKAOK INBE y20 NBIFIRAf &2 deRAT Af | 0
F2NXYFG adAatt Kra | f2y3 gke G2 32 0ST2NB
FNBESQ: | & G K SuchdkBVahavedecomeln theMdnddfiits users,
particularly family audienceSimilarly, there is still thetigma around thé? O f 2 dzR Q
format that it is not safe and trustworthy, and can disappear at any time. As

Samantha discussed:

WL aGAff KIFI@ZS GKAa gehmdldgitafiykahdliosedtkK Sy L
theni Kl 4 Qa Add ' YR LQ@S KI R {whérdl SELISNR

bought something and then we had our computercrdsly R L g1 ay Qi |

to find the code for itso | lost that. So physically having it means that |

1y2¢6 0KI G -34 yeirs @dSNoKolk Qwing agpd 5).

This issue connects with the onetbe broadband speed and reliability discussed
earlier in this chapter. Although computer technologies have advanced, and there

are multiple backup systems offered to users, meaning that their files are safe, even
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if something happens tore of the devicespn which they arestored;users still do
y20 GNdHzad GKS WOt 2dzRQ F2NXI (& Fa YdzOK | a
the fact that DVDs can also be lost or easily damaged.

The diversity of accounts provided by my participants showsttiee is no
WNR IKI Q2 RANMNBaNFEINDE | OOSLIitoftSQ ole& 2F
when it comes to the choicef formats. Instead, paren€lecision making process
reflects the personal circumstances and attitudes of a specific family, which means
that an inquiry into how parents make decisions with regards to the formats of
televisioncontentis also an inquiry into everyday experiences of parenting and
family life. As suctthe section has showthat this decision making process had
direct connections to the stage in the life course and parenting, as parents reported
OKAft RNBYyQa O@OASgAYy3ad KroAda G2 o6S Iy AYLR2N]
young children, who werenore likdy to engage in repeat viewings, often
encouraged parerstto purchase video content, rather than digitally renfTihe
choice of contenformat can also be seen afrategy used by parents to deaith
the financial pressures; as a wayn@nage the domestic space; as a way to

connect to other people and shagy S Q& shoyas Bealsfisetfxpression.

Conclusion

To conclude, this chapter hasntinued the discussion of the diversity and
complexity of media technology in the home, as experienced by parents ona day
to-day basis, started in the first and second chapters, and offered an exploration of
the processes that happdreforetelevision ontent is actually accessed and
watched.It hashighlighted the importance of various aspects of accessing digital
televisioncontent, such as the choice of media devices, applications, services and
formats, for the overall experience of watching telewvisfor audiences, at the
alYyS GAYS SYLXKFIaArAaAy3d GKFG FdzZRASYOSQa alLl
such as parentingglay an important role in how these choices are understood,
accepted or ignored, acted on and practidedaudience®n a dayto-day basis.

The chapter has therefore argudigat before even starting to watctelevision

content, parentengage in a decisiomaking process, as to what is the most
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enjoyable, convenient anskensible way to access and watekevision content
that answers speific family needs and experiences of parentiige chapter thus
offered a needed insight into the issue of audience chgipeoviding aoetter
understanding of how televisioconsumption choices are madhy parents as a
specific audience groum the domestic settingand in the conditions of family
everyday life
As such, this chapteshowed K I § LI NByiaQ RSOA&AZ2Y | &
to choose when accessing television conterg often governed by the
considerations around timeommitment and tne investmentthe amount of work
and planning that is requik ease and instance of use, as well as ease and
convenience of access to specific contdrat parents wanto see; and how well
the device isuited forfamily viewing.The chapter has also amined the
correlations between the choice of media devices and gender, with a specific focus
on mothering and fathering experiencd=or instance, the chapter showed that
there isa close connection between the use of portable media devices for the
purposes of television viewing and other media activitiaed specifi@xperiences
of motherhood,d dzOK | & o NB I a (i fiesdfdr fime Ior tReM3elVed.i K S NA Q
The chapter has also addressed the issues oftheti A 2 Y £ S 2F LI NBy (& ¢
making process withegardto various television servicesd applicationsand how
parents make choices between online cloud formats and physical reléEses.
chapterhasthusRS Y2y a i NI G SR { Ké$aboutlwhaNt®lglisicnQ RS OA & A
appliation, serviceand formatto choose in a particular situation is not randam
universa] but rather individual and carefully thought through, and there are a lot of
different aspects of television viewirng the family contexthat parents have to
take into consideration before thayake this choiceAt the same time, this choice
was notover-optimisticaly considered to be ultimate by parents, atiis chapter
has revealed multiple limitations in thehoice of options and decision making
process linked to both internal and extern&ctors inLJ- NXBhgnmeir@dia
consumption, suc as lack of skills arlcdhowledge, o inadequate broadband
speeds.
To my knowledge, there has nbéen any research that particularly
addressedthe proces2 ¥ | dzRA Sy OS Q awittR&@dsdiodighta)) Y I { Ay 3
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television viewingwhich makes this chapter a novel contribution to the field of
home media consumptigrand academic understanding of how and why audiences
accept or reject specific features and offerings of digital television and its
technology At the same time, this chapter has also contributed to parenting
studies research into the everyday experiences of parents and the strategies that
parents employ to deal with everyday pressures of parenthood, by demonstrating
how certain choices of the ways a€cessing television content wenghly

strategic and aimed at easingl NXBfifain@alpressureskeeping children safe

and finding a balance between individual and family needs.

2 KSYy RA&aOdzaaAy3a LINByitaQ RSOAaAZ2Y YI (.
to choose, this chapter has very briefly touched upon the issue of individual versus
collective viewing. The following chapter will address this issue in greater detail,
andquestorK 2 ¢ RAIAGEHE (St S@GAaArz2y @GASgAy3a | yR
such as media multasking, are affecting family relationships, and potentially
OKFffSyaay3a GKS y2aA2y 2F WFlIYAfe G23SiK.

happy family life andelationships.
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Chapter 4ReO2 Y FAIdzNAYy3I GKS O2yOSLIi 2F Tl

Parenting, television viewing ithe home and media multitasking

Introduction

As he previous chapters have showelevision and media technology play
a huge role in how domestic life is organised, practiced and experienced by parents.
However, while focusing on how parents use television and media technology to
achieve certain goals or to deal with specific experes of parenting, so far the
discussion has not addressed the issue of how they can potentially influence family
relationships and family communication. This chapter thus addresses this issue, and
examines television viewing and the use of media technploghe context of
family relationships and family communication. It particularly investigates the
O2y OSLJi 27F ¥ Ywhichemy gaitigipadsinkSighiédSaact Q >
emphasised as the most important part of creating a happy and satisfying family
unit. The chapteexamines how parentdiemselves experience and understand
togethernessand how this concept and this experierare affected byeveryday
practices of television viewing and the useneédia technologyn the home.

In doing so, the chapter avks with the debates around contemporary
family unit and relationships within that unit in both family studies and television
studies. | am combining these two subject areas, as they significamtiplement
each other on this matter. Television studiesvi a long tradition of examining
how television and media technology intersect with family everyday life and family
relationships, as well as paying attention to contemporary media practices, such as
media multitasking, something that family studies da egplore that much and in
that detail in their studies of the family unit. At the same tirttee analysis offered
in this chapter is enriched by the use of relevant conceptual frameworks from
family studies, such@& YA f @ Qa y S3I20GA I A 2o0detherGeisg SSy
which aim to grasp the full complexity of the relationships and experiences within
the family unit. The chapter will demonstratieat media technology isemtral to
family time together With televison viewing being the key meaactivity regarded

in this way)while at the same time exposing the wayswhich this is being
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increasingly challenged by media multitasking, which does not only affect the
everyday practices and ways of living, but alse ¥ery attitudes individals have
about family life parenting,relationshipsand communicationBy focusing
particularly on individual personal experiences of parents; on how parents
themselves understand and experience family togetherness in their esgriyeks,
full of pressures and constraints of parenting; and on howuhigerstanding and
experience araffected by television and media technology; this chapter offers an
original empirical contribution to these debates. It examines the place that
television and media technology occupy in family everyday life and relatiohship
from the standpoint of parental experiencesnd the complex ways, in which media
practices are contested and negotiated within the family @amtl the practices of

contemporaryparenting

Literature review

Family has a long history of being studied and understood as a vital
component of the social system that helps to promote and maintain balance,
stability and order in the larger society (Allan, 1985; Lull, 2988dd, 1985)Fears
of the disintegration of the family have been an ongoing concern, and family
stability has been a popular object of discussion in both public and academic
debates. Due to the social, cultural and political importance of the stable and strong
family wnit, the issues of family relationships (the ways, in which parents and
children behave towards, interact and deal with each other), and family
communication (the everyday exchange of information and sharing of emotions
that enables parents and children talfil family functions, avoiding conflicts and
maintaining good relationshave stimulated a wide rang# research, theorising

and criticism from a variety of theoretical perspectives and within many academic
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disciplines (Lull, 19889)?°. Family togtherness, which is most often
conceptualisedad KS aidl 4SS 2F o0SAy3a 0O0ft2asS (2 2ySQa
ALISYRAY3I GAYS (23S0 roSchidrénihashees goisiAaied adl NIy S|
important aspect of the strong, stable, happy and satisfyargily unit Bjornberg
and Kollind, 2005Malinenet al., 2010Miller, 1995;Vanobbergeret al., 2006).
{ OK2f I NB KIFI@S I01y26f SRISR UGKIFIG GKSNB Aa
however, it has been argued that regardless of the family type, togreessg the
balance between individuality and collectivity in the famiiy vital for the stability
of the family unit Bjornberg and Kollind, 20028).2° Although in family studies the
role of television and media technology is not often consideredre¢ito how
families experience and practice togetherness; for decades, media and television
A0K2f I NA KIS 06SSy aiddzRéAy3a OF NA2dza YSRA
relationships and the processes of interpersonal communication (Gunter and
Svenneig, 1987; Lull, 1980, 1988Silverstone, 1994; Morley, 1986, 1988, 1292
particular, studying television in the context of family life, relationships and
communication has been a major approach to the study of the medium from its
early beginning. Itherefore becomes important to understand how the medium of
television has previously been analysed and understood in relation to the family
unit.
As various theorists have indicated, from its early beginning, television has

been seen and promoted as firshd foremost damilymedium:Wi KS K2 Y S

25 For more on family relationships and communication, see D&deklry and

Marianne Daintor{2002)Maintaining Relationships Through Communication:

Relational, Contextual and Cultural Variatitwwndon: Routledge; Nathan Epstein et

al. (1993%he McMaster Model View of Healthy Family Functio®@irg AY CNZR Y |
Walsh (ed.Normal Family Processebhe Guilford Preskondon pp. 138160;

Laura Guerreroa and Walkfifib 6 m ¢ @gme thitgs are better left unsaid: Topic

avoidance in family relationshi@&wmmunication Quarterj\ol. 43(3), pp. 276

296; Ascan KoernemdMaNE | yy' S CA ( TowdrdaNBednjof Ramily n v 0 W¢
Communicatio@@mmunication Theoyyol. 12(1), pp. €®1; Anita L. Vangelisti

(2012)The Routledge Handbook of Family Communicationdon: Routledge

26 In my own discussion of togetherness in ttigpter, | am taking this theoretical
definition as the starting point, while at the same time being sensitive to how my
participants themselves understood and discussed family togetherness, aiming not
to impose theoretical conceptualisation on their exj@srces.
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magazines helped to construct television as a household object, one which
0SSt 2y3aSR Ay (SKide1990: M6 klIso&see Sphigel098:0) Hawever, it
was not simply emphasised that television belongechmfiamily home, but also
that it had a specifizaluefor the family unit, having th@ower to bring family

members closer togetheAs Deborah Chambeexplained:

Waring its period of inception from the late 1930s to the 1950s, television
was promoted a a domestic technology that fostered family harmony. In
the postwar period, popular media images of 1950s nuclear families
gathered around TV sets to watch programmes together were powerful
symbols of domestic stability after the turbulences of World Wdr Q
(2012:70, also see Groening, 2011).

ltthusKk R 6SSy | adadzySR GKIFId Wgl G§OKAYy3a GStS@)
activity, television audiences had been commonly conceived of as families, and it
also implied the home being the main site ofei@lsion consumption (Davies,
2010:149; Lull, 1990:148; Mackay and Ivey, 200Mdrjey, 1988:27 Rayge,
1991:169; Turner, 2011:42). This was not simply the discourse promoted by the
industry, but the discourse that soon entered the social and culturakihghand
imagination, firmly positioningelevision at the centre diamily everydaylife.
It has to be noted thabther media havelsobeen researched in terms of
their potential to bring the family parents and childrercloser togetherDeborah
/| K YOSNEQ OoHnmMHO &aiddzReé 2F bAYGSYR2 2AA 3|
demonstrates how such platforms succeeded in signifying video gaming as sociable,
NBaLSOGlrofS YR WFFYAfe OSYGNBRQI gAGK |
individualisedfamily leisure. Similarly, in their recent stukgllyBoudreaua and
Mia Consalvob (2014) were looking at the ways, in which social network gaming
offers new spaces for collective leisure for familtbsit transcends geographical
boundaries, increasesialy interaction and expands social ties, adding new
dimensions to existing family relationshigshus media in general have been
researched as beinglag part of family everyday life, particularly of shared leisure
time spent together, and therefore ofteseen as amtegral part of family
relationships and communicatidi©hesley, 2008;ull, 1980; Mackay andey,
2004; Moores, 2000; Morley, 1988).



However, not all research on media in the context of family life regards
media as benefiting family relatiships ad communication betweeparents and
children. here have also been some anxieties in both academic abticpdebate
surrounding media anthedia technologiesand their negative effects on
relationships and communication patterns between parems ahildren (for
example, see Turkle, 2011). such contrasting research, media and media
technology (particularly portable personal devices, such as music players and
mobile phoneshave been analysed as privatising and individirgidavingthe
potential to create private autonomous spaces or protective bubbles for their
users, with the possibility of limiting or switching off altogether the unwanted
interaction with others (Bovill and Livingstone, 21 ivngstone, 2010; Morley,
2003:448). It haslso sometimes beeargued that due to te advances in media
technology, itggrowing accessibility over time, and the multiplication of media
devices in the home, the vision of a communal shared living room, which is often
seen as central to family life, Ba 0 SSy NBLJX I OSR o6& WwasS3aYSyi:
privi 1S aLJ OSaQ 184D)NEtsTgily naemhbers marackng with their
personal devices more, than with each other, resulting in the lack of sociability, the
WRSYALFE 2F (KS kepivatd QRM @I RMzF T 1IMBNRBISYT R yid
YR Wi A@GAY ILIGNITBSITKESMNI OriiTheasiimantthatthasan Y
particular relevance to this chapter, is thahas also been noted that the
omnipresence of personal digital communication ¢eve distractive effects on
LI NBydaszs gA0K WSYIyAfla RSAGAIOS/TD froimy/falEmong YO (i ATy
to their children who are right there in front of them (Dunn, 2014).

The fact that contemporary television viewing is no longer limitethto
television set, but also happens on various portable personal devices, which have
the potential to separate and disconnect individuals from each other, leaditigeto
decentrali$ G A2y 2F WiKS -SetNd-thRAvingNR/2 O dEoet SOA AA2Y
instances of individual nowommunal viewingWricchiqg 2011:34 alsoseeHartley,
2009; Mackay and Ivey, 2004; Morley, 2088ange, 2011; Turner, 2011; Turner
and Tay, 2009 raises a question of how television is actually experienced today
and what its relatiorto family togetherness and the practice of parentisgThis

chapter aims to contribute to the debate in the field of media and family life

148



identified above, and explore how television and media technology are aised

more importarily, thought of in the cotext of family everyday lifdamily

relationshipsand parentingoy parents themselves, bringing in an often missing
parentingaudience perspective on the matteks | will argue in the following

discussionit is not simply the se of media in the home that is pattially

changing, with parents and childreising a growing number of media technologies

on a daily basis, with media practices often overlapping, shaping and altering family
relationships in the process; but rather pgiégi & Q@ GSNE dzy RSNRB UG Y RA Y
as family togetherness both in the relationships between the parents, and between
parents and their childrerthe understanding that is influenced Byl YA f @ Qa dza S &
media and media technologYhe aim of the chaptes therefore not to examine

G§St SOAaAA2Y OASgAY3d YR GKS dzaS 2F YSRAL
family life, but rather to explore the experiences of parents, and the ways that

media use and television viewing are contested and negotiates#t on specific

attitudes and views that parents have on family life, relationships and

communication.

Television viewingand family time together

My gudy has showrthat whendiscussing family togethernegsrents
more often than not mentioad various mediaand media technologieis such
conversations, pointing to the importance of media in family everyday life more
broadly, and in family joint leisure time more specificallglevision was the media
that has been mentioned most often in thisgard, remaining central to the home
media environmentalso see Lee, 2013)espite the academic and public hype
around televisiorincreasinglyp SO2 YA V-AONB 84/ 0 | W Faziyiy D> KA IK
personal, private and custonable, leading to parents and idfren being able to
access content from a growing amount of devices, platforms and spaces both inside
and outside the home, therefore making it a less social experience (Bennett, 2011;
Mackay andvey, 2004; Rizz@007; Strange, 2011; Turner amdy, 200); families
still very often use itogetherin the shared living roonParents drew a direct

connection between television and the living room, which in all householdghweas



spaceused by parents and children to spend time together, often being referred to
as thefamilyroom.! & A f £ dza G NI G SR &We oftelSviatCh TW &vitha NI & LJ
sky as it's in the family room where we can all sit together and have access to all
OK | y yB&Hardy,2534 years old, Norfolk, one child aged 1

¢tKS g2NR Waz20AlftQ gla 2FGSy dzaSR o0& LI
descriptions of television viewiA§ emphasiig that no matter how many ways
there are to watch television content in a private sedf, shared social viewing
G23SGKSNI gA0GK 2y SQ&a LI NIy S NpérighBero2 NJ OKA f R
watching television® i St S@AaA2y &S0 I,8cakdcialA & OSy (NI f
Sy @A NP (NaISyw2532 years old, Norfolk, one child aged ¢ + a Aa | a;:
GKAYy3 FyR Ifft O Frin®3%48 yedr«koltl, Nor@INIre yhildSdgaés A f & Q
not giver). Similarly, a Nina wrote inthe surveWw?2 S Sy 22@& gl 0 OKAyYy 3
Ye araidSNRa 6KSy ¢S |t 3ISH2 NI)28ST KSKINEZE SK (T
(83544 years old, London, one child aged 2). In this context televisised as
LI NG 2F SEGSYRSR FlrYAt@ 3AFGKSNAy3Ias ONBI
different family members, both adults and children, who might haviedent
interests and tastes, bringing them together around the screen; as well as being an
WSPSYy i Qs a2YSUKAY A & LIS OAshare ahdydiBocusy. ;hYh2 N> 6 f S
surveyDonnaalsoy 2 1 SR G KI G ( YieS @S domthohin@resE g A y 3 W
Somehing to discuss, laugh about, watch intenglyi 2 3 S %32 Kelrs old,
Suffolk,two children aged 2 and 6 monthdn this case watching television
together again is more than simply spending a few hours in the presence of each
other; it is also aboubhaving something in common, having a source of discussion
and laughter. In the further interview Donna shared that after so many years
together, her husband and herself often run out of things to talk about, particularly
now that they have young childremd spend most of their free time at home,

having very limited social lifds Donna shared, SI K® L& 3IABSE &2dz &

2" For more on social uses of television, Sekka Korttd H n Muitidimépsional

Social History of Television: Social Uses of Finnish Television from the 1950s to the
20002 elevision and New Medi&ol. 124), pp.293-313 James Lul|1980)

Family Communication Patterns and the Social Uses of TeleR{@mnmunication
Researchyol. 7@), pp.319-333.
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GFrf1 Fto2dziz RSTFAYyAGStEed ¢KSNB AayQi YdzOK
a2YS2yS HnNnkKkTI YR KI @AY gsodethinytdwalchdara = @& 2 dz
2LISY dzLJ £t A1 S | ¢ KZBASeays Sld, SubdkyiaZzBilbkEnlaged 2 v Q
2 and 6 monthg Here television becomes a coping mechanism for parents to deal
with the changes brought by the experience of parentihglevisiorin some ways
has temporarily replaced going out for food, to the movies or meeting with friends.
For Donna and her husband television was an important way to fuel the
conversations and maintain communication with each other, as having two young
children ras temporarily limited their social life and interaction with others.
Accounts like this demonstrate that for many vieweedevision is still first and
foremost an important social activity, a facilitator of communication and social
interaction, to be shared with the rest of the family, very much like it used to be
before its digitalisation (see Morley, 1988). BlausDieter Rathhas put it,
television is not so much about viewing the programmes, as it is about being
WFEY2y3 GK2asS oK2 KI @S @GASH6SR KSYQI 0SAY:
discuss it with others1©8837; also see Morley, 2013hephercet al., 2006.
Watching televisiontogetheg A § K 2y SQ& LI NIYSNJ Ay GKS
was also often named as ativity for parents not some casual pastime that goes
dzy y 2 0 A OSRZ 0dzi RI&R Aj@GhdiSearentispéRtogethd8 itk | £ W
each other.In the cotext of parenting time constraints imposed by the
experience of having children and the need to devote them a lot of time and
attention, as well as investing a lot of emotion and energy into the practice of
parenting- television can thus be analysedasool used by parents for maintaining
close loving and intimate relationships with each oth&s.some of the participants
have discussed!L dzadzl t f& gl GOK ¢+ LINRPIAINIYYSa gAl
G2 R2 0(23S0KSNE (Gapbyz3x84yaR ol@ FomérsetSongichild | Q
aged2)WL (G 3IAPSa Yeé KdzaolyR FYyR L | oNBF] G2
F2NJ I 0AG 2F LISIFOS FyR ljdzA Sz ¢rdme, faz 7T
25-34 years old, Norfolk, two children aged 2 andTBlevision viewing was thus
often seen asrelaxing andntimate time for parents: to be together in a close
proximity of each other, and in physical contad#a y dzZ33f SR 2y GKS az2¥

the presence of each other and being entertained at the séime. Particularly
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parentsof young childrerhave talked about feeling exhausted by the time the
SPSYyAy3a 02YSasx ¢gAGK GStS@AaAA2Yy O0SAy3a | &
activities that they had energy for, anehich they could ddogether; sometling
that takes the mind off things and allows relaxation in the close and intimate
company of each other. For busy parents, who rarely had a chance to just be
G023SGKSNI 6A0GK GKSANI LI NIYSNE GKSaS Y2YSy
children, wereexperienced as highly intimate, and therefore were treasured and
cherished.

