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ABSTRACT

This paper discusses part of the methodology aseareh
findings of the EnComPAs (Enabling Community
Communications — Platforms and Applications) prbjec
This European project is a Cetltiabeled project. Research
divisions of major telecom companies and universitin
four European countries (Finland, Belgium, Spaind a
France) are involved. As part of this researchqutojwelve
families participated in a creative co-design attiat their
home led by a multidisciplinary team of communioati
sociologists, engineers and product designers.faimdies
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The rapid ICT evolution and diffusion in family hegholds
has, however, raised new societal concerns: Dol&ke a
negative impact on family life and relationships@wHdo
families cope with these new technologies and howhey
incorporate them into their daily lives? Research
concerning the impact of media on family life startwith
the diffusion of the television set (e.g. Himmeltyei
Oppenheim & Vince, 1958). Nowadays, with the ris¢he
Information society, some of the same questionsrgee
but the focus shifts from the TV set to ICT as gaiwe
influence on family life (Maignan & Lukas, 199Kraut,

were asked to invent and create new information andPatterson, Lundmark, Kiesler, & Mukophadhyay, 1998;

communication technologies (ICTs). The focus ofsthi
paper is on ICT-related boundaries that familigsdseing
this process. The results indicate that familieswa&ll as
individual family members, do relate ICT to boundar
setting. Moreover, the results provide an insightidw this
boundary management through ICT takes place.
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INTRODUCTION

About a decade ago, sci-fi movies and cartoons aschtar
Trek or The Jetsons presented us with a visioauwilf life
that seemed light years away to us: who could im&agi
life in outer space, filled with electronic gadgdike
holograms, electronic diaries and alien furry héwde-
pets? Merely ten years later, this is not so uninsie
anymore: Cell phones, PDA's, electronic pets,
internet,... all seem to be quickly incorporated amflies’
everyday lives (Livingstone & Bovill, 2001; Van Rpaey,
2002; Mackay & Ivey, 2004).

1 CELTIC is a five yearEEUREKA cluster programme, which
started work in November 2003. The initiative igpparted by
most of the major European players
technologies. The main goal of CELTIC is to maint&iuropean
competitiveness in telecommunications through boltative
R&D. CELTIC projects are characterised by a hdlisgpproach to
telecoms networks, applications, and services.

ICT

the

Van Rompaey, 2002).

Boundary Management

One of the main questions that will be addressethis
paper is the impact of ICT on family’s internalagbnships
and on family’s relationships with the outside wiorl
forming the psychosocial structure of the famifywk want
to examine the impact of ICT on internal family

'relationships, we have to look at how family cobasi an

indicator of the families’ ICT use and attitude tas it

(Van Rompaey, 2002). Family cohesion refers tgptigern

of separateness and connectedness of the familyberem
In connected families the individual members haeeyv
open boundaries towards other family members. parste

families family members have strong and rigid baaues

between themselves and the other family memberghdn
theoretical model of Olsen, Sprankle and Russergi¢he

concept adaptability is added to the notion of sudrg

indicating that some family types are more balantteth

others. However, the family cohesion pattern hetps

family to maintain their family life and is no mems for

the health or sickness of a family.

When it comes to relationships with the outsideldverery

family establishes its boundaries and these determow
family members interact and how much interaction is
allowed outside the family. Although systems th&sriuse
the concept of ‘boundary maintenance’ (Morgan, 1985

in communication Roberts, 1994) in our opinion boundary maintenance

implies a conservatism whereby the meaning of tmeept
of boundary seems to be ‘a barrier, a sort of dixe
imaginary wall that by all means has to be deferfuethe
different family members. However, boundaries terilble



and will not be the same in different situatiomstie words ICT use and related rules and attitudeswe wanted to
of Rosenblatt (1994:86): look at the family members’ idea of their ‘dreamfiol’

“Family boundaries may be understood as interfacesby using a creative co-design methodology. Througttus

between what they bound and what surrounds what the research design the family will have to work togetm an

: : . intensive manner, the result of their teamwork gemn
bound. Rather than being simple barriers, theygates, family-invented  ‘dream-ICT-tool’ Combined gwith
sieves, and windows that open and close.” '

contextual information about the families’ ICT used
As flexibility is the key element we suggest chagthe regulations and their conflicts and talks about ,|GiWe
concept of ‘boundary maintenance’ to ‘boundary expect that this ‘dream-ICT-tool’ will reflect thiamily
management’. When it comes to boundaries, famites  theme, and will hold information on how families mage
be either more open or more closed in dealing \iligh boundaries relating to ICT.

