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Abstract  

Platforms and Everyday Life explores how people interact with hardware and digital 

media platforms in everyday life. By integrating the concept of triple articulation (object, 

text, and context) into the domestication framework (Silverstone et al., 1992; Silverstone, 

1994), I propose an articulated moral economy to explore the interplay between 

households, platforms, and everyday life. Using digital ethnography, the study highlights 

how 50 households (a total of 151 participants between the ages of zero to 73) use 

hardware platforms (i.e., mobile devices, gaming consoles) and digital media platforms 

(i.e., social media, gaming, content streaming) in everyday life. The data was collected 

between August 2021 and November 2022 using a set of mixed methods entailing a 

household survey, semi-structured interviews (individual and household), a home tour, 

and a one-day media audit for every participant. The study highlights the platformized 

(the increasing position of platforms as the dominant infrastructural and economic model 

of the web), datafied, gendered, racialized, cultured, and class-based dimensions of 

everyday life, and the imbrication between households and platforms, both of which 

function as moral and economic systems.  

Keywords:   domestication; triple articulation; digital media; platforms 
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Chapter 1.  Platforms and everyday life  

1.1. Study overview  

Platforms and Everyday Life is the product of media theory. It seeks to explore 

the power and significance of platforms in everyday life as well as their psychological, 

social, cultural, economic and political impacts. Between Facebook, Instagram, 

WhatsApp, Roblox, Minecraft, Netflix, and Twitch, people are heavy platform users, 

which makes them an ideal site for study. Wendy Chun (2016, p. 1) argues new media 

ñmatter most when they seem to not matter at all.ò Platforms matter because they no 

longer matter. When the shiny new thing ceases to amaze, it dissipates into the 

background relegated to its new designation as habit (Chun, 2016), causing a digital 

culture to impinge on digital media so entrenched in everyday life it disappears (Reeves 

& Nass, 1996; Paper et al., 2004). Now embedded into the fabric of daily life, platforms 

seamlessly integrate into our everyday routines. 

óEveryday lifeô is a common feature in media, communication, feminist studies, and 

cultural studies (Sandvik et al., 2016; Felski, 2000). It often conjures up images of 

monotony despite the fact that everyday life is neither static nor mundane. It is at once 

ñself-evident, yet the most puzzling of ideasò (Felski, 2000, p. 77). Everyday life is the 

measure of all things (Debord, 1962), encapsulating the ordinary world that is 

clandestine, yet is constitutive of what Lefebvre (1974) describes as the connective 

tissue of all human activity and thought. A routinized, static, and conformist reality 

imbues the everyday world, but everyday life is capable of surprising dynamism, 

penetrating insights, and boundless creativity (Gardiner, 2000). To describe daily life as 

static is to dismiss the polydimensional nature that makes it ambivalent, fluid, and labile 

(Gardiner, 2000). Such banality brings us back to existence - the moments that are lived 

with all regularity and all coherence (Gardiner, 2000).  

References to everyday life often refer to seminal texts like Schutz and Luckmannôs 

(1973) The Structures of the Life-World, de Certeauôs (1984) The Practice of Everyday 

Life, Lefebvreôs (1991) Critique of Everyday Life, and Hellerôs (2015) Everyday Life. 

These literary texts have influenced entire streams of scholarship, including cultural 

studies (Hall, 1980) and, most relevant to this work, domestication theory (Silverstone et 

al., 1992; Silverstone, 1994a). Within this everyday life, human beings consume and 
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domesticate technological artefacts (Sørensen, 1994) like televisions (Silverstone, 

1994a), the Internet (Bakarjieva, 2005), and platforms. Following platform users across 

various ages and stages of life, this study uses domestication theory to explore a wide 

range of cross-media objects and texts with an emphasis on hardware platforms (e.g., 

mobile devices, gaming consoles, laptops) and content platforms related to digital media 

as content streaming (e.g., Netflix, Disney+), gaming (e.g., Roblox, Minecraft, Fortnite), 

and social media (e.g., Facebook, TikTok, WhatsApp).  

Domestication describes the process of how people incorporate media technologies into 

everyday life within the domestic sphere (Silverstone et al., 1992; Silverstone, 1994). As 

a metaphor, the concept of domestication originates from the taming of wild beasts 

(Haddon, 2007; 2006). Comparable to pets, technologies can be tamed within domestic 

spaces and ñbecome part of the familyò (Berker et al., 2006, p. 2), embedded and 

invisibilized within the structures of the home (Rommes, 2002). As Roger Silverstone 

(2006, p. 231) remarks: ñWild animals then, wild technologies now: whatôs the 

difference?ò When unconstrained, wild animals and technologies produce both threats 

and challenges (Silverstone, 2006, p. 231). Metaphorically speaking, individuals and 

households tame these technologies that surround our everyday lives (Sørensen, 1994) 

- ña taming of the wild and a cultivation of the tameò (Silverstone & Haddon, 1996, p. 60). 

While this metaphor was originally applied to the taming of television, it perhaps more 

aptly reflects our modern media ecosystem. In this domestication process, people often 

carry mobile devices around like an appendage of their body or carry on conversations 

with Alexa and Siri as if they were members of the family. 

As a branch of social shaping theory (Mackenzie & Wajcman, 1999; Hynes & 

Richardson, 2009; Berker et al., 2006; Wajcman & Jones, 2012), domestication allows 

technologies to assume a taken-for-granted stance in everyday life, rather than 

operating as simple agents of change (Baym, 2015). The concept of domestication 

sprung up in the early 1990s from a project organized by Roger Silverstone at Brunel 

University (Haddon, 2003); the theory highlights how communication technologies 

integrate into everyday practices in the domestic sphere (Silverstone et al. 1992; 

Silverstone, 1994a; Silverstone & Haddon, 1996; Berker et al., 2006). Domestication is a 

way to analyse the adoption and non-adoption of media technologies (Haddon, 2006b) 

in relation to time and space (Richardson, 2006; 2009), symbolic dimensions 

(Silverstone, 1994a), as well as social and cultural capital (Hynes & Rommes, 2005). 
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Domestication emerged as a way to find a more satisfactory approach to analyze objects 

of consumption and their unique status and significance as they mediate between the 

privateness of the home and the publicness of the public sphere (e.g., local, national, 

global) (Livingstone, 2007). The term ñdomesticationò implies a complementarity 

between the user and object - a dialectical relationship where both can ñtransform each 

other through daily useò (Lesage, 2009, p. 49; see also Silverstone et al., 1989).  

Communication studies often emphasize the role and meaning ï either real or symbolic 

ï of media texts, but domestication demonstrates the impossibility of uncoupling 

technological objects from media texts (Courtois et al., 2011; 2012). Media technologies 

differ from objects like ñplants or pictures, and other technologies such as refrigerators or 

hair dryers or hammersò because they are media and not simply objects (Silverstone et 

al., 1992, p. 15). Drawing from Martinet (1969) and Miller (1987), Silverstone (1994a, p. 

123) suggests that machines contain a cultural value through the meaning they derive as 

objects. These meanings are embedded in the discourses of private households as well 

as around contemporary capitalism. Media and communication are doubly articulated as 

text and object and as medium and message, and through this process, audiences are 

also doubly articulated (Livingstone & Das, 2013; see also, Silverstone et al., 1992; 

Silverstone, 1994; Hartmann, 2006; Livingstone, 2007; Courtois et al., 2011; 2012). 

According to Silverstone (2005): 

The particular complexity of information and communication technologies, 
that is their double articulation as both objects of consumption and as 
media of consumption, and their distinctive status ï precisely ï as key 
technologies for the conduct of everyday life, requires a way of seeing and 
understanding them as subject to the daily exigencies of social and 
individual action (p. 5).  

As a concept, double articulation has been part of domestication theory since 

Silverstoneôs earliest musings (Silverstone et al., 1992; Silverstone, 1994a), but doubly 

articulated scholarship has ñproved surprisingly difficultò (Livingstone, 2007, p. 18). The 

Radio Times study, for instance, shows how family timetables intersect with a ñstructured 

array of programme genresò (Livingstone, 2007, p. 18). Livingstone (2007, p. 18) 

suggests the modern-day equivalent of double articulation in digital spaces may entail 

recording ófavouritesô or following peopleôs routines online, using a sequential process to 

correct ña small part of a vast symbolic potential in the here and now of time-space 

relationsò with digital media. Bakardjievaôs (2005) study on Internet computer networking 
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from the standpoint of a domestic user was an early attempt to explore double 

articulation online (see also Bakardjieva & Smith, 2006).  

While research has been conducted around the space/time elements of online/offline 

contexts (Miller & Slater, 2000; Bakardjieva, 2005), these accounts often lack the same 

rich ñsemiotic and discursive accountsò as previous studies on film, television, and print 

(Livingstone, 2007, p. 19). Hartmann (2006) suggests the contingency and complexity of 

researching media consumption in everyday life connects to the growing diversity of 

communication technologies. Compared to mobile devices, for instance, television offers 

a message that is both identifiable and analysable (Hartmann, 2006). Undoubtedly, the 

media landscape has transformed radically since Silverstoneôs (1994a) original 

formulation of domestication theory (Sandvik et al., 2016); however, a return to double 

articulation is necessary because of new practices and content, not in spite of them 

(Hartmann, 2006). Double articulation offers a way to analyse new possibilities while 

remaining wary of inevitable power structures (Hartmann, 2006).  

Responding to calls ñnot only for a return to double articulation but for an extension to 

triple articulationò (Hartmann, 2006, p. 96; see also, Livingstone, 2007; Courtois, 2011; 

2012), this project integrates triple articulation into the moral economy, offering a 

framework for an articulated moral economy. This framework involves incorporating the 

concept of triple articulation, which includes object, text, and context (Hartmann, 2006; 

Courtois et al., 2011; 2012) into the moral economy framework of appropriation, 

objectification, incorporation, conversion, and externalization (Silverstone et al., 1992; 

Brause & Blank, 2020). Platforms are different from earlier mediums like television 

(Silverstone, 1994) and Internet (Bakardjieva, 2005; Bakardjieva & Smith, 2001), which 

is precisely why triple articulation is now such an important factor in the domestication 

process. In this study, I set out to explore what constitutes a platform and how platforms 

are domesticated by households in relation to triple articulation. At what point are 

platforms an object, text, or context, and can these articulations overlap or bleed 

together? It is precisely this slippage between articulations that becomes interesting in 

how we define platforms. This inquiry has the potential to illustrate the complexities of 

how households are mediated through platforms in everyday life. 

Hartmannôs (2006, p. 97) plea to return to double articulation ï and ideally move towards 

triple articulation ï is an appeal to return ñto the high aims of the original domestication 
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approach.ò While riddled with research politics, what Hartmann is suggesting here is that 

the difficulty in achieving double or triple articulation is a methodological challenge. In 

particular, this methodological problem is the byproduct of an increasing departure away 

from ethnography in domestication studies as well as a tendency for researchers to 

focus on a single aspect of articulation, typically the object or text. As Hartmann (2006, 

p. 97) advocates: ñIn terms of the methodology, a clear return to ethnography seems 

necessary.ò  

Using ethnography, this study involves a household survey, recorded individual semi-

structured interviews (including a walkthrough of usersô devices), recorded semi-

structured household interviews, a recorded home tour, and a participant-recorded 

media audit (more commonly referred to as a time-use diary). The recorded interview, 

home tour, and media audit provided video footage also useful for participant 

observation. 

Between August 2021 and November 2022, 50 households, a total of 151 participants, 

located in British Columbia (B.C.), Canada participated in Platforms and Everyday Life. 

Households afford a social, cultural, and political habitat structured around the patterns 

of daily life, situated in contexts like space and time, gender and age, all within the 

confines of the domestic sphere (Silverstone, 1993). To reflect B.C.ôs diverse population, 

these participant households joined the study from a wide range of class groups (e.g., 

low, medium, high income), racial backgrounds (e.g., Indigenous, Asian, Egyptian, 

Indian, Nigerian), sexual orientations (e.g., same-sex, heteronormative), family status 

(e.g., single, married, divorced, re-married, common law, widowed), occupation status 

(e.g., student, employed, stay-at-home parent, retired), and life cycles (e.g., infant, 

toddler, preschoolers, children, adolescents, parents, young adults, and elderly). 

Spanning the ages and stages of life, these platform users ranged between zero to 73 

years of age, living in apartments, townhouses, basement suites, and detached houses 

in urban and suburban centers across Metro Vancouver, the Fraser Valley, Vancouver 

Island, and Interior regions (Chapter 3).  

1.2. Households or networks?  

Early in the research process, I contemplated whether the unit of analysis for the 

study should be households or networks. Households have histories that exist in relation 
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to time-space contexts (Sørensen, 1994). As such, any discussion around households 

requires a prior distinction between space and place (Silverstone, 1994a; Heller, 2015; 

Rasmussen, 2014; Gardiner, 2000). Lefebvreôs (1974) Cartesian approach emphasized 

physical space, illustrating how space reveals or conceals contents to produce 

meanings, an absence of meanings, or an overload of meanings. Lefebvre (1974) 

notably examined physical spaces to highlight how a house on a street or a concrete 

apartment with cold, stark, rigid outlines produced an illusion of immovability. A more 

imaginary analysis of that same space, he suggests, shows a complex nexus of mobility 

where energy and information systems move through its construction (Lefebvre, 1974).  

Space is not a frame, but rather a virtually neutral container designed to receive the 

contents poured into it (Lefebvre, 1974). Space is a vehicle to understand lived 

experience in the same way form connects to living organisms (Lefebvre, 1974). Space 

is often framed as a neutral, fixed, objective, ñinoperative system of knowledge,ò but is in 

fact a series of complex illusionary errors (Lefebvre, 1974, p. 94). Thus, space is not a 

neutral background for humans to move through, but rather is what humans produce, 

and in turn, what shapes or produces them (Conley, 2012). The spaces humans produce 

and how the spaces shape or produce them is political - gendered, racialized, class-

based, relational, platformized1, and datafied.  

Everyday actions and contact take place in an anthropocentric space, with human 

beings at the center of the process, capable of both experiencing and perceiving space 

(Heller, 2015). As experience and perceptions of space indissolubly fuse together, it 

impacts our daily experience in relation to space-orientation (Heller, 2015). The 

experience of óleftô and órightô aligns with the body, and óupô and ódownô with the 

orientation of Earth (Heller, 2015). These categories preserve value-content and form an 

objective reality that enhances our perceptions of spatial relations (Heller, 2015). 

Similarly, ónearô and ófarô produce an effective action that is calibrated to our radius - a 

proximal account around objects, people, and spaces (Heller, 2015). Spatial domains, 

while limited and circumscribed by the radius of a human being (Heller, 2015), are 

invariably impacted by space and place.   

 

1 Platformization as a term relates to the rise of platforms as the dominant infrastructural and 
economic model of the web (see Heldmon, 2015).  
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Places remain human spaces connected to our experiences, memories, and aspirations 

(Silverstone, 1994a), occupying a fixed point, ña firm position from which we óproceedô... 

and to which we return in due courseò - a place we call home (Heller, 2015, p. 239). 

Aristotleôs deep connection between place and home shows how the economy is closely 

bound to ecology as both are defined in relation to the domestic household (Macauley, 

2010). Lacey (2007, p. 62) describes home as a ñcomplex and contradictory social 

spaceò where identities form and a dynamic tension pulls between physical and 

psychical, work and play, gender and generations, conflict and security, within the 

comings and goings of a space. As Silverstone (1994a, p. 26) states: ñHome is a 

construct. It is a place not a space.ò Home exists as an illusionary concept - an 

imaginary place rather than a geographic space (Livingstone & Sefton-Green, 2016; 

Silverstone, 1999). Contained in this imaginary place, home is what we make of it - an 

object of emotion, a place of belonging, singular and plural, fixed and dynamic, 

substantial and insubstantial (Silverstone, 1994a). The intensity and density of human 

relationships determines a householdôs warmth as well as its ability to harbor intense 

emotional relationships that are only cultivated when an environment offers a feeling of 

safety (Heller, 2015).  

