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Intro

This document presents summaries of fieldwork conducted with 3 families. During each home visit separate interviews were conducted with the parent and the children (each family had 2 children). The aim of this document is to provide a general sensibility for understanding field observations. A key factor motivating this study is that divorce presents many implications for families with children. For example the home is more than a place; it is a unique ecology of relationships, aspirations, ideals, values and possessions, which collectively play an essential role in shaping the growth and reinforcement of members’ personal and familial identity. This then raises the question, what happens when a divorce occurs and the home becomes permanently fragmented? How do families cope and re-organize themselves, and how are these processes complicated? In instances in which parents have joint custody arrangements children are required to continually transition between two often differing domestic environments. What is the ‘work’ that goes on by parents to construct some sense of fluidity and cohesion across domestic boundaries? In what ways do new organizing systems emerge and how are they supported? How do children adjust to these ongoing changes? There exists a wealth of literature on the important role personal possessions and places—such as the bedroom—play in children’s development of a sense of self and family identity. However, in joint custody cases, children often have two bedrooms with differing possessions, arrangements and social ties. What are similarities and differences in the ways in which children perceive these bedrooms and their artifacts? In what ways do children resourcefully draw on material possessions to construct a sense of place across these contexts? How does technology support these processes and what role might it play in the future? In what immediately follows, initial themes are outlined, which emerge throughout the document. 

Parents’ domestic practices—the work of home & family (in divorced settings):

Domestic Organizing Stations

Creation of adhoc ‘organizing stations’ where all possession transitioning between domestic spheres is situated 

· represents key domestic location for design opportunities


Digital calendars as consensus building artifact: uses & emergent complications

· Several privacy complications emerged & there was a general information overload with too many calendars

· The privacy issue of shared online calendars presents a more significant implication than it may seem on the surface

· For example, in F1, due to a few embarrassing private events being displayed on the shared calendar, Dad no longer uses the shared Google calendar to organize and balance the exceedingly complicated schedules of Mom and K1 & K2. Instead, Dad now insists on having total control, creating an offline digital calendar in Word, which is sent to Mom to sort out in relation to micro-managing the kids needs. As a result of changing schedules, this calendar has to be manually edited by Dad and re-sent to Mom frequently, which has resulted in many missed appointments and transfer breakdowns. Recently, Dad added a timestamp to the calendar but problems are still emerging—and Mom currently has to balance many separate digital & physical calendars, which are posted throughout her kitchen and dining/computer room. 

· What is important is to draw attention to—and why this is significant—is that the patterning of the post-divorce social relationship between Mom & Dad is changing and being renegotiated (even after several years). The calendaring system was not designed to (or at least failed to) support the distinctly different social requirements for post-divorce interactions between Mom & Dad. As a result, the entire system of organization between Mom & Dad was disrupted, which has and continues to have negative consequences for the entire family (e.g. Dad is embarrassed, Mom has a more hectic and stressful life, and the kids miss significant events). 


· By setting this against a larger and more nuanced backdrop (which comes out in participant quotes), we can start to see how the design decisions in [some] technology can lead to a systemic chain of events that disrupts the social organization of divorced families 
(in this case, seemingly indefinitely). 


· **A similar instance (but to lesser degree) arose in F3, but was later resolved. 


· Communication in F2 frequently broke down.


Projecting post-divorce family identity in & across homes

Placement of printed out calendars, home made paper flyers of family events, and other simple artifacts in & across homes as a means to project and reinforce key family events (despite the fragmentation and participation of only 1 parent)

Archiving digital & physical sentimental possessions: uncertainty, concerns & opportunities 

Several issues came up with respect to (i) the processes through which parents were documenting their children’s lives, (ii) the values that guided how these materials were treated between parents, (iii) how children will remember their family in the future, (iv) how parents might exchange [often digital] materials about kids (and potentially contribute to family history) in productive ways (i.e. relatively unobtrusively), and (v) in general where their increasingly growing collections of sentimental content will go in the future. 

· The issue of preserving family history through archiving children’s objects (both digitally & physically) is interesting in that it contrasts the myriad of practical issues associated with coordinating transitions, highlighting a very different kind of ‘work’ done by parents in an ongoing basis. 


· Also interestingly this kind of work is increasingly more strongly shaped by digital technology, which offers both (i) new capabilities for capture and archiving moments from children/family’s lives and (i) presents many new complications conveyed in parents’ reflections on how they will pass digital materials down when set against a broader temporal backdrop 


· Uncertainty over how to treat significant or sentimental domestic artifacts—materially crafting a sense of home 

· F1 & F3 divided previous furniture from single home with intention of crafting a more familiar and comfortable place. Similarly, these families reported purchasing new furniture for children’s bedrooms that somewhat resembled what they had before


· F3 reported material possessions traded between houses in ongoing basis

· this was an important example highlighting the significance of these artifacts and contrasted the general lack of understanding of how to treat the digital 


· general lack of idea of how to treat digital content considered to be deeply significant with respect to family & children’s events

Children’s Experiences & Resourceful Practices

Children’s use of mobile technology (phone, iPod, thumb drive) to:

· construct a sense of place across space

· primarily through the use of digital photographs

· construct & reinforce personal identity

· reinforce a sense of familial identity

Children’s use of social networking websites to:

· maintain connections with friends 

· mirror sentimental physical objects in the digital 

· construct an ‘anchored mobility’ (a single dynamic identity-based digital place accessible from various physical places)

· asynchronously project physical whereabouts to family members on children’s own terms (supporting values of trust, responsibility & choice)

Collectively, these two broadly outlined areas could contribute to larger discussions on the mobile construction of place (and distribution of digital possessions) across (and outside of) domestic space. 

Family 1 (F1)
Participant Demographics

Mom: 

· divorced 3.5 years

· 38 years old

· recent career change, currently a temp worker at a law firm

· Dad lives 10 minute drive away

· Relationship with Dad is good—he is “totally cooperative” and focused on the kids. Their relationship is described as a “business-like partnership”

· Dad is a businessman that travels internationally from time to time. He is described as not being interested in talking much with Mom (although they remain on good terms). 

· Parents share 50/50 joint custody. 

A key series of events involving some of Dad’s private events 
(i.e. going on dates) appearing on the shared Google family calendar, which resulted in him refusing to continue to use the online calendar. He now maintains control of a separate offline Word calendar, which he edits and sends to Mom. This has resulted in a heavy workload for Mom (not to mention more work for Dad) and due to the frequency of changes to the Word doc (which Mom usually then prints out and posts in the kitchen) has lead to the kids missing key events (K1 viola practice, K2 lacrosse practice & game) because of miscommunications arising from not having the most up to date calendar. 