As these examples have demonstrated, television is often seen and
experienced as central to family togethernes LISY RAy 3 GAYS gAGK 2y
andor children in the context beveryday life inside the family home. In certain
circumstances media technology and media practices, such as watching television,
gla Fftaz | éle& (2 SELSNASYOS LKearAlOlft Ay
of work and childcare K I @A y 3  Ynolérruptedl ¥ySeldren and household
duties. In all these accounts family togetherness and intimacy in relation to media
use were understood as sharing one space and one content, often being able to
form conversations around it, and with it being thelyp media activity involved for
all participating family members. Such past time was referred to by my participants
Fa WhdzZ £t AdeQ GAYS (G23SHGKSNE YSIFEYyAy3a Al K|
reinforce relationships and communication between family nbens (also see
Daly, 2001;Kingstonand Nock, 1987; Kubey, 199B)owever, as the following
sections will examine and demonstrate, this definition of togetherness and intimacy
is being increasingly challenged mgw media technology and speciiicedia
pradices,such as media multitaskingshich more often than not require family
members to revisit their attitudesand practicesmaking them complex and
contradictory at timesWithout making a claim thathe use ofmediaand media
technology is the only faor in this process, the following discussion will
nevertheless examine instances when media use does pose a challenge to family
relationshipscommunication and togetherness, leading to changes in attitudes

towards familycommunication andogetherness
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Media multitasking,family relationships and gender

My research has showhat the idealistic visiowf family collective
television viewing together for the purposes of maintaining and reinforcing family
relationships, which was shared by most of thatjcipants in my study (86.8% of
participants answered that television was important for their family life, with 79.6%
of participants highlighting watching television mainly in the company of other
family members, rather than by themselves), is beconmmage and more difficult
to achieve and is increasingly complicated by media multitasking, which is
becoming very common in contemporary householdédeVoorveld andVargot
gy RSN D220 RSTAYS YSRALF YdzZ GAGFA1TAY3I |
activity at a time or multiple exposures to various media forms at a single point in
GAYS FT2N G6KS al Y0333%2F Rthdugh @B & goputaridtitn that
it is particularly young people who are media multitasking the most, with a majority
of acaden works focusing on youth and its media multitasking practices (for
instance, se®ardhi et al.2010;Christersen et. al2015; Jeong and Hwang, 2012),
the very assumption that media multitasking is more prevalent among young
people than among older ageaups has not been thoroughly tested and there is
no sufficient empirical @dence to support this claim. A recent Ofcetady of
YSRAI Ydzt GA G addia sidtitaskikgrissuaderinkeh hy altiast every
person. Almost every adult (99%) in the Digiay study recorded conducting two
or more media activities at the same time at some point during the week. Adults
spent an average of 2 hours 3 minutes per day simultaneously consumingy tw
Y2NBE YSRAI &6 HIsaESan 20058 andirpystudy supports this
finding as well[However, while providing some insight into how people consume
broadcast media, how they use websites, and what people might do while media
multitasking, most research on multitasking to date does not tell us anythingtab
the actuallived experiencef media multitasking practices, particularly in relation
to family everyday liferelationships between family members, and the practice of
parenting which can be regarded as a serious limitation of such research, as it does
not uncoverthe consequences of such media practi#e8 NJ A Y RA AhtRedzl £ 4 Q f

interviews | have conducted, | therefore tried to find answers to the questions of
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how media mititasking wasexperiencedhow it wasaffecting everyday life, family
relationships and communication between family members, and whether it
changedchow parentsunderstoodand experience family togetherness.
While media multitasking was an important paftmy researchit often
was notme who broughtmedia multitasking up in conversations with my
participants. Rtner, it was something thaparticipants would mention themselves
when discussing their media use, pointing to the fact that media multitaskiag
actual lived experience, of which audiences are very aware and conscious, which
makes it deeply rooted ithe contemporary everyday life, and thus an ever
important object of academic inquiry. Participants talked about getting distracted
from watchirg television with their mobile phones and tablets, often offering their
own opinion of why it might be happenindgt happens because 2dza i GKAY | &
320 (G2 OKSO]l a2YSUKAYy3aHE{I a2 L R2 OGKFG I
everything else atK S & | Y &ictdrik, Z84years old, Nottinghamshire, two
children aged 2 and 6 monthsf)A G Q& 2dzad GKIFG fAFS A& 0dza:
GNEB (2 LJ24&aaAiof(Abighl2253H4 yeardiald, Norgolk, oné drid<aged
2). These responsehiow that in the discussion of media multitasking, partidylar
in relation to family everyday lifand parentingit is important to mention that
media multitasking is not always a pleasarperience, something that individuals
simplywanttodo, butcy’ ' f a2 68 SELSNASYOSR & | LINB
G2 2F GKAYy3aQz G2 OFGOK dzLd ¢A0GK ySgasz 7T
countless notifications, messages and updates; pressure to fit in more activities into
the same amount of free timélhis igarticularly the case for parents as a specific
audience group, who often experience time constraints and have to come up with
solutions as to how to maintain and keep up with various aspects of their lives,
including work, child care, social life, hobdignd interests (also sé&oxburgh
2006).
While media multitasking is often researched as a new phenomenon of the
digital era, which suddéf & KI LIJSY SR | yR dige¥toladrdatr G SR Ay
extent (Szekely, 201210), some of the parentsvho tookpart in my studydid not
see it as a radical change, rather seeing it as just one part of a much larger series of

constant everyday life distraction$his was particularly the case for parents with
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youngchildren under the age of .or example, Colidid not see media
multitasking being all that different from other distractis that he experienced on

a dayto-day basis, having a busy life of full time work and caring for a young child:

WL GKAY]l @2dz {AYR 2F 3SiU gaph&e G2 0SA Ay
gSQ@S 3F24 1 tAGGES Y2yA(lG2NE tA1S oloe
upstairs in bed, that would go off, and then we sit here, thinking is it gonna

stop or do we have to go upstairs, so you are forever pausing something and

going upstairsand then you probably put washing on and you have to take

A G 2 dz84years éldy, Norfolk, one child aged 2).

For Colin ad his wife media multitasking wamt a massive distracting force,
becatse their attention and focus weraready spliinto multiple segments, which
wasthe result of their busy lifestyleand having to combine work with child care.
Media multitasking wasised by Colin and his wife as the means of affording more
time for all of their medh-related interests, which hatb be squeeed into very
limited free time, a necessity like everything else (also see Collins, 2008; Foehr,
2006).

While being a necessity and often also experienced as a pressure, media
multitasking is nevertheless becoming deeply integrated into the routinesnays
of living, making it difficult for individuals to avoid. Abigail talked aljording
herself to stop media multitasking, just trying to focus on one tlgmgatching
television with her husband in the evening, which required her to majlsi remove

the device she gdlistracted with and place it out of reach:

WXIYR L (YyS L ¢FyGSR G2 LINRPLISNIe& ¢l G
2dzi 27T X f)\l O2YLX SiGSt &sonthieledge N Y YSZ
sofa, | wouldcheck it quite regularlyolr Facebook, | belong to a lot of

CFrO0S0221 3INRdzLIA X | Yy R34lydad ald, NogfolkSovid A f (K.
child aged 2).

The struggle of avoiding media multitasking was reported by other participants as

Sttt a2YS 2F 6KAOK ¢Syl a FIENIIFa OFffA
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W.dzi L Y FRRAOGSRI L YdzaAadG FRYAG® L |
withsociallE RA I @ {23 AdGQa tA1S | greé G2 1SS
YdzYX ¢KSy gAGK fA1S CFLOS62213 &2dz { Ayl
R2 XQ &%42 years did, East Sussex, three children aged 3, 6 3nd 10

Both Abigail and Sonia expressed frustration with their inability to avoid or stop
media multitasking, as it becomes a familiar habit and a way of doing things,
something that happens almost unconsciously.

It is particularly important to highlight here # it was mainly female
participants who felt bad about their media multitasking practices. The previous
chapter has already demonstrated that the use of media technology in the home is
gendered, and that women (mothers) were more likely than men to begusi
personal portable devices for various media activities. However, what needs to be
IRRSR G2 GKIFIG FAYRAY3I A& GKIG g2YSyQa dza
often secondary, being conducted simultaneously with family television viewing or
other acivities, becoming a media multitasking practice. In this context, women
oftentalkedr 6 2 dziT W3ISGiAYy3I o0SGAISND Fiw | G2ARAY 3
important it was for themtheir family lifeand relationship with a partneihis
finding is new to the stuglof media multitasking, and why it might be considered
and experienced as a negative practice by audienaesidus research has looked
at the negative effects of media multitasking, notingnitreasing cognitive load and
significantly decreasing inforation processing capacity (Christensen et al., 2015);
disrupting compehension of information (Jeong and Hwang, 2012; Voorveld and
van der Goot, 2013); and decreasing memaiyang et al.2010). Howevemy
reseach has shawn that what makes individualee media multitasking as
problematic goes far beyond these negative effects, being deeply rooted in
AYRADGARIzZ t Qa @ASg6a 2y NBfFGA2YyaKALAS Tl Y.
gender being a specifically important factor in how media multitasking was
regarded and experienced.

22YSyQa NBalLkRyasSa |o62dzi YSRAI YdzZ GAGI
roles within the family are still highly gendered. Although some research provides
evidence of the growing expectations of greater male participation in chiégd@nd

therefore the blurring of the boundaries between the roles of a mother and a
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father (Miller, 2011); several longitudinal studies shovegdincrease in gender
differentiation during and after the transition to parenthood (Araujo Martins et al.,
2014 Bjornberg and Kollind, 20085owan and Cowan, 2000; Glabe et al., 2005;
KatzWise et al., 2010Cristinal NI dz22 al NIAya Sd I f oQa N

&
QX

W during the transition to parenthood, the couples still organized
themselves based on traditionabimeworks, in which mothers assumed the
role of primary caregivers and their entire availability, and fathers took a
secondary role of provision and support, showing a relative absence
G261 NRa OKAfR OFNBQ oHnmMnYmMono®

Their research demonstrated the widanety of experiences and differences

between male and female practices, as well as showing how highly gendered social

and cultural meanings assigned to the roles of a father and a mother determine

how individuals expeence these roles, as well #g expectations, values and

beliefs they hold with regards to them (Araujo Martins et al., 200¥9men,

mothers, who participated in my study, felt bad and guilty about media

Ydzft GAGFa1Ay3a: 06SOlFdzaS GKSe FStid GKIFEG GKS
devoty 3 FdzZ t FGGSydAz2zy (G2 GKS S@Syay3a (St S¢
with their partner and children, and not spendik#nougttzime with the family. In

the families that | have interviewethoth parents had certain expectations and

ideas aboufamilylife and family relationshipswhat makes a happy family, how

parents ought to communicate with each other and their children, how families

ought to spend time together to maintain and reinforce strong family relationships

¢ however, mothers had a are acute sense of responsibility when it came to

actually working on achieving these ideals (alsoGe&anand Cowan, 1999). As

Ulla Bjornberg and AnrdarinKollind have pointed out:

Whenwomen assume the responsibility to make sure that everybody in the
family (particularly the children) are fine, they may risk egdip in a spiral

of demands of god housekeeping and for providing the best possibilities

for the childrerX These notions d@s normative guidelines, and are more

or less negotiable in the concrete relationship. However, it is based on the
idea that women have the chief responsibility for the home and the
children. This meanshat they will carry the blame if they cannot liwg to



the levels of ambition whether they belong to themselves, the husbaod
0KS NBYI AYAYA005BtHNNR dzy RAYy3IaQ 6

What needstobe addedid KA & f Aald 2F RSYlIYyRa Aa GUKS Y
T I Y, Adalisdlion of thevisionof a happyfamily life andhappyfamily
relationships which isyet another aspect of family lifdtnat women felt responsible
for.
Thus medianultitasking ha®ften been reported as problematic by
mothersdue to it having the potential to disrupt family togetherness anuh
family intimacy, for instance, by causing disengagement and fragmentation during
family collective television viewing. Howevery mesearch has also revealed that
YSRAI YdzZ GAGFalAy3a sFa aSSy Fa yz2i 2yfe
televisbn with the family, but from other family activities as well, such as playing
with children or having a family meal together, which somenothersfound even

more alarming and worrying. As Ahigdescribed:

WL GNB (2 YI1S I OpyobyiaNII@SRASTE2NE
RSOAOS GAYSQ |a YdzOK F&a LlaairotsS F Oldz
Fgl@éd ' yR AGQa <D NNy dot t§lave itiat sRdinyey’ S NI | &
table, becausgou can easily look at something, and then ghsitting there

eating, and we are both looking at something else, and then the telly is

of FNAYy3 YR y2 2-g45eafsald, BdrfalkOdod ofiild agedi X Q 6 |
2).

Although in theory media multitasking is a problem that can be solved egsyly

turning all of the devices off participants reported being stuck in their habits,

when media multitasking happens almost unconsciously due to the time pressures.

This example shows that media multitasking was experienced as negative because
women felt hat it was taking theiattention away from their children anpartner,

replacing the actual facto-face socialisabn with other family members with

virtual communicatiom ¢ KA OK gl a y2id aSSy Fa (0KS WNA
O2YYdzy A Ol 4GS g.ATheke is2lgoS Matif oF duilt telf byothers who

often regarded media multitasking as a kind of failure in their parental rales

spending enough time with the children, and not devoting them full attenttbis (

issue will be discussed in moretdil in chapter §. As CristingAraujo Martins et al.
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KF2S T NHdzSRY (GKS | OOSLIWiSR YSIyAy3a 27
OFNB T2NE FFNB O2yailydate @aAartlyd | yR
dictate the pace and choices to be madlet KSNJ 6§ KI'y GKSANI 24y AY
Mono® Ly 2iKSN EmeldiieilgaypaentfdStAldi@rul&E LIS NJ

ax
(Vo))

around other aspects of everyday life, including media consumption practices.
Thus the connection can be drawn between media multitaghkieing seen

as problematicfor parenting in general and mothering in particular, as participants

mentionedthat media multitasking has not been a big issue for them before they

had children, as they had more spare time andssér sense of responsibjli

Female participants in my study expressed mixed feelings and a constant sense of

dilemma in their everyday life in relation to media multitaskingpich can be seen

as an experience &€ollisiortdf interests between love, familyand personal

interests and needs; between autonomy and family togetherness (BediBeck

Gernsheim 19951-2; Bjornberg and Kollind, 200b7). This was particularly the

casein situations when contemporary practicesich as media multitaskintaced

specific familydeals- a vision of a perfect family life that most of the participants

had in their mindalso seeCutas 2014) This vision was very often nostalgic,

AYFEdzSYOSR o0& LI NILGAOALIY(GAaQ 26y YSY2NASA

romanticised. After tading about the importance of not using devices at a dinner

table, Abigail continued by saying:

WIyR gKSYy ¢S R2 R2 0KIFIG LINPLISNIes ¢S
fashioned, we were both born in the 1980s, so we are 80s kids, and we are
probably the lasgeneration where everyone sat around the table and, you
1y26z KIR I NRFadg 2y | {dzyRlI& FyR (K
y2adadlrt3aAxlr GFrft1Ay3s AGQa R2yS dza ¢St
YdzOK | & 6S @34 yearF ddNNdekSaddxhild agpd 2).

Abigailuse$ A GNRYy 3 62NR WLINRPGISOGQ KSNBX gKAOK
devices and family multitasking hébiaresomehow threatening family life and

family togetherness, taking something important and integral awawnfit. This

feeling was not unique to her, othéemaleparticipants expressed similar feelings

as well, particularly those with young children, who were still searching for a

F2NNdzA F 2F | WKIFLILR FlrLYAteQ OGKIGO O2Yo0AyS:
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technobgies and media practices with more traditional, nostalgic and idealised
notions of what family life should be like, so that there is closeness and
understanding between parents, parents and children (also see Spigel, 2001).
Negotiating these mixed, oftecontradicting visions is a huge part of contemporary
family everyday lifend parenting with there being no common shared rules and
codes of behaviour, witindividualshaving to find and establish them for
themselves.
As len Ang (1991) has argued, thatien between media and audiences is
not just a matter of negotiations between the audiences and media texts. Rather,
GKS LINRPOSaa 2F YSRAI O2yadzyLliaxzy ONBIGSa
possibilities for structuring social relationships, identitesRanRS & A NBa Q ¢! y I =
1991:109).The discussion above has shotlat the practice of media multitasking
thus has direct connections with how individuals understand and experience family
life, relationships, communication and parenting. It becomes not simply a
theoretical concept, but an actual lived experience, which has to be negotiated and
contested, and which can be experienced as a necessity and pressure. While media
multitasking has been proved to be a practicedertaken by almost every perspn
the ways, m which it is experienced and thought of, differ significantly, with
mothersoften feeling guilty about media multitasking and therefore seeing it as
highly problematic. Media multitasking becomes a problem when it is seen as
threatening family relationslpis and togetherass, something that mothers in
particular feltan acute sense of responsibility for. However, my study has also
revealed thatwhat individuals actually considertolieSAy 3 (23 SGKSNJ gA G|
family variesfrom family to family, as well as from individual to individual within
the same family, which further complicates the relationship between television and

media technologyand family life, as | will discuss in what follows.
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The vaying and contradictoy concept2 ¥ FI YA f & iHiektdStd KSNYy SaaQ
television and media technology

As the discussion in this chapter has alreadgwn media multitaskindghas
to be constantly negotiated and neegotiated by parentdn order to find a balance
between the need to engage with various media in a very limited free time, and the
need and responsibility of spending quality time with the loved ones, uninterrupted
by media multitasking-dowever, n the families that | have interviewed there was
no shared consens as to what placeelevision and media technolognd the
practices revolving around them should occupy in family life for it to be considered
WK I gl fPe right balance between work, leisure and individual
interests/hobbies, where family membersrmmunicate, get along and spendni
with each other. The concejff family togethernessvasvital for all ofthe
participants,neverthelesst wasunderstood and experienced very differently
which hadsignificantimplications for family relationships.

Within onefamily attitudes towards family togetherness can vary greatly,
creating misunderstanding, tensions and conflicts between family members.
instance, single mother Rachel had a completely different understanding of what it
YSIya (2 offdm thal of ReSdaugiGasn

WhtADBAl SAaLISOAL f f &dedahtBRbedadse sh&kdoes ¢ S0 a A
and uploads her art, and it is also like a social network. And so sometimes

when we are watching a movie, | catch her eye, and she grabs my phone

andL Ol GOK KSNJ ftA1S 2y GKSNB fA1S GSEG?
her, yeah, because | figure it should be our time together. And Isla is the

same with her iPad. She will sometimés2 dz {y263> fA1S RAaSy3
tryX kind of when we are watehg a family movie, then we should all be

together watching it, discussing it as a family, as opposed to everybody kind

2F FNIIAYSYGSR:I fA1S Al azySdyexrsSa KI LILI
old, Norfolk, three children aged 16, 12 and 7).

For Rachemedia multitasking was not only negative because it took away
attention from the television programmes that were being watched by the family,
but also because itsod in the way offamily television viewingogether, and it

was this togetherness that shveas trying to protect and reinforce. As Rachel has
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shared, she found it extremely difficult to have time together with her daughters,

free from media devices and media multitasking distractions, which for her was the

definition of family quality time togiaer. For Rachel watching television

programmes or films together was of vital importance for family life and

relationships, when the whole family comes together, united by one shared media

text and social interaction around it, and not fragmented by imhial media

activities;as there were nothat many other activities that she could do together

with her daughters due to limited free time and resoes (also see Schmitt et al.,

2003). She therefore thought of media multitasking as social disengagewiaict)

was taking away the closeness of collective family television viewing, feeling

annoyed with her daughters and often hurt by their disregard of the family

togetherness. Her daughters, on the other hand, did notrseeliamultitasking as

problematicory 2 G WoSAy3a (23SGKSNRI IyR 2FGSy NB

remove the devices, which was a constant cause of misunderstanding and conflict

in the family, negatively affecting family relationships.
Thisexampledemonstrateghat within one family theranay be different

dzy RSNAR UGl yYRAY3Ia 2F gKIFG WoSAy3a (23S0HKSND

media, thus causing conflicts and upsetting feelings. However, while it can be

argued that these disparities in the understanding of family togetherness dieze

to generational differencebetween Rachel and her daughteessimilar situation

could be observed between Tom and his wife Samantha, who were of the same

age. In the interview Tom was complaining about Samantha using her phone when

watching televisia together with him, which he saw as rude and hurtful:

WL 3 Svary angsyNaByou when you are always checking your

LIK2Yy SXXLGQa 2dzad NHRSX L OFy dzyRSNRG I
with all these devices and stuff like that. | mean it as a joke, but | can

dzy RSNR UGl YR K& A0Qa o0 S0OwafsoldlNorolk,i 27F |
twins aged 5).

¢2Y dzaSR aidNRy3d ¢g2NRaxX adzOK a WFHyaNeRQs
FSStAy3da o6SNB OFdzaSR o6& KAY y20 o0SAy3a o

media multitasking, not seeing why she would getdicted by another device
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while they were doing something together in the intimate presence of each other.
| 26 SOSNE { I YI YIKI Qa dzyRSNRGIYRAY3I 2F 06SA
GAOK 2ySQa LI NIYSNI 6 a OSNE tRisifieFIeNBy (X &
actions hurtful or disrespectfiu1 S R2Say QG fA1S YS dzAaAy3a 2
FNE g1 GOKAY3AX 1 fUK2dzZ3K L R2y QG aSS Ad | &
0 K A(85B4Yyears old, Norfolk, twins aged 5). For Samantha, toge#ssrand
intimacy meant being together in the same room, even if doing separate things. She
lovingly talked about sitting with her husband, while he was playing computer
games, while watching something on her iPad or chatting on social media, sharing
the spce and time, not the activity. Similarly, she did not regard media
Ydzf GAGFa1Ay3 a4 RAASY3IFIASYSyd 2N wy2id oS,
way of doing things together, which was no less intimate or shd?eglious
research hasound that women and men have different views on family
togetherness, with women being more inclined to think about the best interests of
the group, whereas men were more inclined towards individual neBgsiberg
and Kollind, 20020). However, this example of holom and Samantha
understand togetherness shows thatdza & | & A Y RAGARdzI t Q&4 GASSH
cannot always be explained by generational differences, they also cannot simply be
explained by gender differences. Both men and women, who participated in my
study, reasoned around ideas of autonomy and togetherness in a variety of ways.

It is important to notethat Abigail, who was talking a lot about how
multitasking is damaging for family togetherness, replacing face to face
communication with virtual one, anldow she wanted to protect her daughter from
this (see the discussion above), in a different part of the interview expressed a

completely different view on the concept of togetherness, when she said:

WSQff 41 G§OK &aA2YSUKAY 3 gehd SiekK®&NG 2 NI | {
us is watching the programme we like, while the other one is just on the

iPod or reading a book or doing some paperwork, but we are together for

GKS S@SyAy3as &2dz |y Beyrarsior \WoridlK bné K 2 dzNJ
child aged 2).



While in her previousiccounts media multitasking appeared to be detrimental to
family togetherness, distracting family members from each other, here being in the
same room as each other, even if doing separate things, counted as being together
for her. Seh contradiction was experienced by most of my participants to a greater
or lesser degree, and can be seen as a symptom of the process of negotiation of the
place ofmedia technologiesand practices in family everyday life, which takes effort
and time.

Fa some of the participants using media technology with other family
members did not count as family time together at all. As William and Megan

explained:

William: And then the TV goes off about an hour before bed, so that they
can calm down. AndtheycaS I R 6221 & X

Megan: Yeah, we always make sure that it is off at least an hour before bed,
and we usually do something together, like a family thing together, instead
of watching a screen.

(3544 years old, Norfolk, two children aged 5 and 2).

C2NJ 2AfEfAFY YR aS3aly WglkiGOKAYy3 | aONBSy:
playing video games, was not associated with family time together, which led to

them creating specific rules around media use in their home, restricting it at certain

times of theday. William and Megan contrasted using media technology with other
activities, which for them were more meaningful, shared and family oriented, such

as reading a story out loud, playing with Lego or playing board games together.

However, contradictory tohis account, in the same interview William has also

talked about their family traditiog movie night on the weekends:

W2 S KIFI@S Y2QAS yA3IKG 2y 6SS{SyRaszx az
OKFANR | NRPdzyRX ! YR 51 yASmhatiékatdahd YI 1S f .
draw posters, you know, pretend we are at the movies, which is quite cute.

¢KI 0Qa 32 2 R-4A%yearsiold, Norfelkaf6chiltrerpaged 5 and

2).
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Here media activity, such as watching a movie, is surrounded by many other
activiies g KA OK ONAYy3I (KS T YA tdeatin@adigwing S NI F 2 N
space by rearranging furniture, making popcorn, makiogematickets and
drawing film postes, which William lovingly talkeabout, using it as an example of
their happy famili A YS® ¢ KA & SEIFYLX S 3FAy O2y (NI RA
A0FGSYSyd Fo2dzi y24d O2yaARSNAYy3I Wgl G§OKAY:
F3lLAYy aK2ga K2g FlLYAf@Qa NBEFIA2YAaKALI gA
forward or set in stone, Wt is rather constantly changing and evolving, while at the
same time also changing fam@lyda dzy’ RS NA U | y Rdlatichshipstand¥ I YA f &
togetherness.
The discussion of the role of media use in family togetherness, how it is
understood and practiced biamilies, makes an original contribution to the debate
around family relationships. Prmws research has already shotirat families have
to negotiate independence and subordination in relation to togetherness
(Bjornberg and Kollind, 2005), however, tlude of media in these processes have
not been acknowledged until this current study. The examples discussed above
show that the attitudes that parents had abotlite use oftelevision and media
technology in relation to family life, relationships and tdgetness were not
simple, straight forward and universal. They show that contemporary families can
hold more varied forms of togetherness than was previously acknowledged and
examined. The attitudes that individuals have towards media practices and family
togethernessntersectwith each othercan differ a great deal, and cannot simply
be explained by generational genderdifferences Family life, relationships and
communication is thus a complex and constantly evolving process, where family
members haveo negotiate media use, establish andestablish rules around it,
and make sure that it makes sense for their specific family at a specific point in

time.
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Conclusion

To conclude, thischaptétas & YSR (2 Ay O Sexpededcsai S LI NBy
family relationshipsand communication in relation to television and media
technology. It has focuseah how parents understand and experience family
togethernessand on how this experience is beiaffected bytelevision viewing
and the use of media teciologyin the home ora dayto-day basis. Following len
ly3Qa GKS2NBGAOIT L2 aAa A apaspadeiiviich OK I LIG S NJ
watching television can begin to be understood as a complex cultural practice full of
dialogical negotiations and cont@sgions, rather than as a singular occurrence
whose meaning can be determined once and for all in the ab<¥5@81:99) The
chapter has thus looked at the personal narratives of home media use within family
relationships, drawing out individual experees and views, rather than trying to
draw definitive conclusions as to how television and media teauohffects
family everyday relationships and communicatidimne chaptehas showrthat
T I Y Arfedia@Qsis central to family togthernessand is moe often than not
regarded agjuality time together, pointing to its potential to enrich and help to
maintain communication between family members, with television viewing being
the key activity regarded in this walowever, this chapter has also examined
diverse ways, in which togetherness in relation to media use has to be constantly
negotiated by parents, with media practices, such as media multitasking, posing
challenges to family communication and relationships. Media multitasking has been
examined as dved experience, which teeply rooted in theeveryday practices of
parents and ways of living. It was demonstrated that media multitaséamgbe
experienced a a necessity and pressure, as well as besggrdedas problematic
for family life, with trere being significant gender differences in how media
multitasking is experienced and thought of in the context of family life.