The home contains a householdôs values, beliefs, and traditions (Bourdieu,1977). 

Bordieuôs (1977) concept of the habitus is helpful to understand the internal strategies 

and tactics of a household (de Certeau, 1984). A householdôs experiences function as a 

ñcatalogue of actionsò (Sßrensen, 1994, p. 7) that impacts its social class and cultural 

capital (Bourdieu,1977). Within this stratified space, consumption is impacted by the 

unequal distributions of wealth, power, gender, class, and competence (Sørensen, 1994; 

Silverstone, 1994a). As technology infiltrates the home, it is used by household 

members in this internal social space (Rasmussen, 2014). In the first chapter of 

Consuming Technologies: Media and Information in Domestic Spaces, Silverstone, 

Hirsch and Morley (1992) formally outline the household as a moral economy. These 

scholars were all part of developing early domestication projects that situated the 

household as the unit of analysis in the study of media technologies. 

Another scholar worth noting in this area is Leslie Haddon (2003, p. 44), who worked 

with Silverstone on a series of projects in the early 1990s related to teleworkers, single 

parents, and ñyoung elderly.ò The telework research explored how ICTs like phones and 

computers are incorporated into the home, highlighting the ñtechnological seepageò 
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whereby work tools become tamed for domestic and private uses, often infiltrating other 

members of the household (Haddon, 2003, p. 44). The study on single parents showed 

how poverty ñoften put new ICTs beyond their horizonò (Haddon, 2003, p. 44), a finding 

that sits in contradistinction to this study (see Chapter 5). Finally, the work on young 

elderly highlighted the influence of biography on the consumptive practices of technology 

in relation to previously developed value systems (Haddon, 2003).  

In situating the household as the unit of analysis in the study of media technologies as 

both object and text, it is helpful here to turn to Morleyôs (1980; 1986; 1992) work 

situated at the intersection of television, households, and everyday life, which 

recognized the domestic context and how aspects like class, ethnicity, and gender 

impact cultural codes (Morley 1986; 1992; Gauntlett & Hill, 1999). Importantly, within 

Television, Audiences, and Cultural Studies, Morley (1992, p. 131) situates the unit of 

television consumption as the household rather than the individual viewer. Similarly, in 

Television and Everyday Life, Silverstone (1994a) discussed the television as a 

domestic medium that was integral to the construction of a household.  

Households, homes, and families all exist as fluid categories ï empirically and 

theoretically variable ï but they operate as processes with vastly different orders: 

families upon kinship and households on propinquity (Silverstone, 1994a). As such, 

households operate as resource systems constructing economic units (Silverstone, 

1994a). Within this economy, households are neither purely consuming units nor profit-

maximizing units (Usher et al., 2003). The household is therefore a moral economy - ñan 

economy of meanings and a meaningful economyò (Silverstone, 1994a, p. 48). Everyday 

life is a world of consumption, but that consumption is productive - activities like buying, 

using, reading, watching all ñleaves the subject, the object, even the system untouchedò 

(Silverstone, 1989, p. 79).    

Haddonôs (2003) work was the first to explore the domestication of mobile telephony 

from the perspective of social networks - not as a way to step away from the household 

as a unit of analysis, but as a way to make sense of how non-domestic social 

relationships factor into consumptive practices. In his work on the taming of mobile 

telephony, he acknowledges that friendships and other loosely-defined relationships are 

vastly different from that of a household (Haddon, 2003). Indeed, Haddon (2003, p. 50) 

asserts the privileging of the household in the original formulation of domestication was 
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developed ñprecisely because home and household relationships were such an 

important part of life. Such relationships may not always be harmonious but they are 

generally profound.ò 

Bakardjievaôs work (2005) in the Internet Society: The internet in everyday life, however, 

was one of the first to entirely depart from the household as the unit of analysis - shifting 

from households to networks and privileging actor-network theory rather than media 

ethnography. In essence, Bakardjievaôs (2005) work dematerializes the household in 

favor of analysing how actors and actants contextualize their connections within a 

network. Several important shifts have occurred since this work was conducted. First, a 

much wider range of information and communication technologies (ICTs) exist. ICTs like 

desktop computers, laptops, and smartphones now function as everyday media objects 

(Lesage, 2008), transforming the way people produce, use, and communicate 

information (Mansell & Silverstone, 1996). Second, people are no longer tethered to the 

wall because wireless technologies like smartphones, tablets, and laptops enable 

portability. Third, unlike Bakardjievaôs analysis, modern media now often exists as cross-

media (Sandvik et al., 2016; Haddon, 2016) with convergent features (Flew & Smith, 

2021). Audiences can therefore move across media to watch ótelevision showsô or play 

games (Evans, 2011). The ability to consume content across multiple platforms (Evans, 

2011) affords users with the ability to contain content in digital media platforms but move 

across hardware platforms. As a result, individuals can watch shows on everything from 

mobile devices to televisions and internet-enabled gaming consoles (e.g., Nintendo Wii 

or PlayStation) (Evans, 2011). Fourth, the role of media has changed. Early Internet 

networks offered the promise of a wide-open, free web, but the recent technological shift 

to platforms has definitively closed the network (Steinberg, 2019; Anderson et al., 2010). 

Given the trajectory of domestication from households to networks, this work shows a 

distinct departure away from networks, and a return to Silverstoneôs conception of 

households as the unit of analysis.  

1.3. The discursive shift from hardware to content 
platforms  

Defining the term platform is perhaps one of the most challenging parts of 

studying how a household domesticates platforms. In the early 1980s and 1990s, 

Microsoft, Intel, Apple, and IBM challenged the vertically integrated computer market by 
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transforming personal computers into mass-market digital platforms (Cusumano et al., 

2020; Gawer & Cusumano, 2014). A second wave of platforms emerged in the mid-

1990s ï including Amazon, Google, Netscape, and Yahoo! in the United States, Alibaba 

and Tencent in China, and Rakuten in Japan ï leveraging the Internet as a tool to 

disrupt various industries (Cusumano et al., 2020; Gawer & Cusumano, 2014). A decade 

later, Friendster and Myspace blazed a trail for the social media platform ecosystem that 

exists today (e.g., Facebook, Twitter, Instagram, TikTok) (Cusumano et al., 2020). 

Digital platforms ï often synonymous with terms like óelectronic platformsô or óonline 

platformsô ï operate through web portals and mobile applications (Tereszkiewicz, 2018, 

p. 143), encompassing hardware, software, and content. 

Nestled between Google and Facebookôs platform launches (e.g., Graph API, social 

plugins, Open Graph protocol), mobile platforms were similarly undergoing radical 

transformation. As mobile devices shifted from voice-only to multimedia objects, 

telecommunication companies constructed walled gardens to support access, use, or 

the purchase of a variety of content (Sørensen et al., 2015). Ascending from the NTT 

Docomo for the iMode phone, a Symbian operating system first designed for Psionôs 

Personal Digital Assistants was modified and incorporated into Nokiaôs 2002 to 2008 

smartphones, allowing users to download and install applications (but not in a 

particularly user-friendly format) (Sørensen et al., 2015). In Japan, iMode functioned as 

a mega-platform from which other platforms could spring, often from content providers 

(Steinberg, 2019; Natsuno, 2005). The launch of iMode in 1999 ð and its subsequent 

popularization in the early 2000s ï served to naturalize the monetization of content, 

facilitating a mechanism to cultivate user engagement and the platform economy, 

marking a shift from content bubbles to the platformization of content providers 

(DoCoMo, 1999; Larimer, 2001; Natsuno, 2005; Steinberg, 2019). By 2005, Japanôs 

ñmobile market for paid contents far exceeded the market for PC-based contents, once 

again showing that the former was configured as a milieu in which one paid for 

informational goods, unlike the PC marketò - a shift that has since become generalized in 

other countries (Steinberg, 2019, p. 166).   

The proliferation of platforms in everyday life most notably connects to Appleôs launch of 

the iPhone in 2007 from the Macworld stage in San Francisco. The closed structure of 

Appleôs iPhone exclusively supported ñproprietary apps and user-defined shortcuts to 

websitesò (Sßrensen et al., 2015, p. 195). A few months later, Google replicated this 
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closed structure when they acquired an Android operating system the company licensed 

out to manufacturers (Sßrensen et al., 2015). iPhoneôs óclosedô system was óopenedô by 

Apple in July 2008 in response to the tens of thousands of customers jailbreaking the 

operating system (Sßrensen et al., 2015). Three months later, Google followed Appleôs 

lead, opening its own app store (Sßrensen et al, 2015). ñWhile companies, such as 

Symbian, Nokia, Research in Motion and Microsoft, all established rudimentary 

platforms before Apple and Google, the latter companies have defined the current 

industry standard for mobile platformsò (Sßrensen et al., 2015, p. 195). The global reach 

imagined by Docomo for iMode was realized through Appleôs iPhone (iOS) and Google 

Android (Steinberg, 2019). This mobile ecosystem has supported the portability of 

hardware platforms and the subsequent proliferation of content platforms, further 

embedding objects and media texts into everyday life. 

Shortly after, in 2010, Joss Hand penned a column in Wired about how the Internet was 

vanishing as ñoperations that used to typify the Internetò were increasingly ñfunnelled 

through so-called óplatformsôò (Steinberg, 2019, p. 21). Where information used to be 

scattered across the web ï or built on networks as we see with Bakardjievaôs work ï it 

was now largely contained by a relatively small umbrella of platforms (Gillespie, 2018a). 

The Internet ï while constructed as a platform ï was originally lauded for its ability to 

defeat proprietary online services ï the so-called ówalled gardensô of the web ï because 

it was originally presumed that no single closed service, no matter how large, profitable, 

or powerful could compete with millions of websites (Andreessen, 2007), but platforms 

changed this structure. Where networks offered openness, rhizomatic extensivity, and 

freedom, platforms generally relate ñto the definitive closure of the network, the reigning 

in of a moment of perceived freedom that the open web was to offerò (Steinberg, 2019, 

p. 22)2 - what Heldmon (2015, p. 1) describes as the ñplatformization of the web.ò The 

platform web contains privately owned public spaces that support a platform society 

(Van Dijck et al., 2018; Poell et al., 2019; Owen, 2019; Van Dijck, 2021) where power 

concentrations and surveillance capitalism underpin economic logics and data extraction 

 

2 Of course, a footnote is required here, as it is important to avoid contextualizing all platforms as 
closed containers given many platforms are capable of extending beyond core service offerings. 
In other words, itôs more accurate to consider platforms as semi-closed containers, but these 
semi-closed platforms still indicate the closure of networks. 
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(Couldry & Mejias, 2019; Srnicek, 2017; Zuboff, 2019; Steinberg, 2019; Poell, 2021; Van 

Dijck, 2021). 

Facebook offers an example of this shift from a social networking website to a platform 

(Andreessen, 2007; Heldmon, 2015; Nieborg & Helmond, 2019). When Facebook 

launched a new iteration of the Facebook Platform in May 2007, it included API and 

services (Andreessen, 2007). Andreessen (2007) described it as a ñdramatic leap 

forward for the Internet industryò - one where developers could write web applications 

within a platform. Nieborg and Helmond (2019, p. 199) detail how Facebookôs expansion 

into the mobile ecosystem turned the web-based company into a data infrastructure that 

housed a variety of platform instances, including a multitude of websites and a ófamilyô of 

apps.  

The discursive and infrastructural shift from network to platform has resulted in 

intermediaries like YouTube, Facebook, and WhatsApp becoming ñenmeshed in virtually 

all aspects of contemporary lifeò (Gorwa, 2019, p. 854; Gillespie, 2018b). To be clear, 

digital media apps like Facebook, Instagram, and WhatsApp are platform instances 

contained within Metaôs mega-platform (Neiborg & Heldmond, 2019). Regardless, 

depictions of the networked era through the wide-open web no longer accurately 

describe the everyday Internet we see today, which is most commonly channelled 

through closed ï or at least semi-closed ï platforms (Anderson, 2010; Steinberg, 2019). 

The shift from networks to platforms is further represented in the way Abidin (2021) 

frames the movement from boydôs (2010) concept of networked publics to refracted 

publics (a form of platformed publics). boyd (2010) defines networked publics as publics 

configured around a network through networked technologies that produce imagined 

assemblages. Networked publics ensure online expressions are recorded/archived, 

searchable, replicable, and scalable, whereas transience, discoverability, decodability 

and silosociality are defining conditions of refracted publics (boyd, 2010; Abidin, 2021). 

Importantly, where networks blurred the boundaries between the public and private 

spheres (boyd, 2010), refracted publics are impacted by platform features and 

algorithmic unpredictability that make ópublicô and óprivateô unstable categories (Abidin, 

2021). As a result, platform users can now regularly alternate between clearly articulated 

public and private spheres with the click of a button (see Abidin, 2021).  
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Perhaps the most challenging part of studying platforms in everyday life is its slippery 

definition. Platforms are computational, architectural, figurative, and political (Gillespie, 

2010). They are hardware and software (Bogost & Montfort, 2014). As Marc Andreessen 

famously said: ñIf you can program it, itôs a platform, and if you canôt, then itôs notò (as 

quoted in Bogost & Montfort, 2014, p. 4; see also Steinberg, 2019). Platforms often 

involve digital infrastructures (Srnicek, 2017) or architecture (van Dijck et al., 2018) that 

operate between at least two actors. Gillespie (2018a) suggests platforms are online 

sites or services that rely on infrastructure (with some level of content moderation) for 

profit (e.g., data, advertising, subscriptions). Rife with disagreement, the only thing 

consistent about how scholars, institutions, and publics define platforms is the 

discordance in their definitions. As the often self-serving definitions described illustrate, 

nobody really knows what they mean, in a ubiquitous and consistent sense, when they 

use the term platform. 

Google has been central to defining contemporary meanings of the term platform. In 

2006, when Google acquired YouTube for $1.65 billion, YouTubeôs CEO and co-founder 

Chad Hurley said, ñIôm confident that with this partnership weôll have the flexibility and 

resources needed to pursue our goal of building the next-generation platform for serving 

media worldwideò (Gillespie, 2010, p. 347; Baker, 2006). A few months later, YouTube 

changed the description of its services in a press release, adding ñdistribution platform 

for original content creators and advertisers large and small,ò alongside its typical 

descriptors of ñwebsite,ò ñcompany,ò ñservice,ò ñforum,ò and ñcommunityò (Gillespie, 

2010, p. 348). The term ñplatformò has emerged from digital intermediaries like YouTube 

as a broad ñsales pitchò to ease tensions in services: ñbetween user-generated and 

commercially-produced content, between cultivating community and serving up 

advertising, between intervening in the delivery of content and remaining neutralò 

(Gillespie, 2010, p. 348). As a term, though, platform has become a discursive pit stop to 

frame what the technology is as well as the required regulations (Gillespie, 2010). 

Many scholars argue the shift toward architectural definitions is inaccurate because the 

term óplatformô should be defined using more computational meanings that focus on 

aspects related to programmable infrastructures, interfaces, hardware, and software 

(Gillespie, 2018a). Gillespieôs (2018a, pp. 19-20) response to this is that ñitôs simply too 

late: platform has been widely embraced in its new sense - by users, by the press, by 

regulators, and by the platform providers themselves.ò In this same vein, Poell et al. 
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(2022, p. 6) recently argued that while Netflix and Disney+ collect data, deploy complex 

algorithms, and curate content, ñthey are not platforms.ò Yet, these scholars widely 

accept Google, Apple, Twitch, Facebook, and YouTube as platforms (Poell et al., 2022). 

Netflix is the ñdominant challenger to linear television, viewing practices, nationalised 

media systems and established concepts of what television isò (Jenner, 2018, p. 3). 