However, in general Mom & Dad communicate well about the kids despite the complex (and somewhat stress inducing) scheduling system. A key point here is that an early problem associated with the collaborative calendar resulted in having to completely rearrange the way in which information flows through and across households (with respect to the kids’ lives) and aspects of how the families are socially organized. While the current system of balancing many different calendars has produces more problems overall, it generally does not conflict with the post-divorce patterning of relationship between Mom & Dad, and ultimately is still in the service of make sure the work of transitioning the kids across and outside their respective homes goes as flawlessly as possible. Nonetheless, problems still arise, which often having to do with forgetting key artifacts required by the kids when they’re staying over at another parent’s home. 
Currently, the kids split an equal amount of time at Mom & Dad’s home, typically staying at each household for 2 days before transitioning to the other home (in the summer they stay for 7 days at a time). At both Mom’s and Dad’s home the kids share a bedroom (at Mom’s with a bunk bed and at Dad’s the beds are on the ground). 

Kids:

· K1, aged 12 male

· main interests: music (piano, viola)

· K2, aged 15 male 

· main interests: sports (lacrosse), music (bass guitar)

Contextual Description of Domestic Environment 
F1’s home is set in a middle-income neighborhood in the Northern suburbs. The house is neatly organized, while also having a distinctly lived in feel. The walls are adorned objects, photos and awards relating to the two kids, in addition to several reminder notices posted throughout the common living areas. Upon entering the home you’re greeted by a collection of bags, lacrosse stick and other objects that are undoubtedly destined for Dad’s house when the kids go over to stay next.
 The dining room has a large kitchen table strewn with various schoolwork documents. In the eastern corner rests a computer with several schedules and other documents spread out in front of the keyboard. To the right of this area is another organizing station where all the children’s possessions headed to Dad’s house are arranged and packed (checklists for each child are printed out and hung on the wall)
. The kitchen has a mix a traditional and paper versions of digital calendars to manage the kids’ activities in relation to Mom & Dad’s respective schedules. The living room has an entertainment system and videogames, and exhibits tightly packed away games
 along several other of the kids possessions that are on the floor and clearly travel with them most places they go (e.g. bass guitar, ipods, cell phones). A viola belonging to K1 rests on the ground, however there is a duplicate copy at Dad’s house (although K1 prefers this viola and generally takes it with him between both households). 

A trophy shelf greets dwellers at the top of the stairs, which shows off several prizes and awards won by the kids. All of the trophies are at Mom’s place, which K1 & K2 feel ambivalent about. This instance is representative of an emergent theme owing to the concentration of precious possessions symbolic of personal achievement exclusively at one home
. (K3 indicated similar feelings about his trophy set on display in his bedroom, as did K6 about medals & patches earned at Boyscouts). 

A short hallway leads down to the kids’ room, which they share. K1 & K2’s bedroom is painted in an off white eggshell and the walls are modestly decorated with handmade artworks and a small shelf with a digital clock, half-full tissue box, young adult novels, and a few photos of friends and family
. The exception is an entire wall with Pittsburgh Steelers posters and fanfare. A large oak bookcase rests in one corner of the room, which is adorned with many different handmade art projects, fantasy novels, lacrosse magazines, framed pictures of grandparents and several other mementos. Prominently displayed in the room is a bunk bed shared by K3 & K4 on which several hats owing to Chicago and Pittsburgh sports teams hang. The room is kept tidy and a small lamp and hand made vase sit atop an oak dresser, which houses the boys’ clothes. A small closet with their jackets and sports equipment is opposite of the bed. It is immediately noticeable that the room is (and is kept) tidy. 
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F1’s home computer station. This is where Mom handles organizing the long term schedules for all of the family members. She creates individual schedules for the kids on Google calendar as well as for herself. Dad prefers to create an entirely different calendar (in Word), which is timestamped and sent to Mom via email. The kids also frequently use this computer and house all of their digital possessions on it (e.g. photos, iTunes music libraries, homework assignments)
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The most prominent organizing station for the kids objects to be transitioned to Dad’s house was in a corner in the dining/computer room. The objects here constantly moved around Mom’s house when the kids were over, but always returned to this space prior to transitioning to Dad’s house. A list clearly presented an inventory of all the objects to travel with the kids. 
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Two other organizing spaces existed in the home where objects were intentionally placed to travel to and from Dad’s house with the kids. These spaces are significant in that the artifacts here are material links between the two domestic spheres. 
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The kitchen was a prominent space for adhoc displays of paper calendars. In total F1’s home had 5 different calendar’s on display, in addition to using unique google calendar’s for Mom, K1 & K2. 
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Presentation of [fragmented] family identity. This section of the wall joining the living room & dining room was appropriated for a family photo display, which was mostly comprised of images of the kids or with older relatives at family functions. The family photos with Dad and Mom married in them are packed away in the basement in a box. Interestingly, in several places upcoming events that Mom or Dad exclusively had rites to with the kids were projected across several documents here and in other public locations in the home. These events were annual (e.g. camping w/ Dad, football game w/ Dad, beach w/ Mom). Additionally, Mom indicated that she and Dad did split events from time to time (e.g. she attends school stuff & music lessons, Dad attends sports games more often).  
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This whiteboard, located in the dining room/kitchen area, was used to coordinate family events in the home prior to the divorce. Once two households emerged, it was insufficient to display the scheduling demands. K1 now uses it to create artworks, which Mom documents with a digital camera and stores the files in a specially designated folder on the family computer. 
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Trophy self at Mom’s house displayed all of the kids awards and other prized sports-related possessions. All trophies and awards were stored at Mom’s house, which K1 & K2 were ambivalent about
.
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This bookshelf housed many significant objects belonging to K1 & K2. These objects were often made by them (e.g. paper mache fish, basket, ceramic cup) and consequently were not reproduced in their bedroom at Dad’s house. Their walls were adorned with a combination of posters they made as well as Pittsburgh sports team memorabilia. K1 & K2 had printed out some digital photos of their friends and had them displayed on the interior wall of their bunk beds. 

[image: image14.jpg]"o

cons ST

L ’-ﬁl‘;zw
) WLN%W?

m ‘\:\\





Both K1 & K2 individually owned a cell phone and ipod—and both reported them as being their most significant possessions. Similar to all other kids interviewed thus far, K1 & K2 had a distribution of digital photographs on their phone & ipod. The phone generally housed images of their friends and changed more frequently, the ipod typically housed images of family events (and also friends, but typically at more formal events (e.g. birthday party)). 