This chapter has demonstratekat it is not simply the use of media in the
home that is potentially changing, with familiesng a growing number of media
technologies on a daily basis, with media practices often overlapping, shaping and
FEOGSNAY3I FlLYAf@ NBfIFOIA2YyaKALA Ay GKS LINE

of what counts as family togetherness both in the relasbips between the
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parents, and between parents and their childrdiine importance of this chapter
lies on the fact that it brings television and media technology to the forefront of the
discussion of family togetherness, and highlights the richness angleaity of
LI NBy G&aQ SELISNRASY OSnrelafioh tofomefidediaipradticeNB £ | G A 2
The chapter has demonstrated that television and media technology play an
important role in how family togetherness is understood and practiced by families,
contributing to existent knowledge of how families negotiate independence and
subordination in relation to family life and relationships. It showed that
contemporary families can hold more varied forms of togetherness than was
previously acknowledged and exarad.

This chapter has drawn a strong connection between media use in the home
and the experiences of parenting, showing how childrelated considerations
f SFR G2 LI NBylaQ -thhkidg yharimgdiapradtidesi TnBlA y' 3 2 NI NJ
following two chaptes will develop this idea further, with chapter 5 looking at how
and why parents might encourage children to use televisinod media technology,
seeingvalue in its use; and chapter 6 contrastingly examining the reasons
motivating parentstomanag€ 2 Y i N2f ' yR f AYA(l OKAf RNByQ:z

ways and circumstances.



Chapter 5. Children, television, media technology, and parental views
2y GKS @l tdzS 2F OKAf RNBYyQa YSRALl dz

Introduction

~

¢KS LINBQOA2dza OKI LJASNAR KI @S | f NBFR& RA
viewing and media use practices are directly linked to the experience of parenting,
and various considerations that surround it. The last two chapters will continue this
discussion ad focus primarily on the television and media related rules (both
allowances and restrictions) that parents establish, and that are influenced by what
parents think about children, their upbringing, development, happiness, safety and
future success. Thadt two chapters will demonstrate that the relationship
between parenting and media technology is not straight forward, but rather often
O2y 0N} RAO(UZ2NEY gAGK LI NBydGa SyO2dzNF IAy 3
technology in some instances (as it Wil explored in this chapter), and limiting
and controlling it in others (as discussed in chapter 6 that follows).

This chapter in particular is asking a question of whether there is any value
Ay OKAfRNBYyQa (StSgAaArz2y WApammsy 32 LZANY Ai2KyS
While the majority of research o® K A f Rbidi i@ focuses on the perspectve
of children, this chapter will specifically examine the attitudes and practices of
LI NByda Ay GKS O2yiGSEG 2F OKRardbNBag Q4 Y SR,
I NJH dzBiléhbod H&© always been as much about the imagination and actions of
adults as it is about physical child@B084a:37). It therefore becomes important
to examine the place of television and media technology in everyday chiidgga
YR SEFYAYS OKAfRNByQa YSRAIFI dzasS Ay GKS
Parenting literature on this issue is insufficient, and there are considerable gaps in
knowledge of the place of televisi@and media technology in childrearing and
LJ- NB yeiyda@ colsiderations around it. As such, the majority of research on
OKAf RNBYyQa GStS@Ararzy @OASgAy3ad FyR GKS dza
O2yGSEG 2F LI NBylGAy3dI F20dzasa 2y GKS Nm&A
LI NBy i aQ latageSandlimitit, ldading ¥ the academic knowledge of
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parental mediation styles and strategies being extensive. However, at the same
time, understanding of what motivates parents and also other members of the
family toencouragechildren to use media technology is far from being
comprehensive. Thus this chapter aims to fill in this gap, and examine the ways, in
GKAOK LI NByda dzyRSNBRUOFIYR YR YI1S aSyas
the context of parenting. It is explorighyLJr NBy & aSS @ fdz2S Ay Ol
media, anchowthey encourage children to use media technology and maintain an
2y32Ay3 NBfIFGA2YAKAL 6AGK franitie edrly 0 N2 RdzOA y
months of infancyBy focusing on the positive amshcouraging attitudes of parents
G261 NRa OKAf RNByQa YSRAIF dzaS Ay (GKS O2yi:
to contribute towards a better understanding of the place cédiim technology in
the home,O K A f R NJand e prattisedPaienting.

As it has been the case with previous chapters, this chapter is engaging with
GKS RSolFGSa FINRdzyR OKAf RNBYyQa (StSgrarzy
and media studies, and parenting studies. And it is aiming to offer a new
perspectiveonparenid | YR OKAf RNByQa YSRAI dzasS Ay
subject areas. In particulathe aim of this chapter is to move away from the
RAAO2dzNES 2F WNRA1Q OSNAdza WoSYSTFAINQS 6K,
studies, because parental motivans are often so diverse and complicated, that
they simply do not fit into this discourse. Similarly, | want to steer away from the
analysis of parental encouragement of the use of media technology in terms of the
lack of parentchild attachment, low paneting selfefficacy, or parental disinterest
in childrearing a commoraccusation in parenting culture, which is not often
interrogated by academic researdbee 2014b8; Nathanson 2015134). What it
YStya (2 06S I Ww3I22RQ LIskMSayidiknowlgdge whll bel K | LILIR |
required fromchildren in the futureare theexamples of théactors that can
motivate parents to encourage their children to use media technology and maintain
an ongoing relationship with it, which makes this issue an impodaea of
investigation for both media and parenting studies scholars, as it allows researchers
not only to examine everyday television and media use in the home, but also
LI NByiaQ 6ARSNI gASga 2y OKAfR dzZLlONAYy3IAyYy 3

technologyfor children and their future



Literature review

Before | start the discussion of how parents understand and make sense of
OKAf RNBYyQa GStSg@Ararzy @OASgAy3ad FyR YSRALF
academic arguments made abozdntemporary children and their media use, and
draw attention to how this issue has been studied previoustyL@éslie Haddon has

pointed out:

WisimLI2 NI I yad (2 I médiNGve adpen®d gkagiually because

there are often claims about the uniguexperiences of the current

generation of children when in fact practices deyged (and were

negotiated with parents and other ads) over time by different

ASYSNI GA2ya 2F OKAftRNBY |yR &82dziKQ OH.

It is therefore not my aim to argue that medperiences of contemporary

children are radically different from what has been observed before. However, as

51 @AR . dzO1 Ay 3 Kwoid alicd e a mistakelrS drclude that we have
seenitald SF2NBE 3 +FyR (0KIFG y2iKAsyhae dbservedhatQ o wH N
Yaimily expenditure on entertainment media (both software and hardware) has

been increasing exponentially over the past decade, both as a global figure and as a

LINR L2 NI AZ2Y 2F K2dzaSK2f R AyO02YSQ dmedzO1 Ay 3|
that British children spend on online media, for instance, doubling in the past

decade (BlurRoss and Livingstone, 2016; Ofcom, 20201%3). As Kjartan

hil Faazy SaG Ffd KIFS | NHdzSRZ WLYUGSNYySaG dz
thorougf & SYOSRRSR Ay OKAf RINGhérvardsRI Af & f A @S2
contemporary children do not simply occasionally have access to one or more

media technology, rather thelyve in multi-media environments, saturated by

media technology@avies 2010:17230ggin 2012:87; Livingstone 2007:8; Morley
2003:448Vandewater et al., 2007:109David Buckinghardiscussedhe rhetoric

(that can be found in popular commentary in fields as diverse as academic,

commerce, government, education and youth activisthde<ribing contemporary

OKAf RNBY YR &2dzy3 LIS2LX S +a | WRAIAGI §
through its experience of digit@ 2 Y LJdzG SNJ § SOKy 2t 238Q 6uHnncyY
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and popular debatesamtemporary children are often being referredtda WRA I3 A G | f
YIGADPSEAQ> Wyl adz2NIf 02Ny ySi oFloSaQ FyR W
of interacting with a variety of digital media platforms and content (Buckingham,
2006:1; Selwyn, 2003:358; Steemers, 2011:160). As David Buckingham has argued
Wa2dzy3d LIS2LIX S ¢S INB G2ftRZ FNBE WRAIAGLH |
technology and have a natural fluency in usingas compared with their parents,
GKS WRAIAGIE AYYAINIY(HaQr K2 gAftt I fagl &,
dzy O2 YT 2 NIi | 06 bv¥er, despitemhe ¥efelirated digital capabilities of
children, media participation for children always dependsaonesswhich has to
be facilitated and granted by parents or caregivers, who will in turn play a
O2ya4ARSNI 0t S NERf Sonlegia, atkulies RWEBIyiddia, arBiE LJ2 & dzNB
responses to mediaalthough their role is not always acknowledgend examined
in whole detail and complexity(Davies, 2010:177; Nathanson, 2015:1Ri&ken
andSchols 2015:3424.

Research on children and media oftiErruses on the risks surrounding
OKAf RNBYyQa dzaS 2F YSRALlF (SOKyz2ft23& | yR LJ
(Cingel and Krcmar, 2013; Meiriekal., 2009 Schaarand Melzer, 2015;Vaalaand
Bleakley2015) ® aSRAFGA2Y YR Y2igdciviiedJsytidas2 F OKA f
television viewing or gaming, has been established as an important parental
responsibility(Faircloth 2014:30; Walshet al., 199826). Excessive media use and
WLy (i SNY S {GerttilR & al.CeO MG iffitks, 1996); inapproprate sexually
explicit or violent content thaencourage W O 2 LJ8 O (i QProved6 L9gIA 2 dzNJ
Thornburgh and Lir2002 Tomopoulot al., 2014; WilsorR008); cyber bullying,
grooming and abuse&Jlafsson et al., 20)3&re just some of the widely researched
and publicly discussed dangers that children can potentially face while using media
and media technology, and parents are being actively encouraged by policy makers,
22dz2Ny I f Aaidaz LI NBYyGAy3ad WSELISNILIAQ yR | Ol
activeB  Y2YA G 2N I YR NI 3 dzZKehiyR010K% lfedcy NBYy Q3 Y SRA
2014a69; SchaarandMelzer, 201558; Tomopouloset al., 2014546). As David
Budkingham has argued, most N5 & S NOK 2 F OKHadbRaNBE Y Qa4 Y SRA
preoccupied with the search for evidee of negative effects; and much of it has

beenbasedonimplOA G f &8 OSKI @A2dzNRAAG FaaddzYLIWIA2YyaQ
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3L AY I OFRSYAO (1y2¢fSR3IS 2F GKS LRaAGAD
context of the home and contemporary parentinghile offering very useful
insights into the issue of the contemporary mediated home, childhood, and their
constant negotiation by parentsyorksfocusing on media risks to children and
parental mediation however, pose a danger of creating a esided pcture of
OKAf RNBYQa YSRALI dzaS3> LI NBdfild kefatiotshipd A (0 dzR S &
with regardsto media technology.
Most recent research has already started to demoats that anxiety is not
parentsCmain response to the media, and that in nyarespects parents can
actually be rather positive about the internet and other digital technologies
(Livingstone, 2016 Likewise, the everyday reality, which | had observed while
conducting my study with UK families, is that media use is not alwaysiseen
ySalriA@S O2yGSEGTZ Fa NRaleé FyR KINY¥dzZ & |
restricted by parents. On the contrary, children are ofearcouragedo use media
technology in the home, in the family context. However, while our knowledge of
parental mediation styles and strategies is extensive (for a summang lsaleroff
and Nathanson2008 SchaarandMelzer, 2015), our understanding of what
motivates parents tencouragechildren to use media technology is far from being
comprehensiveThe issue of parents encouraging children to use media technology
and to maintain an ongoing relationship with media is not addressed very often in
the literature, havever, even when it is, it frequently lacks empirical evidence, and
is often presented in a limited context, mainly focusing on the reasons and
motivations around¥ O 2 Yy @ Sfygr baBeyit§) Sv@rlooking many other motivagjn
factors (Buckingham, 2009:122013:8; Vandewater et al., 2007:100%).this
chapter | will thereforedcus particularly on this othdess covered side of the
debate, exploringvhy andhow parents might encourage children to use media
technology, introducing it int® K A f R NJ ghearly orjard Scw theseJ
LI NBy Gl f LINFOGAOSE INB O2yySOGSR 6AGK LI |
contemporary society Y R Odzf § dzZNBE® ! LILINR | OKAyYy 3 G(GKS Aa
from this angle will allow the following discussion to examiné dRRINB Y Qa Y SRA |

Ay (GKS O2yGSEG 2F LI NBydGAy3ar SYLKIaras
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use, and investigate diverse parental views on the affordances of television and

media technology for children.

] KAt RNBY YR WaONBSy&aQ

Before starting tle discussion of how and why parents might encourage
children to use television and media technology in the home, | want first to introduce
the ways, in which parents themselves ik 6 2 dziiT OKA f RNBy Qa YSRAL
I O02dzyia 2F OK afidRHeE vie®si on Yt SR Jotten alaseBt from
academic discussismon the issue. Yet, as | will argue in this section, it is very
AYLRNIFYyG G2 SEFYAYS K2g LI NByida YI1S as
ideas will then influence the rules that paremstablish around media use inside the
FILYAf@ K2YSs +fft2gAy3 OKAfRNBYQa YSRALI dz
it in others.

In those families, where children were allowed to use television and media
technology on a daily basis (see chaptefiodthe discussion of antnedia homes,
GKSNBE LI NByida aSNR2dzafte NBaAaUNAOGSR OKAf R
television and media technology as being of vital importance to children. Depending
on the age of children, various media werated differently in terms of their
AYLRNIFYOS F2NJ OKAf RNByQa fAQOSar HAGK &
television more than all other media, and older children spending considerably more
time online?®. Since the majority of research participants haddren under the age
2F pI GKSe 2FGSy RA&aOdzaaSR GKS OSYy(dNIf A

lives, where television was the mmamedia used by children onday-to-day basis.

28 |n their recentChildren and Parents: Media Use and Attitudes Re@ddpm has
FNBdzZSR (KIdG GKS (GSt SOAaA@amost&erydayby &0 KS 2
YF22NRGE 2F OKAfRNBYyQ> Fa ¢Sttt Fa oSAy3a
by children (2014:6; also see Bhullar et al., 2014; Livingstone, 2010; Marsh et al,

2005; Steemers, 2011; Tomopoulos et al., 2014; Vandewater, 0817).

Television has also been nominated as the main media activity that children aged 5

Mp Wg2dz R LINSFSNI (12 R2 ¢ KSyAndwhieslger 1 KS OK:
children (1215) also spend a considerable amount of time on their phones and

goingonline, younger children prefer the television set to any other device, and

spend more time in a typical week watching television than doing any other media

activity (Ofcom, 201¢4).



For instance, when askedl television would be missed if it wasiddenly gone,
William offered the following responsé&Phe kids will probablyehve! And move in
g A 0K 3 N35HR¥arsiel®, Norfolk, two children aged 5 and 2).

| 26 SOSNE OKAf RNB Y Quot liited t6 Wetalekidoy seIA S g A Y
but also @curredon other devices, such as PCs, tablets, mobile phones and other
portable devices capable of playing video content (also see Marshall, 2009; Ofcom,
2014c). And the choice of content was not limited to live television broadcast or full
length televison programmes, but also included shorter video clips found on
,2dz¢dz0 S S KAOK YySOSNIKSt Saa oSNB adatf N
parents and children. &entsthus often described their children as beirgg ease
with all media technologypften choosing alternative devices to watcliverse
television contentthe trend that could be observed across all year groéyssBrian
a father of two teenagershas mentioned, Waé& {AR& ¢ G6OK Y2NXB
2 dz¢ (4658 gears old, Bristol, two ddren aged 14 and 17). Similarly, as Willjam

5

a father of two young childrergshared:

WKS 1ARa INB O2YLX SiSte GFr1Sy G2 G§SOK
LIK2yS 2NJ Y& LK2yS AT GKSeé IINB Fftf28SR
phonesandstarg I § OKAy 3 addzZFFzZ 2N KS At R&ax
2y | yeé (-&4egais old, Baofak, two children aged 5 and 2).

In such discussionsJr NBy da g2dzZ R 2F0Sy FAYyAaK (GKSAN
- fAGGHES aONBSyQs AYRAOIFNIGAY3 GKFG g1 GOK;
smaller screen would not btheir first choice (see chapter 3 for the discussion of

parental viewing prefeencesand choicey while children dichot mind it at al often

not seeing a difference between watching something on a television set and
watching it on a smaller portable scredhis also worth emphasising thabne of

the parentsthat | have intend 4 SR KIF R I (St S@AaArzy aSi Ay
trend that was highly popular less than a decade ago (Vandewater et al., 2007).
wSaSI NOK O2yRdzOGSR o6& 9fATI06SGK +=FyRSéI (!
young children (one fifth of-Qo 2-yea-olds and more than one third of & 6-year

2f RavQ KIR | GStSOAaAz2y |@ddnirasth parenisknBd NJ 0 SF

participated in my study (both surveys and interviews) wareeh more likely to have
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a portable device, such as a laptop, al&d, a mobile phoner a game consolér
their children to use, rather than placing a separtgtevision seh y G KS OKAf RN
bedroom. Parents often explained such a decision by highlighting the -multi
functionality of portable media devices, which cduldot only be used for television
viewing purposes, but also for playing games, going online and other media activities
that children might want to pursue (see chapter 1 for the discussion of multi
functionality of media devices used in the home). Pareeported not seeing much
LJdzN1J2 &S Ay | aS02¢@Rdzi By SPand v Yadr@ldlle | a A
Sy2dzZAK G2 |yasSN GKS ySSRa 2F OKAf RNByQa
highlights contemporary expectations that individuals have in m@ato media
technology. It can be argued that multinctionality of media technologyis
becoming a cultural expectation, particularly in the context of everyday family life.

The fact that children are using multiple media devices in the home for a
variety of purposesexperimenting with devices, applications, services and content
results inthe boundaries between different mealidevices used in the home, as well
as different media practices, becoming increasingly blureddo(see Buckingham,
2013).Forinstance, vhile | was interviewng Annabelle and NioRR5-34 years old,
Norfolk, two children aged 3 and 6 months), they gave theie@rold son an iPad
to watch some cartoons via YouTube to keep him occupied. However, in an hour that
| have spent in thie home, he was not simply watching cartoons, holding the device
still and sitting in one place, but rather moving around the room with the device,
interacting with it, jJumping from one media activity to another: leaving the YouTube
app and playing a gam#hen going back to YouTube, and then moving on to other
applications, up until the point when little Max returned the iPad to his mother saying
WKS f2al0 AybyeBiad yaA Wwst OKAtYyAR®I NI 22yaQ 2
At RQU ® refore BeRinziedly diffic8It, if not impossible, to isolate the
G0§St SGAEaAA2Y OA S Aoyerall éngadeneéhiwith theTmidaXevidd E Q &
this particular context, television viewing becomes a complicated, messy, multimedia
and multidimensionaéxperience, particularly for the very young, who have shorter
attention spans, and who are not afraid of experimenting with applications and
O2yiSyids WLI O1lAY3a Y2NB FNIXrIYSYGSR I OlA DA
0SS I NBtIl GA OSSRt FAOABYG QF W RW& SISELISNA Sy O
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0 K dz& RSY2YyAaGNY Ay 3 WGKSANI asStSOGA@S |
O2YGSYLIZNINE O2YYdzyAOFGA2ya YSRAFQ o. dzO]
KFa | NBdzSRTZ WiKS &KSSNJ LInRHe fuficBoNdlity af2y 2 F
ALISOAFTAO RSOAOSax tSIFIRaE OKAfRNBYy G2 ¥FI OS
to media practices (2013:90; also see Green and Haddon, 2009). Once again, as this
SEFYLX S aK2gas 6KSy Al 02 YSdtemparary@dme,f RNB y ¢
instead of observing the displacement of older media technologies by newer one,
what can be seerinstead isconvergenc®z W/ Of dzZNNAyYy3I 2F 02dzy
G§23SGKSNI 2F LINB@A2dzat e RA&AGAYOl GSOKy?2
(Buckingham, 2009:129enkins, 2006Although previous research has argued that
OKAf RNByQa O2y@SNHSYyG YSRAI LINY OGAOSa& N
technology (Buckingham, 2009:129)I want to argue that the practices of
contemporary parenting lao play an important role in this process, as parents are
the ones who encourage such media activities, as they introduce thidren to
media technologyits various functionsand different media practices t NSy (4 a Q
everyday multitasking practices, which have been discussed in the previous chapter,
can also be seen as potentially influencing the ways, in which children use television
and other media in the home. As the previous chapter has demonstrateenisar
showed their awareness of how their own media practices are affecting those of their
OKAft RNBYZ 6K2 2F0GSy O2LIASR 2NJ AYAOGFGSR L
multitasking environment therefore can potentially have implications on how
childrenunderstand and approach theswnYSRA | dza S Sl aAt e wadz
media activity to thenext, as the example ®flax has demonstrated.

Such convel Sy OS 2 F OKAf RN&S yulriag ol oBnldries dza S
between media devices and media practicesasalso encouraged by the ways, in
GKAOK LI NByiGa | LIINRI OKSR OKAf RNBYyQa YSRAI

established in relation to i\ common wayor parentsto make sense adnd manage

2%ForaRA a0OdzaaAzy 2F GKS O2y dSNHBSIicxd8seAy OKACT |
study of CBeebie®layer in the UKseeJeanetteSteemer®® H nMmMU0O W[ AGGE S Y.
Downloading, Sampling, and Multiplatforming the Preschool TV Experiences of the
S5AAAGIE 9N QX Ay WoTelessifyss Digital MgtiRondo { (0 NJ vy .
Duke University Press, pp. 1381
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OKAft RNByQa YSRALIF dzaS Ay evie& ®astd hpgrdathh S & (i K
OKAf RNBY Qa on€é&«pelidnce dmibSe bify activity. As such, Megan and

William raised an issue of seeing no logictiming andf A YAGAyYy 3 OKAf RNEB,
activities, such as watching television or playing gamsesaratelyaschildren might

not want to watch television for the entire half an hour, for instan8emilarly, they

alg y2 LRAYIG Ay fAYAGAYy3 OKAf RNBSHh@a GAY
television set, laptop, tablet and smartphorggparately as one day thir children

might only be using the Smart TV, and another day do all their media activities on a
GFrof Sid LyadSlIRXZ {K Sandtitningt dlldviRg dr longinzihe W& ONB
dzaS 2F WAONBSyaQd ! yR &ddzOK | LiLineBdeldek KI R |

understood media use:

2AtEALFYY YR 5FyASt gAté? ale aOly L K
aS3aryy ,SIKX IyR ftaz2 ¢S IINB dzaay3a Al
al ey @&2dz (y26> Geéez2dz g2y Qi KIFI @S lyeg &ao
AaO0ONBSya GKAa 6SS1TSYREZ YR KS 1y2sa

2AfEALFYY X2NJ fF LI 2 LIH
Megan:;, SI KX FyedKAy3 GKIFIG KS gl 60OKS&ax &z

(3544 years old, Norfolk, two children aged 5 and 2)

Thus i this household both children and parents dseK S ¢ 2 NR dlkaONBE Sy Q
media use and allariousmediadevices, practices, activities and experienttett it
couldpotentiallyentail. For Megan and William this was a much more logical way to

make sense of andpproachO K A f Rredayusea withmedia devices becoming
multi-purposeful, and media practices becoming fluid and not bound to one
particular media technology, making it difficult to identify or set boundaries between

devices and media activities conducted on theAnd in turn, such mediation

practices were influencing how children themselves understood their media use, and

how they approachdit, being enabled t& 2 dzY LJQ mediR activigy yo &nother

at their convenience. This finding is an important one, as it contradicts some of the
LINSOA2dza NBASIFNOK 2y OKAf RNBYy>X LI NBydha I
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Fa |y W20 aZBludRdSs at2LividpStedd, Q016). While in theory, it can
0 S | NH dzSdwitalinfietliaibecdrhesintegrated into all aspects of daily life, it is
more important to consider the context and content of digital media use, and the
connections children and ymg people (and parents) are making, or not, than to
consider arbitrary rules about tinf2 0 -Résdzand Livingstone, 2016), in practice
WEONBSYyaQ YR WaONBSy GAYSQ INB (KS O2y
YyS3A20AFGA2Y 2F Owelds R thdrpwhzondefirRblunhdersind@ng I a
of this use.

tKAa aSO0A2y KIFa GKdza RSY2yailiNl SR (K
increasingly complex, and revealed the role that parents play in this process. It
emphasised that just as it is importard study how children watch television or use
media technology in the context of the home, it is equally important to examine how
LI NSy da dzyRSNARGFIYR FYR | LILINRI OK OKAf RNZX
implications on when and why different media, mediachaologies and their
FdzyOtAz2zya NS AYGNRRIzZOSR Ayid2 OKAft RNByQa
by both parents and children.