Michael Wolff suggests that Netflix has embraced television programming, values, and 

behaviours in computer-related texts, injecting the business model of television into 

digital media (Jenner, 2018, p. 6). Despite its delivery through broadband internet, 

reception through laptops and mobile devices, as well as a departure from the ñlivenessò 

that once typified television, Netflix managed to position ñstreaming not as an alternative 

to television, but as televisionò (Jenner, 2018, p. 4, emphasis added). In January 2013, 

CEO Reed Hastings conducted an interview with GQ, where he said Netflixôs goal was 

ñto become HBO faster than HBO can become usò (Hass, 2013). Interestingly, Netflix 

appears increasingly to be an integrated broadcaster in the mold of the Studio System in 

its height, prior to disruptions in the 1950s. ñBy positioning itself as a competitor to HBO, 

Netflix implicitly defined itself as television, rather than an online broadcasterò (Jenner, 

2018, p. 5). Thus, Netflix defined itself as a content streaming service rather than a 

platform, despite its overt (infrastructural) similarities to YouTube. Additionally, media 

corporations like The New York Times (Sperling & Koblin, 2022), Vanity Fair (Walsh, 

2022), The Globe & Mail (The Candian Press, 2022; Saba, 2022), Forbes (Bean, 2020), 

and numerous academics (Faw, 2022; Kim, 2022; Lordache, 2021; Matthew, 2020; etc.) 

have all widely embraced content streaming services like Netflix as platforms. Marc 

Steinberg (2019) states:  

With the rise of Netflix and its contents-driven strategy over the 2010s, the 
balance seems to be shifting somewhat toward contents, with platform 
giants now entering the content production game. Yet Neflix itself is a 
platform first, and a content producer second (p. 70). 

Netflix operates as a mediator between people and content, producing pleasure and 

profit by ñfusing technology and subscriber information in a complex alchemy of 

audiovisual matchmakingò (Hallinan & Striphas, 2016, p. 117). Netflix functions through a 

microservice architecture that allows each application ï or microservice code ï to work 

independently (Nair, 2017). The system does not automatically connect or share to other 

applications, but applications can connect through an application programming interface 
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(API) (Nair, 2017). Netflix uses approximately 700 microservices to accommodate 

various utilitarian functions, such as storing the shows users watch, deducting monthly 

membership fees, and algorithms to suggest recommendations based on previous 

viewing habits (Nair, 2017). To operate all of these microservices on a network of 

computer servers, the general maintenance of its hardware is supported by a cloud-

based infrastructure operated by Amazon Web Services - an agreement that started 

before the existence of Amazon Prime Video (Nair, 2017). Netflixôs complex ecosystem 

of software, content, and technology only functions if the end userôs internet connection 

is fast enough to process the video streaming (Nair, 2017). 

Over the past decade, ñthe number of streaming platformsò has increased dramatically 

(Falkowski-Gilski & Uhl, 2020, p. 1) - extending from Netflix, the original platform 

provider (Jenner, 2018) to Amazon Prime Video, Disney+, HBO Max, Crunchyroll and 

more. According to PC Magazine (Moore & Minor, 2022), CNET (Jackson et al., 2022), 

and TechRadar (Roiberts & Leger, 2022) the most popular streaming services are 

Netflix, Disney+, HBO Max (known as Crave in Canada), and Amazon Prime Video, with 

YouTube emerging as a notable competitor.  

On the flip side, social media companies like Facebook, YouTube, and Instagram as well 

as games like Roblox, Minecraft, and Fortnite all describe and define their companies as 

platforms. These platform providers have enormous influence in shaping the definition of 

the term. This is in part because platforms have political and economic power to 

influence and restrict decisions, largely because they are operated by large technology 

companies with high capital that enables them to engage in public relations campaigns 

(Nielsen & Ganter, 2022).  

Currently, the most valuable public companies ï including some of the first trillion-dollar 

businesses ï combine two or more platform ventures like Apple, Microsoft, Alphabet, 

Amazon, Facebook, Alibaba, and Tencent (Cusumano et al., 2020), which means 

platforms are not only omnipresent but also big business (Srnicek, 2017; Nielsen & 

Ganter, 2022). The ability of tech companies to self-define as a platform (or not) 

illustrates the enormous influence these companies have in shaping the term.  

Platforms are platforms because they afford a way to sell, interact, and/or communicate 

through infrastructures that intermediate processes between at least two actors (e.g., 
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institution, user) (Gillespie, 2010; 2018; Srnicek, 2016; Steinberg, 2019). Drawing on 

epistemes of Japanese society, Steinberg (2019) adds nuance to this definition by 

distinguishing between product-technology and content platforms. Product-technology 

platforms function in layers where one layer supports the production of things to enable 

the formation of the next layer (Steinberg, 2019, p. 73). Product-technology platforms 

consist of objects like computers and gaming consoles that contain hardware and 

software. Content platforms signify the ñenclosure of the web into fiefdomsò by platform 

giants like Facebook that have global platform hegemony (Steinberg, 2019, p. 78). 

Streaming television also exemplifies this shift as content platforms can regain control 

over distribution (Shapiro, 2020). Platform monopoly impacts production, circulation, 

consumption, and economies (Steinberg, 2019) through aspects like data extraction 

(Srnicek, 2017) and platform imperialism (Dal Young, 2017).    

This transition from technology-based platforms to content-based platforms (Steinberg, 

2019) has changed the meaning of platforms, amplifying the intensity of recent shifts 

from networks to platforms. The discursive shift Steinberg (2019) highlights from 

technology to content-based platforms like Facebook and YouTube is particularly 

relevant to this work. In this study, I follow technology platforms like mobile devices and 

gaming consoles, as well as three types of digital media (content) platforms: content 

streaming (e.g., Netflix, Disney+, Amazon Prime Video), gaming (e.g., Roblox, 

Minecraft), and social media (e.g., Facebook, TikTok). These classifications align with 

Steinbergôs (2019) platform typologies with one exception. While Steinberg differentiates 

between chat platforms and social media platforms, I treat both as social media 

platforms. A central link between households and platforms is Anthony Giddenôs (1984) 

concept of ontological security, which I discuss below. 

1.4. Platform agency and ontological security  

Applying the metaphor of taming the wild to platforms demands an analysis of 

agency, even if that agency is throttled by social constraints (Haddon, 2016). Everyday 

life can operate as a space of agency constituted by media technologies (Sandvik et al., 

2016, etc.). Media technologies offer user-manoeuvrability, constraining and enabling a 

userôs patterns (Sandvik et al., 2016). These spaces of agency integrate with lifeworlds 

(Harrington, 2006; Rasmussen, 2014; Sandvik et al., 2016) - a province of reality derived 
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from a combination of natural and social worlds (Schütz & Luckmann, 1973). Users are 

able to transition between these spaces to sustain lifeworlds (Rasmussen, 2014) 

constructed from individual reproductive factors (a pari passu) that enable social 

reproduction (Heller, 2016). Émile Durkheim suggests that consensus is achieved 

through collective representations that exist in themselves (sui generis) separately from 

individual actors (Bennet, 2005), but everyday life cannot be understood as sui generis 

due to our habit to relate it to larger sociohistorical developments (Gardiner, 2000). 

According to Schütz, the paramount reality of the lifeworld is constitutive of the 

ñunalterable horizon of action by lay membersò - a stable order that affords social actors 

with ontological security (Gardiner, 2000, p. 5). Giddensô concept of ontological security 

is a way to understand modern social life (Silverstone, 1994a). Ontological security is the 

stable mental state that emerges from a sense of continuity within oneôs own life 

(Giddens, 1984) - effectively sustaining Silverstoneôs conception of the moral economy 

by offering a ñsense of confidence or trust in the world as it appears to beò (Silverstone 

et al., 1992, p. 19; see Chapter 2).  

Central to ontological security is that human action and cognition occur as durée (a 

continual flow) between time and space (Giddens, 1984; Schütz, 1972; Heller, 2015; 

Kennelly & Poyntz, 2015). A space-time ontology is constitutive of the social practices 

derived through structuration which begins with temporality (Giddens, 1984). Time offers 

a referential system in which daily life takes place (Heller, 2015). Calibrations and 

categories of time are complex and elastic, offering measurable units like day and night, 

years or days (Heller, 2015). Time cannot go faster or slower, but the rhythm ï or pace ï 

of life ensures a recurrent motion (Lefebvre, 2004) that varies in intensity (acceleration) 

(Heller, 2015). Acceleration reorganizes, restructures, and modifies the continuity and 

stability of rhythm (Heller, 2015). A stable rhythmic pattern contains regular break 

intervals (e.g., a weekend off, work day), speeding up or slowing down the daily tempo 

of life (Heller, 2015), but even as time regularly fractures and resumes, routines emerge. 

Rhythm pulsates between ñebb and flow, flow and arête, contraction and dilation, growth 

and decay, condensation and rarefaction, contraction and relaxation, inhalation and 

exhalation,ò making a habit to return (Henriques et al., 2014, p. 4).  

Giddens (1979; 1984) first outlined the significance of time and space in Central 

Problems in Social Theory, which influenced subsequent work like The Constitution of 



18 

Society. In both texts, Giddens situates time and space at the heart of social life and 

contemporary social theory, but his work lacks an account of ñhow human agency is 

chronically implicated in the very structuring of time and spaceò (Urry, 1991, p. 160). 

What Giddens (1984) does offer is a helpful distinction between structure and agency ï 

structures are maintained through the exertion of agency, while an individualôs agency is 

simultaneously influenced by structures.  

As users domesticate platforms into households there is an increasing shift from 

structure and agency to platform and agency. This platform agency is shaped by 

architectures, affordances, and algorithms that impact socio-spatial-temporal structures. 

A householdôs intimacy and exchanges, security and comfort, identity and taste are often 

mediated through platform agency. While platforms enable media to circulate meaning 

and connect people to spaces for community, pleasure and play (Silverstone, 1999; 

Couldry, 2019), they also collect traces, producing an archival system, a digital footprint 

of users from extracted data (Couldry, 2019, Srnicek, 2016). Users increasingly engage 

with platforms for work and leisure to sustain and order everyday life. Thus, ontological 

security becomes a central link between platforms and households. In the next two 

sections, I discuss the background and significance of the study and outline the chapters 

that follow in this dissertation.   

1.5. Background and significance of study  

I conceptualized Platforms and Everyday Life using a two-pronged approach 

during the first phase of the project in 2021. This research project specifically looks at 

how users tame content platforms (digital media related to content streaming, gaming, 

and social media) as well as technology platforms (gaming consoles, mobile devices, 

etc.).3 The intention of the dual design was to produce articulated findings, explore the 

current relevance of the moral economy, and analyse the increasingly blurry boundary 

between public and private spheres - a point I have since shifted away from (see section 

1.3 on Abidinôs refracted publics). One of the research projects, I designed used video 

ethnography to record how parents curate, store, and use apps on their mobile devices, 

while the other was designed using digital ethnography as a way to understand how 

 

3 Taming is one way researchers describe the domestication process whereby objects/texts 
seamlessly merge into the moral economy, becoming like members of the household. 
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platforms flow through the homes of five B.C. families. Both research designs were 

conceived with a lens on parenting, in line with research by Sonia Livingstone and Alicia 

Blum-Ross (2020) in Parenting for a Digital Future (see also Livingstone, 2021; 

Livingstone & Sefton-Green, 2016). The separate but similar projects were intended to 

weave together to achieve double articulation and produce a clearer picture of the 

relevance of the moral economy in modern society. Importantly, the study design was 

developed to withstand the evolving nature of the COVID-19 pandemic ï meaning the 

methodology outlined in this manuscript uses an innovative methodology that uses a 

novel set of audio and video methods. 

After data collection began in August 2021, I decided to focus on the household 

domestication project, rather than combining the mobile app research project to 

generate more cohesiveness findings. I designed the domestication research project to 

follow five households. After I interviewed the Veale household (house 1), which 

included a single-divorced mother Natalie (42) and her two daughters Naima (6) and 

Frankie (4), I shifted away from an emphasis on parenting to acknowledge the significant 

contributions of both the children and adults in the study. As a result, I focus on 

consumptive practices for every member of the household.  

The domestication project has gone through a number of transformations since its 

inception in the spring of 2021, perhaps best described by two phases. Phase one 

occurred in fall 2021 and was the first year that I collected data on the project. Notably, 

after the interviews began the data was so rich that I decided to expand the project from 

five households to 30. The result was a larger dataset was that I was better able to make 

comparisons across ages. Additionally, the ability to perceive aspects of triple 

articulation became easier with a larger dataset. The second phase of the project 

occurred in fall 2022 when I expanded the research project again to include 20 more 

households. The data collection method remained the same during this period, but my 

focus shifted to challenge traditional configurations of ófamilyô and include 

underrepresented B.C. households. This largely involved folding in young adult 

households (e.g., students, early career professionals), senior households (i.e., 

households where members are age 60+), and other underrepresented population 

groups (e.g., Indigenous). As such, the data for the study in this dissertation includes the 

50 households that participated in the project between 2021 and 2022. This project 
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follows how these households use platforms through an examination of both technology- 

and content-based platforms in everyday life.  

This study contributes to the field through its scale and scope, offering the largest 

ethnographically conducted domestication study to date (see Appendix A and Chapter 

3). Additionally, this is the first research project to attempt to integrate triple articulation 

(Courtois et al., 2011; 2012) into Silverstoneôs (1994a) moral economy framework. Triple 

articulation offers an interesting lens to understand the domestication of platforms. While 

there are many studies that explore the history, governance, or economy of platforms, 

few explore platforms from an ethnographic perspective. Thus, the study that follows 

offers a holistic approach that contextualizes the nuances of platforms that are often 

lacking in other platform studies. Visualizations are targeted at understanding various 

aspects of articulation with a particular emphasis on spatial-temporal considerations, 

including spotlines (Lesage et al., pre-press) that cover a one-day media audit for each 

participant. The spotlines were designed to capture the richness of the space-time 

relations in relation to symbolic meanings of digital media consumed through hardware 

and content platforms (see Chapter 6). 

1.6. Overview of chapters  

This chapter highlights the interplay between households, platforms, and 

ontological security as central aspects of this study. Situating the household as a unit of 

analysis (in line with Silverstoneôs (1994a) original work) is a decision that is supported 

by this closure of the web in the current dominant state of the Internet, which has 

transitioned from networks to platforms - a point I detail more fully in Chapter 2). To 

explore the domestication of platforms, I propose an articulated moral economy to 

integrate triple articulation (object, text, and context) into the domestication framework.  

While an ethnographic approach to platforms is unconventional compared to the typical 

focus on history, economics, or governance of platforms, the study seeks to explore the 

seepage between various articulations to provide greater nuance to how we define 

platforms and understand the complexities of how ófamilyô and óhouseholdô life are 

mediated through platforms. To be clear, few platform studies take an ethnographic 

approach, and by doing so, it may be possible to better understand the parameters or 

inconsistencies in how we define the subject. Additionally, it is precisely the intersection 
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between how households and platforms intersect with everyday life that is interesting, 

even if it raises more questions than it answers.  

Platforms are an important area to study in relation to everyday life because human 

beings increasingly spend a significant amount of time, social time, and relaxation 

consuming digital media platforms (Couldry, 2019). Platforms have become the place 

people go to ñhang out or pass time, but hanging out on Facebook is not just hanging 

out: when using a digital platform, we must comply with its óterms and conditionsô, and 

stay within the environment created by that platform to meet its commercial objectivesò 

(Couldry, 2019, pp. 71-72). Platform agency offers a way to understand how households 

are mediated through platforms, and how users exert agency as an instance of structure 

and agency to not only consume but also produce. With these broader themes in mind, I 

detail the outline for the remaining chapters in the dissertation below.  

Chapter two maps the departure from technological determinism towards social shaping 

theory with an emphasis on domestication. As a strain of media sociology, domestication 

is social shaping theory that more directly deals with science and technology studies. 

The chapter discusses how the biography of objects can reveal changing social, cultural, 

political, material, and economic meanings for a household, and further supports the 

need to study commodities in relation to the political economy of the household human 

beings require a modicum of ontological security (see Silverstone, 2006). The two 

aspects I detail most fully in this chapter are the moral economy framework and 

concepts of double and triple articulation.  