F1 | Interview Summary | Mom (P1) & Kids (K1, K2)
Communication & Planning 

P1 & Dad have a good, business-like relationship focused on the kids. They almost exclusively communicate through text messages and email, at times trading up to 30 combined txts & emails in one day. The family has a complex coordination system involving many different digital calendars:

· P1’s personal google calendar

· K1’s general google calendar

· K1’s google calendar for music events

· K2’s google general calendar

· K2’s google calendar for music events

As previous noted, earlier on after the divorce Dad had a few embarrassing experiencing owing to his personal events (i.e. dates) appearing in the shared google calendar with his family. Due to this problem, he Dad insisted on ‘owning’ the privileges to creating the meta-calendar for everyone’s schedule. For example, Dad creates a calendar that is highlighted with 8 different color schemes, which, for example, denote when the kids have “all day with Mom”, “Overnight stay at Dad’s”, “Travel with Dad”, “Visit Dad until 8.30pm”, “Visit Mom until 8.30pm”, etc. Despite it’s rigid organization, this calendar changes frequently, which has caused significant problems in the past (i.e. Mom never knew which calendar was most up to date). The calendar is now time-stamped when Dad makes a change. He then sends the calendar as a Word doc to Mom, who subsequently prints it out and replaces the now outdated paper calendar in the kitchen. Dad’s calendar does not have specific day-to-day information—all of which resides in the Google Calendars that P1 constructs from the various papers and schedules collected from the kids. Dad’s refusal to use the Google calendar has caused problems previously in terms of coordination and consensus building over transferring the kids, which is why P1 & Dad exchange a high rate of txts & emails. P1 also has at minimum 5 other specialized paper calendars in her home (e.g. kids’ school events, personal paper calendar, etc..), in addition to her Google Calendar (which has 5 different calendars housed in it respectively). 

Domestic organizing stations: ongoing transfer of significant possessions between homes

Several key organizing stations in the home where a checklist was used to make sure all possessions were with kids. These adhoc stations are significant in that they represent key places that link the two domestic spheres. The material & digital objects occupying these places in are in essence what always travel with children and thus are integral to the construction of a sense of fluidity and cohesion across households
. When these objects arrive in the home, they are typically first set down in the organizing station area. They then are typically used throughout the stay in various domestic locations, and eventually return back to the organizing station prior to making the transition with the child to the other domestic environment. When one of these objects is left behind it nearly always requires Mom/Dad to make a trip to the other home. In F1’s case, notes are clearly posted to remind parents & the kids what objects are needed, most of which are stored in the children’s respective backpacks. Not surprisingly, these objects are not duplicated across homes. This theme has emerged across all 3 homes and presents an interesting space to explore in terms of design opportunities aimed at exploring the intersection between the role that possessions continually transition with kids across households play in an increasingly mobilized process of [self] identity construction and construction (or breakdowns) of domestic cohesion for children across environments. 

Other relevant observations from interview with Mom (P1) 
1. P1 reported often experiencing problems with kids not having the appropriate clothing at Dad’s home. These objects were viewed an unessential and often the kids just went without them (in contrast to objects always at organizing stations, e.g. lacrosse stick, homework assignments, calculator, retainer, cell phone, ipod). 
2. F1 exhibited a heavy duplication of objects across households, e.g. trumpet, viola, guitar amp, video game systems. However, cell phones & ipods always transition with K1 & K2 across both households.

3. Mom used kids’ status updates on Facebook to keep track of their whereabouts
, which is another key emergent theme across our participants. For example, F2 strongly relied on Facebook status updates to know where her daughter was; F3 reported doing so, but to a slightly lesser degree and also using text messages or direct calls. 

Interview with Kids  | K1 (aged 12) , K2 (aged 15)

Bedroom

Furniture from kids’ old bedroom from when they lived together was used in this bedroom to craft a sense of familiarity; P1 bought additional similar looking furniture to supplement it, so it “looks like home
.” In addition to the array of personal possessions (ranging from objects the kids had made to family photographs to sports and music equipment), K1 & K2 had printed out some digital photos and posted them on the wall in their shared bedroom in Mom’s house. In general, K1 & K2 reported stark differences existing between bedrooms at Mom & Dad’s home. For example, at Dad’s home the beds were on the ground, there were very few possessions kept in the room, and very little time was spent in the bedroom other than when they were sleeping. 

“Me and my brother share that room too, but no it doesn’t look like this. I guess we do have Steelers posters [on the wall]. Dad has those in [other parts of] the house. …we don’t have any of the things we made in our room over there. … we both have beds, they’re on the ground. We have a dresser and a closet with some clothes, a lamp, some books, oh and our backpacks …I think that’s it” (K2).

In contrast, while at Mom’s home several hours each day were spent in the bedroom, which functioned as a site for among other things staying in touch with friends (via cell phones), reading, playing music, and interacting with friends when they were over. 

General Technology Trends

 K1 & K2 frequently used Facebook to update their status message for parents to check 
on where they are from a distance. As noted, this became a common theme across all 3 households (most strongly in F2). They also reported frequently using Facebook, email and text messages to keep in touch with friends across both households. 


Use and mobilization of digital photos 

K1 & K2 both owned camera phones and iPods, which they regarded as their most significant possessions and noted these objects would be the first things they would grab in the event of a fire (followed by viola (K1) and bass guitar (K2) if they could manage it). Both reported the digital content & material affordances (e.g. small scratch on screen (K1) & dent on ear bud (K2)) that made their iPods unique. Both K1 & K2 reported their phones & iPods both contained an archive of pictures of friends and family events. 

For example, K2 described his archive of digital photographs and their distribution across his iPod and phone (all of which were archived on Mom’s computer, but often difficult at Mom’s since she frequently used the computer and completely inaccessible at Dad’s as there was no way to connect to Mom’s computer and none were stored locally 
(Dad didn’t want kids to put files on the computer)). 

“I have photos that I took of my friends in school and when we’re out, like after lacrosse practice or at a game. …I took some of those on my phone. I share a digital camera with my brother and so some other ones are from that. …I also have some [photos] from different family vacations we’ve been on. Like we [K1 & K2] go on camping and fishing trips with my Dad and so we always take a lot of photos then.” 

The significance of these photo collections was made further apparent when K2 described taking these photos between Mom & Dad’s home. 
“…some are on my phone and iPod so those always go with me. “

K2 describes having printed out some of these digital photos, which were on display in his room: 

“I have some in my bedroom at Mom’s that we printed out. I don’t have any at Dad’s. …I look at them sometimes when I’m over there [at Dad’s]. …Sometimes when I’m with my Dad, we look at the old trips. Sometimes in my room at night” (K2). 
Here, K2’s statements illustrate several important roles the mobility of digital photographs played across both domestic contexts; at Mom’s house photos are printed out and used as material adornments to the room, whereas at Dad’s house they similarly serve as points of reflection in the bedroom as well as artifacts negotiating social exchange between parent and child. In the cases of both K1 & K2, the mobility and ease of access of digital photographs appeared to play important roles in terms of reinforcing personal and familial identity, in addition to providing some sense of continuity across often starkly difference domestic environments.

Differing technological setups & values over technology use between households

K1 & K2’s reflections also highlight another important emergent trend that appears to partially serve as impetus for the mobilization of digital possessions (particularly photographs): the combination of parent’s/household’s differing technological setups & values over when and for how long home computers should be used largely lead to children appropriating various personal digital devices (i.e. mobile phone, iPod, digital camera). This is a significant and pervasive theme across interviews with all 6 children (in the 3 households). 