LYUGNRRdzZOAY 3 YSRAIF YR YSRAIF (SOKyz2f238&8 A

lf 0 K2dzZAK OKAf RNBY Q& YS Rachdenzditbratwey 2 F G S
the issue of when, how and why children ardgroducedto media and media
technology in the home is not covered that often, which means there is a gap in
' OF RSYAO dzyRSNEGFIYRAY3a 2F (KS 2NAtEeAYya 27
family. Similarly, Wile it is a widely known and discussed fact that increasingly
OKAf RNByQa FANBRUO AYUNRBRAzOGAZ2Y G2 YSRAL
infancy, thisage group (babies and toddlersy underrepresentedin academic
researt (Roberts and Howard, 2005:91; Vandewater et al., 2007:1007). Kjartan
htl Faazys {2yAl [AGAy3ad2yS IyR [SataAasS |
2Nl & 2y OKAfRNBYyQa dzasS 2F YSRAIF I ONR&a
O2@SNI 3S 2F @KSt{ BAXYASSYBRAK (GKS YIF22NRI
use of media technology being conducted on teenagers (70%), with only a small

fraction of studies looking at children under the age of 5 (6%) (20132@).to my
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research sample76% of participatig families had at least 1 child under the age of
5, while for 61% of participating families all children in thedehold were under the
age of 5 (see methodology chapter for more detailg)y study has highlighted that
OK A f RNEB y Cstarts Yr@Rmehrly aiga, Sndven the youngest children (babies
and toddlers) were already reportdry parentdo be engaging witimedia andmedia
technology in one way or another. It also provided some insight into how this
introduction happens, and why parents migiint to introduce their children to
YSRAI YR YSRAIFI GSOKy2f23& FTNRY &adzOK |y
use.

Parental responses have showrat even before children can properly walk
or talk, they already’{ y 26 6 KI 0 Fff G-KNIS68,30M@darkl 8 RS

old, Norfolk, one child aged IBrevious research has demonstrated that

Walthough younger children often experience difficulties in using apps on
smart mobile devices, which includes uncontrolled swiping, tapping icons
incorrectly, accidentally exiting the app and/or not being able to hear audible
gaming instructios, many of them still are matated to continue to use the

R S @ AN@i&@andGSchols 2015:3423; also see Chiong and Shi@eto).

However, what motivatesparents to continue to give young children media

0§ SOKyY 2t 2 Qis Belissie 2hat Wds Niieen covered much in contemporary

research.Parents, who participated in my study, shared that giving their children a

YSRAF RS@GAOS (2 wédhapargnitabfeeligsihat@inged $:&ém o &

to give their children different foods to try or taking them to the beach for the first

time, for instance (also seBornstein 2008a; Crocetti et al, 2004)the desire to

share everyday objects and experiencegth their children, and seeing their

OKAf RNByQa NBIFOlA2y 6KSy (KSé& KI @S SELISN
Parents also shared an opinion that everyday experiences can be important

learning experiences for children. This is why parents ofteswed their children

media devices, allowing them to touch them and press buttons, before this

AYGSNI OGAzy 61 a WwWO2NNEB Olenof a BaonpiduzNdni? a S F dzt

shared:



WhKX &@SFKH 5STAYyAGStes KS Aa I fNBIR®
OKFG KS R2SayQid LXIle& O2NNBOlfesx odzi L
worried for the amount of drizzle on my device! [laughing] But no, | would
definitely let himuse 8 0 SOl dzAS L UGKA y-B4ykaisold,a 3221
Norfolk, one child aged 5 months).

'aAYy3a YSRAIF (SOKyz2tz23e8 g¢gla 2FiSy O2yaAiRS
as it was seen as an important part of their exploration of the world. Barbaead

and MartinHughesconceptualie the mundane daily activities in the home, such as

cooking meals, doing laundry, looking after pets, watching television and using other
YSRAIFZ |4 WSRdzOIF GA2ylt O2y i S Edirversatbnsi KS K 2
FYR LINF OGAOSa (KFG FNBE WNAOK Ay LROSYGALl
YR GKS &d20Alf 62NIRQ OHANHY@DBAAAT | faz2 &
LINBaSyd Ay LI NIGAOALI yiaQ RA A& Qizwigh &ty 2 F ¢
Y2y UKa 9YAf & @sidoaldtyn tite2Pdetf, iR waieady encouraged to
experiment with it, with Emily checkinglmost every day whether he couldb

something new on itSimilarly, as Nick and Annabelle discussed:

bAO1Y éddfinith same lqguitdisimple games, like popping bubbles and
stuff like that and then it progressed to more and more complex things.

Annabelle:-Yeah becaus& S RARY Qi 1y2¢ K2g G2 tA1S
say pick that up and he will go like that, bobw he knows it means
toodoodoodoo[does a hand gesture]

Nick: And now he is kind of realising that there is an application called
YouTube and through YouTube you can find lots of stuff.

(25-34 years old, Norfolk, two children aged 3 and 6 months)

HereNick and Annabelle discussthe progressionof tB A NJ a2y Qa RAIA G €
in its variousstageswhich they followed very closely, being interested in hoywear-

old Max was developing skills of using media technology, something that once again
can ke compared with such childhood experiences, as learning to ride a bike or

learning to read. A€hrisShepherd et al. have argued:
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Waday,L/ ¢ dzaS Aa &aSSy Ay GKS O2yGSEG 27
relative independence. ICTs have become instrurakand iconic indicators

of ages and stages of childhood developntemt the sense that being
LISNYAGGSR (2 at SSLIKRPOSNBI 2y Skeygahd® 5y RR A
being allowed to drive the family caare some of the more traditional

markers ofstages of maturit 6 :218)n c

tF NByda KIFIgS GKSNBEF2NB 2F4Sy YSIFadaNBR (K
ability to use media technology, which meant that children were introduced to media
technology early on and encouraged to use it by parents.

It is important to emphasise thakcA f RNBy Qa FFoAf AGe G2 dza!
their multiple functions, such as speech recognition, searchnforimation and
applications, wagften amajor source of pride for parents. It became obvious from
the way parets talked about their children using media technology, providing
detailed descption of what their children could and could ndd and at what age.
For instance, when | was interviewing Mary and Stuart, their daughter was
constantly trying to reach for &ir phones. One time, when she finally succeeded,

Mary pointed my attention to it:

W 2dz I NB 2dAlG lo2dzi G2 &aSS Iy SEIYLX S
Al {KS 1y2¢a K2g (G2 GdzNYy Al 2yod { KS |
the buttons so yowget voice activation, you know? She knows how to do

GKFGdd | SaH [ 2 24% yéard okl NorRIR, Srie childiage 1).0 o p

Similarly, William and Megan were descripito me what their young son coutth
on a computer or a tablet. Megan sall:l & y (1 dzN} Atdwhikly KAY&aSft TF
William responded®?a 2 NB (G KIy GKFGX KS OFy D223t SH
Fl @2dzNRAGS G KA Y ZhedMegah oRtidLeddI SLAGS NE2 XD e 3I2
G§SOKy2ft 2383 KS OFy 2dzal (3bAdwdarssl& Naifolkk S 4 | y
G2 OKAfRNBY 3SR p YR HUOU® LY 020K (KSa&:
technology from an early age was encouraged and celebrated, being seen as an
achievement and aign of good healthy development and learning.

Media technologies, whiclgoung children were allowed or not allowed to
use varied from family to family. While in some households all devices, including

personal mobile phones and tablets, were shared with children, other parents were
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stricter and only aflwed their children to use certain devices, restricting or
forbidding the use of others. In a lot of cases the reason why parents did not let their
young children to use certamediadevices was because of the fear that the device

might get damaged. As\wtas in the case of-@earold Max using the iPad discussed

above, Annabelle was very worried that Max might damage the device, so was
constantly remindig her son that the device had to stay in the cover, and that he

should notpress on the screentoo singly or hititWa  EX R2y Qi KAGX 2 K
GKS O20SNKH L& Al (GKS &2dz/y R®53Ayearsiold, 32y SK
Norfolk, two children aged 3 and 6 monthS)milarly Emily also showed worry about

WiKS | Y2dzy i RE ORGE KBk Beensgd byKsBidhthsold Mike

(25-34 years old, Norfolk, one child aged 5 months)rthermore,Mary explaine

why her tyearold daughter wasio longer allowed to use the laptop by saylid 2 ®
Because she broke the MacBook alreadyniyshing the keyboard with her fists.

Well, the trackpad had to be replaced. So we are quite careful with that at the

Y 2 Y S (85:14@ years old, Norfolk, one child aged 1). Weften when a new device

enteredi KS K 2 Y S¥ondiwaghenwateRwithless catbn by parents, and

children wereeither starting to be allowd to occasionally use it or weggven this

device for permanent usé-or example, as Donna explained:

W¢KS AtIR A& 2dzNBEX AT KS R2Sa Ylyl 3Ss
theAt IR y26H X GKSYy YIF&6S T2NI mn YAydze
OSNE SELISYyarAdS:y FyR KS KlFa aagraole KlIy
a 2 X Q34 gearp old, Suffolk, two children aged 2 and 6 months).
When media devices were consid&e W2 f RQX GKS& gSNB 2F0Sy a
media technology by parents, hence their decision to give it to children for
LISNXY I ySy (G dzaSo { dzOK RSQOA OB8z8JQ006 8 NB WLINE I RF
children before they were allowed tohav®@ Sa a (2 Y2NB W@l f dzSRQ
media devices used by adult members of the famihis finding provides an
AffdzZAGNI GA2y 2F OKAf RNBYyQa 22dz2NySeée 2F YS)

VL Y dzaAy3d GKS g2NR W2t RQ AY ljd2alrGAz2y
be only a few months old when a new one enters the home, thus changing the

a0l ddza 2F Ada LINBRSOSaazN i2 w2f RQo
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months of childhood, as facilitated and enabled layents,emphasisinghe role of
parents in this process.

This section has thus provided personal insight into the issue of how and
when children begin to use media and media technology in the context of the home
and family life. By focusing on the feeliryad reasoning of parents, it showed that
OKAf RNBYyQa FTANRG AYOGNBRAzOGAZ2Y (2 YSRALF |
only for children, but also for parents, wieant to sharemediatechnologywith
their children, just like they want to shard ather everyday experiences with
them. Although parents are often worried about media devices getting damaged,
this does not stop them from sharing them with their children, as they want to see
their reaction and experience an acute sense of pride whéldrem start
experimenting with media technology, gradually experiegend learningts

different functions.

Parental views on thevalue2 ¥ OKAf RNBYy Qad YSRALl dza$s

Parental pride is an important reason why parents might encourage children
to use mediaand media technology, however, there are also other considerations
Ayo2f SR GKIFIG OFy LROGSyGAFtte YFE1S LI NBy
will be exploring them in the remaining part of this chapter. As | have already
mentioned, he issue of prents encouraging children to use media technology and
to maintain an ongoing relationship with media is not addressed very often in the
literature in either parenting studies or in media and television stutlidsowever,
even when it is, it is often prested in a limited context, mainly focusing on the
NElFazya |yR Y2iA @I i XCGhigng and SkitlezZRBaese? y Sy A S
al., 2013.Tomopoulos et al., 2014/aala andHornik 2014;Vandewater et al.,
2007) As suchtihas been widely argued th&levision andnedia technology

provides a convenient and readily available way of entertaining and occupying

31 There are, howeer, some academic works that started to explore the benefits of
media use for children and positive parental attitudes. Skére MessengeDavies
and Helenrhornham(2007)Academic Literature Review: The Future of Children's
Television Programmind.onda: Ofcom



children, when parents do not have another alternatidee to economic or time
pressures, or have to engage in household tasks, take care ef siilings, or
simply take a breakom parenting dutiegseeRideout and HameR0O06;
Zimmerman et aJ.2007). In my research parents have indeed discussed using
television andnedia technology for entertainment and distraction both inside and
outside tre home, in situations like going on a long journey, waiting for public
GNJF YaLR NI > |G atfkd @ (NRNNERSSasaddiBHpSiNeg 2 NJ

WXAT &a2YSo02Re Aa Ay | NBlLftfteXx OGAy3
show on on YouTube or somethitrighe bus is really really late and they are
needingé 2dz 1 y260dd hNI AT &2dz KIS | R2O00:

waiting in the waiting room. Things like that. Just purely as a distradmn
GKS& Oly 3Si GKNRdzZZAK (GKS -3jexrSoldg I A GAy 3
Norfolk, twins aged 5).

Particularly in the households with young childréglevision and media technology
were2 FTUSY dza SR laf @2 00y D AANBYND G2 WwWaasSlt

tea, take a showerdo the cooking or washing up:

Waé az2y Aa tft26SR I F¥S¢ YAydziSa 27F |
bedroom first thing in the morning, while my husband and | are getting up.

He is also alloed a few minutes watching a DVD on the TV downstairs

GKAES L LINB LI NB-34aass old, Ban@ickshifedaad clilgyr S  H p
aged 2);

WLYY y20 2yS 2F (GK2aS LI NByda ¢gKz2 aLIS
in front of the TV, but when you realheed to get the washing up done

with a grumpy toddlerFireman 8mA & | f AFS &4 @eEdlaQ ot Sy
Norfolk, one child aged 2);

W¢ 2 0 S in K ilfiod siedrs | never wanted to give him something like

this really [iPod], something of his owbut because | have a little one as

gSttr AdGQa {AYyR 2F tA1SZ dahl1z a2 e&2dz |
FSSR KSNJ I yRH AR GK K SiNA N$d RR# ydad olds St £ Q ¢
Suffolk, two children aged 2 and 6 months).

Such responsesdiicate thatusing media in this way, however, often comes with a
huge feeling of guilt, set against the everyday reality of paren(ivitat is
O2yaARSNBR (G2 0SS Ww3az22RQ 2NJ WLINRBLISNID LI NB

184



parenting in relationtochily Qa YSRAI dzaS gAtf 06S RA&Odz

following chapter) As Tom shared/ ¢ K 4 Qa 2y S 2F (KS (KAy3Ia

alead a2K gKSYy ¢S 06S02YS LI NByila ¢S oAttt

technology] as a tool, because we ne€dt 3 S i (i K(a5BAyaarsRid,y S Q

Norfolk, twins aged 5). Furthermore, despite being a common reason for parents to

SyO02dzN)} 3S OKAft RNBY (2 dzaS YSRAI GSOKy2f 2:

only one, with the motivations behind this varying fronmfidy to family, and being

quite diverse and complex, inclugireducational benefits, sociadison, valuable

ski fa F2NJ GKS FdzidzNE>X FyR OKAf RNByQa al ¥S
As my study has showihildren are often encouraged to ussevision and

media technology for its educational benefits, withmediaand media technology

being regarded by parents as having an educational potefaisb seeBuckingham,

2009 Cuban, 1986; Melodyt973.¢ KA & A& NBf I 4GSR (2 LI NByila

media useas one whole experience, rather than differentiating between media

practices and media devices, as it has been discussed earlier in this chapter. Thus,

parents, who participated in the interviews, did not differentiate between

WL 33aAJSQk YWOARQRIQY RSRAODGI XIBORy 2f 238 GKSY

media use, which complicatésK S LINS @A 2dzaf & 20aSNIBBSR O0AYl

+ {029 LJdzi SNJ 1 SOKy 2 f 2 3 8Tapscott 09D IAs BeSi® o6 { SA i SNE

Buckingham has argued, previous researchloldieen and media tended to

Wsetup a direct opposition between television and the Internet. Television
Aada aSSy la LIl aargsSs gKAfTS GKS ySia A
while the net raises their intelligence; television broadcasts ausamgiew

of the world, while be net is democratic and intactive; television isolates,

while the net builds communities; and so@20@9:126)

Qx

However parents who participated in my studyended not todifferentiate
between television and tker media technologies, andot to consider one media
deviceor one media activitas more active or intellectual than the other, rather
talking aboutmedia technologynore broadly as having educational potential.
C2NJ AyaildlyOS: LI NBYyAayyVeIBRIGEHSDA awa
poiy 0 Q> YSIyAy3a (&sisi QKX ISNEBWVRY (O@tERIRA Y3 0
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solely fulfil thisroleW{ 2 YS LINBINIF YYSa I NBE SRdzOF A2yl
f S| Nyfeng, 254 years oldEast Sussex, two childraged 3 years and 6

monthy; WL G OFy LINBPGARS AYF2NNIGAZ2Y 2y (2LAO:
OKAf RNByU4Ya f SI NI-34yéhrs dl@ Ddvoniigoxhildien ageddzf A | = |
FYR HOT W[ SINYyAy3as SELRE&dINBE @®yeaksRI8 & = LINJ
Norfolk, two childrenaged5and 4§.A YA T I NI eéZX | Fyy Il K KAIKEAIEF
potential to provide diverse examples for the concepts, topics and issues that

children were learning about, being a unique source of information that is difficult

to replace or replicate¥ it St SGAAA 2y IAGSa (y26f SRASST 2L
GKFG FNB oNRIFRSNI GKFy L OFy A2584ygéaisNI G S G
old, Cheshire, one chilged 7) Other media technology and media practices, such
asOKAf RNByQa dzaS 2F O2YLJziSNJ GSOKy2f23ex
AsMegan discussed in relation to letting her children watch television programmes

and short videos, and play games on tabletandPC: G KAy {1 AdG OlFy 685 |
educational ifil Q& f A1S FNIYSR Ay GKS NRARIKG gl & |
GKAYy3a (GKIFIG GKS& LINRPoOolofeée ¢2dAf BF4iG aSSX
years old, Norfolk, two children aged 5 and 2). YouTubealga®ften mentioned

by parents as being usefihformative and educational for children, because of its

rich database of readily available video content, and children were actively

encouraged to use it on a regular basis (in most cases purposefully, and under close
supervision of parents). Deborah tatikabout YouTube assisting her son in doing

his school homework:

WI NI KdzNJ gAff O2YS K2YS gAGK | LINRP2SO0.
something, and so he will watch something on there [YouTube]. Like if you

need to find out about elephants, and theigan elephant video, that kind

2 T (0 KB4yBdds oldl, Kent, three children aged 6, 3 and 1).

t I NByda Fftaz2z YSydAz2ySR R2Ay3 WNBaSI NOKQ
downloading them for their children to use on a regulasisaMegan, whose 2
children wereprofoundly deaf, talked about how tablets assdher children in

language development:
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Wi OlGdzZ tfe 6A0GK At RA&AZ GKSNB INB az2ys |
development, because they are sort of linking the sound and action, and so

GKA&a &AONBSy GAYS A&a NBlIffex NBIFIffte 3I2:
'Y R f S| NJ A-¢43ears ald, Nokfdlk] t& cliildren aged 5 and 2).

These examples show how variauedia andmedia technologies are
RSSLIX & AydSaNIGSR Ayi2 OKAftRNByQa fA@gSas
contemporary childhoodO K A f R NB y Q & an®|Saghiyt ThdskYpargnial
attitudes were set against the moral panics around the dangers and negative
effects of media technology for children in the public debde (a Pay&014),
GKAOK 2FGSy LINBaSyia YSRAIFI GSOKyz2ft23e& | &
HamnO | YR KI N¥hayhealthmriin RS DeShite these often
negative views on media technology, parents, who participated in my study, did
invest in media technology, and they did believe it helped children learn, something
thatSonia A y3a 12yS 6nwHnmc0 NBFSNE (G2 & LI NB
2F fSENYAY3I Ay (CG&EnbérsRA2).(Blich pare@abdititudes t 42 &S
G261 NRa OKAf RNBYyQa o0SYSFAOAIE dzaS 2F YSR.

<,

the earlier discoursearound the educational potential of media technology. As
David Buckingham has argued, amidreat fears about thenegativeimpact of
televisionand media technology on childret is interesting to recall that
television was initially promoted tparents as anR dzOF G A2yl f YSRA dzZYQ o
also see Melody, 1973), just like other electronic technologies were widely seen as
the future of schooling and education (Buckingham 2007; Carrington, 2005; Cuban
1986; Papert 1993).
Televisiorand mediatechnology was also often perceived by parents as an
importani St SYSy d Ay atoikprobeRd\NdugtQitibeidyz O BIATANVEA T A Ol
LI NI 2 F Y2 R YMay, 3844 year®ad, NodoikSoae child agey
something that can help children learn hoavmake sense of the world argpecific

social situationsandhow to communicate with others



Whe children enjoy watching certain educational programmes, especially

where they learn about new thingd dzOK | a FyAYIlIfaQ | y3dz
for others.It also seems to help them understand the difference between

them and others; how different people live their lives, like to do that, go

0§ KSNBE S O3nQears §ld, MaNdik stworchildren aged 3 and 2).

Emily was particularly discussing how tegeon was an importanpart of growing

up and socialetion with peers for children, starting from an early age:

K because when they play, | know that they like to act out different
characters, so being able to recoggisharacters is important... andyain it
gives them something in common with other children, that they have
a2YSUKAY 3

1).

0KF G G-RaSearslold, Norfalk? omdichil aged A 1 S Q

In this context television is seen as providing children with talking points among

peers, and a opportunity to exercise imagination through role play.

¢tKS g1 &

az

AY BKAOK LI NByidia RA&aOdzzaaSR

media, pointed to the fact that parents saw media as having an important cultural
value, as well as being a cultural cyfr® & G KIF G OKAf RNBY KIFIR G2

with rest of their peer group. As William discussed:

WL GKAY]l ¢
LINR INJ YYSa

y20KAY3
Ff gl &a

02
idKS

+ A& adzOK | Odz GdzNF £ GKAYy3IX
Fa GKSANJI FNASYRa +id aoOKz22f
Grf1 lrto2dzixXx ,2dz 1y263 (GKS °

GSANR NMMRIA Y. deik SA (D02 B 42 dz

all they talk about in school is superheroes &@tdr WarsandBen 1& G K G Q&
kind of a cultural reference. So he is always desperate to watch things like

Ben 10 but he is not old enough. But that is what they talioat, you know,

they are all obsessed with superheroes, and if they never get to see any of
OKFG aGddzF ¥ O wbyedrdofd, NorBlk, tws dhildrerrad@d@ 06 o p

and 2).

Attt Al YQa

I OO2dzy (i A& ljdAdGS AytKaxBadAy3Is |
regarding their & A £ R NB yaflan with pe@rs (alsosédaddon, 2013)William

did not prevent his son from watafg age-appropriate content, because he

believed it to be an important cultural reference and a symbolic cultural capital. He

also feared that the absenaaf this knowledge or capital cout@sult in his children
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0SAy3 f106SftSR WgSANRQEZ YR GKSNBTF2NB 06SA
RA40dzaaSR OKAf RNByQa (GStSgrairzy QGASgAy3d |
achieveand maintain social inclusion. Once again, these parental attitudes were
going against the ideas circulating in the public debate about media use being bad
F2N) OKAf RNByQa a20Alf fATFS Sofac6 OF dzaS 2F A
communication, causinggoung people to become antisocial, destroying normal
human inteNJ O {(Buékiyigham, 2009:12Chambers2012:71; se€ellanJones
2016; Kemp, 2006 Most parents expressed a view that media is an essential part
of contemporary communication, and shield children completely from it meant
taking away their chance to be included into their social environment.
Television wasalso often used by parents to prepare their children for new
unfamiliar and potentially scary social situations, reassure them amwige
comfort. Nick and Annabelle used television references to teach their son about
social situations, such as going to the dentist, using @@fdered examples and
language that their son could understand to make sense of what was about to

happen:

WSQ@S 2F0SYy Ay@21SR aN) RPeppaPlK | ¥ S50 % K 2
used it sort of like a social exposure... When he has been anxious about

GKAY3azZ 6SQ@S a2NI 2F tA1S NBEFSNBYOSR
LINE AN YYSas 4SQff &lhawPeppdPR is@dingtod S| K &
0KS RSyilAadKeés a2 GKIFIdG KS 1y26azx KS O

25-34 years old, Norfolk, two children aged 3 and 6 months).