outside world (Van Rompaey, 2002). In closed famsili  This results in following research questions:

family members are focused strongly on each otfibe How do families and family members manage boundaries
family members have created a strong and rigid dagn  related to ICT?

between themselves and the others. There is ditttelittle How are ICT embedded in the family theme?

intensive social interaction outside the family lom Which boundaries do families set on technological
Contrary, in open families, there is more to lifi@n just the  development?

family. Friends, colleagues, ... also take up an irtgou

part of life. The openness and closed-ness of fasnivill CREATIVE CO-DESIGN METHODOLOGY .
largely define how the family members look at thaivn Asking families direct questions on their boundary
lives and the outside world. management in relation to ICT is of little use, cgn

people’s perceptions of their family functioning sh@ften
differ from reality. Therefore, a qualitative metitodogy
was applied using a creative co-design activity nVa
Rompaey, Hemmeryckx-Deleersnijder, Van Der
Meerssche, De Mondt, & Godon, 2005; Van Rompaewyn Va
Der Meerssche, Godon, Vanden Abeele & Charlier8520
This activity was constructed by a multidisciplipar
research team of sociologists, engineers and ptoduc
designers. This multidisciplinarity was considered
necessary in order to construct and perform onéaodethat
explores the family relationships concerning ICDcfal
and engineering perspective) by using creative gdesi
techniques (product designer perspective). As resean
ICT stresses the importance of studying technologide
the family home (Hindus, 1999), the activity wasfpemed

in the natural setting (i.e. the family home) ofetwe
Flemish families.

Boundary Management — Family Theme

Boundary management is one of the concepts thapasen
family life. It results in a certain shared famiharadigm
that structures the way the family members thinkutb
reality and how they interact with it. This famiharadigm
is called the family theme (Hess & Handel, 1972jsRe
1981). Since ICT are technologies specifically desd for
contacting other people, we might ask ourselvéSTf have
an impact on boundary management and thus on thi¢yfa
theme.

In 2002 we already performed a quantitative anditgtize
study on the impact of ICT on family life (Van Roagy,
2002). The study investigated whether and how |€ves
to sustain or change the family’s internal relasioips and
family theme. The results of this study indicatatttCT are
embedded in family life. ICT use and family attiasd
towards ICT are strongly linked to the family thenoe as
Van Rompaey puts it (2002:220):

“Furthermore, it [the family theme] regulates faynil
members’ attitudes towards ICT. As a result, fasili
customize ICT to fit their family theme”.

Evidence for this lies in the fact that familie€T use and
rules on ICT use, together with their attitudesdais ICT,
reflect the way the family looks at itself and tbetside
world. By creating rules around ICT use and pronmia
certain ICT attitude, the family creates or re-bBkshes
internal relationships and as a consequence boesdaith
its own members and with others. Other recent rebea
confirms the use of ICT in communicating social
boundaries to others, e.g. in the way of disclosing

Participating Families

In everyday life different communities are creatgdth
friends, with colleagues, with siblings). The EnCoAs
research focuses on families. Families are defiasd
‘consisting of two parents (homosexual or heteroakx
married or unmarried) with their (biological or nron
biological) children, residing in the same homehisTwas
based on three arguments. First of all, these kiofls
families are mostly early adopters of new media
applications (Gunter & Wober, 1989; Gray, 1992;
Livingstone, Holden, & Bovill, 1999). Secondly, tiien
are a very important factor in the acquisition asd of new
media applications (Hellman, 1996; Van Rompaey,, Roe

information to others about your location (Consoétaal., Struys, 2002). Thirdly, in Flanders children mostise in
2005). two-parent households (29,7% of all households (042
Boundary Management - ICT (NIS, 2004).