Value of autonomy underlying theme across children’s use of technology

An underlying speculative point that I’d also like point out is that child participant responses also seem to indicate that the ways in which technology is used/appropriated provides an element of autonomy that seems significant. For example, with respect to mobile devices and photographic practices, children are able to draw on the content stored on these devices (e.g. photos of friends, family & popular culture) across spatial contexts on their own terms and largely free of any other intervening factors (parental or otherwise). Similarly, children’s use of Facebook status messages (and to some extent txt messages) explicitly support their choice to inform parents and friends of their location on their own terms. Currently, using the value of autonomy to link the appropriation of digital devices for photographic practices and use of Facebook statuses seems tenuous. Nonetheless, from in situ observations and general recollections of field interviews, I have a hunch it could be an important factor in broadly linking teen’s experiences of technology usage. 


Family 2 (F2)
Participant Demographics

Mom (P2)
· divorced 5 years

· 34 years old

· works as hotel manager 

· Dad lives 30 minute drive away
· Dad is a plumber. 

· Parents share roughly 60/40 joint custody. (Mom has majority)
P2’s Relationship with Dad is not great—they have a joint custody agreement, but do not verbally communicate often. P2 does send Dad images of the kids at events from time to time, which is reciprocated every once in a while (although less often most recently). Despite the fact that they have somewhat significant personal differences, the kids themselves are a focal point that they are able to exchange information on. P2 described exchanging digital photographs of the kids at events through email & on Facebook as a way that they could still have some kind of [social] exchange appropriate to their post-divorce relationship, while not having to directly interact. When probed, P2 described that she wished there were other opportunities to continue similar types of exchanges with Dad, but was unaware of how to do so.
 This instance highlights another general emergent theme owing to opportunities to leverage asynchronous exchanges of digital content focused on kids as a way of promoting productive post-divorce parent interactions. For example, the ‘work’ of parents in joint custody situations is characterized by constantly preparing, caring and coordinating for their children. Relationships between parents are often still uneasy years after the divorce, however interviews with all parents generally suggested focusing conversation and interactions on the children was seen as productive (in the least as viable and the most as very meaningful). A comparable overarching theme 
from interviews with parents is that asynchronous textual communication (emails, txt messages, online calendar, digital documents) is highly preferred over verbal communication. Collectively, these themes suggest design opportunities may exist in the design of interactive active systems that promote asynchronous (and unobtrusive) contributions of family content online, which might help implicitly construct a sense of family identity despite the divorce and resulting fragmentation.
 

Mom & Dad have a set schedule of when the kids will be picked up. As noted, they communicate through email and texting, but rarely face-to-face. Problems here also arose with respect to kids forgetting important objects prior when at Dad’s house. In this household, the kids were more responsible for organizing and bringing what they need to Dads (compared to F1 & F3); however an adhoc organizing stations existed in the home. At Mom’s the kids have separate bedrooms, while at Dad’s K3 has to sleep on the couch or in Dad’s bed, while K4 has her own bedroom. 
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Similar to observations in other families, white boards were still in use but had become ineffective to handle new demands of coordination and scheduling across households. The pictured whiteboard on F2’s kitchen fridge was used to list chores for K3 & K4 as well as key objects to not forget before transitioning to Dad’s house (e.g. K3’s insulin kit, hair straightener, and both children’s various electronic device chargers). While unpopulated at the moment, the wine cupboard area (near front door) served as an informal space where children’s possessions transitioning to Dad’s house were placed. 
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Similar to P1, P2 used the computer area as an informal space to schedule all the activities for the kids, send information to Dad and archive digital content of the kids at various events. 
Kids:

· K3, aged 12 male, main interests: t.v., skateboarding, social activities with friends 
· K4, aged 15 female, main interests: facebook, social activities with friends 

General overview of interview

In this interview, P2 described many of the same coordination issues. In this case, P2 & Dad did not use a digital calendar to coordinate. They had a pre-existing schedule in place. In general this family had a harder edge to it in comparison to F1 & F3, the rooms were darker as were the general dispositions of the family members. While demographically and economically they varied little if at all from other participants, the divorce overall seemed to have taken a deeper toll on the seemingly better adjusted F1 & F3 examples. The most interesting insights in this interview had to do with the experiences of the kids, which The kids spent the majority of their room when they were at home and were heavy users of technology.  
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Mom was in sole possession of all family heirlooms and sentimental material owing to the children. The photo album page featured left contains the only photo of Dad in the home. 
Contextual Description of K4’s bedroom

K4’s bedroom is painted in a luminous fuchsia and the walls are adorned with photo collages comprised of color and black and white pictures of herself and her friends. In one instance a formal frame collage is fastened to the west-facing wall, while there are several other instances of paper computer-print out photos taped along the walls throughout her bedroom in an adhoc manner. The north-facing wall displays a bulletin-board populated with concert and movie ticket stubs, pins, necklaces, and several other photographs personally inscribed with messages from her friends to her. In the corner of the room on the floor near the bulletin broad rests a dry-erase whiteboard with several statements scrawled on it in green, red and blue, and differing forms of handwriting. K4 later remarked that this dry-erase board was a place where she and her friends would try to log down “all of their memories together.” However, the board was too bulky to attach to her wall and too difficult to take over to Dad’s house. The board resolutely stands to remain on display in the corner; despite it’s spatial position, it still garners use when friends come over to visit. The diametrically opposite corner of the room houses a shelf with a series of framed photos of K4 with her friends, along with several compact disc albums, postcards and small mementos prominently visible. Under the shelf is a large stereo system rests on a desk in addition to several bottles of perfume, an ipod and ipod docking station. In the middle of the room on the floor in plain sight lies a large bag containing schoolbooks, recreational books, a digital camera, a pair of ipod headphones, ticket stubs, and various toiletries. A suitcase also sits in plain view halfway outside of the closet, which visibly has clothes littered around it. K4 later remarks the bag and suitcase are objects constantly in transition between the two households. During the interview K4 sits on her bed in the company of her “favorite” stuffed animals, laptop, and mobile phone (on which she frequently receives txt messages from her friends during the interview).  
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K4’s bedroom displayed many different photos and objects owing to her personal identity. Several quotes from the interview clearly highlight the importance of these objects in terms of her presentation of self. The framed photographic collage was created from printed out digital photos. The stuffed animals on her bed were considered deeply sentimental, owing to several key past events. The pillowcase was a gift friends that held a surprise party for K4 before she moved; the case has faded signatures of her friends. Recently one of her friends ‘gave’ her a pillowcase on Facebook (in a clear reference to this physical object). 
“K4: I have photos my friends gave to me with notes on them. A necklace that my best friend gave to me. … cards my friends made for me when I moved in 6th grade. When I moved in 6th grade my friends through me a surprise party and they made me this pillowcase 
and it’s fading but it’s still one of my favorite things. They all signed it. …yeah I guess and also some ticket stubs from movies we’ve gone to. A picture of my boyfriend. …I would say they’re all really important to me.
…

Obs Q: You sound like you use Facebook a lot. Has anyone ever ‘given’ you anything through Facebook. For example, there are gifts you can buy or get for free that people can share with their friends. 