{AYAT I NI (2 K2¢ LI NBylda RSaZONROSR (St SOAa.
using itto entertain and distract children while they were doing something else

I NPdzy R GKS K2dzaS> AG ¢l a faz2z RSaAONAOGSR |
CWTF2NI a20A 1 f BickidyhanzNI@obérils &nd Boward 5005)

Parents shared that they often did not know how to explain certain experiences

and social situations to their children, particularly to their young children, in the

language that they would understand, and this is where television and other media

would mme in, easing this task for parents. As Laura discussed, television helped

her children todnderstand different activities, like going to the hairdressers isn't

scary as they've seen a programme withjtkinS f LJA (2 SELX Ay RAFTTS
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(25-34 years old, Norfolk, two children aged 3 and Rarents also shared that
television often provided them with opportunities to start the discussion of certain
sensitive issues with their children, such as sexuality. As such, Rachel talked about
0SSt SOWEREIR2PgRIA0E S Y2YSyGaQy

But sometimes | think that certain programmes that we watch could have
teachable moments, especially with like sexuality or something like that, like

a girl maybe has sex and you know, the boyfriend dumps her and she ends
upbeingNB Ay Fyiz Ad OFy o6S tA1S I G4SIFOKLFO®
(45-54 years old, Norfolk, three children aged 16, 12 and 7

In this context, television references were used by Rachel to start the discussion of
the sensitive issue of sex, and to teach Haughters about sexuality, relationgls
and responsibility that comesith them.
Another common reason motivating parents to encourage children to
regularly use mediand medial SOKy 2t 238 ¢l a GKSANI O2y OSNJ
future in the highly mediatec&aind computeried world, that requires everyone to
have good technical knowledge and skills to succeed. As James point&éout, i
GKS SyR 2F GKS RIFIe& ¢S |ttt dzasS O2YLlzi SN& .
G2 dzaS At Ra | yRAUKAETE S2ANLI ( KEB-#yah@aNEG T S ¥ & dz
East Sussex three children aged 3, 6 and 10). Esther Dermott and Marco Pomati
haveargued i KI & gA 0K St SOGNRYAO YSRAIF 06S0O2YAy3
education has become a major concern for pasgntho are now under a lot of
pressure to ensure that childrdmave the needed skills to succeed in the future,
something they start working towards from when their children are stifints
(20151, also see Livingstone, 201@articipants in my studyften talked about
how important it is for their children to be using media technology, as this will help
them develop valuable IT skills. Deborah compared using media technology with
crossing the road, something that she is very worried about as a pdrenalso

something her children have to learn and cannot live without:
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WL GKAY]l AGQa | oAdG tA1S I NRIFIR® |, Sasx
1y26 K2¢g G2 ONR&aa UGUKSYd® {23 &Saz ¢S I
O2yGSyiG (GKI{dzh AL 2BAY QKSNEXYy 1 (KI i &aKdz
Aa Fye dz&aSI G(KSe KI B8yedrLoldfKsnt Mige K2 g G 2

children aged 6, 3 and 1).

The ability to find needed information online was alsghly valued by parents,
who often asked theichildren to search for information on Googémcouraging
AYy@Saiaaal A @iScovetydtaiNg thad e delifdry ofinformation
(Buckingham, 2006)9As Megan discussed#, S| KX KS OlFy 32X KS 1
G2 GKS D223tS oAl 2y GKS (22t ol NJ I YR Lldz
find likeLego Movid Yy R (i K A y J3&-44fydaris 8id, Nokfdlk{it&o children
aged 5 and 2). Wle the information their son waoking for might be consided
trivial or unimportant, Megan and Williatvelieved that the skill of searching for
information and kowing where to go to find it wasorth developing from an early
385 Fa Al oAttt 0S S N&ucddarsamdizaree® ASNJ G K S A NJ
{2Y Al [ A@AY 3a aiggS prédarivus 2uturd, St SkTinci¢ase
adaptability to whatever may come, maximisifgs t RNB By Qa4 OKIlI yO0Sa 27
(2016) the discourse that definitely influenced parentstoentidu 3 S OKA f RNB Yy Q
media use.

5S02N} KQa LRAYy(d lo2dzi GKS AYLIA&AAOAL A
children having to learn how to use it from an early age leads to the next motivating
factor that parents oftenmentig SR> (G KIF G 2F OKadokhidry Qa al T
K2g LRaAAGADS LI NByGa O02dzZ R 06S [o2dzi GKSAI
nevertheless aware of the potential risks of media use for children. Howtheer,
majority ofparents, who participated in my study, did not think that preventing
children from the use of media wabe best way to approach the management of
these risks. In contrastpeouraging children to use media technology, while also
supervising them when they do so, was a common way used by parents to teach
their children how to usé safely, preparing children for safe independent use in
the future. For instance, parents talked about teaching their children to use smart
¢t+a FYyR 5xwa (2 06S 6fS (G2 FTAYR WI LILINE LINJ
skip through the adverts, which&YNBE 0O2YY2yf & LISNOSAGSR 2F |
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WKI NWF & aXK26SR 0KSY>X yR y2¢ (GKSe& Oly FI
i K SYa SSaranthy, 084 years old, Norfolk, twinsaged ®hy bSGFt AEZ |
will just use the remote and surf around and will lookia2 YSG KAy 3 d 2 SQ@S
I 002dzyii 6KAOK A& aSié dzZlJ Fa 1ARa LINRFALS
fA1S |38 I LILIMRdaNBSH4y&ars 6@ Maif@kytvahildren aged 5
and 2). Deborah also actively encouraged her son to search timaat for
information, while atthe same tim# i S OKAy 3 KAY (KI{ GKSNB |
0§KSNB | NB @234 yedrd ol Kerd, thiesSchil@ren aged 6, 3 and 1).

/| KAt RNByQa dzaS 2F YSRALF GSOKyz2ft238& g4I ;
situations,where the family had close relationships with distant relatives, such as
aunts and uncles, grandmothers and grandfathers, and where using media
technology was the only way of keeping in touch with distant relatiwés, often
lived in geographically or eveculturally diverse location@lso see Peng and Zhu
2011).My research has showthat media technology can be witfor maintaining
relationships and connections witkelatives, particularly witlygrandparents.
Parents mentioned that their children litelty grew up with Skype, FaceTime and
similar applications, which were used to contact grandparents on a regular basis
AGFNIAY3I FNRY RIFEFe 2yS 2F | OKAtRQa fAFS:

grandchildren and take an active part in their life. As \Wiexplained:

w2 § dzaS GKS al O0.221 F2NJ {1@LAy3 IyR CI
F62dzi o K2dzZNBE RNAGS Fgles a2z ¢S R2yQi
we do Skype regularly, so she is used to seeing them and talking to them on

0KS al O -48@4r<old,MNorfolk, one child aged 1).

Communication viaarious media technologies allow&d maintain family ties,

with parents nentioning that often children didot see a difference between
WASSAY3IQ YR Wil f 1Ay 3Qtofag. NeuilrtfeR LI NSy Ga 2
discussed that she fountfascinating that her daughter wa® interactive when

talking to her grandparents on FaceTirde(i | £ { Ay 3 ,siywmgeS I OG Ay 3 Q
grandparents her toysyhat she has learned and so on. The maintenance of family
GASaZ IyR OKAfRNBYyQa NBfIFGA2YAKALI gA0GK G

to be one of their parental responsibilities (see Bornstein, 2008b; Canary and
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Danton, 2014), and media technology was used as a tool to fulfil that obligation in
the situations, where other means of maintaining relationships were not possible
due to time constraints and geographical distance.
Although parents are often seen as the kéynotthe only players in the
LINEPOS&aa 2F FI OAf Al BuclRayid BREROGKLIVINGRIDIE, Y Q& Y S|
2007, my study showed that other relatives, such as grandparents, can also play an
important role in how media technology is introduckdy i 2 OKAf RNBy Qa f A
K2g YR K& OKAf RNBY Qs sudhSgRakdparedss vieodterd Sy O2
the ones to buy children their first personal devices, with popular choices being
tablets andiPod touch. As Samantha explained
WeKSe KIS I RSOAOS SkHOK oAt 2R G2dzOK
Uuz2X 0SOldzAS Yé Y2UKSNI fAQgSa | oNRBIRX
t,hemAfor thefn, when thevaAere arourJd 3, arjd she bought the[n so that i i
UKSe OFy CIF OS¢AYS 2538 Wward ojdRNorfols,&aéng 3 S K S NJ
aged 5).

ov

0 |

CKAA WIATIQ 41 a4 GKSYy F2t{t26SR 0& 020K 3ANJ
how to use the device for communication purposes. This was in turn followed by
establishing specific routines, when days of the wae# times of the day were
yS3A20AFGSR YR OK2aSy (2 tydnduetha#O2y Gl OG0 Q
communication wasnaintained on a regular basis.

In multilingual and multicultural families, where grandparents did not live in
the UK and did not speak godnglish, media technology was also often used to
make sure thathildrendidy 2 0 F2NASG GKSANI AN yRLI NBy lda
culture in order to be able to communicate with them and maintain close
relationships. Sonia explained how she wasng educatinal cartoons in Russian
found on YouTube to make sure that her boys can understand and speak both
fly3dza 3Sasx G2 6S ofS (2 O02YYdzyAQhei S A
R2y Qi KI@S (GKIFG YdzOK Ay dSNI Ol kagg amA § K wdz
S 2yfte aLlsIr] 9y3atArAakK d K2YS>E yR Yeé Tl
GARS2a& Ay wdzaaAl y (BofiR 3H4 yéars blg, East’Slissed, A Y LJ2 NJ
three children aged 3, 6 and 10). While foreign books or toys that promote



langua@ development are difficult to find and are often expensive, YouTube offers
'y Srae G2 | 00Saa ItaSNYylFIGA@Ss a ¢Sttt I
already use, like and understand.
This section has shovthat the motivating factors behind payeli 8 Q RS OA a A 2
to introduce children to media and media technology, and to encourage them to
use it on a dayo-day basis, are diverse and complex. Parents considered media
FYR YSRAI (SOKyz2f23e y204 2yfeé WO2y@SyASy.
children when parents needed a short break; but also in many resects
irreplaceable part of childhood that fatdies learning, enables sociaiton and
social inclusion, and prepares children for the grown up world. These views were
often set against theommon discourses or risk, danger and harm of media
technology for childra in the public debate, emphagsig the fact that parents have
to negotiate both negative and positive impacts of media technology in the
conditions of the absence of exact advicelanformation, using their own
experiences and feelings as guiding principles. The findings highlight the importance
of addingthe discussion omedia technologynd media use to the examinatiari
the experience®f contemporary parenting, as such resdareveals wider
LI NBy Gl f @OASga 2y OKATfRNBINAY3AS OKAf RNBy!

turn inform the everyday practices of parenting.

Conclusion

This chapter aimed thighlight the importance of broadening the debate
aroundOKAf RNy Qa dzasS 2F YSRAF yR YSRAIF (SO
FYR FOGGAGddZRSE G261 NRa OKAf RNBYyQa YSRALl dz
children are being introduced to media and media technology by parentsthend
exploration of the factorshat motivate parents to segalueA y G KSA NJ OKA f RNJX
media use, and tencouragechildren to use media technology and maintain an
ongoing relationship with it KS OK I LJGSNJ SEI YAYSR OKAf RNBYy
context of parenting, exploring how media tewlogy is being introduced into
OKAf RNByQa fA@Sas K2g OKAf RNBY 3INI Rdz ff &

is shaped by parents, their own media practices and attitudes towards media
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G§SOKy2f 238 | yR OKAf R M&efakesigndzadlyad&otht i @ ¢ K.
dzy RSNR UGl YRAY3I 2F (KS TFeledslof dndnkdinA 2y 2 F OKA
technology in the context gbarenting andhe family, by recognisg the diversity

of the motivating factors and the active role of parents in this psscBy doingso,

this chapter has destabitsl thecommonly accepted idea that children are the

digital natives, while parents are the digital immigrants, vanestruggling to

dzy RSNAR Gl YR YSRAI YR 1SSL) dzLJ sikh Oe tah &i & |
NEBGKAY]l RAIAGHE LINBYydAy3d FyR G2 S @S
2T LI NBYylGAy3aId 5AFAGEHE LI NBYyldGAy3a Aa y2 2
what they are failingtod@ 6 H n M ¢ BlumiR6s82D15)a Th&discussion inig

Qx

(@]]

chapter, as well as what has been discussed in previous chapters, has demonstrated
that parents themselves are confident users aédia technology, using it onday-
to-RF& oFaira G2 O02LIS ¢gAGK GKS LINBaadNBa 27
attA 1 dzZRSa (261 NRa OKAf RNByQa (GStSgArarzy OJA
0KS K2YS KIFEI@Ay3 Iy AYONBlFraiAy3a AyFtdzsSyosS
understandings of media technology.

Thechapter has showthat the motivations behind encouraging athien to
use media technology vary greatly from family to family, being quite diverse and
O2YLX SEX NIy3IAy3ad FNRY FI Oi2NA &dzOK | a 02
success, to attempts to establish deeper and clostationships withextended
family, which points to the importance of studying individual narratives of family
media use. It is important to note, however, that none of the factors that parents
have reported focusd2 Yy OKAf RNBy Qa LJ SI adz2NBE F2N¥YSR |
technology, which higights the workings of the contemporaparenting culture
that prioritisS&a OKAf RNBy Qa RS@St2LISydasx alFSde
The next chapter will provide context for these parental attitudes (fhd€ A f RNB y Q &
leisure timeshould beoccupiedwith educational and useful activities), by
SEIFIYAYAY3 (GKS NRtS 2F OKAft RNByQa YSRAI dz
parental identitiesand approaches to parentingimilarly, by focusing on how
parents allow and encourage their children to use television and media technology
in the home, this chapter, however, presented only one side of the issue. Although
LI NEyida R2 aSS @It dzS Ay eO¢nrsidRiNBREQE YSRAL
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WNAA1&8QY YR (Kdza fAYAG YR NBaAaGNAROG OKA|
The next chapter will therefore focus on this other side of the debate, and examine
K2g 0KS NBAUGNROGA2Yy A LI N scaresleeplyr 0 f A & K | |
rooted inthe contemporaryintensive parenting ideologyandexploreLJ: NB y i & Q
GASsa 2y 6KIG AG YSlIya G2 6S | w3az2RQ |y

and media technology.
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Chapter 6. Television, mediechnology, parental identities and the

LINBaaddz2NBa 2F KFE@Ay3a G2 YIyFr3S OKAfF

Introduction

Previous chapters have all demonstrated how television and media
technology are in varying ways built into the everyday experiences of parentiag, t
experiences that influence how and why media are used in certain ways and in
specific everyday circumstances in the context of the home and everyday family
life. This chapter will further examine the role of television and media technology in
parenting,by positioning television and media technology as central to how
AYRAOGARdZ a4 SELISNASYOS LI NByidAaAy3a |yR
media use and its management by parents will be analysed not simply as a matter
of parental choice, butather as something that parents have to do, and that has
the power todefine parenting.

While previous research has largely focused on the specific strategies that
LI NByida SYLX2e Ay YrFyl3IAy3ad OKAf RWNEFYQa

parentsfeeltheneedi 2 Y I yI 3S OKAf RNByQa YSRAI dza$s

parents conceptualis parenthood and their identity as parents in relation to their
OK A f b yige.arhis chapter emphassshat while it is important to

dzy RS NA& U | ysRhed@fexdpérienbids, Yaeficial as well as harmful @Paus
Hasebrink et al., 2013:114), it is no less important to understand the experiences of
parents who do not only have to negotiate media use in the home for themselves,
but also take on the added respsibility of doing so for their children, which adds
extra pressure to the task of parenting. In parenting studies technology is often
examined in the context of helping parents to achieve certain goals, for instance,
FR2LIGAY 3 I -@X3A X Gith PSRRI BahysnNditors and cell phones
(Faircloth 2014x:30). Rarely, however, is media technology investigated in relation
to the everyday experiences of parents and the construction of parental identities.
Similarly, in media and television stadithere is a lot of work done on children,
television vieving andthe use of media technology the family context, however,

not enough emphasis is being put on parents, parenting culture and the complex
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contemporary parental identities, which potentially influence how media use is
negotiated and managed in the home.
This chapter wiltherefore examine the role of television and media
technology in the intensive parenting ideology andhe construction of the notion
2F W3I22R LI NBYyUGAY3IQZ NBOSI fedhyyall paréntsi LI NB
as a parentatesponsibility anca commitmentto parental identity.It will examine
how participants themselvesnderstandtheir experiences of contemporary
AyiuSyaAr@dS LI NBydAy3a ARS2f23& FyR (KS LINB
use using class and gender considerations, examining wheéhending to a
certain social glass or gender influences parental experiences and feefing
mediationL & Attt | fa2 SEIFIYAYS Ww3I22R LI NBYyGAy:=
use as a discursive strategy guatt of A y R A Jpefodataficéd2F W32 2 R
parenfA y By(edamining the role of television and media technology in the
experience of parenting and parental identities, this chajatens to contributeto a
better understanding of contemporary parental experiences of media technology,
which are in turn vil for academic understanding of parenting as a whole, as well
as forthe understanding of the origins of more specific parental practices, such as

YIEYyF3aSYSyid 2F OKAfRNBYyQa YSRALF dzaSo

Literature review

For the purpose of laying a theoretical foundation for specific arguments
discussed in this chapter, it is first essential to examine the discourses of children at
risk and intensive parenting, as identified and explored in academic literature to
date. Ths literature review aims to concisely present the research that has been
conducted so far with regards to these discourses and concepts, as wekt@sss
the importance of studying them in relation to each other, as they are
interconnected in a numbesf ways. As it has been observed in the introduction to
GKAEA (KSarax GKS O2yOSLIi 2F WLI NBYiK22RQ
the one that has always been changing throughout the ages, reflecting socio
economic and cultural changes in sies (Araujo Martins et al., 2014:122eeet
al., 20102940 ® ¢ Kdza Ay (GKS F2ff26Ay3 RA&AOdA&AAZY
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to different aspects of contemporary society and culture, | will be examining these
concepts asociallyand culturally constructedheing reflective of the norms and
values of a specific culture at a specific historical time (also see Haddon, 2013;
James and Prout, 1997).

According to Anthony Giddens (1990, 199k is one of the main
consequences of modermton, and the main organising principle of contemporary
d20ASGesx tSIFIRAY3 G2 (GKS2NRAata RSAONAROAY3
1992,1999 Giddens199 & 2 Kl G Aa YSIyd o6& (G4KS &SNy
heightened awareness and knowledgerisk become the major force guiding both
individual and institutional thinking and action in society, all of which are directed
towards managing and containing various risks (Hall, 2002:175). All aspects of
modern lifec all life stages and all experierssetherefore become shadowed by
risk, including childhood and parenthood. Theorists have particularly highlighted a
AKATO AYy SYLKIFAaAAA FNRY GKS moptna G261 NRA
1993;Cunnngham,2006 Guldberg, 2009Kehily 2010;Lee 2014h. While
understandably, certain groups of childrenare Gl SNBER (G2 0SS Y2NB VI
20KSNARZ AG A& AYLRNIFyd (G2 y2S GKFG GKS
to all childrenin a much larger social contex@éck and Beelserrsheim 1995Lee
20144 Leeet al., 2010Munro 2007 Parton 2006 Stearns, 209). And these risks
and threats are very often not real, but speculative in nature, uncertain or even
unknown, a possibility rather than probabilityi KS WYWgEPENBRIEA® BFFSQ
Ellie Lee has puti201omm0 = NBadzZ GAy3I Ay Fif OKAf RNBYy
OANI K 2NJ SOSY SINIASNI ¢6KSy (KDebolalNE aiAf
Lupton (1999a, 1999b) has discussed in great detail how the eastagts of
parenthood (conception and pregnancy) are already heavily infused with risk
discourses, with women being offered expadviceregarding all aspects of the
experience, from what to eat and drink, to how to maintain a positive emotional
state tha will benefit, rather than harm, the future child. And as David Hall has
LJ2 A y (i SaRile Bistiknawledye crucially defines the modern experience and
meaning of pregnancy, if anything, parental risk awareness and anxiety increases

oncethe childrenard- Ol dzt t f @8 02NYQ SHANAHYMYNnO ®



As/ KI NX 20GS CI ANDt 2piesumgtionéof chiltt&hdseR > G K S
facto,vulnerable,and & NA a1 Q A& (GKS Y240 RAAGAYO(IAD
construction of contemporary childhood, which also has great implicationthéo
construction of contemporary mothering and fathering rolé814a:44). Parenting
KFra 0S02YS | WwiNdisavarénéss abd naiasazhabxret@Hal
2002:180)! OO2NRAY 3 G2 9ftftAS [SSTI &dzOK LISNOS LI
2 T (céhsirdction of the parent as a manager of risk, who has in their power the
ability to decide the fate of the child according to how well they perform this@ask
(2014b:12 dso see Lee, 2084Faircloth 2014; Faircloth and Lee, 2018tearns,

20090 !'a / KINX 20330GS CI ANGherdiekexpkdied to Fedah@ K S NJ |

experts on all aspects of childreariggnaking sure that those meal times, stories,

and playing are ot only safe, but also optimal for infant developm&f2014a:29;

also see Wolf, 201lt is therefore not surprising that parallel to the development

2T WNR A&l 420AS0@8Q YR GKS RA&AO2dzNBRS 2F W
RSOSt2LIYSYy & 2F NBYVYAFHDEDSKAOK A& faz 27F

LI NBYGAY3IQ> WKSEAO2LIISNI LI NBYGAYy3IQ>S WySys

m2 i K S NJ&e2Betk@nd Beelgernsheim, 1993 ouglasand Michaels 2004;

Furedi, 2001Hardyment, 2007Lee et al., 201Palmer, 200k As such, Sharon

| Fea LINRPLIRASR GKS GSNY 2F WAYyGSYaiagsS Y2l
pushesmothers tavardsspendng # tremendous amount of time, energy dn

money in raising their chil®&@y Q Ay 2 NR S\ R 2 3622 RO 2Y{2&1AKRENE Q

also seeElliottet al., 201535232 She notestha® Y2 RSNY ! YSNB Oy Y2 { |
much morethan simply feed, change and shelter the child until ag@six6 & b dc Y

original emphasis), highlighting the fact that in the recent yehikirearing has

expanded to include a growing range of activities, which were not previously

32 For more on théntensive mothering ideology, see Mary Blaoy (2003)
Competing devotions: Canmeand family among women exettves CambridgeMA:
Harvard University Press; Linda M. Blum, (1993)e breast: Ideologies of
breastfeedingand motherhood in the contemporary United StatBseston, MA:
Beacon; Chris Bobel (200B)e paradox of natural motheringhiadelphia, PA:
Temple University; andnita lltaGarey (1999)Weaving work and motherhood
Philadelpha, PA: Temple University Press.