In the current paper we introduce a re-examinatibhow Twelve Flemish families were selected to particpiatthis
families use ICT to define boundaries by using féedént research project. They were chosen on the basihedf
research design. Besides looking at the familiegtent participation in previous research into the imgimas of



ICT for family life (Van Rompaey, 2002). The twelve In the fourth stage, the family has to translateirtt®-
families all consisted of two parents (one of theeing a  dimensional drawing or text into a 3-dimensionapga
lesbian couple) and a different number of childréhe prototype. The product designer provides the familth
children ranged in age from four to twenty-threarge This ~ materials (cardboard in futuristic colors, pairggtic cups
was a deliberate choice since it creates diffefevils of in different sizes, scissors, tape, glitter glue Making the

abstraction and creativity in designs. paper prototype induces a final stretch on cregtivand
. . enables the family to make changes or final admpisit
Creative Co-design Furthermore, family members can also double chéck i

The creative CO'deSign aCtiVity consisted of ﬁmes that everyone has the same Concept in mind, and if BaDEs
resulted into the construction and presentatiom @faper  redefine their design.

prototype: . Finally, the family has to present and market thgEiper

1. introduction of a contextual story/scenario, prototype to the board of wise men in front of tideo

2. individual drawing stage (2D ideation), camera. To guide this presentation, the families ar
3. family drawing stage (2D ideation), stimulated to come up with a name for their ‘inventand

4. paper prototyping stage (3D prototype), to describe the three most important features, flisne of

5. presentation of the family prototype. their design.

RESULTS

When analyzing the creative co-design sessions we
wondered whether family boundary management is
reflected in the drawings and 3D prototypes of kgat the
families make. Concerning this matter, we have ¢bun
evidence that the internal boundary managementhef t
family is well reflected in the families’ drawingand 3D
prototypes. For example, in one very connected lfaail
family members are very enthusiastic about an itigerof

the father...

Father: I've invented something very special... I'm now gpito
write down the name. This is a hug-machine!

i Daughter: Oh! Fun!! (parents laugh)

Figure 2: Creative co-design Son to his sister:Then he won’t need you anymore, because he

(top left: natural setting; top right: 2D ideation; bottom left & can use his machine! Imagine that! (everybody lajigh
right: 3D prototype) Father: No no no... (..father explains how communication has

evolved through time...) In the hug-machine there is one more
In the first stage of the creative co-design attiva thing added: you can also hug each other. So soméor20
contextual story or scenario was introduced. Thailfa planets away from you, you step into my hug-maclsind then
received a letter from the year 3025. In this tegtdoard of ~ You can talk to him and give him a big hug!
wise men of the future asks the family to help treotve a ~ Daughter (impressed):ooh yeah... ’
major societal problem: the people in 3025 haveatgre Father: yean... Like telephoning grandma ... that's resilly
difficulties to communicate with each other. Theatmbof ~ SPECial is it. But if you could give her a hug lehyou are

. . telephoning!

wise men challenges the family to create new tawls
technological applications that help future peopte  father to son: Imagine you are living on Pluto, and your father
communicate. It is emphasized that even the wildests  jives on earth. If you could only talk to each athirough a
are possible in 3025: there are no restraints &siguhing. screen... That's no fun...
The product designer presents himself as a deldgate
the board of wise men, who wants to help the farhiy
organizing the activity.
In the second stage all participants were givenmiftutes
to think for themselves and write or draw theiriindual
ideas onto a large poster with color markers. When
everyone finished writing/drawing, each family memlis
asked to present his or her ideas to the otherlfami
members.
In the third stage, after the presentation rouhd,groduct
designer assigns the family to work out one (or ehor
idea(s) that embed some or all of the previousviddal
ideas, or represents a completely new idea. Thdugto
designer recommends to work together as a family.

In another family, family members live physicallyery
much together: both parents are at home all day féther
works at home, the mother is a housewife). Theesbant
children go to school around the corner and stillat home
at noon. However, this physical togetherness maybeo
confused with connectedness. This is clearly ithtstd by
the family’'s initial collective design: a flying coon in
which all family members sit together in a circésch in
their own sofa. Nobody else can penetrate this @moco
Communication with ‘outsiders’ happens with hologs
The family is together, but does not have a gresgdnto
interact with each other: each member has its owh T
screen, hologram, ... Or as the father explains:



Researcher (referring to the hologram):Are there other ways to
communicate with other people you don't know? Ogsvin talk
to each other? Because | see that everybody hawitsscreen in
the cocoon... Is there still conversation then?

Father: But that's just the purpose; that you sit in oneug, but
that everyone can get away in its own world sepiratAnd
everybody can make different connections throughhlologram,
without interrupting the others, so thtiey can talk to each
other.

This is also a perfect example of the fact that plaper
prototype is a reflection of the family’s relatidmg with

and Sandra Bonnema. Furthermore, our special thgoés
to Kathleen Charliers working for the project ate th
Catholic University of Leuven.
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