K4: yeah actually I haven’t given one to anyone yet, but my one friend Shana (name changed) gave me this pillow on FB one time. She threw me that surprise party when I moved you know where I got this [motioning to faded pillow]. It was kinda nice, I mean I liked it because I was over at the other house [Dad’s house] and I don’t really have much over there. …it was nice. It reminded me of my friends and my room I guess. 

Obs Q: Are there any differences between that gift, the pillow on FB, you’re the pillow here on your bed? 

K4: Well yeah this one is real. 

Obs Q: Do you like the FB pillow?

K4: Yeah. 

Obs Q: Can you describe why you like the FB pillow and the pillow on your bed? 

K4: so like the pillow I have here [on bed] is the real thing …all my friends signed it even though its getting faded now. …the one on FB isn’t really a pillow

Obs Q: What does it make you think of? 

K4: I think of my friend and it’s a good memory from the party they through for me. …So I guess in that way it’s kinda similar. (intersection of material & virtual possession) <m. possession, d. possession>
Obs Q: Does it feel like something you’ll hold onto?

K4: yeah I’ll keep it on FB. I like it. 

Obs Q: How long do you think you’ll have it when you compare it to the real blanket?

K4: I guess forever or as long as I have a facebook account. I think I’ll always have one. Or I guess as long as we stay friends! (laughs)…” (K4)
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K4’s had a whiteboard that she used with her friends when they visited to “try to write down all our memories [together].” The whiteboard had been erased several times while she owned it and records of it were made with her digital camera. She had these images on her iPod, which she took everywhere.
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K4’s bag carried all of her most significant possessions: digital camera, iPod, and cell phone. Collectively these objects housed huge archives of digital photographs (her phone along had 451 photos of her friends dating back 3.5 years). She used a suitcase to transfer a large amount of possessions over to Dad’s house weekly 
(e.g. clothes, shoes, laptop, toiletries, etc.). 

Bedroom & projection of self (K4)
Similar to previous findings by Steele & Brown, responses from K4 highlighted the essential role use and organization of bedroom material possessions plays in projecting aspects of the teenager identity. K4 bedroom contained a bulletin board with material possessions (photographs & physical mementos), which also owed to places they had traveled, things they had accomplished and significant events they had attended (typically with their friends). 

K4 also had material possessions in her room that were explicitly used collectively with her friends to preserve memories they had together. K4 and her friends would come over would log down all their memories together; when the board became full, digital photos were taken to save the reflections. K4 further reflects on the use of the board and her strong desire to preserve the memories logged on it with digital technology: 

“A few of my friends and me …we wanted to write down all our memories together, so sometimes when they’re over we write things down. …things we’ve done together, going to a movie or to Kennywood, things like that. …[I’ve had to erase it] a couple well like a few times. I take photos them [the board]. I have them all on my phone. …[the pictures] they’re important to me, they’re all of those memories. …I won’t lose them though, I have them on my phone and my computer” (K4 line 66).  

K4’s statement highlights what became a common theme across this interview
: her use of digital technology (e.g. digital camera, camera phone, iPod) to either 
· (i) capture records of significant material possessions that could then become mobilized on a particular digital device (or across several devices)

· (ii) reproduce digital content in physical form across two domestic environments (e.g. printing out the same digital photo of her friends and placing it in both of her bedrooms). 
More generally, K4 reported spending nearly all day (5-6 hours) in her bedroom when at Mom’s house and not at school, while K7 reported spending at maximum 3 hours. For K4, her bedroom at Mom’s house was the central site for social interaction with her friends—both in person when they were visiting or, much more frequently, through usage of her laptop and mobile phone. However, K4 reported spending little time in her bedroom at Dad’s house, which was directly influenced by the stark differences between these two domestic environments:

“…I have my own bedroom [at Dad’s] but I don’t have my stuff like the stuff in here [Mom’s house bedroom].” (line 197). “I printed out some pictures I took with my digital camera, you know of my friends and I put them on the mirror. … the walls are white and there’s nothing up on them.” (line 208) “…[I did it] to remind me of them [friends] …[it] made it feel a little like my place here” (line 222). 

K4’s statements begin to illustrate the significance of digital photos 
and their mobility, and the role they played play in helping craft some sense of place in an otherwise barren bedroom. K4’s act of intentionally printing out digital photos of importance and placing them on the wall (similar to her bedroom at Mom’s house) illustrates a key way in which some sense of cohesion is established across differing domestic contexts.
Technology Usage Patterns (K4)
Digital possessions played significant roles in the lives of K3 & K4 respectively. For example, when reflecting on what she would take from their room in the event of a fire, K4 emphatically reported her phone to be of chief concern: 

“My phone definitely, because I can’t live without it. [Why?] because I’m always on it. My mom took it away from me one night and I went crazy. I had no way to contact my friends. …it’s with me wherever I go. …it’s how I can always get in touch with my friends” (line 16). 

K4’s response highlights a recurrent theme through the interview, which largely had to do with heavy reliance on technology to facilitate social exchange and reinforce social connection with friends and family, often across two differing domestic environments. As a result, K4’s statement highlights an extremely deep attachment to her cell phone; her later reflection characterizes it as a near digital prosthesis:

“…I wouldn’t lose my phone [in a fire] because it’s always on me. If I don’t have pockets I keep [it] in my waste band, even at night …in bed sometimes.”
K4’s deep concern over the whereabouts of her phone and perception of it as a direct line of social exchange with her friends illustrates that, beyond utility, the nature of her attachment may also be shaped by its symbolic value owing to social connection. Moreover, K4 reported social exchanges mediated by mobile (cell phone) and computing technology (e.g. Facebook, Myspace) as key frequent behaviors similarly engaged in and across the domestic environments she continually transitioned between. For example, K4 reported using the Internet several hours per day and changing her FB status in a structured, concerted manner throughout the day: 

“[I use the Internet for] probably about 4 hours [per day]. ...[I use the Internet for] Facebook. A few other school things, but mainly Facebook.

Obs Q: What do you use facebook for? How often would you say you use it?

K4: Well I use it to keep in touch with my friends all the time, and I update my status message a lot …like always 5 or 6 times a day, so my friends know where I am and what I’m doing. …you know because our schedule changes sometimes and they don’t know which house I’m at. My mom also checks on my facebook page to see where I’m at during the day” (K4, line 91). 

In her statement, K4 conveys she meticulously updated her status each day as a means to asynchronously project her continually changing spatial location to her friends and, importantly, her mother. K4’s Facebook page provides an anchored place that could be resourcefully drawn upon on her own terms to mitigate complex issues of whereabouts and privacy that inevitably emerge in a life characterized by frequent transitions
. 
Mobilization of digital possessions (K4)
iPods , cell phones and digital cameras (and the content stored on them) emerged as key digital possessions that K3 & K4 were attached to and carried with them nearly everywhere (K3 did not own a digital camera). 
K4’s desire to store large archives of digital photos on and across her cell phone, iPod and digital camera—all of which were kept in close proximity and always transitioned between homes. For example, K4 reported having an archive of 458 photographs on her phone alone, which chronicled formal and informal events with her friends over the past 3.5 years. K4 further reflects on her distributed collection of digital photographs: 

“K4: Yeah I still have a lot of them on the camera. And they’re on my computer. …I put them on Facebook. …I also take lots of pictures on my phone. Oh and also my ipod, I keep them on there too.