20C



considered obligatory to the task, all aiming to manage and contain countless risks
that surround children (also sd2ouglas and Michel2004 Faircloth 2014, 2016;
Leeetal.,2010.! YR ¢gKAfS GKS ARSIFa 2F WySg Y2YAA
not followed in practice by every mother, they are nevertheless prevailing in media
YR Lzt AO RSO G Sthe propdrappBachdnytheSdiskhdic® 2 R | a W
child by the majority of @ G KSNBE Q 61 | & &% Kb g Wad I ASER alia
by which mothering practices andrangements are evalinRS RQ 6! NEYy RSt f =
2000:1195), and therefore applied &l parents(Faircloth 2014:45). What is
noteworthy about theg theoretical arguments, is that they more often than not
focus specifically on motherhood and mothers, putting fathers at the margins of the
debate. Since the aim of my research was to stpasenting,rather than
mothering,this chapter will interrogatehis common assumption thahe messages
Fo2dzi LI NBYyGAy3a IINB FR2LIISR YIAyfte o0& g2
of intensive parenting ideology as well, arguing that it now addresses both fathers
and mothers, with both fathers and mothers beingagar 2 ¥ 1 KS WOKA f RNB\
RAAO0O2dzNESAY YR 020K FOUAY3 a GKS WYl yI
YFEYlF3Ay3a OKAf RNByQa YSRAI dzaSo

It is also important to note thatiskis increasingly seen and experienced as
a product of human activitieBedk, 1995; Giddens, 1999), which has direct
implications on how risk is perceived and experienced by parents. As David Hall has
I NJH ddteRehterdporary family can serve as a resource for coping with risk and
anxiety, and as a source of risk anf B A SAD2 179; dlso seBeck andBeck
Gernsheim, 2002¢ KA & ARSI A& OSYyGNrt (2 GKS 0O02yO0

proposed Frank Furedi, who suggests that parents are not simply the main

Ny

managers of risk for children, but that parents themselves constitutergortant
NRA a1 Tt Ol 2 NJI(2092:58 &so seR RBedidd % 20014 20 22008As

Ellie Lee, Jan Macvarish alehnie Bristovihave put it:

Wattention has been drawn to theistinctiveness of a culture thatow

NRdzi AySte NBLINBaSylda isdolitanBayse afy 3Q I a G
AYLI ANBR fAFS OKIFIyOSasz 2dzialph@ntsILIAy 3 |
themselvesconstitute an important, and according to some perhaps the

most significant, risk factor i@ K A f 3R NOSRGAIRA5D
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l' YR aAYAfFINI& K2g GKS RA&AO2dZNERS 2F WNR A !
F £ f LJth&dSk/paranis prisent to children is not only considered significant
gKSY LI NByGa | NB O2yaksRSpddemds wiiee Wol RQ®
parents are construed to béinawarebr W 2 dzii 2 Fairdl@hd20 ka0 also
see Lee et al, 2012095). Parenting in contemporary times is thus surrounded by
feelings of fear, anxiety, paranoia and guilt, which resul{gairents focusing on
SOSNE YAONR RSGIFAfT 2F OKAfRNByQa fAgSaz
LINPGSOGADSY 6KAOK GKSYy € 0GSNI NBadA Ga Ay
parensQ YR GKSANI OKAf RNBYy WwWOz2uGilG2y ¢22t AR
preventing their children to develop the needed independe(Beastow, 2014:201;
Furedi, 2001:xwKehily, 2010:173)

In the context of my researcit,is important to note that technology in
general and media technology in particular, are being considététh & 1 8 Q F2 NJ OF
in an increasing number of ways. Although throughout modern history the
introduction of new media has always been associated with new risks to both
adults and children, the range of problems linked to media continues to expand.
HeleneGuldberg argues thatcreenbased technologies and digital toys are
NB L2 NI SRt & WiKS O dzfowrdahtempora2y®ultlrd2d09: 3. Ay Ra 2 F
Shenoted how both public and academic debates often present contemporary
children as passive and apathetic, copped up indoors in front of television or
computer screens, unable to create their own fun and entertainment duéeo
underdeveloped dulled imaginationuriosity and fantasy, and being corrupted by
commerce and advertising to the point of no return (Guldberg, 20@9for an
example of such accounts, see Elkind, 20@tv, 200% Although the actual
SPGARSYOS 2F YSRAI Q& 2 Ydely Rakmg (f& mFaBag,iita 2y Ol
has not been proven that more television viewingigad children to play outside
less, or read less; similarly, there is no evidence to support the claim that media
G§SOKy2ft23ASa | NS yS3alt i d&iitgto éenFageSndenh y 3 OK .
play), there are multiple concerns and anxieties around media technologies,
includingsexually explicit or violent contefbullying, harassment, paedophiles,
pornography, addiction, loneliness, identity theft, stalking and matiners
(Guldberg, 2009:18-120; also se&entile et al., 201;]Wilson, 2008 However,
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what is particularly notable about the risks around media technology, is that
WEONBSyaQ I NB (KNEBI (S ybecAaBoflthy Way paregts S NP dza
use thembecauseof the potential inability of parents to deal with media
technology in the home (Bristow, 2014:212; Lee, 2089). Media technology that
Ad O2YAy3d FTNRY (GKS WIRdzZ 0 ¢62NI RQ>X adzOK I
mobile phones is viewed as @sngering children, who therefore have to be
constantly monitored by parents.
2 KAETS FOFRSYAO fAGSNY GdzNB 2y LI NBydll €
extensive Chakroff andNathanson, 2008Livingstone and Helsper 2008
Livingstone et al., 20184endoza 2009;Nikkenand Schols 2015 Ofcom, 2014,
2015; Schaan andllelzer,2015 Vanwesenbeeck et al., 2018/arren, 2001,
HnnoOX GKS NBlFazya GKFG Y2GAQFGS LI NBydGaa
largely understudied. For instance, previous resedrgfi R A O pafeéts wh& I G W
are concerned about risks and harm more oftento protect their chitiren by
monitoring, applying restrictions on media use, supervising the child, and by
critically talking2 G KS OKAf R | o(Rikda&nanyehos2015Q2%. (1 Sy i Q
also seesonck et a).2013; Valkaburg et al. 1999; Warren 2003); or that parents
who are less skilled in using media find it more difficult to control and restrict their
OKAf RNBYyQa YSRAI dzaS3 FyR RA@QAuita (KS O2:
1993; De Haar010).Similarly, parental mediation research also indicates that
parents adjust theimediationLINJ OlG A OS a { fNikkeiahd JarisA 2088 & | 3 S
However, such research does not interrogate the reasons that make paremnts se
parental mediation as important or necessary in the first place, as something that
parents simphjhave to doyegardless of personal reasoradfitudesand
circumstancesin this chapter | therefore want to contribute to the debate on
parental mediatiod @ | NHdzZAy3 GKF G LI NByidaQ YSRALF GA:
be examined in the context of parental attitudes on the effects of media on
children, as the reasons for parental mediation go far beyond thebesiefit
paradigm, as | have already starteddxplore in the previous chapter. Instead, as
this chapter will demonstrate, parenting, as a socially and culturally constructed
concept, comes with certain ideologically charged views on children and media, and

it is this ideology of intensive parentinghere parental mediation takes its origins.
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Moreover, parental mediation does not just happen, but is deeply integrated into
the practices of parenting and contemporary parental identities, and it is these
intersections between parental mediation, everydexperience of parenting and

parental identities that the following discussion aims to address.

WD22RQ LI NBYyGAy3A:Z LI NByidlFrt ARSYGAGE I yR
of media technology

As the literature review has demonstrated, there wealth of academic
NBaSINOK 2y AyiaSyaAirgsS LI NByGAy3a ARS2t 238
parentingin relationtoitd | 2 SOGSNE Ay (GKS RAaOdzaaAirzy 2
LI NBYGAYy3aIQ Ay GKS O2yiSYLIZNI NE LdoNSy iAy3
are rarely devoted needed attention. Yet, as the following discussion will
RSY2YyaiN)I 0ST OKAfRNBYyQa (St SOAAAZ2Y OASHA
home play a vital role in the construction@®fK S y 2 A2y 2 FandPI22 R LI |
parental identities, which also has direct implications on parental management of
OKAf RNBYQa YSRAIF dzaS® Ly hefaditkat parSngA | | Yy R |
havetoO2 Yy U NRBf | YR YIFylF3S OKAft RNBYQ&a YSRALl dz
matter-of-factly, as a giverand is therefore rarely questioned and investigated. In
GKAA aSOtAaAzy 2F GKS OKFLIWGSNIL glyd G2 |dz
media use is something that all pareitave to dg and examine the possible
reasons of why parents themselves migiinhk of it as a necessary action and an
important parental responsibility, bringing actual parental accounts into the
discussion, and relating them back to the broader academic debates around
contemporaryintensiveparentingideologyin the risk society identified and
discussed above.

My study has highlighted a very strong connection between intensive
LI NBYyGAy3a ARS2ft 2383 AYRADGARIZ f & Qrertd NSy |
Maurer, Joseph Pleck and Thomas Rane definepareraSy G A i1& a4 WIGKS |
GKAOK 'Yy AYRAQGARdZ f &4SSa &aLISOATAO LI NByl.
oHnnmYondpod Ly 20KSNJ g2NRa>X AYRAODARIZ f 4Q

well as their own parenting practice and actions, haveditink to how individuals
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feel about themselves, and their sense of setfrth andselfrespect (also see

Giddens, 1991; Hogg and Abrams, 1988; Taylor, 1989). Parental identity is not

natural or neutral, however, but rather culturally and socially catd i SR e g A G K Y
network of expectations 2 (i K S NB S E (i S Nayeh &s criticl in(siiapingd St T X
y2i 2yf e 2ySQlparedtiSgfrof G5A 20NiB01 A yA YiRKSSSitREof 2 Y S Q&
selfQ 6C2E I yR . NHzOSiriker,H 968) M\ly stapp lEshdwhtta? & S S

these external expectations, which were derived from the contemporary ideology

2F AYOGSYyaAr@dS LI NByldlAyds airayraAFTAaOolrydte akl
OKAf RNBYyQa YSRAIF dzaSs gAGK LI NByidlFf YSRA
pari A O A edmyfiiman®toparental identity (also see Burke and Reitzes, 1991;

Fox and Bruce, 2001). And as Chris Shepherd et al. have argued, there is a very
A0NRYy3a O2yySOlA2y 0SGsSSy (GKS gl &asxs Ay 4|

use, and parental iddities:

YCTthus providea focus for what a parent is and does and should be, and

what a child is and does and should be, and this focus runs thematically

through the negotiations, in a transient aparticularizedway. The point is

that rules and negtiations do not just circulate around the unchanging

desirable and undesirable qualiie 2 F L/ ¢X G KS#the OA NDOdz | G ¢
desirable and undesirable glittes of g NBy (& | yIR06QIKN f RNBYy Q

t NEGA2dza NB&SEFNOK KI Strategiedzill 8dRniqgués, NSy 1 a Q Y.
however, parentaviews on why this mediation wasportant to them were rarely
brought to light. And | want to argue that it is important to also study the ways, in
which parents talk about mediation more generally, as these/siare reflective of
LI NByGtaQ FGdAddzRSa (261 NRa LI NByGAy3as LI |
WI22RQ LI NBYy(d &aK2dzZ R NIZ2A 3 Y RYAKZRLD R YoB K IAL
and the place of media use in this equation.

In the interviews padicipating parents used very specific language
associated with the ideology of intensive parenting, mainly focusinigvon
binaries, which could be applied to parenting and parental identity in their view:
WAY @2t OSRQ +{ Willee{LWHNBROAYHRNSEY & s E 80K |
reported to be an essential component of the everyday experience of parenting, in

GKAOK GKS [jdzSadAazy wi2g OFly L 6S | 3I22R |
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numerous dayto-day decisions about how to behave in thparenting role (also

see Giddens, 1991:14). And it is this terminology that was mainly used in the
RAaOdzaaAz2y 2F OKAfRNBYyQa dzaS 2F YSRALF |yl
Fa Fy AYLERNIFYyG O2YLRsytShécas WithatyBigadyRQ LI NB
2L aAGA2yas KS 2LJJaArAidSa WAy@2t OSR LI NJ
LI NBy 0 Q | vy Werdifidndefined aldBey dif Bgainst one anothedust

LJdzG G A y 3 wiakréarded by pArénts who participated in my studwgs

Wol RQX WLIR2NR yR WilTé&Q LI NByldAy3az: NBII |
fromtimetotime:WL R2y QG 1y26X L GKAYy]l AldQa | aazc
Y068y LizidAy3a &2 dzNJ(AhKabdleRNHE yeardold, TNRY G 2F
Norfolk, two children aged 3and 6 month&;K | 1 Qa | ftF1& él& 2F L
@2dzQ@S 320G G2 3IADS @& AuuNds,BAMREarsBIG BastOSa | f
{dzaASE GKNBS OKAfRNBY 3SR 0X ¢ YR Mnoo
or her own was often contrasted with watching televisimith2 y SQa OKAf RI 4K
gla y24 NBIFTNRSR Fa | frie& wiStSorarzy |
Wodzi L ¢2dz R 2dzad FRR GKFG ¢S ltgleaszs |
withher,soA G Qa y2G tA1S 6S IINB adGAOMary 3B GKS ¢
44 years old, Norfolk, one child aged 1). As Megan further explained this difference
0SGsSSYy WitllTeQ FyR WAyY@Z2t{@SRIOQR NG WBHs (i T3S ¢
viewing:

W Sllsuppose there is this assumption that if you just put the telly on,

GKSYy @2dz NB 2dzadX y2G YI{Ay3a Iy STF2
O2Ldzi AayQid AGK ! NBFIffte Sraeé GKAy3
AT LQ@S 323 A dEZFWQUXSIOI™Ay 1 | OGdz t &
family arourd, which is quite important, becausgiite a few of friends have

alrAR GKIG AT @2dz R2y Qi KIF@S 3N} yYRLI NB:
who can come and look after the kigsd you have t@lo somethingthen

0KS SFaasSaild GKAy3 G34Rearsiolil, Narlk, dzi G K S
children aged 5 and)2

| SNB aS3ly NBFSNBR G2 tSdidAy3a OKAfRNBY &I |
STTF2NI QS YR 6KAf S anrétBnessBeSides thabDtboyshes £ SRIS |
immediately offers a justification for her actiogshe allows her children to watch

TV, because unlike some other parents out there, she does not have extended
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family around, who will help her deal with the time pressuréparenthood, which
means shédasto find an alternative, and this is8heretelevision comes in.

CKA&a 2dZAUGATFAOIGAZ2Y 2F 2ySQa LI NBydalt
study, with other participants feeling the need to explain their parenting choices to
me as well, providing rich details of their lives in order to make me understand the
reasoning behind their parentahoices. For instance, Victoria provided details of
her difficult pregnancy to explain why her older daughter watches a lot of

television:

WL &dzlJLl2aS LQR NI GKSNJ GKFG L ¢6Fa SyasS
GKFG @2dz {y26> 3ASGGAYy3a GKIG NBtFIA2ya
possible. And you know, | think she started watching more television when |

was pregnant, becaus&KlF R ljdzZA S  RAFFAOdzZ & LINB3IAY
aLISyaG  t2G 2F GAYSI 6KSy Al ¢25a | dzA G-
34 years old, Nottinghamshire, two children aged 2 years and 3 mpnths

' 4 0KAA [[dz2GS RSY2YyaiGNXGSaz Fy20KSNJ NBI &
Oty 0SS O2yaARSNBR WilleQ LI NBokiohbghialf A a 0SS
of the parent, and only those parental activities that require work, so entertaining

onSQa OK A th&help df életoninideviced, 2 NJ Ayaidl yOS> ljdz- £t A ¥
parenting style. In situations whemaher entertainment options wer@ot so easily

available, for instance, during long journettse use of electronic devices was

justified, as long as it wasot the first thing that parents tried

Wad RIFIR fAG@S&a Ay -HONHriyeQsd h atwghBour G Qa | G
drive she might sort of watch half an hour or an hour. If we want to keep

her in her car seat, there are two thisgwell, mainly we use books and

food, but we will use the iPad, the iPodsagirya | f | &4 NBa2NI 3> ¢
FlL @2d2NAGSET FyR AdQa y20 GKS FTAMRG GKA
34 years old, Norfolk, one child aged 2

Here Abigail emphasised twice that using media technology would not be the first

thing she would try to entertain or distract her daughter by saying that#tisK S f I & i
NEB & an®y02 & (i K SshepdedNiER d@manktratiigiher awareness of the

WNINID OK2AO0Sa& GKIFG WlenmaRyQuhéedlitbEBgto & a K2 dzf R

A

YEYyF3aSYSyld 2F OKAfRNByQa YSRAI dzaS3z LI NB



strategies that could not only address the risk to children, but would also fall under

GKS OFrGS3IFARNBRRATI $RI WA WO2t QBRONJLX WBY (&Y aKHK

parenting, fulfilling the commitment to the parental identity. Examples of such

YSRAFGAZ2Y &GN GSIASaz2yKB@NNEBEHRHIZDOKE RRNB ¥ RFp

watching together or being closeg/btalking to children about their media usend

examining contentbefore £ ft 26 Ay 3 OKALRNBYyQa FO00Saa (2
An important question to be asked here is what television viewing is

compared to, and if television viewing is associated with bad and lazy pagenti

GKSY gKIFG | OGAGAGASEAE R2 W3I22RQY WAy @2t @S|

already been mentioned in the previous chapter, the previously observed binary

WiStSOAAA2Y a4 LI aarodsSQ +{ WwWO2YLIziSNI 4SOl

Seiter6 MpppYnHOE KI & 6SSy O2YLX AOFGSR o6& ySo

uses of it. Parents, who participated in my study, tended not to differentiate

between television and other media technologies, and not to consider one media

device as more active ortellectual than the other, rather talking about managing

Fff 2F YSRAIF RSOAOSas 2FGSy NBFSNNAy3I (2

viewing and the use of media devices, such as PCs, laptops, tablets, game consoles

and mobile phones were contrastedwil K 2 0 KSNJ Y2NB WAy @2t OSRC

required more effort and participation from both parents and children, such as

sports, going to the park, reading books, doing puzzles and playing with developing

toys, such as Lego (also searcloth 2014, 2014b; Shaw, 2008)It is these

activities that parentsmeiln A 2 Y SR Ay O2 yasimdreanterading, W& ONB Sy :

intellectual, healthy and encouragy the development of childreand specific

skills:

WL LINBFSNI (G2 1 SSL) 06 dzikeéepimykhildten Btéand SNJ | O
KSFfidKes 3J2Ay3a G2 aLRNIa Of qéetly,  yR Of
25-34 years oldlL.ancashiretwo children aged 5 and )1

4

WOR NIGKSN) GKIFG aKS LX ISR oAlGK G283
distract her- readingbooks and doing puzzles and things like that, rather
0 K I y(Abtgail@5-34 years old, Norfolk, one child agey 2
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WL R2Yy Qi ¢l yd Y& {ARa G2 o6S arxidagAay3a a
G2 08 2dzi SELISNASYOAYy3d lLgSwhcINGNR® | 2 dz
is a really good game, becaugau are playing and you are thinking about

what you are doing and you are focusing on trying to achieve something

FYR GKFdQa Y2NB AYLRNIIFIYyG ftAFS aiAffa
TV or & O NRI&mesB5-44 years old, East Sussex three children aged 3, 6

and 10.

Such labelling of all activities that children can potentially take part in in terms of
GKSY 0SAy3 2LIAYIFT Fornst] aOkte feBuNids) yii€archlR S @St 2 |
of activities, isa principlederived from intensivgarenting ideology, which was
practiced by parentparticipating in my studgn a dayto-day basisKaircloth,
2014a; Wolf, 201).

These responses once again bring to théaste the ideology of intensive
LI NBYyidAy3 YR GKS YeéidK 2 finvdlvedeahganty LI NSy G
spendingpurposefu] quality and goalorientedtime with his or her children, which
results in educating children and supporting their developi@mso see Araujo
Martins et al., 2014t ee, 2014pRamaekers and Suiss201]). The responses my
participants have given unveil the meaning of being a good parent with regards to
media technology: only a bad parent is simply using media technology as a
WIFoeaAldSND (2 200dzle OKAf RNBYT | 3JI22R L
with children not relying on media devices to entertain th&imAs Emily explained,
WL R2y Qi GKAYy]l AlQa ySoOSaalNnfte (GKIG AlQ
perfect mum and dad and not have to rely on sources outside and this kind of
SYUSNIFAYYSyG G2 {(Z34yearsdld, Nodiblki daSchiddpdO K A £ R NJ
5 monthg. As Frank Furedi has pointed out,

Wraditionally, good parenting has been associatgith nurturing,

stimulating and socialisg children. Today it is associated with monitoring

their activities. An inflated sense of risk prevails, demanding that children

aK2dzf R yYySOSNI o6S tSTlu 2y GKSANI 246y X t !
their own afer school is presentedasa®a 2 F LI NBy Gl A NNBA
(20025).

33 For more on the meaning of being a good parent, Be&dre D.Johnston and
5SON} |1 & {glyazy o6uwunncd W 2yaidNHzOGAy3a (K.
Y2O0KSNAY 3T ARS2{ 258ARI&8/ob 4(78), pANJ0B 0 | (1 dza Q @



The same logic applies to letting children watch television or use other media
technology on their own, as this is also seen as parental irresponsibility and traits of
a bad parentalso sedbermottand Pomati 2015. This explains why all of my
participants, while being interviewed, tried to paint a picture of good parenthood
and family that does not include vast amounts of television viewing, or at least
point out thatother familesare doing an even poorer job, letting their children
watch TV and be on media deviadbthe time(alsosee Finch, 2007a more
detailed discussion of the performance of parenting will be presented later in this
chapteh ® ¢ Kdzad Y I y I 3 A ys8 wad BohsidetByald garenfsaRa |-
LI NBYyiGAy3a NBaLRyaAoAtAGE IlYRRDORYNAUWSHI I
KFra 326G Fa YdzOK 6FR Ay AG= a AdGQa 332G 3
and be responsible and protect and insure thak S&@ | NS 2yfe& aSSAy3
(Abigail,25-34 years old, Norfolk, one child aged Rere Abigail demonstrates the
F gl NBySaa 2F GKS LRGSYOGAFrt NRAR&ala Faaz2oOAal
accepting the role of a manager of these risks.

Television viewing and the use of media technology by children are thus
GAUGlI T O2YLRyYySylGa 2F (GKS O02yaiNHzOGA2Yy 27F
LI NBYGAY3IQS yR O2yiSYLIR2NINEB LINBYyiGrt AR
between intensive parenting &2t 238 YR AYRAGARdZ £t 4aQ SELX
ARSyiGAGeY 6A0GK O2y0iSYLBRNINEB dzyNBIfAAGAO
parenting often leaving parents with a lower sense of-g&ifth, as they struggle to
meet such expectations on an everyday basis. y @ NXzf S& | NRPdzy R g KU
WAYy @2t OSRQ LI NByida akKz2dzZ R R2 NBZ2f @S I NB .
positioning it at the center of parental everyday consideratigkisd as this section
has demonstrated, parents were acutely aware of the exgu#gmns of the intensive
parentingideology, and used these expectations to frame their discussion of
OKAf RNBYQa YSRAIF dzaSo tI NByidlf YSRAIFIGAZ2Y
parenting ideology, becoming something that parents sinmaye to dojn order to
FSSt WNRIKGQ Irégardess of the®inintividiaNvysion yfedlia

technology.
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/| KAf RNBY Q& YSRAL dzaS3 AyGSyargsS LI NBylAy:
gender
When discussing the workings of the contemporary intenpaenting
ideology, an important question to be asked is who these messages and discourses
are targeted at, and whether they are targetedaditparents, or if there are any
gender or class differences. The ideology of intensive parenting puts a pressure o0
LI NByda (2 YIFIylr3S OKAfRNByQa YSRAI dzaSsz |
whether there are gender and class differences in how this pressure is experienced
by parents. As it has been discussed in the methodology chagess was not the
key object of inquiry in this studyand it was when participants themselves brought
the issue of class up, that it was considered in the analysis, in order to avoid
understanding and analysing all parental views and practices through the narrow
and limiting prisnmof belonging to a certain social clagsEstherDermottand

MarcoPomatihave argued with regards to their own study,

Wthe findings support the view that associations made between low levels
of education, poverty and poor parenting are ideologicdHtiyen rather
than based on empirical evidence. Claims that families who are poor or are
fSaa ¢Sttt SRdzOFGSR R2 y20 Sy3ar3asS Ay K.
are misplace201514).

This section therefore does not offer an extensive discussiqawanting in

relation to class issué&$ but rather examines how participants themselves

understood their experiences of contemporary intensive parenting ideology using

class and gender considgions, arguing againgiopularclaims that clasand

gender lavea direct connection with Y RA @A Rdzt £ aQ Sy 3l 3ISYSyd A
The literature review, which has opened this chapter, has already positioned

parenting as a gender issue by examining academic works on parenting, many of

which have focused on intensive mothering and pressures of parenthood on

34For a more detailed discussion of class in relation to contemporary parenting, see
Martina KlettDavies (2010s Parenting a Class Issuashdon:Family and

Parenting Institute; and V&illies(2008)Ehildrearing, class and the new politics of
parentingSociology Compasgol.2(3), pp. 107§1095.
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mothers (for instance, seedys, 1996). As Ann Phoenix, Anne Woollett Bud

Lloydhave pointed out, parenting remains heavily gendered, even though the term

WLI NBY GAyYy3Q tha $hadrdaNBdstiliihé Seopfelwiinido most

childrearing and have mostsponsibility for ch f R NS ysRHodvewep,dihogh

in all 12 families that | have interviewed it was the mothers who were the primary

caregivers, and the fathers who tended to work full time hours (also see Araujo

Martins et al., 2014, Gillies, 200Baircloth 2014b) both mothers and fathers

shared their opinions on childrearing during the interview, demonstrating interest,

involvement and commitment to parental identity, and in most cases both mothers

FYR FTIOGKSNRE 6SNB Ayg@d2ft SR Ay stonyide®@d y3 OK.

to be an important parental responsibility by both. It therefore becomes important

G2 ljdzSaidAazy y20 aayvyLife oKSOGKSNI FIFGKSNE O

or not, but whether gender has amffect on parental attitudes, experiencesd

LINF OGAO0Sa 2F YIylF3asSyYSyid 2F OKAf RNByQa YSI
As Sharon Hays (1996) has pointed out, and as the discussion in the previous

aSO0A2y KIFa AffdzZAGNY 0SRT | fGK2daAK y20 |1

Y20KSNAY3IQZ Y2aid 2 Eutely Eviwg oflit. BEsedydostdeS NI K St S &

findings of my research, | want to argue in favour of the expansion of this argument

to include fathers as well, as my study has indicated that fathers are acutely aware

2F WAYUSYAADBS LI NBYUIGAWHQYIARISRZS 23l (22 0K/

media use to be an important issue. Nevertheless, considering mediation an

important issue and actually doing something about it are two separate things, and

my study did provide examples of fathers leaving this responsitbalitpdthers. For

AyaialryoOoSs ¢gKSy a1SR Fo2dzi OKAf RNByQa NE

time spent using media, Andrew responded by sayig KA & A a NBIFffte | |

+ A O (i(258& ylea®s old, Nottinghamshire, two childraged 2 years and 3

months) i KdzdZ NBRANBOGAYy3I GKS ljdSaidAirzy (2 KAa

media use. Victoria has also mentioned that sometimes Andrew accidentally

AYGSNFSNBR Ay KSNIFGdGSyLwiia G2 YIylFr3aS OKA:

onwhenitsholR Kl @S 0SSy 2FF3 06SOlIdzaS KS gl a y:

media routinesWsuppose sometimes between me and Andy [there is a conflict], if

L GKAY]l KS Gdz2NYSR 2y GKS (StS@orarzy G222
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Lidzd & A G | ®ZE8MNedisDld, Natthghamshire, two childraged 2

years and 3 monthsHowever, this example alone is not representative, as in
FY20KSNJ FIFYAt& AG o1& GKS FLFIKSNE K2 (2
seriously than the mother, being much stricter and more precise about the exact

amount of time children spent using medilevices:

James [who was out when children started to use media devices]: What
time did they start playing the iPads?

{2YALY 9YYYX f I dZ3KAYy3I6 Sy LI aaSRX b
& dzNB X
James: | asked you to time it!..