Chapter three situates ethnography as a common methodology for domestication 

studies. After briefly exploring digital approaches for ethnography, I detail digital 

ethnography as the methodology for this study. Extending the same kind of storytelling 

practices that are often integrated into ethnographic work, video storytelling is described 

as a way to integrate the practice into digital ethnography. Finally, aspects related to 

participant recruitment, survey, selection, semi-structured interviews, recorded home 

tours, media audits, and participation observation are covered.   

The findings section follows the moral economy framework including appropriation 

(Chapter 4), objectification (Chapter 5), incorporation (Chapter 6), conversion (Chapter 

7), and externalization (Chapter 8). Chapter four highlights how the moral economy 
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framework can be integrated with the concept of triple articulation to produce an 

articulated moral economy. The chapter situates the Miller household as a case study to 

show an articulated moral economy that is applied throughout the findings section. With 

a focus on appropriation, I introduce categories of appropriation, which include classic 

appropriation, iterative appropriation (internal or external), dissociative appropriation, 

and disappropriation, highlighting the contemporary state of this phase of the moral 

economy. Next, I discuss the appropriation of objects and texts related to content 

streaming, gaming, and social media platforms.   

Chapter five examines household layouts, aesthetics, and material artefacts to show 

how objects related to contexts. I discuss how media-limited versus media-rich 

environments impact domestication. Additionally, I show how the material conditions of a 

household impact class, race, and gender through a series of comparable households.  

Chapter six shifts to temporal dimensions through the incorporation phase of the moral 

economy. I conduct an analysis of similar household typologies before conducting an 

age-based comparison through a series of visualizations designed to show spatial-

temporal dimensions in relation to double articulation (object and text). I provide a 

discussion of micro- and macro-routines as well as bedroom versus living room cultures. 

In particular, the data illustrates greater nuance to our understanding of bedroom and 

living room culture in relation to age.   

Chapter seven examines conversion in relation to the three digital media platforms 

covered in this book: content streaming, gaming, and social media. In relation to content 

streaming platforms, I discuss texts as a form of conversion as well as a common site of 

discourse, both in-person and mediated through platform instances. For gaming, I show 

how multiplayer gaming, streaming, and gaming intimacy are all forms of conversion. For 

social media, I discuss how relationships are mediated through social media (and chat) 

platforms, location-tracking, commodity exchanges through social platforms, and how 

the representation of family life is publicly shared by household members through 

platforms like Instagram, TikTok, Facebook, and Be Real.  

Chapter eight extends Brause and Blankôs (2020) work on externalization in relation to 

smart speaker assistants, before building out the theory using literature derived from 
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sound studies to show how externalization as a way to externalize the domestic extends 

to other forms of digital media platforms.  

Finally, chapter nine concludes the dissertation with a summary of the project. This 

section also highlights some of the key findings from chapters four through eight that 

show how analysing the domestication of platforms in everyday life using triple 

articulation uncovers new ways to define platforms, and highlights empirically observable 

similarities between platforms and households.  
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Chapter 2.  Domestication as a social shaping 
theory  

2.1. Chapter  overview  

Domestication is an ideal framework to explore how platforms are tamed by 

households. As a social shaping theory, domestication examines media consumption in 

the domestic spaces of everyday life. Domestication theory sits at the intersection of 

media sociology and science and technology studies (STS) (see for example 

Boczkowski & Lievrouw, 2007; Wajcman & Jones, 2012; Livingstone, 1998; Morley, 

1993; Oudshoorn & Pinch, 2003) and maps the transition from technological 

determinism (section 2.2) to social shaping theories (section 2.3). At the same time STS 

was moving from technological determinism, media sociology was similarly diverting. 

The conceptual minefield between media sociology and STS highlights two particular 

areas of common ground in the consumption of media technologies including users and 

articulation (Wajcman & Jones, 2012) - concepts I cover more fully below.  

Media studies on consumption began to follow the biography of things (Kopytoff, 1986; 

Silverstone et al., 1992; Silverstone, 1994) to address shortfalls in diffusionist studies 

(Berker et al., 2006) (section 2.4). A biographical approach makes it possible to see how 

objects and texts move from the formal to moral economy in the domestication process 

(Silverstone et al., 1992; Silverstone, 1994; Lesage, 2013; section 2.5). The moral 

economy entails appropriation, objectification, incorporation, conversion (Silverstone et 

al., 1992; Silverstone, 1994), and externalization (Brause & Blank, 2020; section 2.6). 

Media technologies have a powerful material and symbolic charge in what is often 

referred to as double articulation (Silverstone et al., 1992; Silverstone, 1994a; 

Silverstone & Haddon, 2006; Livingstone, 2007). While articulation has been difficult to 

achieve in practice (Livingstone, 2007), this has not stopped calls for the (re)injection of 

articulation into domestication work (Hartmann, 2006; Courtois et al., 2011; 2012). 

Double and triple articulation are detailed more fully in section 2.7.  
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2.2. The objects that shape us?  

Silverstone (2006) describes technological determinism as an entry pointïa 

theoretical originïas science and technology took hold in the twentieth century: a thing to 

demand, marvel, and invent as machines became faster, smaller, and more efficient. 

The way technology impacts the human condition is predominantly regarded by mass 

media as technological determinism (MacKenzie & Wajcman, 1999). This approach 

assumes that technology can fix or correct the social problems that society is facing (van 

Dijk, 2005) through a cause-and-effect model (MacKenzie & Wajcman, 1999) that 

situates social relations as the inevitable outcomes of technology (Flew & Smith, 2021). 

Technological determinism suggests that design dictates user behaviour at the expense 

of human agency.  

Contemporary understandings of technological determinism suggest ñsocial change is 

more affected by technology than by other sourcesò (Bogost & Montfort, 2009, p. 2), 

demonstrating how people adapt to technology rather than shape it (MacKenzie & 

Wajcman, 1999)4. Around the same time that the world wide web was vanishing as its 

operations funnelled through platforms (see section 1.3), Carr (2010) published a (very 

technologically determinist) book ï The Shallows ï describing what the Internet was 

doing to the human brain, leaving in its wake concern and moral panics using a logically-

flawed premise that machines shape people to the exclusion of all else. 

Not all technological determinism is the same. Several variants exist, including Marshall 

McLuhanôs famous catchphrase the medium is the message, Claude Fischerôs impact-

imprint concept, and milder perspectives that view media choice and technological 

features as influencing each other, but with an understanding that people still drive the 

process (Baym, 2015). In the midst of World War II and newly developed energy and 

nuclear weaponry, there was increasing skepticism over the social benefits of 

technology at the same moment McLuhan ï ñthe centuryôs most well-known 

technological deterministò ï started publishing research about how media shapes 

ñhuman sense and consciousnessò (Bogost & Montfort, 2009, p. 3). McLuhan argues 

that objects like lightbulbs are media that operate as a medium due to their ability to 

 

4 A partial truth to technological determinism is that technology impacts our material condition, 
including our ñbiological and physical environmentsò (MacKenzie & Wajcman, 1999, p. 2).  
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enhance vision in the dark (Bogost & Montfort, 2009). As a protégé of Harold Innis, 

McLuhanôs work developed an ecology of media around the medium and the message 

that his student, Neil Postman, formally termed ómedia ecologyô (Paul & Adaeze, 2018; 

de la Cruz Paragas & Lin, 2016). Commonly misunderstood as a óhardô determinist, 

McLuhanôs version of determinism is ósoftô and immensely pliant (Bogost & Montfort, 

2009). The failures of a óhardô stance on technological determinism does not render ósoftô 

determinism problematic (MacKenzie & Wajcman, 1999). A ósoftô determinist approach 

can recognize ñtechnologyôs social effects are complex and contingentò without saying ñit 

has no social effectsò (MacKenzie & Wajcman, 1999, p. 3).  

A study of modernist aesthetic consumption naturally intersects with discussions of the 

culture industry. Benjaminôs (1935/1982) essay, The Work of Art in the Age of 

Mechanical Reproduction, celebrates the aesthetic composition of film in relation to 

technical innovation. Benjaminôs assertion was challenged by Adorno ñwho pointed to 

the potent role of technical innovation in cultural reproduction and transmission in the 

formation of the culture industryò (Wacjman & Jones, 2012, p. 682). McLuhanôs ómediumô 

and ómessageô catchphrase, therefore, embodies a restructuring of this modernist 

conflation of aesthetic communication technologies (Wacjman & Jones, 2012). ñIt is 

[Raymond] Williams who plays Adorno to McLuhanôs Benjamin in media sociologyò 

(Wacjman & Jones, 2012, p. 682).  

In Television: Technology and Cultural Form, Raymold Williams provides an ñinfluential 

analogue to the early social shaping approach to technology within media sociologyò 

(Wajcman & Jones, 2012, p. 678). Williams (2003, p. 131) opposes McLuhanôs 

approach, suggesting it ñgives the gloss of avant-garde theory to the crudest versions of 

their existing interests and practicesé Thus what began as pure formalism, and as a 

speculation on human essence, ends as operative social theory and practice.ò Williams 

(2003) critiques McLuhanôs technological determinism, and in particular, his treatment of 

television as ideology instead of technology. Williamsô (2003) work emphasizes causal 

factors ï or symptoms ï in the process of social change. The social shaping account of 

broadcast reception Williams (2003) suggests challenges the cause and effect model as 

a way to ground a ñsocio-technical configuration of broadcasting and consumerismò 

(Wajcman & Jones, 2012, p. 678).  
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Williams (2003, p. 19) describes this public technology concurrently as a ñmobile and 

home-centred way of living: a form of mobile privatisation.ò Mobile privatisation refers to 

the dual satisfaction, whereby people can remain situated in the familiar ontological 

security of the household while still imaginatively or virtually travelling in ways that would 

have been prohibitive by previous generations - illustrative of the ñlifestyles of mediated 

suburbiaò (Morley, 2007, p. 199; see also, Williams, 2003). Mobile privatisation 

diminishes ñthe social capacity for óhorizontalô forms of social solidarityò (Wajcman & 

Jones, 2012, p. 678). Williamsô (2003) work highlights the urgent need to avoid a 

simplification of social effects given that technology impacts not only physical and 

biological concerns, but also political, economic, and cultural factors (MacKenzie & 

Wajcman, 1999). Boczkowski and Lievrouw (2007) equate Williams' approach to mutual 

shaping while Wajcman & Jones (2012, p. 678) argue it more closely resembles 

ñMarxian STS literature.ò In either case, Williams' (2003) work provided a launch point for 

social shaping theories that value symbolic content.  

Technological determinism asks valuable questions (Flew & Smith, 2021, p. 78) but 

provides overly simplistic answers (MacKenzie & Wajcman, 1999). Similar to Morley 

(2006, p. 27), I am unsympathetic to a technologically determinist approach that situates 

communication technologies ñas responsible for transforming our lives in any automatic 

way.ò Winner (1980/1999) suggests a corrective or antidote to technological determinism 

is to challenge the notion that technologies are neutral. Technological design features 

and technologies have baked-in, pre-set infrastructures that open and close social 

options, which means both are inherently political (MacKenzie & Wajcman, 1999). 

Winner (1987, p. 20) argues that technical systems are implicated in modern politics and 

that ñcertain technologies in themselves have political properties'' (Winner, 1986, p. 20). 

Claims about the political nature of technology occur in two ways (Winner, 1986; 1999). 

First, a claim that adopting technological systems demands ñthe creation and 

maintenance of a particular set of social conditions as the operating environment of the 

systemò (Winner, 1980/1999, p. 33). Second, technology is compatible with particular 

kinds of ñsocial and political relationshipsò (Winner, 1980/1999, p. 33). Consciously or 

unconsciously, societies select technological structures that influence ñhow people are 

going to work, communicate, travel, consume,ò so it is important to recognize the 

ñunequal degrees of power as well as unequal levels of awarenessò within the 

assemblages of these structures (Winner, 1986, pp. 28-29) - a form of ósoftô 
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technological determinism (Winner, 1980/1999). This often results in moral panics 

around childrenôs screen time, but this type of deterministic viewpoint is one I avoid. Like 

Livingstone and Blum-Ross (2020, p. 10), I do not support discourse that suggests a 

widespread household alienation, where household members are ñsupposedly óplugged 

inô to their personal screens to the exclusion of togetherness, discipline, or morality.ò  

2.3. Social shaping theories: ñEnter the userò (Bakardjieva, 
2005) 

The internet, digital media, and mobile communication have made media choice 

and consumption significant sites of everyday life research (Helles, 2013). As a result, 

media plurality and various possibilities of media consumption have been explored by 

researchers, but often with a focus on the platform or media producers, rather than the 

user (Sandvik et al., 2016; Tereszkiewicz, 2019). A study of media in everyday life 

demands a shift from producers and media texts toward users, illustrating how the 

ñmedia experienceò cultivated by the user ñoriginates from the producerò (Sandvik et al., 

2016, p. 10). While previous work explores television users (Silverstone, 1994a) and 

Internet users (Bakardjieva, 2005), this study focuses on platform users. The entrance of 

users denotes a conceptual shift away from technological determinism towards social 

shaping. Broader media practices make it essential to explore the ñsocial process 

enacted through media-related practicesò (Couldry, 2012, p. 44). 

A ósocial shapingô or óconstructivistô view of technology positions it within the ósocialô 

realm. One of the first theories to focus on users is an approach called the social 

construction of technology (SCOT) (Pinch & Bijker, 2012; Wajcman & Jones, 2012). 

SCOT was first introduced by Wiebe Bijker and Trevor Pinch (Pinch & Bijker, 2012; 

Wajcman & Jones, 2012), who developed the theory after using a sociology of science 

called the empirical program of relativism (EPOR) (Cockburn, 1992). ñEPOR 

emphasized the fact that scientific findings are open to more than one interpretation 

(óinterpretative flexibilityô), that it is social mechanisms that limit this flexibility, and that 

óclosureô mechanisms are related to the wider social-cultural milieuò (Cockburn, 1992, p. 

33). 

Similar to EPOR, SCOT is a multidirectional conceptual framework that includes 

interpretive flexibility, social groups, closure and stabilization and connects to wider 
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contexts (Bijker & Pinch, 1990; 2012). The framework highlights how technologies 

emerge from social processes (Baym, 2015) and has been used as a way to examine 

objects of interest (Wise & Paulus, 2019; Stewart, 2016). Interpretive flexibility 

distinguishes SCOT from other social shaping theories by clarifying how different social 

groups can attach drastically different meanings to the same artefact (Kline & Pinch, 

1999; Pinch & Biker, 2012). This flexibility does not mean that technology is ñplastic and 

traceableò (Wajcman & Jones, 2012, p. 676). Relevant social groups influence the 

closure or stabilization of technology (Wajcman & Jones, 2012), but the degree of 

stabilization varies amongst groups while a wide range of closure mechanisms impact 

an objectôs level of stabilization (Pinch & Bijker, 2012). Social groups are shaping agents 

(Oudshoorn & Pinch, 2003), capable of adjusting meanings, locations, and uses of 

technologies (Pinch & Bijker, 2012). The shared meanings of an object by a group 

enable meanings to develop across particular pathways of users (e.g., engineers, 

marketers, consumers) to explain group characteristics. For example, a study by Leslie 

Haddon shows how young boys view computers as gaming devices (Hynes & 

Richardson, 2009).  

Another social shaping theory is actor-network theory (ANT), which illustrates a shift 

from the design process to the agency of objects (Wajcman & Jones, 2012; Akrich, 

1992, Latour, 1987).5 ANT emphasizes the dialectical relationship between objects and 

subjects and ñhuman beings and non-human entitiesò (Wajcman & Jones, 2012, p. 676). 

These scripts account for how human relations and relationships enable or constrain 

technological objects through design competencies and actions as well as the 

affordances between users and technologies (Wajcman & Jones, 2012, pp. 676-677). 