Obs Q: What kinds of pictures do you take with you phone? Do you also post those pictures on Facebook? 

K4: I guess kind of the same thing, my friends the most. …I have photos of my friends all the way back to 6th grade, around when I moved. …It’s funny to see how some of my friends have changed since then… I have photos of the board [with memories on it] and of our old house and my brother. I also have some [photos] of movie posters, things I went to see or that I just like the way it looks you know. …I always have my phone so I always have those photos. …and I always have my bag, that has my ipod and camera in it
” (K4, line 243).

K4’s reflection on the vast archives of digital photos she carries with her illustrates their deep personal significance as well as the necessity to have these digital possessions tangibly present in, across, and outside of the differing domestic environments she frequently transitioned among. As noted previously, K4 described her use of printed out versions of digital photographs to make domestic space a little more like “her place.” Interestingly, the 5 other children in joint custody situations interviewed in this fieldwork project all have conveyed the importance of having digital photographs mobilized on their digital devices. Similar to K4’s case, the types of photos typically include categories such as personal (e.g. photos of self or personally significant), group (e.g. friends) familial (e.g. family portrait), sentimental (e.g. family vacations), and popular culture (e.g. film posters, book covers). These general categories are similar to the kinds of material possessions that typically populate the walls of teenage bedrooms (observed in the originally married sample from ARM project as well as categories generally suggested by previous literature [Steele & Brown], (and to some extent in the bedrooms of joint custody children when in the bedroom they report most representative as ‘home’)). 
K3’s Bedroom

While K3 (12 yrs old) was younger than K4 (15 yrs old), he reported very similar trends. K3 conveyed he spent nearly all day in his room when at his Mom’s house. K3 reported always having his phone with him and in his pocket. While not having amassed nearly as large a photo archive (likely due to his age), his newly purchased phone already contained nearly 70 photographs. He took photographs of himself and his friends on a daily basis and frequently uploaded them to MySpace. He reported changing his MySpace page layout/decorations at least once a month and used it as a central area to display images. He was able to use the Mom’s (P2) desktop from time to time, but had trouble managing the files. He typically reverted to storing his photos on his phone and on this MySpace page because they were most accessible this way. He reported using the Internet for much of the day when at Dad’s house. Dad was often busy and not always around even when the kids were over; on the whole, K3’s computer usage appeared less at Mom’ house (although he reported accessing the Internet through his phone relatively frequently). While most of his friends were on MySpace, K3 did maintain a Facebook account, which was primarily used to update his status and to alert Mom to his whereabouts (similar to his sister, although he updated less frequently than she did). In contrast to his sister, K3 did not have a personal bedroom at Dad’s house and often had to sleep on the couch or in his Dad’s bedroom (Dad would sleep on the floor). However, similar to his sister, K3 reported stark differences between the lack of personal possession at Dad’s house compared to at Mom’s (e.g. artifacts on trophy shelf pictured below). 
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K3’s bedroom exhibited trophies on display, along with other treasured objects such as his hair straightener, hats and skateboard (self). 
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The cell phone ranked as the most valued possession for both K3 & K4 respectively. They received frequently text messages from friends and carried vast archives of digital photos on the phone itself. K3’s cell phone (pictured) contained an archive of photos (similar to his sister). 
Family 3 (F3)

Participant Demographics

Dad (P3): 

· divorced 3 years

· 35 years old

· works as I.T. project manager 

· Mom lives 15 minute drive away

· Relationship with Mom is very good—they have a joint custody agreement and frequently communicate, however their mode of communication is nearly always through email (which helps avoid conflicts). 

· Mom is a reporter. 

· Parents share 50/50 joint custody. 

Emergent problems with digital calendaring systems & post-divorce relationships

Mom & Dad use Google calendar to set and negotiate the schedule with respect to the kids. Similar to the case of F1, F3 has experienced problems using Google calendar, specifically with respect to Mom’s private information leaking into the family calendar, which caused conflicts between P3 and Mom. After finding no good alternatives to using Google calendar, the family eventually transitioned back to using it, albeit more cautiously. This again highlights the emergent theme that designing necessity to treat the design of interactive systems in a way that is more sensitive to the values and needs of post-divorce parental relationships (i.e. these systems need to be designed in more flexible ways adapt to changes over time with respect to shifting social relationships). P3 & Mom communicate through email almost exclusively (emails can average 20-30 per day)
; they use cell phones much less frequently. Mom lives in the house the family originally lived in when together, whereas Dad lived in the same house for the past 4 years. At both Mom’s & Dad’s the kids have their own bedrooms. 

While all parents interviewed went at lengths to archive their children’s precious and sentimental possessions, P3 represented a particularly extreme case. He had extensive physical collections of paper-based artifacts his children had created for him, dating back nearly 8 years. 
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P3 had an extensive archive of his children’s work and mementos, which were deeply valued. P3 similarly had an extensive collection of digital artifacts owning to his kids’ lives, including meticulously organized digital photos spanning the past decade, scanned in physical objects, to diary entries/annotations to digital photos, and even digital recordings of answering machine messages from when they were younger.  
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P3 stored extensive physical & digital archives of sentimental content owing to his children’s lives in and around the computer in his study. 
P3 similarly had an extensive digital archive of precious artifacts owing to his children’s lives, e.g. huge categorized digital photo archives, diaries annotating experiences documented in photo archives, digital videos of the kids, digital answering machine messages of his children’s voices when they were younger, and digitally scanned copies of artifacts from the paper archives. While P3 reported increasingly amassing sentimental digital content for his digital archive—which he greatly treasured—he remained unsure of where it would ultimately end up; he wanted to pass some of it on to his ex-spouse and all of it on to his children, but he was concerned that his organization system could be too idiosyncratic to understand or the files would simply be too difficult to collectively retrieve. Archiving family & children’s sentimental possessions (and negotiating the underlying values that guide how these possessions should be distributed in and among households) presents an interesting contrast to the coordination work typically characterizing the action of parents in joint custody situations. When posed with the question of how they think their children will come to remember their [divorced] family in 30-50 years time (and what objects they will rely on to remember), all parents were relatively ambivalent about where their material possession will end up and distinctly undecided, if not concerned, about where their archives of digital content will go and how it will arrive there. 