(3544 years old, East Sessthree children aged 3, 6 and)10

James also reported trying to watch television with his children whenever he could
02 Adz2LISNIDAEAS OKAf RNBYQa (wBle&SoyadaidsifeR (2 &
was not particularly keen on watching it with thens she did not find the content
interestingW S GSyRa (2 61 G0K Al Y2NB gA0GK GKSY
fA1S I Y2 OA SSimpsond DT AMNB I €0 dzh {ISRR2y Qi t A1 S
FYye@Y2NB>X a2 L R2 Y394 yents dld&t Sussex thredickildrénK S Y Q
aged 3, 6 and 10In a few familieshat | have interviewegdfathers were also more
technologically savvy than mothers, which meant that setting parental controls and
locks was much easier for them, or they were the only onelsarfamily who could
do it. Such examples show that gender does not have direct connections to
parental mediation, with both fathers and mothers expressing concerns about
OKAf RNBYQa YSRAIF dzaS FyR GF1AYy3 LINI Ay
claims that mothers are more engaged in most mediation practices(saig
2006).

Similarly both middleclass and workinglass parents showed awareness of
the intensive parenting ideology with regards to media technol®gyticipants
alsoobservalthati KS A RS2f 238 27F WASY IASR/SIAGD 2 FLI YNGRy 2(
LJ- NB vy déigedréOmiddleclass perspectives, withartain middleclass bias
towardsg KI 0 O2dzy (1 & | aandififdr&are dclhss, Yrirathgr3a0 >
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economic issue (also s€dark, 2012Dermott and Pomati, 201 %-aircloth 2014k

Gewirtz,2002; Klett-Davies, 2010). This was particularly noticed by William and
aS3alys ¢gK2 RA&aOdzaasSR GKIFIG GKS adGA3Yl | NB
watch television is culturally and satty constructed, with there éing a clear

middle-class bias:

aS3aryyYy L KAyl GKS gK2fS GKAyYy3a | o2 dz
there is a touch of snobbery a bit as well.

2 A EAlLYY | SOtKZa 3\ GYQkY aysA RAREYSQ UG A ls G K2 dz3 K
bad, | think.

aS3alyy ,SIK L KAyl az2® WdzaldX
2 AfEAFYY XédzyYeée Ydzyyée oNAR3IFRSOD

(35-44 years old, Norfolk, twohildren aged 5 and 2)

Even though William and Megan saléntified as middleclass, William

nevertheless was very critical of dleven sarcastic abomiddle-class parenting

ideologies, which see theorld in black and white terms&nd pareting as either

W32 2 RQ withNathihg ih BR@eenwith there being little evidence to support

the choice of certain parental choices gméctices As it has already been
RAaOdzaaSR Ay (KA& OKIFILWGSNE ¢6KSy-class O2YSa
ARS2ft 238 2F AyliSyair@S LI NByildAay3a Of Sk NIe
entertainment is lazy and even irresponsible, withpaigd Kl @Ay 3 | WRdzi &
other more suitable means of entertaining children, sucls@ash as sports, going to

the park, reading books, doing puzzles and playing with developing toys, such as

Lego. Based on my observations of middiss homes, the cgpliance with the

WI22R LI NBYGAYy3IQ adGlFyRINRaA 2F SyYOiSNIFAyYyA:
investment on behalf of parents in books, toys and various equipment (also see

Barford, 2011jto et al. 201QNikkenand Schols2015) In comparison, the four

homes that | have visited and categorised as worldlass(see methodology

chapter for the discussion of the interviews sample and its characterisiid$jot

have the same amount of childreelated material goods due to the financial
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constraints experiered by parents. Similarly, while midddass parents
mentioned going to the cinema with children, travelling or attending various sport
and art groups or sections, working class parents did not mention such a wide range
of leisure activitiegalso sedbavidson andPower, 2007.

It is therefore not surprising that children growing up in workolgss
households would often consume more media, as other means of entertainment
were simply not available to parents, as Helen, who-sightified as working class

shared:

W SIKX L {AYR 2F dzaS AG lFa | oloeaArdia:
there is nothing else to do. Sometimes we might sit down and watch a

movie or something oBtrictly Come DanciggNJ a2 YSUG KAy 3 Ay (KS
(35-44 years oldNorfolk, two childreraged 7 and %

As a single mother, Helen did not have many alternatives to television viewing, or
Sy2dzZaK GAYS (2 réyhdacties dnya reguibask Similarly,

while middleclass parents talked at length abaeicording content to make sure

that children were not exposed to advertising or inappropriate content, Helen, who

RAR y2i0 KIS + RAIAGEFE NBO2NRSNJI 2NJ | Wo 2|

simply did not have that option:

WL R2Yy Qi ingSaktiies we ged MVOs out from the library or we
2dza i o (G6CKKS NI MNBISIXE gl @a NARalasx odzi L
flexible on that really. If they see it, they see it. They always browse and
a2YSGAYSaAa L R2 1 AYyR ®#yBppiofiate, e bést S €
GdzNy A G 2 @S NE > (3%4daieats old Nbréolk, iwé chitdoza (
aged 7 and B

ts O
tATS
¢Kdza (GKAA ARS2f 23A0@2y O DRIy S AN Goitied bl 2686 16 BAS3/ Y G |
parentsandi KS Wy I (i daigliably agvid@téty paents from workinglass
backgrounds@ermottand Pomatj 20152) is not always simply a matter of

preference and choice, but something that parents do not have control over due to
KAIK FAYFYOAIlf LINBaadz2NKSazIadir&timpacyaa G2 YI G-
2ySQa Odz GdzNIF £ 2 NA §HFaiicloth, R@L&33)idraathitbdsR & LI NBy
G261 NR& YI ylI 3Ay3 Todsd dbdeNabiohdpdint 16 & fadt that dza S ©
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gKSYy RAaOdzaaAy3da LI NBydGrft YFryrFr3aSySyid 2F¥ O
sense to talk about the issue of economic resources, rather than class. This will
allow to stay clear of labelling certain parental ates (which in reality might not
0S OK2A0Sa I-O0f F&&AVLI BB WHRWNWHERY I YR RNI & |
significance of economic factors that lie at the heart of intensive parenting
ideology, making financial resources and the acquisition of materagthe
LINAYEFNE RSFAYAGAZ2Y 2F W3I22R LI NBYyGAy3aIQ I
LI NBytas gKz2 101 F00Saa (2 WLINBylGAy3ad y!
2F az2O0Altteée FyR Odzf GdzNI ft& | OOShEDF 6t S WA
seeDermottandPomatj 2015; Elliotet al., 2015faircloth and Lee, 2010areau,
2003; Nelson, 2010

Similarly, #hough children in workinglass families were reported to
consume more media, this does not mean, however, that workiags peents
GSNBE dzyl 6 NS 2F (GKS aGA3IYlF &dz2NNRdzy RAy3 O
WI22R LI NBYUK22RQ Ay NBflFGA2Yy G 2cla8sKAf RNB"
parents reported experiencing a feeling of guilt, as a result of allowing chitdren
use a lot of media, set against expectations of the intensive parenting ide@sgy.

Helen explained:

WhyS szl;é VGKSé Kl @éAéf GOKSFV%N(BJ; b ijz LI I
YéA'-FNJP\Syv/R é(hf,<Z L '-F§Sf HdZAfQFéI- éUI—KéI-,UI-)ngKSi
éffS al AR &6 dzi é2QZ R2 a2 YdzOK gAUK OKA/
e Sl KX wt 235644 yédrs did, N@f6)K, tevo children aged 7 and 6

When | asked Helen about this feeling of guilt, she could not explain why exactly

was she feelinguilty, it was just an unconscious feeling that she was not supposed

to let her children spend so much time on media devices. Such feeling of guilt was

reported by both middleclass and workinglass mothers, becoming a common

parenting experience regardis of social clagselonging As Megan, wheelf

identified as middleclass, shared¥, S| KX A0 Qa 2dzad 3JIdzAfax €A

something educational or like interacting with your children, rather than just

LJdzi G A y 3 (Mdgéh, 3544 years/aiNorfolk, two children aged 5 and.2As

Philip Simpson has argued:
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W INBFGSNI 82dz2NDS 2F yEASGE F2NJ GKS |
expose what many mothers, in particular, see as their failings. The true

source of this anxiety is not, of courgelevision, so much as the almost

unconscious acceptance that a mother must, in all circumstances and at all

times, be equal to the demands of a young child. When television is used to

ease this impossible burden through its potential as a childminder,

COY F2NISNI 2NJ RA&AGNI Oli 2 eB7:7)jdzSadiAzya 27F

Belonging to a certain social class thus did not make a difference in the experiences
FYR FSStAy3aa GKFEG LI NByda NBLR2NISR Ay NB
parental responsibilityn relation to it.

It is important to mention however that althoughfathers demonstrated
the awareness of intensive parenting ideology and considered the issue of
YEYylF3Ay3a OKAf RNBYQa YSRALF dzasS G2 oS |y A
ideology ofintensive parenting often did not affect them in the same way as it
affected mothers. The interviews showed tHathers experienced a lesser feeling
of guilt with regards to allowing children to use media than mothers, which in turn
influenced the attitues fathers had towards certain everyday situations, in which
children were allowed to use media, in order to allow some time for parents to do
other things, like cleaning or having a cup of tea. While in those situations mothers
tended to express feelings guilt and internal struggle, fathers talked about those
AyaldlyoSa a WLING 2F fAFTSQX a2YSGKAy3a G

failure of parenting, as the example given by Stuart illustrates:

Well, there was a time when | tried to doree washing up, and it was quite
KFNRX AG0 (221 lFo2dzi Iy K2dz2NJ 62 R2 0KA:
was boozing around me all the time, wanting attention. So I, | am not
FaKFYSR (2 FTRYAG AdGT L alFAR GNRIKGEZ T
Dinopawssis 10 minutes long, stuck it on and she just sat there. | mean |

Oy 3IAG®S KSN)o221a la ¢Stt> odzi 6221 a
YAydziSas yR GKSy &aKS gAfft 3/ NI SELIX
years old, Norfolk, one child agejl 1

Or, as William and Megan discussed:



William: | think dads are much more relaxed about it, putting the TV on for
the kids.

Megan: You think so? Yeah, | suppose there is this assumption that if you

2dza G Lizi GKS G(GStfeée 2y SFREWIX2 dzGIONS f &

just a balance all the time | think.

William: But then at 6 in the morning when they get dpii Q& NXB I f f &
come down and want to play Lego. Sometimes | just want to put the telly
on, you know. And drink coffee.

Megan:a YYYX L R2y Qi 1y26X

(35-44 years old, Norfolk, two children aged 5 and 2

¢tKSasS SEIYLX Sa aKz2¢ GKIFIG SELISOGEFGAZ2Y A
can affect men differently to women (also sEaircloth 2014b;Shirani et al.2012).
While woman were considering each time tefision was used as a babysitter

allow time for other things, such as domestic chores or having a coffee, a personal
failure and a sign that not enough effort has been put into parenting, men were
considering it a realigt and pragmatic approach to parenting. Fathers in my study
Ffa2 G0SYRSR (G2 06S YdzOK Y2NB a1 SLIAOI

and media use than mothers (also s&kirani et al., 2012As Stuart discussed:

We¢ KSNBQa I awjwhd Wil red8 somiththg an $he Mtginet,

LIS2LX S RA&AOdzaa AGX YR GKSNBQa [ftgl e

about television, you know, damaging children, and you always hear people
NEOAGAY3 AGE odzi y2i0 I OtheyglalfsteinXo y 2

Kl |

- NJ

a

2y S

1y2¢6 Fo2dzi AdT FYR AdGQa Ftglea RATFTFSN

made me think that most of these people have never read it and, you know,
some people say television is bad for children, which, you know, may be so, |

think.Imegfy ¢S NS 2F | YAYR aSisz &Saz SgSt

Lily was just watching TV all day, if television was on all day, then that

g2dzZ RyQil 06S 3I22R T2 854K a3 didiiNotok,fore ¢ S

child aged L

It can be argued thatisk consciousness is experienced more strongly by mothers,
who are often positioned in both academic and public debates as the main
managers of risk for the whole familiifkla 2005 Leeet al., 2010. Prevous

chapters have already showhat mothers felt a more acute sense of responsibility
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F2NJ YIye RAGSNARS FaLlsSoda 2F FlLYAte tAFS:
that list. Similarly, &thers also did not mention discussing childrearing in general, or

Yyl 3Aay3a OKA tiRpaiohlar awithvoth& fathersizéften as mothers

did, and when they did, they often dismissed these discussions as unimportant,

which potentially means that there was less pressure felt by fathers to compete

GAOK 20KSNI FI GKSNWAES Ofi2 NR RGOS GEASIHE AR y2TFF T I (GYKLS
sense of parental identity (also s€aircloth 2014; Leeet al., 2010.

This section of the chapter héisus examined how parents discussed and
experienced intensive parenting ideology and the pressuretgimad S OKA f RNB Yy Q
media use usingl@ss and gender consideratiorsguing against popular claims
GKFG Ofraa IyR 3IASYRSNI KIF@ZS | RANBOG O2yy
w322 RQ lLkhakey thalgghdeddoes not have direct connections to
parerntal mediation, with both fathers and mothers expressing concerns about
OKAf RNBYyQa YSRAIF dzaS FyR GF1Ay3 LINI Ay
the ways, inwhic ELISOG | GA2ya | NRdzyR 6KIFG Al YSI yz
potentially affect fahers differently to mothersSimilarly it was argued thaboth
middle-class and workinglass parents silredawareness of the intensive parenting
ideology with regards t© KA f RNBy Qa (St SOA amefiyy OASgAy3
technology, even thougthe ideoR 38 2 F WAYGSyaA @S LI NBYyGAy:
W322R LI NBY (K2 2 REasRoerdhakcaySs, \iithERe YeingaAcR @if S
middle-class bias towardsivl & O2dzyda FFa W3I22R LI NBydAy3

/ KA f Rnédiaylskdnd the performance of parenting

¢tKS RA&aOdzaaAz2y Ay GKA& OKFLIWGSNI a2 T NJ
television viewing and the use of media technology in certain aspects define what
W322R LI NBYGAYIQ Ad Ay AYyOISyairodsS LI NByidaA:
around it. Howevermy research has showthat due to theunrealistic natureof
YIyeé 2F GKS SELISOGlIGA2ya 2F AyiliSyairodgsS LI
so much a real experience for my participants, but ratbigen a discursive
strategy. In otherwords, it was nobnly about fulfilling the expectations and

commitments of intensive parenting, but also in many respects apedbrming
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good parenting in front of others, particularly other parents (also Skepherdet

al., 2006) And as the remaining part of this gitar will discuss, the performance of
good parenting is yet another difficult and emotionally challenging task for parents,
with a potential of causing anxiety and stress.

As such, my research has shotluat comparison with what other parents
doinrelatt y (2 OKAf RNByQa dzaS 2F YSRAL gl a @A
their own parenting, and their parental identitieBarents rarely just talked about
theirOK A f RNB y Q ather &R tules aduinit, ButNather constantly
referredtootherparg G a> ¢K2 (G2 UGKSY enGubB MR NBRZAy3
job, whether the ones they knew personally or hypothetical oBat we do have
friends, you get to their house and then CBeebies is on all the time, you know.

Some people just put it on first thinin the morning and just leave CBeebies on all

R | @\illiam,35-44 years old, Norfolk, two children aged 5 and®3aw some

parents, they have iPads for kids for watching even when they are driving in town,

2dza G (2 200dzLle ( (S6nia8c42 yearsroll yERSHSuseex, thigé | U Q
children aged 3, 6 and J,0Pm not one of those parents who spend the day with

GKSANI OKAf RNBY L (Pefirly, 384 yeafs o, \NBriflk, on2 &hildi KS ¢ -
aged 2).These quotes illustrate that whenstussing their own parental attitudes

YR LIN} OGAOS&a I NPdzyR OKAf RNBYyQa YSRAI dza:
actions with those of others, and it is this comparison that enabled them to make
2dzZRIAYSyida Fa (2 6KS(GKSNI lihkss guoteslsdllS R2 Ay 3 |
support the idea discussed earlier in the chaptéhat certain parental activities in
NBfFGAZ2Y (2 OKAfRNBYQa dzaS 2 FhevhdbRlilal {SOK
2T WolR LINBYGAYIQS LIzi dAy3Affilingthe 6 St 2y
expectations of intensive parents with regis to chillNE y Q&4 dzaS 2F YSRA |
whenthere is no contexfor these activities being available.

¢tKS RSOA&AZ2Y & G2 K2g¢ (G2 0Sa&dG | LILINBI
the use of media technolggin the home was often not just discussed and made
within the family, but also involved some online research, as wehleadiscussion
GAOGK 20KSNJ LI NByltad / KAt RNBYQa YSRALF dza$s
conversation between parents in both fate-face and online interactions.

Mothers in particular tended to spend a considerable amount of time on online
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forums or Facebook groups, often searching for answers to specific questions

NBfl SR (2 OKAfRNBYQad YSRALl edeadSrinthezsNJ 4SS .
or parenting¥ S E LJS NIi &MzDahielet al.,2014) Bof example, Sonia discussed

looking at threads oMumsnet reading about how other parents limit their

OKAft RNByQa YSRAI dzaS 2NJ g KSGKSNJ G, KSe S
just to get an idea of what the common attitudes were, before she was to introduce

the rules to her own children:

Whey do discuss, for example, how much TV yowyeHrold or 18yearold

gl GOKSasx 2dzad G2 aSS 6KIG 20KSNJI FIF YA,
have all these things when we were growing up, things have changed. And

you know, | sometimes go dviumsnet especially to read about all these

devices. Like for example, FreddieS Qa4 2dzad G dzZNYy SR 1 €l ad
know that some kids do play this ganMinecraft, at this age, and others

R2yQi® {2 @&2dz 2dzad NBIFIR |yR 3&Sy &2dz |
years old, East Sussex, three children aged 3, 6 and 10

Similarly, Victoria mentioned observing a fellow mother and the way she was

negotiating media use for her children:

WL 1y26 | FNASYR 2F 2dz2NB ¢K2 KFa | A
R2y Qi KI@S I ¢+ fAOSyasSs G(GKSe& gl 60K S
AGQa Iff R2yS GKNRdJZAK GKS LyGSmNySio L
The Night Gardeandhe watchesBeeon CBeebies and a couple of other

things, but I do think that they limit how much television he watches much

Y2NBE a2 GKIy ¢S R2 gA0GK t2LJR P L &dzZLJLJ
(25-34 years old, Nottinghamshire, two children aged & &month3.

+AOG2NAI GKSNBF2NB Gl f1SR |o62dzi LISSNJ LINB
¢ comparing your own rules about media use with that of other parents, evaluating

them and trying to decide which way is appropriate, and which way to folEueh

discussions, both online and fateface, often reinforced the discourses of good

LI NBYyGAy3as ONBIFIGAYy3 o0AYINARSaAa 0SGoSSy Wi LJ
I LILINR I OK OKA f Rbss gxandplesraBdrekpdose dthza factthat mothers
donotSSt O2yFARSYlG Sy2dzaK (42 YI 1S RSOA&AAZ2Y
themselves, as the intensive parenting ideology positions parenting not as a

product of personal intuition and personal views on what is right and wrong, but
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rather as a constant learning gess, where mothers in particular asacouraged
to constantlywork on their parenting practice and seek expert information
(Faircloth, 2014p

While previous research has demonstrated that participation in forums,
blogs and networking sites can be anmowering experience for parenthrough
connection to wider parentingommunities and information exchange (Hall and

Irvine, 2009 McDanielet al., 2012Miyata, 2002 Youngs, 2001) want to argue

GKFG ¢6KSy Ad O2YSa G2 (kskonkg pdanalaizy 27T

experiences of participation in online spaces are much less positive, often causing
anxiety and stress, as well as negatively affecting parental identities, rather than

enhancing wellbeing. For examplmeeMorrison has argued thatgrenting blogs

W prize emotional support and community harmony over vigorous or
abstract debate: they demonstrate this emphasis on felfealing by

employing humour, redirection, phatic statements, and metacritical
commentary in authoring posts as walk comments, in order to support
2yS FTYy20KSNR& LI NGAOALI GAZ2Y Ay GKS
and conflic o 28Tmn Y

In contrast, participants in my study have described online (as well agddeee)
RAaO0dzaaAz2ya 27F QKwuthfir, d&eitQliandvhighyAudgmeniab |
As Annabelle discussett K = A ( Q& MuiSshet fadghiiyf G, yesyWell on
Mumsnet if everyone is to be believed, they only ever let their children watch 10
YAydziSa 2F Al 2g53Hyedrs ol INarblk, 8va duldieryaged @

and 6 month$. Similarly, as Megan shared:

WL GKAY]l] OKSNB Aa | YlIaaArgS 6SAIKID

I NE 02Ny= w\sma\u ft AS10S GKSK W G OK ¢+ 3
f20 2F LIS2LX S &a2NlL 2F tAS o2
YSOSNI 6 G§OKSa Géf SOrAaAZ2YED | Y
weird but, yeah, people lie about how much TV they watch G K &
years old, Norfolk, two children aged 5 and 2).

dzii A
R G(KS
M1 Q 0o

lff Y2O0KSNARZI ¢K2 @gSNBE NBIdz I NI &8 RAA&AOdzaa A

both online and facdo-face, have shared these feelings of being deceived and
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being judged, whichmade$h G 2LIA O 2F OKAf RNBYyQa YSRALI c
subject of conversation for many.

When | asked parents why they thought it was the case that parents lied
o2dzi GKSAN) OKAf RNBYyQa YSRAI dzaS IyR LINEB:
of it in front of @hers, they responded by saying:

W2YS LI NByida NB [[dzZAdS RSFSyardS | o2d:
YdzOK (G KSANJ OKA (ABigaib2$-34 lyddiS oldj NoifalkKohey 3 Q
child aged 2

W SIFEKTZ AGQa GKSANI OKAf RNBhéywant.®® G KSe& |
a42YS2yS ONROGAOA&ASR 2NJ alAR dé2dz aKz2dz |
Y& OKAfRNBY>IX L ¢ ADahnd2585ykdrstaR Sufiolk, 2 TFSY R
two children aged 2 and 6 months

W, SOl dzaS @2dz2NJ OKAf RNBY I|chhBesthgfyoB EG Sy a A
YIF1SX ,2dzQR tA1S (2 0GKAYy]l OGKIFG @2dz | NJ
@2dz2NJ OKAf RNBYX ! yR ¢gKSy a2vYS2yS |ljdSai.
(Samantha25-34 years old, Norfolk, twins agedl. 5

These responses only reinforce tie$ I G KF G YIFylF3Ay3 OKAf RNBY
OSY NIt G2 LINBYOGAY3I YR LINByYyildltf ARSY (A
media use is questioned, it is considered to be an attack on parenting as a whole,

which can cause serious anger and offense to aekegf ruining relationships and

friendships. Samantha shared how it is often impossible to talk to fellow mums

about what children are viewing, because even when the conversation is meant to

be friendly and hedful, it often causes offense:

W' adzaZdzel M RAaAO0dzaaAy3 &2 ¥auskyby 3 f A1 S
have similar viewsnpiwhich case the conversation is fine, or you have got
RAFFSNBYG @GASsa yR Al SyRa dzJ 6SAy3axX
| think parents are verparticular aboutbeing criticied about their

parenting choices. And some people have made choices that | would
jdzSadA2y X .dzi AF L 1ljdzSadA2ySR Al GKS:
shame, because | wonder then if the parent had thought about &?eH

they reali®d the mplications of showing their child that sort of stuff? You

glyd G2 02YS |G AG FTNRBY | KSf LJFdzA LI2A)
2 dzi f A 12534 yefrs aldX Nbrfodk, twins agedl. 5



{AYAfT I NI @&z {ddzr NI akKlINBSR EB#zm KAAa R IREHS.
television viewing made him feel annoyed, angry and insulted, causing a significant

argument:

W{KS 4FAR a2YSGKAYy3 tA1SsT a[Afe& ¢ (§0OK.
OKAfR L 1y26é> 6KAOK L 61 althadnb R dz 2 dz
quite angryA, 0 SO dzaS Al ¢l ayQid GNHZS:E FyR . 2

FNE 2Ly yR K2ySad toz2dzi Ade ¢KS& N
0SOlFdzaS UKSe R2yQuUu g¢glyud U2 0S LISNOSAJ!
¢ + X3844§earld, Norfolk, one child aged 1
{ G dzI NI Q ghuskeFpinszhetpBentsftenhavetolid 0 2 dzi G KSA NJ OKA f
YSRAI dzaS yR LISNF2NY WwWI22R LI NByliAy3aQz
target of judgment and disapproval, not only from distatiangers online, but also
from people close to them (also séardyment, 200Y.
a2NB2FSNE YIylI3aISYSyid 2F OKAf RNBYyQa YS|
G2 S@lLtdzZaZ S 2ySQa LI NBydGAy3a OFLIoAfAGASE
time children spend omedia devices is used as a signifier of parenting success or
failure, similar to other things, such as when children start sleeping through the

night:

WIyR GKFG KFELIWLISYya 6AGK 20KSNJ GKAy3Iasz
groups, so and so says: Qittle Johnny has been sleeping though the night
AaAyOS KS ¢la uw 6SS1a 2tRX , 2dz 6KSNBF2]
Fo2dzi fAGGES W2Kyyeées &2dzNJ o ¢6SS1 2t R .
0KSNBETF2NB @& 2 dz25IEeark old) Nofolkutihs Mde¢'5).Q 0

This is aignificant finding, which to my knowledge has not been reported to date,
and which highlights the importance of studying media in relation to parenting, as it
is an integral part of the experience of contemporary parenting, sodething that
Oy Ldzi LI NByda SAGKSNI Ayid2 GKS OF 1S32Ne
26y SeéSa IyR Ay (GKS SeSa 2F 20KSNEX KIF GA:
parental identity.