Doors, Latour suggests, illustrate how ñtechnical objects define actorsò (Wajcman & 

Jones, 2012, p. 677). The problem with doors, Latour (2021) explains, is that delegating 

the push/pull motion to humans often results in the doors remaining open. ñIt is at this 

point that you have a relatively new choice: either to discipline the people or to substitute 

for the unreliable humans a delegated nonhuman character whose only function is to 

open and close the doorò - hence automation (Latour, 2021, p. 152) and the subsequent 

imposition of actions on users (Wajcman & Jones, 2012). Judy Wajcman (2004) argues 

this delegation to non-humans shows how the ñmaterial world itself exercises a kind of 

 

5 Importantly, literature situates actor-network theory in both social shaping and STS literature.  
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agency.ò Latour conceptualizes ANT as a process of combining ñhuman and non-human 

elementsò through heterogeneous assemblages in propinquity to objects, practices, and 

users (Ask & Sørensen, 2019, p. 76). 

STS approaches like SCOT and ANT situate designers and users as active agents, but 

are more concerned about ñhow the material world makes society possible,ò which sits in 

contradistinction to feminist STS scholars who have played a prominent ñrole in granting 

agency to usersò (Wajcman & Jones, 2012, p. 677). A central issue is that the concept of 

social shaping does not always relate to ñwider societal relationsò like class, gender, and 

ethnicity, despite the fact that these aspects are often critical considerations (MacKenzie 

& Wajcman, 1999, p. 32). Despite the advancements of approaches like SCOT and 

ANT, gender is often invisible, and none of these theories adequately address sexual 

divisions of labour, influences on social structures, or the exclusion and marginalisation 

of various actors (Williams & Edge, 1996).  

Feminist STS scholars have levelled criticisms over questions that ask how women can 

be treated more equitably by science, rather than asking how science is implicated in 

these ñdistinctively masculine projectsò (Wajcman, 2009, p. 146). A clear feminist turn 

towards users traces back to Ruth Schwartz Cowanôs work in the 1970s that, for the first 

time, merged the history of technology with womenôs history (Oudshoorn & Pinch, 2003). 

Cowan proposed the consumption junction to situate the centrality of place/time in how 

consumers make choices between various technologies (Oudshoorn & Pinch, 2003). 

Cowan urged historians and sociologists to focus on the user, rather than the artifact or 

network, to improve understanding of unexpected technological consequences 

(Oudshoorn & Pinch, 2003). Cowanôs work spoke to the diversity of users, illustrating 

how gender, age, socio-economic, and ethnic variances are all relevant ways to assess 

power relations (Oudshoorn & Pinch, 2003).  

Around this same time, writers like Firestone ñlocated womenôs oppression in their 

biology, and in the control of womenôs bodies, especially their sexuality and fertility, by 

menò (MacKenzie & Wajcman, 1985, p. 269). Research on reproductive technology has 

continued to take a technological determinist stance that suggests changes to 

technology are the solution to womenôs equality (MacKenzie & Wajcman, 1985). These 

technologies are often credited for easing painful childbearing or the mechanization and 

rationalisation of technologies for domestic labour (MacKenzie & Wajcman, 1985).  
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By the 1980s, feminist work emerged around the broader impact of gender on 

technology (Williams & Edge, 1996). A popular choice in the 1980s was to position 

home-oriented information technologies as gender-neutral, despite the fact that women 

were a relevant but absent social group (Berg, 1999). Building off of Pinch and Bijkerôs 

work, Berg (1985) explores the socio-technical construction of the smart house by 

situating women as a relevant social group. Not only should women be consulted in the 

design process as a result of their skills in the home, but also, ñsince the home is 

womenôs traditional domain, women could be seen as an important target in the 

marketing of the smart houseò (Berg, 1985, p. 310). Despite the problematic nature of 

Bergôs framing of gender, the account perfectly captures the wider ï and most certainly 

problematic ï marginalization of gender within mainstream methodologies predating this 

work. The absence of women from ñspheres of influence is a key feature of gender 

power relationsò (Wajcman, 2004, p. 41). Technofeminist research has attempted to 

offer a corrective by deconstructing the divide between designer and user as well as the 

separation between the production and consumption of objects (Wajcman, 2004). 

Cynthia Cockburn and Susan Ormrod conducted a notable study on the microwave from 

conception to consumption as a way to shift the focus from invention to a methodology 

that unravels the ñsexual divisions of labourò (Wajcman, 2004, p. 46). As Wacjman 

(2004) states: 

What is so original about the microwave study is that it follows the 
gendering process through the various stages of an artefactôs life. 
Gendering does not begin and end with design and manufacturing. 
Domestic technologies are also encoded with gendered meanings during 
their marketing, retailing and appropriation by users (p. 47).     

 

Cockburn illustrates how gender and technology mutually shape one another, including 

the gendered dimensions of society that impact technological development (Williams & 

Edge, 1996, p. 879). Shortly after, Donna Haraway (1985) published Cyborg Manifesto, 

injecting the term ócyborgô into feminist vocabulary to indicate a user-technology 

configuration where the user becomes a ñhybrid of machine and organismò (Oudshoorn 

& Pinch, 2003, p. 7). The concept of the cyborg transcended into the 1990s where a 

substantial body of literature explored the ñconstitution and transformation of physical 

bodies and identities through technological practicesò (Oudshoorn & Pinch, 2003, p. 7). 

Additionally, feminist approaches in the 1990s started to situate technologies as positive 
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for women, creating utopic ideals of cyberspaceôs non-hierarchical, global potentials for 

democracy (Wajcman, 2004, p. 57).  

Feminist scholars have played an important role in framing the centrality of the user, 

often paying close attention to the consequences technology had on women and the 

ñabsence of women in historical accounts of technologyò (Oudshoorn & Pinch, 2003, p. 

4). Feminist perspectives have made substantial contributions to STS studies by 

ñbroadening the range of actors and influence under consideration and in this way also 

provoked discussion about appropriate epistemologiesò (Williams & Edge, 1996, p. 880). 

A limitation to much techno-feminist work is the tendency to mimetically reproduce 

studies from media and cultural studies that situate the audience as passive (Wajcman & 

Jones, 2012). That said, there is still value in a feminist critique to approaches like Hallôs 

ñtypologization of encoding and decodingò of the ñproduction and reception of television 

programmmesò (Wajcman & Jones, 2012, p. 678). Feminist perspectives not only 

expand the view of technology in relation to artefacts, but also the cultures and practices 

that relate to communication technologies (Wajcman, 2009). The practice of situating 

communication as a material form, or a technological object, expands the convergent 

systems typically saddled to broadcast structures, leaving media audiences to 

increasingly be defined as users (Wajcman & Jones, 2012).  

Where McLuhan emphasized his catchphrase the medium is the message (and less 

attention on media content), social constructivist scholars emphasize the material 

construction and symbolic/ideological meanings that media represent (Bogost & 

Montfort, 2009). Social constructivist approaches like SCOT and ANT link a wide range 

of actors like designers, policymakers, and users (Bijker et al., 1987; Latour, 1999). 

Users are often the last actor in the innovation process despite the fact that they are 

almost always the target of the object (Bakardjieva, 2005). As a result, the user (often) 

appears as ña marginal figure to the technological project as a subject, but has a central 

place in it as an objectò (Bakardjieva, 2005, p. 9). Steve Woolgarôs configuration of the 

user entails identity and constraints that inform future actions (Silverstone & Haddon, 

1996) whereas Latourôs (1987) employs the concept of the simple user. These social 

shaping theories all helped shift the focus of research to the user. 

There is no universal or correct use for technology; users give media technologies a 

physical and discursive place within their routines, providing an object is not rejected. 
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David Noble (1984, pp. 324-325) argues technological development is a social process 

that situates people as subjects and not simply ñpawns of technology.ò The centrality of 

various actors, including users is visible in Lindsayôs (2003, p. 29) depiction of the TRS-

80 computer. In 1977, Radio Shack introduced the TRS-80 to the market, solidifying a 

spot as a forerunner in home computing (Lindsay, 2003). Seven years later, Radio 

Shack made the decision to stop upgrading the TRS-80, opting instead to create a clone 

of the IBM personal computer (Lindsay, 2003). When Lindsay (2003) set out to study the 

TRS-80, there was a presumed obsolescence that turned out to be false. Despite the 

fact that ñdesigners, engineers, producers, marketers, advertisers, support staff, and 

software developersò had drifted away from the product ï now 25 years after its 

introduction ï users of the TRS-80 continued to develop the technology and define their 

identities around being a TRS-80 user (Lindsay, 2003). The tale of the TRS-80 highlights 

the evolving phases of commodification in an objectôs history, and the dialectical 

relationship between users and technology (Lindsay, 2003; see also Kopytoff, 1986). 

2.4. Domestication and the biography of things  

An arc of skepticism, humanism, and radical materialism follows from Williams to 

Latour (Silverstone, 2006). ANT subscribes to a rhizomatic sub-Foucauldian conception 

of power whereas Williams ñwas in your face: shouting vested interests and global 

needsò (Silverstone, 2006, p. 231). Williams, in particular, embraced new media as a 

sign of interactivity - a fundamental driver of social change (Silverstone, 2006). Around 

this time, media sociology was also transitioning away from technological determinism: 

ñThe talk was of semiotic democracy, choice, agency, as if somehow the encompassing 

world of both material and symbolic resources were only there for the takingò 

(Silverstone, 2006, p. 231). Domestication was a response to this moment, intended to 

ñgrasp the nettle of socio-technical changeò (Silverstone, 2006, p. 231; see also, Lacey, 

2007).   

Hailing from the United Kingdom, Roger Silverstoneôs (1994a) domestication theory 

exists as a cross-pollination between the fields of anthropology and consumption studies 

(Haddon, 2011) with an emphasis on the symbolic meanings that surface when users 

introduce commodities into domestic domains (Bourdieu, 1986). The British formulation 

of domestication theory explores media studies in relation to established media contexts 

(Haddon, 2011). The British strand of domestication emerged from a project led by 
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Silverstone at Brunel University in the early 1990s, which led to a second phase of 

research at Sussex University focused on teleworkers, single parents, and ñyoung 

elderlyò participants (Haddon, 2003, p. 44). Shortly after the development of 

domestication (Silverstone et al., 1992), a second strand of domestication emerged from 

Norwegian researchers (Sørensen, 1994; Lie & Sørensen, 1996) who emphasized the 

social shaping of technology - a subset of research concerned with how and why 

technologies surface (Sørensen, 2004; Haddon, 2011).  

Domestication was offered not only as a metaphor (as previously described in section 

1.1) but also as a way to describe how the process of consumption linked to innovation 

and design, as well as ñthe public framing of technologies as symbolic objects of value 

and desireò (Silverstone, 2006, p. 232). Media technologies are not merely material 

objects as they hold ña powerful symbolic chargeò (Silverstone & Haddon, 2006, p. 60). 

Domestication seeks to answer how ñpossessionsò enter our lives, the symbolic meaning 

they possess, and how people use them (Haddon, 2011, p. 312). For Silverstone, 

sociology was not an all-encompassing solution to answer the problems of modern 

media, but rather, one way among others, to probe into ñquestions about our society of 

mass-mediated symbolsò (Hills, 2007, p. 1).  

Domestication theory is one strain of media sociology that examines symbolic content, 

but more directly engages with STS. ñDomestication is practice. It involves human 

agency. It requires effort and culture, and it leaves nothing as it isò (Silverstone, 2006, p. 

231). The theory intellectually draws from Jean Baudrillard, Michel de Certeau, and 

Daniel Miller, who all described consumption as an active, rather than passive, process 

(Silverstone, 2006). As a social shaping theory, domestication ñcentres on the process of 

consumers ascribing meaning to media technologiesò that they, as users, manage, 

control, and assign meaningful meanings to (Courtois et al., 2011, p. 403). The 

emergence of domestication presents a step away from monocausal, technologically 

determined, linear models like the innovation of diffusion, which largely focus on the 

ñone-sided transformative power of technologyò (Berker et al., 2006, p. 5).  

Diffusion studies, like the model proposed by Everett Rogers (2003), stem from Katz and 

Lazarsfeldôs (2017, p. 32) two-step flow, which highlights how ideas flow from media 

technologies to ñopinion leaders and from them to the less active sections of the 

population.ò The ñdiscoveryò of audiences as active agents that operate as consumers 
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and constructors of media messages is similarly derived from this lineage of scholarship 

(Silverstone, 1994a, p. 142). In Diffusion of Innovations, Rogers (2003) accounts for the 

adoption of new innovations (practices or ideas) over a range of time through social 

channels. The focus of diffusion studies is on micro-level decision-making processes 

and the macro-level spread of innovations (Berker et al., 2006), thus taking a social-

structural approach rather than a social-psychological approach to communication 

(Lievrouw, 2009). The diffusion process entails categories of users like innovators, early 

adopters, early majority, late majority and laggards (Rogers, 2003; see also, Flew & 

Smith, 2021; Hynes & Richardson, 2009; Berker et al., 2006). The model privileges 

users, while ñnon-users or informed rejectors are spoken about in terms of ómissing out 

on somethingô and lagging behind those who have followed the trend and óacceptedô the 

technology - a deficiency model of ICT adoptionò (Hynes & Richardson, 2009, p. 485). 

While the language around users is now mainstream, the limitations of the model rests in 

its linearity and rationalistic biases (Berker et al., 2006). 

Diffusion studies have been used to study households. As Gershuny observes, 

sociotechnical innovation occurs when the mechanism for satisfying a need changes 

(Wheelock, 1992). The diffusion process shows how the integration of personal 

computers into the home provides a connection between home computers and the 

consumer goods market and a personalized system of distribution amongst family 

members (Wheelock, 1992). Wheelockôs (1992) study shows the gendered dimensions 

of technological diffusion. In particular, Wheelockôs (1992) findings found that sons use 

personal computers more than daughters at a ratio of six to one. Additionally, husbands  

use the PC to play with children more than wives. Fathers, therefore, used a ñglamorous 

and expensive toolò as a way to forge bonds through devices often perceived as male-

gendered (Wheelock, 1992, p. 107). While diffusionist studies offer value and insights 

into aspects like gender, the theory is also prone to ñrationalistic biases, technological 

and textual determinismò - shortcomings that domestication theory helps transition away 

from (Berker et al., 2006, p. 5). As a result, following the object became a way to 

mitigate the shortfalls of diffusionist studies. 

A biography can be used to examine things in much the same way it is used to examine 

humans (Kopytoff, 1986; Silverstone et al., 1992; Silverstone & Haddon, 2006; Lesage, 

2013). ñObjects have biographiesò and these biographies transition between public and 

private, inside or outside the world of commodity (Silverstone, 1994b, p. 163). Igor 
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Kopytoffôs (1986) biography of things illustrates how objects pass through their own life 

cycles. Similar to people, objects can have many biographies (Silverstone, 1994b, p. 

163). The way a car transitions from a factory to a scrapyard reveals the fluctuating 

tendencies of social, cultural, political, material and economic relations. Kopytoff (1986) 

states: 

one biography may concentrate on its place in the owner-family economy, 
another may relate the history of its ownership to the societyôs class 
structure, and a third may focus on its role in the sociology of the familyôs 
kin relations, such as loosening families ties in America or strengthening 
them in Africa (p. 68). 

The construction of a biography determines how objects are displayed and the plurality 

of meanings they subsequently define. Objects in a home, on a television set, or on the 

screen of a mobile device form an assemblage of objects. ñAn object is nothing unless it 

is part of a collection. A collection is nothing unless it can successfully lay claim to a 

logic of classificationò (Silverstone, 1994b, p. 165). Objects adhere to a variety of 

classificatory logics with (potentially) overlapping histories and grand narratives 

(Silverstone, 1994b). Thus, a biography shapes and is shaped by ñthe classification and 

reclassification of the thingò (Lesage, 2013, p. 83). These categories are constitutive of 

culture and the very classification of a commodity (Lesage, 2013; see also Kopytoff, 

1986). For example, a conventional interpretation of Photoshop situates its categorical 

order in an ñaccount of its design and use as a tool for digital imagingò (Lesage, 2016, p. 

222), but the number of possible classifications is seemingly endless.  