There seem to be clear design opportunities in investigating (i) how digital content might be sensitively shared across households in ways that support their underlying (and often differing) value structures, (ii) how digital sentimental content could become materially instantiated across households in ways that could sensitively (and flexibly) support some sense of family identity despite its fragmented nature, (iii) how all family members might be encouraged to engage with these types of interactive systems, potentially over longer periods of time. 
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Mementos and artworks from family trips populated the living room. Interestingly, artifacts such as the masks featured were traded between parents and put on display in each other’s respective houses
. 
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Similar to other families, organizing stations were located near the door and were populated by objects that moved across both households. These organizing spaces often had tools and equipment that the children brought to Mom’s house (e.g. bike pump & tools) in order to carry out familiar activities there). 
Kids:

· K5, aged 13 female, main interests: reading, listening to music 

· K6, aged 14 male, main interests: drums, camping
The interview with K5 & K6 reflected several similar themes from previous interviews with K1-K4. For example, K5 & K6 both deeply treasured their iPods & cell phones. Digital photos were stored on both of their iPods respectively, which reflected family events (vacations), informal & organized events with friends and popular culture images (e.g. Harry Potter, Twilight movie art). K5 & K6 reported sending a high proportion of txt messages to their friends (K5, ~20 per day; K6 ~10-30 depending on the day). Both children used Facebook frequently, however only their Mom had a FB account. Parents mainly kept in touch through calling and text messaging, which had grown to be bothersome at times for the kids. K5 & K6 also both had thumb drives that they carried with them nearly everywhere they went (stored in backpack). K6 reported having a large archive of photos of friends in addition to random images he found interesting that he would anticipated he would like to share with Mom or Dad depending on which household he was at. Both K5 & K6 experienced problems using their parents’ computers and were not well versed in understanding how to store these images. K6 had backed up his content on Dad’s computer, however he was unable to on Mom’s. In general, Mom did not approve of computer usage and it was severely limited when at her house. K6 reported having printed out some digital photos with the help of Dad (which he brought to his bedroom in Mom’s house), however he usually relied on his digital devices exclusively. Both K5 & K6 reported using their cell phones to take pictures and directly uploaded them to Facebook (bypassing use of desktop computers). Similar to concerns raised by K2 & K3 (i.e. reflections on trophies), K6 was ambivalent over having all of his travel journals and mementos stored exclusively at Mom’s house. 
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Idiosyncratic objects such as a wooden stick and boyscout badges (stored in box) were missed by K6 when at Mom’s house. Similarly, when at Dad’s house, K6’s travel journals and mementos were desired (stored exclusively at Mom’s house). 
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Similar to K4’s bedroom whiteboard & bulletin board, K5’s bedroom contained a bulletin board (left) on which her friends had written notes and she had photos of friends, family, and places visited. K5 routinely emptied the board each time it became full so she could fill it back up again. Somewhat similar to K4, she documented this board by taking a picture of it. 
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K5 & K6’s cell phone, iPod, thumb drives and other precious possessions (e.g. drumsticks, favorite books) traveled with them across domestic environments in their backpacks.

Early Themes & Observations 
Fragmented domestic organizing systems

· Several issues arose around coordination (& calendaring systems)

· balancing too many different calendars (both digital, paper, and printed out paper forms of digital calendars) 


· privacy issues between parents (e.g. Dad’s personal events (i.e. going on a date) slipping onto Dad + Mom + Kids shared Google calendar)


· no clear way to negotiate events (and build consensus) through digital calendars aside from moving events around (which resulted in conflicts) 

· asynchronous textual communication between was highly desired as the chief form of communication for all parents interviewed

· however, the disjointed nature of using the digital calendar paired with text messages or email led to communication & coordination breakdowns (P3, Dad & Mom email sometimes 20 times a day)

(which could suggest rethinking the integration of digital calendars, async comm, & mobile technologies for this population


· oversaturation of Google calendars

· Mom (personal calendar)

· Mom (family calendar)

· Dad (personal calendar)

· Dad (family calendar)

· <family events (sometimes)>

· Kid 1

· Kid 1’s basketball practice & games

· Kid 2

· Kid 2’s drum lessons & concerts


· lack of visibility of adhoc systems of organization 

· (i.e. information boards or paper notes where family events were posted)

The work of doing home & family for the kids

Observations of this kind of work:

· projecting family events (& identity) within the home (that span both homes)

· P1 ( Mom & Dad’s house both had several paper printouts of annual events that occur throughout the year that owe to events the family did previously before the divorce

· e.g. Several yearly camping trips with Dad, going to the beach with Mom, etc.. Rather than going as a family to these events, now specific parents ‘own’ these events. 


· Underlying point: the intentional placement of the schedule of these events around the home (even though at times they weren’t coming up for months) illustrates a subtle way in which some sense of family identity is projected across both home and establishes a small sense of cohesion or continuity across both domestic environments 

· the events these schedules point to are social events that reinforce, shape and develop the patterning of social relationships between involved parties 

· e.g. through these social acts kids come to new understanding of Dad’s identity as being divorced now, while still being dad (and vice-versa). 

· these events are inherently prospective in the sense that even though they are familiar, they are taking place in a different social context, which perhaps makes it meaningful to have them projected across both households.

· ( these kinds of events were heavily present on kids’ iPods in the form of photos that were rarely changed


· in contrast: photographs of the entire family together prior to the divorce are inherently retrospective, bring up uncomfortable feelings and, consequently, are packed deep away in boxes


· what this means: 1. categorizing what could be considered prospective events. 2. since the presentation of these kinds of events was significant on (i) personal levels for kids (e.g. mobile photo archives) and (ii) within domestic households, this could suggest new opportunities for unobtrusively visualizing/recording/sharing/projecting these specific kinds of events, and articulate how their significance lies in the construction of a different, yet important kind of identity construction and patterning of social relationships 

· (i.e. Dad’s still Dad, but he lives alone now, but still cares for the kids and he needs to show this by engaging in social acts with the kids that are implicit in the construction of a new identity as Divorced Dad that still cares)

· While generally less planned, this same kind of act came up frequently during ‘special nights’ that parents spent with a child alone (i.e. Mom had Daughter, Dad had Son). 


· Shifting arrangement of familial domestic artifacts

· P3 ( Dad & Mom ‘traded’ artifacts hung on prominent domestic spaces (living room, computer room) every once in a while. Dad mentioned this was done to help both the kids & parents ‘feel more at home’ when the kids were over. These artifacts all either implicitly or explicitly owed to the kids (opposed to Mom & Dad).

· types of artifacts: clay masks, artwork, written poems, photos (many of which were made by the kids)


· In other cases heirloom/objects of significance came into conflict over how they would be distributed.

· The work that goes on at adhoc domestic organizing stations as a window into how ‘home’  (or identity) is mobilized for kids

· Each home had a specific place (or places) where the all of the things the kids needed to bring to the other home would be placed (or at least a quick checklist would be run down)

· These domestic places are significant because they are the converging point between the differing domestic spheres of the two households

· The issue is deeper than trying to not forget things:

· this is the point where the work of the parent to establish cohesion across homes centralizes on 

· the artifacts that populate this area are essential elements to how home (or perhaps rather kid’s identity) is mobilized

· (and should be a key point of inventory analysis in interviews and will comprise a discussion in the paper)

· ( P3’s reflection on tools

· how could these rituals be better supported? where do they breakdown? how important are they perceived as?