This section of the chaptéherefore examined parentastrategies of

dealing with the unrealistic expectations and demands of contemporary intensive
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parenting ideology by the means&fA RAy 3 AYF2NXI GA 2y | 062dzi C
andLISNF 2 NXYAY 3 WI22R LI NBYGAYIQ Ay theSt | (A2
use of media technologyt demonstrated that due to the unrealistic nature of

YEye 2F GKS SELISOGlIGAZ2ya 2F AyidiSyardgsS LI
so much a real experience for my participants, but rather often a discursive strategy

that had t be carefully thought through in order to avgitigmentand

disapproval Comparisorwith what other parentsdoinrelatip 2 OKAf RNBY Q&
media thus becomegital to how individuals thinkf their own parenting, and their

parental identities At the same time{il KS RA a8 OdzaaA 2y 2ekhetOKA f RNB
onlineor in faceto-face interactions with other parents was not a positive

experience for parentgyften causing anxiety and stress &ell as negatively

affecting parental identities.

Conclusion

This chaptesignificantly adds to the understandingtbe place that media
technology ocuapies in contemporary parenting, as well as illustrating how
AYRAGARdIZ £ aQ S OrEnidyaht Beir pakehtd identicsee 2 T LI
influenced by cultural expectations of the inwwue parenting ideologi the risk
society While previous research has largely focused on the specific strategies that
LI NByida SYLX 28 Ay Ylse thichaptar h&3kddfeRedhgy Qa Y S
question ofwhyLJ- NBy ia FSSt GKS ySSR (42 YlylF3aS Ot
an important parental responsibility the first placeand examined the
AYGSNERSOUAZ2YA 0SG6SSY OKAf RNSafiddgelinsS RA | dz
with regards to their parenting choices and practices.

The chapter demonstrated that parental mediation is an important aspect
2F KS AyGSyairgsS LINBydAy3d ARS2ft23es | yR
LJ- NB yirivéleei theineah y 3 2F o0SAy3 | I22R LI NByl )
use of television andhedia technology: only a bad, lazy and uninvolpadent is
AAYLX & dzaAy3a GSESOAaA2Y YR YSRAI (SOKy2i
good parent is always using media technolagth children not primarily relying

on media devices to entertain therbut rather continuallyvorkingon their
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parenting.The chapter showed that' I Yy 3Ay 3 OKAf RNSyQa YSRALI
02 LINBylGAy3d NBalLRyaAroAtAGe yR LI NBydGl f
gender belongingBoth fathers and mothers participating in the study expressed
concernsaB dzi OKAf RNBY Q& YSRALF dzaS Hh6R G221 LJ
ideology of intensive panting often did not affecF I K S NRAi@thefsén&f A y 3 a
way as it affected mothef3as they tended to a take a more pragmatic and
skeptical approach to parentinimilarly, both middlelass and workinglass
parents showed awareness of the intensive parenting ideology with regards to
media technologyalthoughparents expressed their feelings that the ideology of
WAYGSYaArA@dS LI NBYIAYyIAKRZZRQI RENABERE F N2 W
perspectives, with there beingaertain middleclass bias towards what counts as
W32 2R LIBAdgNG to ¢ Gaid social class thus did not make a difference
in the experiences and feelings that parents reportetlilB € G A2y (2 OKAf R!
use and assumed parental responsibility in relation tdte chapter thus
emphasised the importance ® A 8 Odza & Ay 3 LI NBydl € YI ylF3SYS
dzaS Ay (GKS O2yGSEG 2F FFYAf & @&EetdO2y2YA O |
LI NBy Gl f OKz2QOK&EA I B NBENL KA P

This chapter has also demonstrated tlolte to the unrealistic nature of
many of the expectations of intensive pareriin A RS2f 238> W3I22R LI NJ
not so much a real experience, but ratrediscursive strategfpr parents. In other
words, it was not only about fulfilling the expectations and commitments of
intensive parenting, but also in many respects aluding true accounts of
OKAf RNBy Qa YSRA IperideéniSggdod@reéntirdy firkogieiEo avoigd R
often misplaced and unfadisapproval angudgment While being a common
2028500 2F RA&aOdzaairz2ys OKAfRNBYyQa YSRAIl dz
which often causes offense among parents. The chaptealsasrevealed that
YIYyF3aSYSyid 2F OKAfRNBYyQa YSRAIF d&aS 6S02Y
2ySQa LI NBYGAYy3a OFLIOGATAGIASEAY 6AGK (K
devices being used as a signifiéparenting success or failur€éo my knowledg,
this is the first study that examines the correlations between intensive parenting

ARS2ft 23> LI NByillf ARSyGAGEe YR OKAf RNBYy!
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contribution to the fields of media and television studies, as well as to the field of

parenting studies.



Conclusion

The study was set out to explore digital television viewing and the use of
media technology in the home in the context of contemporary parenting. On the
one hand, it can be seen as a continuatadrihe research tradition into thetudy
of television in familyeveryday life. And on the other hand, it is a response to the
changes in television technology, and current cultural interest (to the extent of
obsession) with parenting and all its practices matter how small or big, public or
private.

Previous academic works in the field of media and everyday life have
established the centrality of television and media technology for family everyday
life, providing diverse and rich examples of multiplemsday interactions and
activities that revolve around media and media technology, which play a significant
role in how everyday life, daily practices and relationships are organised and
experienced by family members (Bovill and Livingstone, 2001; B2Q1SG;

Gauntlett and Hill, 199%1oover et al.2004;Kayany and Yelsma, 2000; Lull, 1990;
Mackay and Ivey, 2004; Morley, 1988, 2000, 2003; Rogge, 1991; Silverstone, 1991,
Spigel, 1990, 1992). However, in such research in media and television studies,
parerting as a practice and as a specific experience is rarely acknowledged and

rarely brought to the forefront of the discussion of family media use. Similarly,

despite the wealth of research in parenting studies, which is concerned with the
practices and expéences of contemporary parentind\endell, 2000Blum, 1999;

Bobel, 2002Bristow, 2014Dermott and Pomati2015 Douglasand Michels2004;

Faircloth 2014a, 2014bF-uredj 2008;Leg 2014a, 2014bReece 2013;Shaw 2008;
Shiraniet al., 2012)television and the use of media technology in these inquiries

are not regarded and analysed as\bg 3 |y A Y LJ2 NIi | eydiydayd- NI 2 F
experiencs. Where parenting and media do meet, however, is in the discussions of

LI NBy Gl f 3dzh RI diddSe, @hich poiulatesRINGE gé Qubjectafeas
(media studies, television studies and parenting studies), and for the past decade
KFa 0SSy | WK23G3Q FyR LJ}LJzZ I NJBR&and S G KI
Bergh, 2000Chakoff and Nathanson, 200&jvingstone and Helsper, 2008;
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Mendoza 2009; Nikken and Jansz, 20lN&kenand Schols 2015;Schaarand

Melzer, 2015; Sonck et al., 2013; Warren, 2001, 2008us in most studies on

family media use, when parenting does enter the discussion, it is nfiest o
investigated through a narrow prism &K A f R NB y Qaéid p¥r&nkiliconcedas, S
FYEASGASA 2N welbddhgand dwebpdéntn SuRINEsyalzh,
parenting as a practice, andll NBSy (1 & Q 2 dnd hoW B fRshin-withttes S
practiceand everyday realities of parentingre often overlooked or not examined

in any particular detail, which puts significant limitations on academic
understanding of media use in the context of the home, family everyday life and
parenting. Thus the aim of ih current study has beemwtaddress these gaps in
existingresearch, and give research priority to the everyday media experiences of
parents. It sought to examine parenting as a unique stage in the life course, which
alters multiple aspects of individufls SOSNERI & f APSax Ay Of dzRA )
and other mediaconsumptionpractices.

While interrogating the relationship between television viewing, the use of
media technology in the home and parenting, the study was also concerned with
the current diversity and complexity of the ways of accessing and viewing television
content in the home, and how they were understood, experienced and practiced by
parents in the context of family everyday life: the domestic space, daily routines,
family communication iad relationships, and most importantly, the practice of
parenting. This focus on television, television technology, and on how they are
understood anl experienced by parents, is a distinguishable characteristic of my
research, which makes it different froather studies that are also part of the
SYSNESY(G NBASINOK AYIljdZANE Ayid2 LI NBYyGAyS3
Parenting for a Digital Futur@.SE, 2015a, 2015b). Thus in my own reseain
not only concerned with the inquiry into parenting and pai& experiences, but
also with the inquiry into the uses and meanings of digital television for
contemporary audiences, with a specific focus on parents as an audience group.
Over the past decade, academic works in the field of television and digitahmedi
have highlighted and emphasised the changes happening to the medium of
television at this current point of its development, noting that contemporary home

television consumption is becoming increasingly complex, customisable, selective
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and personal, witta constant growth in the ways of accessing and viewing content
that elusive audiences are confronted with (Bennett, 2008, 2011; Carlson, 2006;
Forgacs, 2001; Goggin, 2012; Hjorth, 2012; Kennedy, 2008; Kompare, 2006;
Manovich, 2001; Parks, 2004; Rizzo, 200#ner and Tay, 2009; Uricchio, 2004).
a® altdzRe a2dzaAK0O (2 FAYR SYLANAROFIE SOARSY
KIS NBO2YyFAIdzZNBER GKSANI dzaS 2F GStSOAaAz2
0KS ljdzSadAz2y 2F ¢KI G dasciadd wiwalBeQlee Ackual3 dzNI § A
meanings of watching television today, particularly in the context of the family and
everyday parenting.
The study therefore sought to examine a specific audiegarentsg and
the intricate relationship between televisionewing, the use of media technology
in the home and the practice of contemporary parenting. The aim throughout the
thesis has been to explore both how television and media technology is affecting
the practice of parenting, and how parenting as a uniqu@stia a life course is
affecting television viewing practices and the use of media technology in the home.
The thesis aimed to answer the following research questions: 1) How do television
and mediatechnologies fit into domestic spagaemporal routinesand the
everyday practice of parentif®®) How do parents make decisions regarding
various ways of accessing television content: devices, applisafamats?3)
What is the connection between television viewing, the use of media technology in
the home and everydaycommunication and relationshigsetween parents,

parentsand childrein 0 2 K 0 A& GKS NBfl GA2YyAaKAL]

(@]
(0p))
c:

viewing, media use in the home and parenting? In what follows, | will provide a
synthesis of the empirical findingiom the study with respct to these research
guestions;emphasise theoretical contributions and implications of the findings, and
how they impinge on existing understanding of television and parenting; and make

some recommendations for future research.

Empirical findingsand theoretical implications

The focus on the family in general, and parents in particular, has been of

vital importance to this study, as it sought to find evidence against those works on
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digital television thaargue in favour of the notion of family television audience
AN} Rdzr ffe& 0SO2YAy3a 206a2tSGSx2 yR GSt SOAaA.

radical transformation. AMichael Strangelove has argued:

WA Y& 0S GNXzS GKIF O ¢ haladet, ancrome witdaNS NS Y
GKS I NBSN) O2yGSEG 2F GKS K2YS¢ odzi ¢
this is less likely to be the casecértainly is not for the university students

who populate my class€§015:12)

In order to complicate such argumentss well as to highlight the continuing
importance of the family in the study of television, this research has positioned
GStSOAaA2Y & F YIFOGGSNI 2F | dZRASYyOSQa fAT¥F.
0§StSOAEAAZ2Y GDASSAY I RBLSlfeR6urse heindfaddRndS y OS a Q
constantly changingxperience and a set of daily practices. With a specific focus on
LI NBYyGdAy3 +a | adr3asS Ay GKS | dzRASyOSQa f .
stage in the life course has the potentialltodf § SNJ A Y RA OA Rdand 4 Q I G G A
daily practices omedia consumption. For instance, the majority of the participating
LI NByida O2dzZ R 0S OKFNI}OGSNARASR a WiAYS |
1994:32; also se€lark 2012, meaning that tky had a wide range of media
technologies in their homes, while at the same time struggling with constant time
pressures, which made it difficult for parents to balance employment with
childcare, constrained time for many everyday activities, includireyigion
viewing and media use, and required parents to develop new attitudes and
strategies towards time, work, leisure, media use and child upbringing. In light of
this context, all chapters aimed to present a detailed and nuanced account of
Wi St SHIAAETQD | yI £ &3&A Y Idinedsionalipersonad2 Y LI SE |
SELISNASYOS: 6KAOK | f&az2 KFa RANBOG O02yySoO
everyday parenting.

The ife course approach that this study has introduced for the research into
home everydayi St SGAaA2Y 02y adzYLJiA2y FyR | dzRASYC
the main theoretical contributions of this research. The life course approach has
previously been adopted for the study of family relationships and marriBgeker
andMoen, 1999; Moen, 200IMoen and Firebaugh, 1994nd in fandom studies
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(HarringtonandBielby, 2010; Harrington et aQ11), rarely, however, has this
approach been used in the study of cultural practices or television consuniption
and it has never been used in the studytelevision viewing in the context of
parenting. This research has proved that the life course approach is extremely
useful for the contextualisation of the audience group under study, allowing to
observe, acknowledge and draw direct connections betweencilcumstances and
experiences of individuals and specific media consumption practices. The life course
approach thus allows the study of media consumption, in this particular-case
television viewing, as laved experiencegne that is dynamic and mowgn
constantly changing and transitioning together with its audieriodowing them
throughout various stages of their life courged most importantlyit recognises
that the routines and viewing practices developed in the process are not set in
stone, hut are subject to constant change, linked to certain transitions and phases
in the life courseSuch an approachiso draws attention to the fachat looking at
statistical dataor approaching the study ahe audience as a homogenous groisp
not sufficent enough, asuch researckloes not account for changes that
I dZRASYy O0Sa I NB dzy RSNH2AY3 YR GKSAN wa2 dzNJ
audience By adopting the life course approach to the study, this thesis made a case
for its particular suitabilig and relevance to media studies, television studies and
audience studies, and provided an example of how it can be successfully used in
these fields.

The study has also revealed the efforts that parents put into making sense

and organising media technologies and ways of accessing television content, so that

35 For instance, Simon®chergef2009) explores how the concept of life course
might be more beneficial than the concept of age for the study of cultural practices,
however, while offering some empirical examples, her work does not provide a
detailed examination of a specific culturakptice, such as television viewing for
AYyaialryoOoSed {AYAfINIe&zr gKAES GKSNB KI @S 0SS
and film viewing practices in the context of age (Chayko, 1993; Mares et al., 2008;
Mares and Woodard2006), or examine the meaningg age for elevisioncontent
preferencegHarwood 1997, 1999; Mares and Sun, 2010), none of the studies
examined the relationship between a specific stage in the life course and television
viewing, and how both have a potential to shape each othervarde individual

ways.
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media consumption is not an accidental and chaotic part of everyday life, but rather
apurposefulandorganisedone, aimed at easing the pressures angryday
disturbances oparenting. Whether it is organising home television viewing options
into a logical, easily accessible and therefore time saving domestic digital estate, or
using television vieimg routines as a workamily strategy aimed at organising
limited free time more efficiently for parents as the audience group, at a
particular stage in the life course, television viewing is rarely accidental, but rather
carefully thought through andlanned. By valuing control over leisure time and
consequently over television consumption, parents often establish their own
viewing sequences that are personalised and tailored to specific circumstances,
with television often being experienced as a datsdaf content, rather than the
medium of fleeting and ephemeral content that flows, and differentiations are
0SAYy3 YIRS o0& LI NBYilat sBAHSSYQ WigyoR OKIA FA Y -
the background.
These findings offer an original contributionlioth the field of television
studiesand parenting studies, as on the one hand they reveal that the role that
YSRALF LXF& AYy FdzZRASYyOSQa SOSNEBRFI& fAFS A
with audiences appropriating the media to suit their pemlar circumstances and
experiences, with ean core elements of the mediunieing open for contestation;
while on the other hand positioning media and media technology as central to how
parents negotiate and deal with the everyday tasks of parenting. Sthidy did not
AYLR2&S FTAESR 02dzyRFNARSE 2F 6KI G O2dzyida |
the data, being attentive to how participants themselves discussed and made sense
of their everyday television viewing. As a result, this study presentesgea af
television viewing as not strictly limited to television programmes, but inclusive of
other video forms, such as films and shorter videos, as parents often talked about
Fff @GARS2 O2y(iSyd O2yadzYSR Ay (K& K2YS |
accounts provided by participants, the study has provided examples of the blurring
of boundaries around television as a medium, such as what is considered to be a
television technology; which home video services and content count as television
viewing inthe eyes of the audience; and how the traditional modes of television
viewing, such as watching teleki2 y t A @S T2 { thow g Being N2 I RO &
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contested and challenged by audience members to suit the specific circumstances
and experiences of evgday life, thus contributing to the current debates on the
future of television as a mediunBénnett 2008; Bennett and Brown, 200Bennett
and Strange, 2011; Grainge, 2011; Spigel and Olsson, 2004; Turner and Tay, 2009).
Thefocus on digital televisionyssued by this study has also allowed space
for the exploration of television as a technology, and parents everyday experiences
of it. The thesis has significantly expanded the discussion of television consumption
in the home by including wider aspectsdiital television, such as the discussion
of its diverse technologiesdevices, services, applications and formaasd
complex ways, in which these are negotiated, chosen and used by parents as a
specific audience group on a daily basis. As such, ndegiaes, television services,
applications and formats of content have been studied as central to the
contemporary experience of television viewing in the home, as parents have to
negotiate, make sense of and practically deal with the variety of waysoafsaing
and viewing of television conterm ithe home. The study has showrat the issue
of how parents decide to access television content, with regards to the media
device, television services, applications and formats of content, and the motivations
behind such choice, is highly complex and individual in nature, being deeply rooted
in the experience of parenting. Just as children playrgortant role in what the
domestic digithestate consists aind how it is organised (motivating parents to
acquire more portable media devices, as wedlthose that allow recorded or On
Demand television viewing, and using matevices for televisiomiewing in
general); they also encourage parents tethenk how television content should be
accessed in each inste@m ona case by case basigo evaluate all the options
available at that specific moment for that specific content, and answer various
guestions before this decision is made, such as will it be watched once or
repeatedly by parents and/or children? Whatthe most coseffective, convenient,
time- and spacesaving way of accessing content that parents and/or children like?
What is the safest way? Parental decismaking process is therefore very
O2YLX SESZ 6AGK GKSNB o6SAaydaey2 OOBAEK®DO SBNI
accessing television content for parents, as well as being highly personal and

individual, reflecting parental attitudes towards television, media technology, the
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safety. And although for parents, the television set continues to hold its position at

0KS (2L 2F GKS R2YSalAO RAIAGEHE SadlasSsz

to television consumption, considered by parents as the ultimate wayle¥itgon

viewing¢ most convenient, easy, comfortable and instant; children were reported

not to see much difference between watching something on a television set and

watching it on a smaller portable screen, experimenting with ways of accessing and

viewing of television content, and introducing more instances of alternative

television viewing into family routines. Parenting can thus be seen as a stage in the

I dZRASYy O0SQa tAFS O2dzNBRS GKIFG Aa tA]Ste G2

which medias accessed and consumed in the home, with children playing a key

NREES Ay FEGSNAY3I LINBYyGaQ K2YS YSRALF O2y.
The focus on different aspects of media technology in relation to television

has therefore allowed this study to document andkaowledge various instances

of both parents and chilén using multiple media technologiegsthe home for a

variety of purposes, experimenting with devices, applications, servicefoamats

of content, which often results in the boundaries between diéiet media devices

in the home, as well as different media practices, becoming increasingly blurred,

contributing to a better understanding of the uses of television and its technology

in the home, as well as the relationships audiences establish witmgaa.

Following the research tradition of the domestication approach (Bakardjieva, 2006;

Haddon, 2006, 2011; Hartmann, 2013; Morley, 2003; Silverstone, 1991, 2005,

HAncoOYX GKA&A aiddzRe FylfeaSR (StS@rAarzy y2.

an ntegral part of family everyday life and everyday practices; a medium that can

be used and appropriated in diverse and unique ways that often exceed what the

intensions and predictions of the makers and the industitye study has re

worked, to someextent, the domestication approach to media consumption,

adding cloud television technologi&sthe examination, and using trencept of

domestic digital estate, in order to make senseha contemporary home

television environmentwhich now consistsf both physical and cloud media

technologiesAlthough the findings about the spaces that television and its

technologies occupy in the family home were in line with what has been reported
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previously (Briggs, 2010; Lull, 1988lackay and lvey, 2004; Moyle1986, 1992;
Silverstone, 1991, 1994), the study has highlighted a significant change in the home
media environment, that of the increasing mtfitinctionality of media technology,
meaning that while media technology can occupy a traditional space ifathiy
home, its uses and purposes, as well as the ways, in which media technologies
within the home are connected to each other to form a domestic digital estzdn
vary greatly, problematiag understanding of what these devices are for and what
meanings they hold for their users.

While appoaching the issue of meditgmily communication and
relationships, which has beconaekey inquiry for media ani&mily scholars over
the last few decades, this thesis had an original focus on page®? S @SB Rl & Y S
practices, and how they were understood and experienced by parents in different
everyday situations. The study has also approached the issue of family
communication and relationships from the standpoint of parental views, attitudes
and experiences, expling how parents themselves understand and experience
togetherness and intimacy both between the parents, and between parents and
children, and the role of television and media technology in them. Like other
previous studies on media multitaskingardhiet al., 2010Christenseret al., 2015;
Ofcom, 2018), my research has revealed that media multitasking is a common
media practice in the home. Hower, my research has also showrat it is a big
part of the experience of contempomaparenting, deeply roted inLJ- NSy i & Q
everyday routines and ways of living, which was not always a pleasant experience
for parents or somethig they necessarily wanted to dout rather a result of the
time pressures, time constraints and parental attempts to manage theirye\agr
life ¢ work, leisure, childcare, social life, personal interests and hobbies. Thus media
multitasking has often been regarded as a problem in family communication that
had to be solved, with there being a noticeable gender difference in the practices
and attitudes towards it. As such, mothers were more likely than fathers to use
personal media devices, such as mobile phones, laptops and tatoletscess
television content, as well as using them for other media activities, valuing such
personalmed I dzA S FyR NBXIFNRAYy3I AdG & ljdz- £ Ade@

oneself, to relax and find a balance between being oneself and being a parent.
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However, the research has showrat mother<use of portable personal devices

would often be conductedimultaneouslywith family television viewingr other

activities due tdime constraints, becoming a media multitasking practice, and

f SFRAY3 G2 F FSStAy3a 2F IdaAftd 20SNI gKI
gAOK 2y SQa 7T Ynksftoahe fadt that lestwihin Bha ferally dra2stll

highly gendered, with women being both externally (by other members of the

family and society) and internally (by themselves) policed in their roles as wives and

!

mothers, with there being famitgpecih O SELISOGI GA2y & | yR wadidl

and family relationshipg what makes a happy family, how parents ought to
communicate with each other and their children, how parents ought to spend time
together to maintain and reinforce family relationskiBy examining the intricate
relationships between media practices, attitudes towards media, mothering and
fathering roles, the study has proved that media is central to family everyday life,
and that media activities, such as media multitasking, hawectlconnections with
how individuals understand and experience everyday family life, relationships,

communication and parenting, at the same time exposing the differences in

AYRADGARIZ £t 8aQ SELISNASYyOSa 2F YSRAIFI AYy Tl Y.

life, relationships and communication is a complex and constantly evolving process,
where parents have to negotiate media use, establish arestablish rules around
it, and make sure that it makes sense fioeir specificcamily at aspecifigpoint in
time.

| 26 SOSNE (KA&a (GKSaira Kra |taz2 | NHASR
use that is central to the experience of contemporary parenting, but also media use
2T OKAfRNBY® 2KAES | 02YY2y LRAydG 27F | OF
the pespective of children themselves, this study has taken a different approach
YR SEFYAYSR GKS NBtliA2yakKAL 608SG6SSy LI
viewing and media use in the home, and the experiengeapénting. The study has

shownthatjustasOKA f RNBy Qa YSRAI dzaS Aa 0S0O2YAy3

RAYSyaAz2ylfsx &2 FNB LI NBydGrt FdGdAGdzRSE

strategies of negotiating and managing it. And just as it is important to study how
children watch televisiomnd use media technology in the context of the home, it is

equally important to examine how parents understand, make sense of, negotiate
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