A cultural biography of objects shows how things move through the phases of 

commodification and singularization (Bassett, 2007; Kopytoff, 1986). Every economy 

engages in an exchange system designed to maximize commoditization (Kopytoff, 

1986). Kopytoffôs work highlights the conflation between human and object; how objects 

articulate or mediate human values, while still bound by the commodity process 

(Bassett, 2007). Commodities are therefore a cultural currency with use and exchange 

value, while some aspects of this commodification of culture ñremain unambiguously 

singularò if it does not resingularize a thing once it has become a commodity (Kopytoff, 

1986, pp. 68-73). Commodities become singularized when they are extracted from their 

typical commodity spheres (Kopytoff, 1986). Objects are also singularized by a narrow 

sphere of exchange that restricts commodification (Kopytoff, 1986). Singularization 

values occur with restricted groups where ñexplicit exchange spheresò are only 
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recognized by particular populations (Kopytoff, 1986, p. 78). Until things are formally 

decommoditized, they remain possible commodities affixed with exchange value 

(Kopytoff, 1986).  

In everyday life, people get caught between a desire to bring order to things and the 

cultural structure of commoditization (Kopytoff, 1986), but how to research those things ï 

either through media ethnography, anthropology, or phenomenology ï also comes into 

question (see Chapter 1). Using critical phenomenology, Bakardjieva (2005) studies the 

Internet in relation to networks rather than households - decrying such boundedness in 

preference of a multiplicity of contexts (Lesage, 2013). Bakardjieva does not multiply 

contexts ñso much as an attempt to study the mediation of multiple interrelated things 

without the benefit of a historical perspective that would contextualize these 

relationshipsò (Lesage, 2013, p. 8). Bakardjievaôs choice to select a thing as the unit of 

analysis no longer neatly packages the commodity within the practice of consumption, 

ñno longer encompasses the multiple singularizing practices related to interactive digital 

mediaò (Lesage, 2013, p. 87) as evidenced by the biographical career of the CD-i 

multiplayer platform (Silverstone & Haddon, 1996) and the TRS-80 computer (Lindsay, 

2003).  

Additionally, while phenomenology affords a sense of place, placement, belonging, 

location, perception - ñsomething inside, intangible, fluid, mobile, transferable as well as 

ontologicalò (Silverstone, 2006, p. 246), it must exist in a dialectic between the 

ñphenomenology of home and the political economy (roughly speaking) of the 

householdò (Silverstone, 2006, p. 246). Even if the boundaries extending beyond the 

front door are cracking or shifting (Bakardjieva, 2006), no longer singular or static in this 

increasingly portable and mobile world, humans still require ña modicum of ontological 

securityé We cannot do without it, within or without the household. To be homeless is to 

be beyond reach, and to be without identityò (Silverstone, 2006, pp. 242-243).  

Around the same time Kopytoffôs work was published, scholars like David Morley, Eric 

Hirsch, Janice Radway, and Dorothy Hobson were questioning ñconceptual and 

methodological modelsò around television audiences (Lesage, 2013, p. 83; Livingstone, 

2007). In Family Television: Cultural Power and Domestic Leisure, Morley (1988) used 

ethnography to visit families in homes to discern television viewing patterns, illuminating 

how the home was often a site of leisure for men and a site of work for women. This turn 
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towards media ethnography in relation to television is how Roger Silverstone, David 

Morley, Eric Hirsch, Andrea Dahlberg and Sonia Livingstone came to design Household 

Uses of Information and Communication Technologies (HICT), a research study that 

followed sixteen family households from London to Slough between 1987 and 1990 

(Silverstone et al., 1989; Livingstone, 2007; Lesage, 2013). As part of the ethnographic 

process, the researchers ñdevised a list of domestic technologies,ò and used Kopytoffôs 

approach to ask participants to outline the biography of household objects to see how 

they moved from ñan economic system of exchangeò into the moral economy (Lesage, 

2013, p. 83). 

Recent studies related to digital media rarely reference Kopytoffôs cultural biographical 

approach (Lesage, 2013). ñDomestication theory suggests that the socio-cultural space 

in which the thingôs life unfoldsïthe milieu in which it is singularizedïis of considerable 

importance for writing its biographyò (Lesage, 2013, p. 86). Maria Bakardjieva (2005, p. 

83) argues Internet domestication extends beyond Silverstoneôs alternative rationality of 

óhome,ô and instead, privileges networks ñknitted together by the interrelated actions that 

the household members performed on and through the Internetò. Following the 

singularized trajectories of personal computers, she positions the object ñas part of a 

heterogenous networkò consisting of household rooms, hardware, Internet providers, 

and information networks (Lesage, 2013, p. 86), evading the richness of Silverstoneôs 

framework. As Lesage (2013) argues: 

Bakardjievaôs solution is not an attempt to multiply contexts so much as an 
attempt to study the mediation of multiple interrelated things without the 
benefit of a historical perspective that would contextualize these 
relationships. It is difficult to establish a fixed time and place in which to 
study the use of Internet connections without a clear historical backdrop 
that situates such a diffuse media category (p. 87).  

Setting these obvious and warranted criticisms aside, if the domestication of the Internet 

on personal computers demanded this type of extraction from Silverstoneôs original 

conceptualization of the household, there is reason to consider whether platforms have 

altered this networked approach given the definite closure of the network (Steinberg, 

2019). To reiterate my point from the first chapter (see section 1.2), as more elements 

are added to objects like mobile devices (e.g., Internet, cameras, games), there is 

reason to shift from ICTs to óplatformsô as objects to capture the assortment of 

convergent functions (Haddon, 2011). Where networks offer ña sense of openness, 
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freedom, and rhizomatic extensivity that preempts efforts to control the network,ò 

platforms generally relate ñto the definitive closure of the network, the reigning in of a 

moment of perceived freedom that the open web was to offerò (Steinberg, 2019, p. 22). 

The shift from networks to platforms, alongside the discursive shift from hardware- to 

contents-based platforms highlights a need to return to Silverstoneôs original formulation 

of the household as the unit of analysis - both as a moral and economic system.  

 

2.5. The moral economy  

Domestication theory situates the household as a cultural and economic entity 

that plays a fundamental role in the production and reproduction of goods and services - 

a quality expressed by Giddens as the moral economy - and a term borrowed from the 

work of E.P. Thompson (1971) (Berker et al., 2005. p. 4). The moral economy originates 

from disciplines like anthropology and history (Thompson, 1971; Stevenson, 1985; 

Silverstone et al., 1992). E. P. Thompson (1971; 1980), for instance, wrote about 

industrial capitalism and the spasmodic nature of the eighteenth-century food riots in 

England, illustrating how citizens aired their grievances over a perceived popular 

consensus of what was defined as legitimate/illegitimate practices, purely constructed 

from a moral economy of the poor that only momentarily impinged on public politics. A 

communal consensus emerged around social expectations, affect, and culture, 

producing a social cohesion that he describes as a moral economy (Thompson, 1971). 

All forms of economies, even strictly capitalistic economies, are constructed from moral 

precepts; in other words, pre-set value judgements are affixed to human participants in 

the exchange process (Silverstone, 2006).  

Sch¿llôs ethnographic work of capitalism in Las Vegas casinos offers a more recent 

example that shows how digital games encourage a ñtrancelike consumptionò that 

accelerates the ñpace of playò (Foster & Horst, 2018, p. 107). Alas, there is no radical 

discontinuity between the 18th-century food riots in England and 21st-century gambling 

in America: ñcapitalism remains capitalismò (Foster & Horst, 2018, p. 108). The only 

variance is that, like casinos, digital games, social media, and content streaming 

platforms cultivate an incessant incitement to consume (see Foster & Horst, 2018). Slot 

machines and loot boxes have baked-in reward mechanisms that are synonymous with 
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exploitation and addiction (Zanescu et al., 2021). The digital incarnation of these things 

is epitomized by gaming platforms - a platformized and gamblified form of game 

distribution where gameplay is contained in a platform (Steinberg, 2019; Zanescu et al., 

2021).   

Anthropologically, the term ñmoral economyò has been used to draw ñattention to the 

transcendent capacity of families and householdsò in the domestic sphere (Silverstone & 

Haddon, 1996, p. 71). As a central feature in domestication studies, the moral economy 

was most prominently adapted from Frykman and Lofgrenôs notion of culture building, a 

process whereby ñindividuals and families in the neighbourhoods and in their private and 

public lives activelyò - consciously or unconsciously - construct their daily routines 

(Silverstone et al., 1989, p. 1). Silverstone and his colleagues (1989) note: 

We want this notion of moral economy to refer to these familiesô own way 
of working with the social, economic and technological opportunities which 
frame their world, and which depends on, contribute to and sometimes 
compromise, the ongoing structural forces for change which can be 
observed and analysed on a macro-sociological scale (p. 1). 

Both elements of the moral economy are important as the household operates as a unit 

of economy and a unit of culture (Silverstone et al., 1989). The household offers a site 

for families to define their private or public moral, affective state, or aesthetic 

environment in relation to both the economy and culture of consumption, self-

expression, and identity (Silverstone et al., 1989). Additionally, households present an 

ñidentifiable case of situated realityò where economic norms and social behaviours are 

defined by ñprivate and personal valuesò rather than ñabstract principlesò (Silverstone & 

Haddon, 1996, p. 71). Communication technologies are enmeshed in this moral 

economy - both the domestic moral economy and the moral economy of the nation - as 

material and symbolic objects (see double articulation). As a result, these technologies 

function as ñobjects'' and ñtransmitters of all the images and information that fuel those 

desires'' (Silverstone et al., 1992, p. 3), often assuming a symbolic status that has a 

significant impact on lived experience and practices in everyday life (de Certeau, 1984).  

The exploration of these objects demands a methodological approach that considers 

their ñsymbolism, appropriation and interpretation in the context of consumptionò (Berker 

et al., 2006, p. 6). Silverstone, Hirsch, and Morely (1992) outline the framework for the 

moral economy as a way to anlayse ICTs as objects and transmitters of media content. 
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The moral economy is the mechanism through which households establish ñan economy 

of meanings and a meaningful economyò (Silverstone et al., 1992, p. 18). Both of these 

dimensions weave together to produce a transformative relationship between the public 

and the ñobjective economyò where an ñexchange of goods and meanings'' occurs 

(Silverstone et al., 1992, p. 18). The moral economy is a transactional system that 

exchanges meaning and commodities between the household and the public world 

(Silverstone et al., 1992, p. 19). As a result, the household unfolds as a ñprocess of 

value creationò constitutive of the spatial-temporal dimensions that envelop everyday life 

(Silverstone et al., 1992, p. 19). 

The moral economy is at least partly determined by a householdôs history, biography, 

and politics, often manifesting in the ñstories that are told and invented withinò each 

home (Hartmann, 2006, p. 84). The moral economy helps sustain Giddensô (1984, p. 2) 

concept of ñontological securityò - ñthe stable mental state derived from a sense of 

continuity in oneôs lifeò (see section 1.4). The entry part of hermeneutics in structuration 

theory is situated in acknowledging that ñthe description of human activities demands a 

familiarity with the forms of life expressed in those activitiesò (Giddens, 1984, p. 19). In 

other words, ontological security offers a ñsense of confidence or trust in the world as it 

appears to beò (Silverstone et al., 1992, p. 19). Part of ontological security is that human 

action - and cognition - occur as durée (a continual flow) between time and space 

(Giddens, 1984). Giddens (1984, p. 3) suggests an ñontology of time-spaceò is 

established through structuration and ñbegins from temporality and thus, in one sense, 

óhistoryôò (Giddens, 1984, p. 3). When technologies are introduced to a household it can 

challenge or reinforce the existing ontological security of the household, which is often 

visible within the moral economy.  

As objects and texts move through the moral economy, humans create new habits, 

which ultimately produces a new, updated moral economy (Helles, 2016). The process 

of the moral economy allows users to accept or reject the domestication of objects 

(Silverstone & Haddon, 1996), describe use and non-use (Watulak & Whitfield, 2016), 

and is emblematic of the larger socio-technical needs of a household (Brause & Blank, 

2019). As this study shows, research that analyses domestication as a process can 

capture a manifold of ñdynamics associated with the consumption of technology in the 

home and beyondò (Berker et al., 2006, p. 6). These technologies operate as products 

and tools of ñcultural and economic systems whose aim is the reproduction of social, 
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political, and economic domination, order, and privilegeò (Boczkowski & Lievrouw, 2007, 

p. 953; see also, Silverstone, 1994a; Mansell, 2012).  

Silverstone and Hirsch (1992) outline the moral economy as a four-part conceptual 

framework that entails appropriation, objectification, incorporation, and conversion (see 

also Silverstone, 2006). The first phase entails an appropriation into a particular 

environment, typically from the public sphere to the private sphere (Silverstone, 1994a). 

The household, then, categorizes the objects through a process called objectification 

(Silverstone, 1994a). Objectification is the situation of objects in physical or digital 

spaces. This phase relates to the spatial display and arrangement of objects, as well as 

the meaning of objects before and after the transition from the formal to moral economy 

(Silverstone, 1994a). Incorporation examines how technologies and objects are used, 

with a focus on temporalities (Silverstone, 1994a). Finally, conversion relates to how the 

object's placement in the home (or on a person) develops meaning between the 

individual and society (Silverstone, 1994a). More recently, externalization has been 

proposed as a fifth dimension of the moral economy in a study on smart speaker 

assistants by Brause and Blank (2020). These five aspects of the moral economy are 

discussed in greater detail below.  

2.5.1. Appropriation  

Appropriation is the commodification of technology into the home, packaged with 

hopes and fears, fantasies and dreams (Silverstone, 2006). An object - either media or 

technology - is appropriated after the point it is sold and ñleaves the world of commodity 

and the generalised system of equivalence and exchangeò (Silverstone, 1994a, p. 126; 

Silverstone et al., 1992, p. 21; see also Miller, 1988; 1992). Commodification is a central 

construct of capitalism riddled with logics of commodity exchange (Silverstone, 1994a). 

Through industrial and commercial processes, commodification produces material and 

symbolic meanings for the objects that are turned into commodities and sold in the 

formal economy (Silverstone, 1994a). Contrastingly, appropriation indicates the moment 

the object is sold and crosses from the formal to moral economy (Silverstone, 1994a). 

Through these ñdaily acts of consumption we express our irredeemable dependence on 

the material and symbolic objects of mass productionò (Silverstone, 1994a, p. 127).  
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Appropriation occurs when that object is ñtaken possession of by an individual or 

household and ownedò (Silverstone et al., 1992, p. 21). Thus, commodities achieve 

significance when they become authentic objects (Silverstone et al., 1992) with claimed 

ownership. Families, for example, appropriate the internet as a domestic household 

object according to concerns, motivations, and various rationalities, but this phase 

ñaddresses the acquisition and possession of Internet access and devices to use the 

Internetò (Scheerder et al., 2019, p. 2101). Appropriation captures ñthe types of 

negotiations and considerationsò that occur in the ñacquisition of technologiesò (Haddon, 

2011, p. 312), with meanings connected to objects of possession, often shifting from 

ñpublic to private spaceò and outfitted with pre-set characteristics embedded into the 

construction and sale of the object (Silverstone 1994a, p. 127; Miller, 1988). Aspects of 

symbolism, as well as the ñanonymity of production of commodity exchange is often 

displaced by the personality of the imaginary producerò (Silverstone, 1994a, p. 127). 

This is also now shaped by a series of ideologies, including figures of the uber-

technologist/genius. As a result, appropriation entails a freedom of association, a 

freedom of symbolic manipulation, a freedom to assimilate or co-opt meanings 

(Silverstone, 1994a). 

Individuals and households have various operational constraints that impact 

transformative appropriation (Silverstone, 1994a, p. 127). ñFor many, neither material 

nor symbolic resources are sufficient for them to do anything other than accept passively 

the embodied claims for meanings in technologies or mediated textsò (Silverstone, 

1994a, p. 127). Aside from ñcomplete rejectionò of the object, some aspects associated 

with ñpublic or systematically embodied meaningsò will necessarily seep through the 

seams of the moral economy (Silverstone, 1994a, p. 127). This finding is consistent with 

studies that position television both as an object and a series of transmitted meanings 

(Silverstone, 1994a, p. 127; see also, Morley, 1980).  