· Archiving Practices w the kids lives

· P3 (  meticulously archived his kids lives in digital & physical form in an effort to be able to pass things on to them and so that they would have an understanding or history of their lives.

KIDS

Participants

· Family 1: K1 (12, male) & K2 (15, male)

· Family 2: K3 (12, male) & K4 (15, female)

· Family 3: K5 (13, female) & K6 (14, male)

How do kids mobilize conceptualizations of home / family / personal identity? (as they transition between two domestic environments?) For example:

· groups of digital photographs across multiple devices

· friends (self), popular culture (self, projection of interests), vacations with mom & dad (family)


· act of printing out digital photos and adhocly placing them on the wall at secondary bedroom as a matter of presenting self & constructing cohesion across bedroom settings
 


General Themes that could be developed in DIS paper:

· reflections on duplicity of objects


· constellation of technologies & use of photos, printing them out across spaces ( underlying choices of why they were printed out and displayed


· different distribution of photos across phone, flash drive, computer, ipod


· text messaging patterns (friends, at dad vs. moms house)


· being separated from journals, mementos of past trips (supplemented by ipod photos)


· transitional experiences & relationship to backpack content (and other objects at organizing stations

· ( artifacts found at organizing stations as key components linking two domestic spheres of home 

· e.g. lacrosse stick (F1), tools for activities (F3), viola (F1), mobile phone & ipod chargers (F1, F2, F3)


· mobility of bedroom culture


· Kids’ asynchronous projection spatial transitions throughout day through Facebook as a way for both parents to know whereabouts of child (on their own terms)

Design Considerations:

· exploring mobile technologies as way to combat duplicity of object and form uniqueness

· mobility of bedroom culture (constellations of photos to support adhoc reproductions)

· overlapping digital & physical objects (e.g. F2’s physical sentimental pillowcase & FB pillowcase gift from friend)

Other inventories being collected: 

-counts of photos

-use of photos

-internet usage

-backpack inventories

Framing Mechanisms 

1. Product Ecology / System Perspective (home as distributed set of relationships & technologies)

2. Place & material possession attachment

3. Mobility (see Anchored Mobilities paper); transitional experiences (& social relationships)
Possible scope: centrally focusing on issues related to children and building out from there:

1.
 broadly raise the issue that if the home is a system of relationships, ideals, desires, possessions that is made and organized in a fluid, ongoing basis—what happens when that environment because permanently fragmented? What are key problems that emerge? What is the work that goes on to ‘make home’ and establish some sense of cohesion across differing domestic environments for children? 

2. Theory related to place attachment & material possessions (with respect to personal and familial identity construction) is unpacked to understand some of the key complications arising for children of divorce, which also ties into the ‘work’ parents do to construct some sense of home & familial & personal identity for their children

3. We unpack our implications in terms of emerging discussions in HCI related to the intersection of technology and the mobilization of family, place, and culture—and the role digital possessions and interactive systems can & will have to play in the future.

Underlying concern that needs to be addressed: beyond improving the lives of divorced families, what broader knowledge does this tell us about HCI? 
Possible ways of splitting up paper / data across multiple papers:

1. Focusing on issues of constructing / mobilizing / organizing / negotiating ideas of home & family from perspective of teens transitioning between two homes (DIS paper) 

2. Explicitly focusing on the aesthetics of identity construction and the role of material & digital possessions in this process (International Journal of Design)

��This suggests fleshing out other instances in which technology implicitly or explicitly resulted in a shift in a family’s organization. 


�exemplar of how digital systems can systemically affect social organization of differing households





emergent theme: calendaring systems not designed to support post-divorce patterning of social relationship between Mom & Dad





consequence: social organization across households negatively impacted 





implications / opportunity: 


designing coordination system to support values of divorced families �


more nuanced layers of privacy design considerations in coordination technologies that can flexibly shift as relationship with ex-spouse changes�


leveraging asynchronous communication across calendaring  application & mobile technologies to more effectively support communication & collaboration between divorced parents �


�emergent theme: organizing stations as key place linking domestic spheres





Potential design opportunities at organizing stations—these adhoc physical spaces in joint custody homes interestingly link the differing domestic spheres 





( this notion ties to Bell & Dourish’s discussion of “The Shed” as reflective of shifting patterns of domesticity. Similarly, the possessions occupying these spaces fundamentally support the construction of a sense of fluidity or familiarity across domestic households. 





(e.g. F3 described transferring tools & equipment between households to support similar activities across both places (although these were often forgotten which disrupted cohesion & consistency))


�organizing station 1


�primary organizing station


�video game systems and several other possessions were duplicated at Dad’s house


emergent theme: �personal possessions projecting symbolic personal achievement concentrated in one home 


�Personal and leisure objects  & mementos were reported to be nearly entirely absent from Dad’s house (where digital photos were interacted with from time to time by K1 & K2; a ‘few’ digital photos were reported to be printed out and occupy the room)


�These concerns were similarly conveyed in interviews with F2 (trophies & personal mementos) & F3 (travel journals & mementos). 


�Consequently, these objects are often closely tied with children’s identity. 


�This seems significant in that it ties to a very significant anchored digital place, which is used to project patterns of mobility to friends & family members on children’s own terms. 





This mode of technology use supports a distinctly different type of interaction & value system than through telephonic communication. (see whereabouts clock paper)


�Interesting overlap in F3, where households exchanged artifacts on display in the living room to craft a sense of ‘home’ across both domestic environments 


�emergent theme


�emergent theme: conflict over parental values 


�I know there are quotes that generally support this. I will dig them out of the recordings ASAP.


�emergent theme: asynchronous exchanges of digital content focused on kids as a way of promoting productive post-divorce parent interactions (in unobtrusive ways that could be leveraged to implicitly support the construction of family identity over time).


�overarching theme: asynchronous textual communication between parents is highly preferable (if not mandated) as opposed to verbal communication. 


�for design opportunities like this and also the considerations suggested by the calendar, can we extrapolate out a broader level of design implications? 


�presents interesting overlap of digital reference in online space to physical artifact. 


�K4 mobilized a variety of different types of objects in her suitcase, which was taken along with a large bag and a backpack to Dad’s house each week. 


�this became a common theme across all interviews with children


�emergent use of digital photographs to construct a sense of place (or at least comfort) in non-residential bedroom.  


�emergent theme: social networking website page as an anchored digital space that is accessed across different spatial locations to project transitions 


�strongly indicates necessity to have digital photos close by.


�as with other parents, F3 conveyed heavy preference for textual communication.


�the transfer of possessions symbolic of household identity between homes by F3 presented the most literal way in which a sense of cohesion was attempted to be established. This suggests further exploring how digital technology could be leveraged to help support the underlying aim of this process. 


�


e.g. bringing up the importance to establish and reinforce some sense of cohesion across households (practical benefits for kids’ adjustment & parents relationship in joint custody)





this leads to explaining and understanding why children are resourcefully drawing on digital technology to mobilize their possessions & problems that are emerging





( tie in background on place attachment & teenage bedroom culture





from this we can also tie in importance of physical familial artifacts  
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