Three important points emerge in relation to appropriation. First, as Silverstone et al. 

(1992, p. 22) argue, appropriation is not limited to material objects but also applies to 

media content ranging from television programming to computer software and telecom 

services. Second, households employ various strategies in the ñappropriation of the 

alienated commodityò (Silverstone, 1992, p. 22). This alienation is passively internalized, 

through aesthetically imposed facades, or the expulsion or complete transformation of 

alien forms through remodelling (Silverstone, 1992, p. 22). Third, the tensions of local 
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versus global production and consumption have implicated media in the household. One 

of the first examples of this shift is Millerôs (1992, p. 180) representation of Dallas on a 

ólocalô and óglobalô scale illustrates that, while people easily appropriate their own culture, 

the appropriation of another culture has transformative potential for objectification. Worth 

noting in the context of appropriation, is that the rejection of ICTs is as significant as its 

acceptance (Umble, 1994).    

2.5.2. Objectification  

In The Medium is the Museum, Silverstone (1994b, p. 162) suggests the 

distinctive characteristics of modern media exist in their ñcapacity to articulate and to 

transform relations of time and space.ò Within the moral economy, objectification is 

linked to space whereas incorporation is connected to time. These spatio-temporal 

dimensions, while separate in the framework, weave together and necessarily influence 

each other, but for the purpose of understanding each element of the moral economy, Iôll 

begin first with objectification.  

Objectification attends to physical space such as the material layout of the home 

(Rasmussen, 2014) or the aesthetics of the design space (Ylirisku et al., 2013). As a 

branch of philosophy, aesthetics explores art and the natural environment (Ylirisku et al., 

2013). Formerly considered a ñpragmatist perspective on materiality,ò aesthetics offers 

an alternative to ñcognitive views for understanding design practices and environmentsò 

(Ylirisku et al., 2013, p. 910). Objectification is associated with physical locations in the 

home (Brause & Blank, 2020), capturing values, tastes, or styles (Hynes & Richardson, 

2009) that are revealed in its display (Silverstone et al., 1992, p. 22) as well as through 

the organizing principles that classify the material objects (Csikszentmihalyi & Halton, 

1981; Silverstone, 1994a). Daniel Miller (2008) suggests that how people set up their 

homes establishes a pattern of relations that, as a totality, is an aesthetic derived from 

visual aspects in the domestic space alongside deep patterns that people develop with 

the material environment. As Miller (1987, p. 121) suggests, the ñrelationship between 

the materiality of the artefact and the materiality of space is especially close.ò  

A study by Csikszentmihalyi and Halton (1981) shows how symbolic meanings generate 

from material objects in the home. Based on interviews with 82 families in the Chicago 

Metropolitan Area, the study highlights the empirical relationship between things and 
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people. Each participant in the study mentioned roughly five objects that were ñspecialò 

to them. Furniture, visual art, photographs, books, stereos, musical instruments, and 

televisions were often cited as their most cherished objects (Csikszentmihalyi & Halton, 

1981). These types of classificatory principles emerge from perceptions or claims around 

the status or expression of use, which in turn, defines ñdifferences of gender and age as 

these categories are constructed within each household cultureò (Silverstone et al., 

1992, p. 22). Television, for instance, has a utilitarian significance but also contains more 

important meanings generated by memories, style, emotion, and experiences 

(Csikszentmihalyi & Halton, 1981). Humans create spaces and objects that represent 

other meanings, and those symbols attach cultural meanings to objects that represent 

power, status, and social integration (Csikszentmihalyi & Halton, 1981).  

The arrangement of these physical artefacts and the way they are constructed within the 

environment provides ñan objectification of the values, the aesthetic and the cognitive 

universe, of those who feel comfortable or identify with themò (Silverstone et al., 1992, p. 

23). The result is a series of spatially-induced patterns (e.g., private, public, shared, 

adult, child, male, female) often construct the ñgeography of the homeò (Silverstone et 

al., 1992, p. 23; see also, Silverstone, 1994a). Social constraints that revolve around 

work times, housing types, and peopleôs values, including ñparental mediation of of 

childrenôs experienceò of communication technologies are at the forefront of the spatial 

conditions of objects (Haddon, 2018, p. 73). 

Similar to other objects, communication technologies are part of the objectification 

process, which brings about a number of considerations. Firstly, all artefacts have the 

capacity to be ñappropriated into an aesthetic environmentò and this occurs as a result of 

the acquiescence between the object and the aesthetic rationality in the domestic sphere 

as well as its connection to its practical significance (Silverstone et al., 1992, p. 23). 

Secondly, the appropriation and display of artefacts ñdoes not take place, nor can it be 

understood, in isolationò (Silverstone et al., 1992, p. 23). A television cannot be 

understood on its own, but rather in its configuration with other objects that produce a 

symbolic system within an ethos of modernity (Silverstone et al., 1992). Thirdly, objects 

are visiblized and presented in a pre-constructed (and reconstructable) spatial 

environment (Silverstone et al., 1992). The rearrangement of the objects within a room is 

a fundamental part of objectification despite its noticeable constraints by material 
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circumstances, preferences, or interest, all of which are influenced by the physical 

structure and ñinner workings of the moral economyò (Silverstone et al., 1992, p. 23). 

Space integrates with Giddens (1984) concept of ontological security insofar as an 

environment and the material objects in a space can provide a sense of trust or absence 

of trust (Silverstone, 1984). Morley and Silverstone (1990, p. 33) make this case with the 

television, grounding it within the home and the structure of the family environment, 

making it an essential part of our socialization. This socialization forms around the 

physical placement of objects, primary spaces of consumption (sitting rooms, kitchens, 

etc.), temporal rhythms, and discourses of the household/family that intersect with 

ñhistories, lore, myths, and ritualsò (Morley & Silverstone, 1990, p. 33).  

2.5.3. Incorporation  

While objectification is concerned with the spatial elements of the moral 

economy, incorporation is concerned with the temporal dimensions. Objectification and 

incorporation are, in the words of de Certeau (1984), tactics of domestication 

(Silverstone, 2006). Both involve places and timing, complexities and instabilities, 

establishment, and fragility (Silverstone, 2006). Objectification and incorporation provide 

the infrastructural components of everyday life inside and outside the formal boundaries 

of a household (Silverstone, 2006, p. 235). Both leave an imprint on patterns and social 

life, enabling new machines to occupy ñnew spaces and new patterns of participation; 

new content challenges existing rules of behavior or codes of familial practiceò 

(Silverstone, 2006, p. 235). Incorporation shifts attention toward the way objects are 

used (Silverstone et al., 1992; Silverstone, 1994a). Technologies are often consumed 

with intentional uses in mind, but those uses can morph into alternate uses or disappear 

entirely (Silverstone et al., 1992; Silverstone, 1994a). To consider technologies as 

functional, objects require ña place within the moral economy of the householdò to 

incorporate into daily habits, rhythms, and routines (Silverstone et al., 1992, p. 24; 

Matassi & Mitchelstein, 2019).  

Incorporation can create time, control time, improve time, or produce time-shifting 

capacities (Silverstone et al., 1992, p. 24). Within broadcast television studies this has 

included the ñsequencing of public timeò producing national rituals and ñsustaining 

domestic routinesò through these predetermined schedules (Silverstone et al., 1992, p. 
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24). Central to incorporation is that it often provokes questions around gender, age, 

visibility, and invisibility (Silverstone et al., 1992, p. 25). One study, for instance, shows 

how the internet assimilates into ñtemporal routinesò and ñhow it is used within those 

routines while it is also influenced by contextual factors such as gender and statusò 

(Scheerder et al., 2019, p. 2101). In one instance a family had a single laptop in the 

house to organize schedules and regulate activities (Scheerder et al., 2019, p. 2101).  

The spatial-temporal dimensions of the moral economy, in particular, provide a basis for 

continual ñdifferentiation and identification within and between householdsò (Silverstone 

et al., 1992, p. 25). It is precisely these temporal similarities and differences that emerge 

where identity is constructed and presented, then sustained through continuous display 

and use (Silverstone et al., 1992, p. 25). As Miller (1987, p. 124) suggests the 

temporality of an object can ñcontribute to our sense of identity by evoking the past of 

our own society.ò The identity of individuals and households form around these spatial 

and temporal boundaries that shape the politics of family, community, status, and conflict 

- serving to produce (or reproduce) consistency in the household (Silverstone et al., 

1992, p. 25). Additionally, Miller (1992, p. 165) argues there may be a ñstrong sense of a 

spatial nexus associated with the inside of some architectural form which is in turn 

associated with some kin-based unit such as a unit of reproduction, and an ideology of 

gender asymmetry.ò These articulations produce, reinforce, and supplement ideas 

around status (Silverstone et al., 1992). ñWhere a technology is located and when and 

how it is used (and of course by whom) becomeò critical elements of the moral economy 

(Silverstone et al., 1992, p. 25).  

Maria Bakardjievaôs (2005, p. 138) concept of micro-regulation offers a way to 

understand ñhow, when and where to use technology'' (Brause & Blank, 2019). A ñmicro-

regulation of the mediumò produces an underlying tendency to create (new) values that 

subsume the family and alter the moral economy (Bakardjieva, 2005). Similar to this 

concept, Rich Ling (2004) uses micro-coordination as a way to illustrate how people use 

mobile devices differently and its impact on time horizons, practical coordination, and 

planning. Micro-coordination is a form of iterative planning around specific times and 

locations and operates in conjunction to micro-routines (Thorhauge, 2006; Ling, 2004). 

Micro-routines are  ñderivative use patternsòïa specific sequence as opposed to a 

general routine to daily lifeïindicative of the repetitive habits that embed into larger 

routines (Thorhauge, 2006, p. 65).  
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Anne Mette Thorhauge (2006) uses a clock illustration to visualize a personôs work day. 

The interior of the clock shows macro-routines like ñDoing homework during lunch breakò 

and ñPreparing to go to sleepò while the external elements of the clock demonstrate 

micro-routines that nest inside the macro-coordination of everyday life. The visualization 

provides a temporal sense of the day but has a number of limitations. First, it doesnôt 

show spatial nuances well. Second, the icons make it difficult to see the micro-routines. 

Third, the description of these micro-routines is not always clear as the descriptions 

consist of vague terms like ñChecking newsò or ñMusic listening.ò As a result, itôs difficult 

to perceive a more nuanced understanding of textual media consumption (i.e., ñwatching 

a showò versus ñwatching Netflixò).  

2.5.4. Conversion  

Conversion signals a folding back into the helix of the design-domestication 

interface, asserting that the process is never ï phenomenologically or materially ï 

private (Silverstone, 2006). Conversion relates to the flow between private households 

and public worlds (Silverstone et al., 1992) - the way an artefact is conversed back from 

private to public meanings (Hynes & Rommes, 2006). Conversion emphasizes external 

relations, whereas objectification and incorporation are more concerned with the internal 

structures of the household (Silverstone et al., 1992). Conversion, therefore, defines and 

displays artefacts and meanings as well as texts and technologies to other members of 

the neighbourhood, community, and ñwider societyò (Silverstone et al., 1992, p. 25). 

These meanings are akin to currency - convertible, negotiable, transformational, or 

alienating (Silverstone et al., 1992).  Of course, some of these meanings are private and 

personal, existing only for those within the purview of the moral economy, and must, 

necessarily, be excluded from display in the public sphere.  

Conversion is visible to the outside community, communicated verbally, textually, or 

aesthetically either symbolically or materially. Here, objects shape relationships with 

friends, family, neighbours, colleagues, and more, by claiming status and expressing an 

individualôs or householdôs judgement, taste, and style (Silverstone et al., 1992; 

Oudshoorn & Pinch, 2003). At this point, devices are familiar, integrated into daily 

routines, and forge a ñsymbolic enhancement of the householdôs public imageò 

(Scheerder et al., 2019, p. 2102). Television, as a topic of discussion and gossip, 

contains programmes that twist narratives, question morality, produce anxiety, 
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assembling to form a ñcurrency of everyday discourseò (Silverstone, 1994a, p. 130). 

Computer users can produce the same status based on a use group (Silverstone, 

1994a; Bakardjieva, 2005) and telephones can achieve the same transmissions as an 

in-person discussion (Silverstone et al., 1992; Silverstone, 1994a).  

Silverstone et al. (1992) suggest that some households might resist - or simply not 

acknowledge - this transactional system while at other times they may be forced to 

display it. Teenagers are a good example of a social group that displays consumption of 

music or games as ña ticket into peer-group cultureò (Silverstone et al., 1992, p. 26) 

while likely concealing other forms of consumption as a way to remain in an in-group. 

ñThe exchange of games and records, and talk about games and records,ò affords a 

mechanism for people to become part of a ñpeer-group culture,ò which also constitutes 

its own fundamental meanings of culture (Silverstone et al.. 1992, p. 26). While this 

boundary of the moral economy blends with the public economy, there is also a form of 

conversion constituted within private bedrooms where teenagers share similar interests 

with friends, producing a cultural mint (Silverstone et al., 1992).  

2.5.5. Externalization  

While conversion relates to the external relations between private households 

and public worlds, externalization refers to the externalizing state of objects/texts. In a 

study on smart speaker assistants, Brause and Blank (2020) argue for an expansion of 

domestication theory to include externalization as a fifth dimension of the moral 

economy framework to emphasize the added complexity of the dispersed and always-on 

complexity of domestic devices (Brause & Blank, 2020). Brause and Blankôs (2020) 

study follows 12 smart speaker users between June and August 2018 to show the 

externalization of the object in the domestication process. A significant drawback to the 

study is the lack of user demographics in the report. Brause and Blank (2020, p. 755) 

simply state: ñInterviewees were a mix of ages and genders, but demographic variables 

showed no relation to SSA use, so we will not discuss demographics further.ò 

Externalization is the impact of connected devices on each otherôs domestication 

(Brause & Blank, 2020). The moral economy still influences externalization and a 

householdôs domestic culture (Brause & Blank, 2020), but the spatially-distributed 

arrangement of smart speaker assistants, they argue, means other devices can connect 
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to the internal household from remote locations or connect one óprivateô space in a 

household to another (Brause & Blank, 2020).  

Brause and Blank (2020) argue that earlier ICTs like television (Silverstone, 1994) and 

computers (Bakardjieva, 2005) did not have the same connected dimensions as todayôs 

media objects. As a result, certain technologies have re-defined and re-negotiated the 

boundaries of public and private (Brause & Blank, 2020, p. 758). As a result, a 

contemporary reading of the moral economy requires an understanding of how the 

domestication process is influenced by externalization; however, this phenomenon 

doesnôt strictly relate to smart speaker assistants. The Oxford English Dictionary, for 

example, defines óexternalizationô as the ñaction or process of externalizing; an instance 

of this; also concrete an embodiment. Externalize: To make external; to embody in 

outward formò (see also Merriam-Webster). Externalization is therefore the impact of 

connected devices in the process of making something (domestic) external and/or the 

process of making something (domestic) concrete - an embodiment resulting from the 

process. 

Externalization relates to evolutionary time scales (the arithmetic nature of time 

produced through equal units that can be repeated), whereby externalizations become 

externalized, creating biological and cultural evolutions stemming from a tendency 

towards increased levels of externalization (Sinding-Larsen, 2019, p. 199). The process 

of describing and controlling ï two separate but interconnected concepts ï impacts the 

externalization of sound production, what we often describe as music (Sinding-Larsen, 

2019, p. 199). ñIn a wide sense, all music could be thought of as a more or less transient 

sonic niche construction where the development of notation systems and tuning systems 

has played an important role as semiotic externalizationsò (Sinding-Larsen, 2019, p. 

199). Semiotic tools infiltrate the niches or environments humans inhabit, but these 

externalizations are not limited to sound (Sinding-Larsen, 2019). Aspects like writing, 

maps, notations (Sinding-Larsen, 2019), videos, and chats all have the capacity for 

externalization. Increasingly, these externalizations are funnelled through digital media 

platforms. 

Additionally, subjects can externalize themselves through objects by situating the self as 

an óotherô in the process of becoming and being (Miller, 1987). Material culture occupies 

ña particular form of externalizationò (Miller, 1987, p. 4). Thus, aspects of the self are 
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possessed by externalized objects, affording the possibility of seeing the (identity of the) 

self through the possession of objects or texts (Miller, 1987). According to Marx (1975), 

the acceleration of object externalization by subjects is a consequence of capitalist 

industrial production. In contrast, Miller (1987) suggests the distance between 

subject/object relations is external to industrial structures. An analysis of consumption, 

therefore, allows comprehension of contemporary subjects and their subjectivities 

(Miller, 1987). Situating externalization as the fifth dimension of the moral economy, with 

this expanded definition, accounts for the connectivity enabled by portable, cross-media, 

particularly through audio applications like Spotify or Audible on iOS or Android 

smartphone platforms. Externalization represents the moments when the domestic is 

externalized - stretching and pulling from private to public. 

2.6. Relevance of the moral economy  

The moral economy provides a framework to explore the ñtransformation, 

negotiation, and inscription of meaningò for media technologies (Berker et al., 2006, pp. 

6-7). As a thing moves through its biography (Kopytoff, 1985), the moral economy 

provides insights into how a commodity is appropriated into its domestic environment 

(Berker et al., 2006). The consumption of commodities in the household operates as 

both a form of sense-making as well as a conduit for ñtransforming the alien object to 

ascribe it meaning in the symbolic reality of the householdò (Berker et al., 2006, p. 7). 

Media texts are limited by structural polysemy and enabled and constrained by physical, 

material, and symbolic boundaries of the household, frequently visible through the moral 

economy.  

This moral economy is not a ódatedô process nor should the household be materialized in 

favour of networks. As I have argued above, the shift from networks to platforms 

demands a return to Silverstoneôs formulation of the household as a moral economy. In 

addition to the similarities between platforms and households, it is possible to see how 

content platforms also fit into the moral economy, often appropriated with the click of a 

button, crossing an imaginary rather than literal threshold between public and private 

economies. Platforms offer their own sort of objectification through the placement of 

buttons or features, impacting incorporation through institutionally designed algorithms 

that impact human tactics. Importantly, platforms weave through and mediate daily life 

for people of all ages.    
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2.7. The material and symbolic: Double and triple 
articulation  

The household as a moral economy relates to another area in ñthis conceptual 

matrixò known as articulation (Silverstone, 2006, p. 239) - uncovering both the meanings 

of objects and texts to unveil contextual surroundings (Courtois et al., 2011; 2012). A 

doubly articulated account of a biography of things is not ñexhaustedò by material and 

symbolic aspects that cross the boundary into the domestic sphere (Silverstone et al., 

1992, p. 27) or mediate between the privateness of a household and the public sphere 

(Livingstone, 2007). The advantage of double articulation is situated within its potential 

to resolve the material/symbolic conundrum (Wajcman & Jones, 2012, p. 679). However, 

within the richness of the domestication framework, articulation has proven empirically 

problematic (Haddon, 2006; Livingstone, 2007).   

In earlier accounts of media sociology, British cultural theorist Stuart Hall provided an 

ñanalogy with a (doubly) articulated lorryò (Wajcman & Jones, 2012, p. 680): ñthe cab 

and the trailer of a lorry, or truck, are óarticulatedô togetherò (Hoechsmann & Poyntz, 

2012, p. 154). This particular strand of articulation develops from Marxôs dialectical 

account of the circuits of production and consumption (Wajcman & Jones, 2012). An 

ontological reading of Marxôs superstructure of metaphor folds into Hallôs 

encoding/decoding model, privileging ñthe production context of both media technologies 

and media textsò (Wajcman & Jones, 2012, p. 680). The symbols of these objects/texts 

formulate linkages that articulate ñself-identity and group-identity in relation to a broader 

sense of cultureò (Hoechsmann & Poyntz, 2012, p. 154). Digital media contain a 

symbolic charge that connects the spaces and relationships that flow ñbetween our 

socio-cultural selves and our individuated selvesò (Hoechsmann & Poyntz, 2012, p. 154).  

Double articulation in domestication studies originates from André Martinet (1969), who 

understood how the complex meanings of natural language are made possible through 

both the phonemic (distinctive) and morphological (semantic) levels (Silverstone & 

Haddon, 1996; Hartmann, 2006; Courtois et al., 2012). Silverstone and his colleagues 

apply Martinetôs concept in unusual ï and some argue impossible ï ways, suggesting 

that meaning occurs with communication technologies ñon (at least) two interdependent 

levelsò (Hartmann, 2006, p. 85). Media texts are articulated after the technological object 

is articulated first; therefore, media texts cannot be meaningful until they are articulated 
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through technological objects (Courtois, 2011; 2012). As such, objects are meaningful as 

commodities and conveyors of meaning (Courtois et al., 2012, p. 423).  

Or as Hartmann (2006) describes, double articulation occurs when meaning is 

generated from commodity objects - the media that afford the consumption of texts. 

Double articulation differentiates the ñmedia qua material objectsò situated in spatio-

temporal environments with ñmedia qua texts or symbolic messagesò situated in the 

flows of sociocultural discourse (Livingstone, 2007, p. 18).  

Double articulation offers a way to examine the materiality of the technological form and 

the symbolic configurations through mutually constructed frames (Wajcman & Jones, 

2012). ñThe medium is not, but does become the messageò (Hartmann, 2006, p. 86; see 

also Silverstone, 1994a). Communication technologies are doubly articulated because of 

the capacity of the technologies to assume symbolic and functional properties as well as 

the ability of media to convey a range of communicative values, rules, and rhetorics 

(Wajcman & Jones, 2012). Silverstone et al. (1992) note: 

... the way in which information and communication technologies, uniquely, 
are the means (the media) whereby public and private meanings are 
mutually negotiated; as well as being the products themselves, through 
consumption, of such negotiations of meaning (p. 28).  

 

Consumption and media, through a doubly articulated lens, illuminate a manifold of 

meanings through object and text, material and symbolic, space and time, public and 

private. Not as separate entities, but as concepts that continuously interact with each 

other. Television programmes, genres, and schedules, for instance, are enabling and 

constraining, connecting a userôs private world to the public world through media 

technologies (Morley & Silverstone, 1990; Morley, 1992; Hartmann, 2006). Objects and 

texts are inculcated with public meanings that permeate into the structures of the 

household (Haddon, 2006). These elements are situated within the broader context of 

community, economy, and culture - where ñacts of consumption (of both texts and 

technologies) provide the articulating dimensionò (Morley & Silverstone, 1990, p. 33). 

Additionally, the public is also doubly articulated as a ñconsumer-viewerò and ñconsumer-

userò (Livingstone, 2007, p. 18).  
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Several issues have exacerbated researchersô inability to produce doubly articulated 

domestication scholarship. First, ethnography is time-intensive (see Chapter 3), which 

has led many domestication researchers to select more expedient and economic 

methods, which scholars like Hartmann (2006) emphasize as a central problem in 

producing articulated work. Second, while Bakardjievaôs work offers an entry point into a 

quasi-articulated approach, researchers have yet to find suitable ways to capture the 

richness of space-time dimensions. Third, insufficient emphasis has been placed on the 

ñinterpenetration of materiality and contentò and no unified approach to deal with how 

agency can ñdeepen and energize this mode of inquiryò (Siles and Boczkowski, 2012, p. 

235).  

Despite these challenges, Hartmann (2006) notes that articulation is important in 

domestication studies for several reasons. First, it is pliable and can easily stretch over 

domestication theory. Second, it focuses on the core concerns around the study of 

media consumption. Third, it offers a way to use the original domestication concept to 

study the ñrecent emergence of diverse forms of digital and mobile mediaò (Hartmann, 

2006, p. 81).  

Hartmann (2006) advocates for not only a return to double articulation but an extension 

to triple articulation, arguing this need exists because of the shifting media landscape.  

Silverstone (2006) responded to this suggestion, noting that if there is to be a third 

articulation ï a claim he was cautious to make ï then it likely related to the activities of 

the household. Taking the idea of triple articulation one step further, Hartmann (2006, p. 

96) proposed a model for triple articulation that includes object, text, and context. 

However, Hartmann (2006) is not the first to consider triple articulation. Deep in the 

trenches of a footnote in Design and the Domestication of Information and 

Communication Technologies: Technical Change and Everyday Life, Silverstone and 

Haddon (1996) write: 

As Rohan Samarajiva has helpfully pointed out it is possible to distinguish 
between three, rather than two, dimensions of message and articulation: 
that grounded in the object, that in the symbolic environment to which the 
technology gives access, and that of specific óprogrammeô messages. This 
is correcté however, [our argument] is based on the privileging of the first 
two (p. 74) 
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Additionally, as Courtois (2011; 2012) has observed, Hartmannôs model shares striking 

similarities to Katz et al.ôs (1974) sources of gratification: 1) content of the media 

message; 2) exposure to the medium; and, 3) the social environment that facilitates 

media exposure (see also Courtois, 2011; 2012). Scholars have questioned the utility of 

separating articulation into three separate concepts (Silverstone & Haddon, 2006, etc.), 

but even when these articulations are separate, it would be a mistake to assume these 

concepts operate separately.  

Drawing on articulation literature (Silverstone et al., 1992; Silverstone, 1994a; 

Silverstone & Haddon, 2006; Hartmann, 2006; Livingstone, 2007), Courtois et al. (2011, 

p. 401; 2012) argue separating object and context is necessary because the symbolic 

interplay between media object and content is often ñsnowed under by contextual 

descriptions.ò Offering the opportunity to shed light on previously muddled waters, this 

model enables individual meanings for both object and context (Courtois et al., 2011, p. 

404). Triple articulation is therefore defined by the object (first articulation), text (second 

articulation), and context (third articulation) (Courtois et al., 2011; 2012). Objects include 

televisions, computers, and mobile devices; texts involve games and shows; and context 

refers to aspects like living room versus bedroom cultures (Courtois et al., 2011; 2012). 

Importantly, context relates both to sociospatial dimensions as well as wider historical, 

social, and economic factors (Courtois et al., 2011; 2012). 

Courtois and colleagues (2011; 2012) apply triple articulation to a truncated version of 

the moral economy (commodification, appropriation, and conversion) to analyse the 

domestication of audiovisual media. These studies emphasize the ability to integrate 

triple articulation into domestication research, but the approach has several drawbacks. 

First, while the study employs mixed-methods, the data is heavily based on a large-scale 

survey (1725 participants) and only includes one-on-one interviews with two percent of 

the studyôs participants. Second, the emphasis on immediate socio-spatial contexts 

largely exists to the exclusion of wider contexts. Importantly, socio-spatial contexts seem 

to replace the objectification and incorporation process. Third, the removal of these two 

aspects from the moral economy means the analysis of spatial-temporal dimensions 

lacks the richness Livingstone (2007a) has decried in modern domestication projects. 
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2.8. Conclusion  

Domestication is a social shaping theory that is particularly well suited to 

capturing the complexities and contingencies of how everyday family/household life is 

increasingly mediated by digital media technologies. By following things, it is easier to 

understand how commodities cultivate, shape, fluctuate, and mediatize the dynamics of 

a household. The singularization of commodities impacts a householdôs moral economy, 

shaping and re-shaping the social milieu, as well as the moral economy itself. As objects 

and texts move through the moral economy, an updated or transformed moral economy 

appears (Helles, 2016). The moral economy (i.e., appropriation, objectification, 

incorporation, conversion, and externalization) offers a rich framework to understand 

how households interact with platforms in everyday life, but domestication lacks the 

depth it requires without attending to articulations. Platforms offer a particularly 

interesting frame to explore domestication through triple articulation, and the very 

questions about whether a platform is an object, text, or context, and where slippage 

occurs between these articulations. Capturing the dynamics of articulation may offer a 

way to better understand the interplay between households, platforms, and everyday life 

that ultimately sustain social order and influence family life, connections, and 

communities. Giving considerable weight to Hartmannôs (2006) recommendation that 

returning to an articulated approach to domestication demands a commitment to 

ethnography, I situate ethnography as the methodological basis of this project in the next 

chapter.  
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Chapter 3.  Ethnography as methodology  

3.1. Study overview  

Chapter two situates domestication theory within the context of border 

communication, detailing the moral economy framework and aspects related to 

articulation. This chapter heeds Hartmannôs (2006) call for domestication studies to 

return to ethnography to perceive articulations related to object, text, and context. The 

chapter includes a discussion of ethnography as a methodology for domestication 

(section 3.2), video storytelling as an ethnographic practice (section 3.3) and outlines a 

set of methods designed to produce triply articulated domestication research (section 

3.4).  

3.2. Ethnography as a domestication methodology  

Domestication leans towards qualitative approaches (Berker et al., 2006; 

Bakardjieva, 2006; Haddon, 2006b; Watulak & Whitfield, 2016) typified by empirical 

ethnographic research (Morley & Silverstone, 1990; Silverstone, 1994; Hirsch, 1999; 

Bakardjieva, 2005). Ethnography provides an avenue to study the significance of media 

technologies in everyday life (Haddon, 2006b). Qualitative research aims to understand 

the meanings and experiences that people encounter in their ñlives and social worldsò 

(Fossey et al., 2002, p. 717). A researcherôs ability to perceive and relay participant 

actions, social contexts, and subjective meanings (Fossey et al., 2002) makes it difficult 

to reduce observations to numbers (Babbie & Benaquisto, 2014). North American 

scholarship related to media and communication constitutes the majority of quantitative 

research, but there are relatively ñfew qualitative projectsò (Livingstone, 2003, p. 157).  

Appendix A shows a section of a Google Sheet that was collected to uncover patterns 

around domestication studies. The analysis shows that large-scale domestication 

projects are always quantitative in nature and rely heavily on questionnaires, with little to 

no emphasis on traditional domestication methods like participant observation or 

interviews. This is precisely the turn away from ethnography that Hartmann (2006) 

suggests is a problem for articulated domestication work. An interesting trend that 

emerged across the literature scan is that most recent domestication projects are 
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situated in Europe (e.g., Norway, Sweden, Denmark). Qualitative approaches typically 

use interviews and to a lesser extent, participant observation. Domestication studies 

most commonly include 12 to 15 participants. The largest qualitative project I was able to 

locate that took an ethnographic approach was a study on Internet use in the home that 

included 48 households (Scheerder et al., 2018). The caveat to this study is that it only 

includes semi-structured interviews with parents, rather than truly studying an entire 

household (see Scheerder et al., 2018). Thus, the study that unfolds here is currently the 

largest ethnographically conducted, qualitatively based domestication project by 

participant numbers, household size, and countries.  

Ethnography is an empirical qualitative methodology at the heart of domestication 

theory. Ethnographic domestication work includes Eric Hirschôs study on one familyôs 

consumption of ICTs, Sonia Livingstoneôs study on family practices and patterns around 

domestic technologies, and Leslie Haddonôs exploration of home computers (Berker et 

al., 2006). These types of qualitative studies allow researchers to develop knowledge in 

ñpoorly understoodò or complex areas (Fossey et al., 2002, p. 718). A study in Ou town 

(in Chinaôs central Hubei province) shows how to instrumentalize ethnography to 

understand everyday complexities, such as how adolescents domesticate mobile 

devices to navigate conflict in rural families (Guanet al., 2020). Ethnographic work like 

the study conducted by Silverstone (1994) adds a rich layer of analysis to 

communication technologies in everyday life. Still, few in-depth ethnographically focused 

domestication projects have been conducted in practice (Haddon, 2011). 

Ethnography yields rich results but is iterative, time-consuming, and open-ended, 

making it common for these types of studies to take longer to complete (Till, 2009). As 

Haddon (2011, p. 314) says, ethnographically conducted domestication research is a 

ñresource-consuming approach.ò The time-intensive nature of this kind of work 

contributes to the limited number of studies in the field (Haddon, 2011). A literature scan 

also illustrates that these ethnographic projects have (relatively) small sample sizes 

making it difficult to perceive comparability.  

Despite these drawbacks, Morley and Silverstone (1990, p. 32) argue ñfor a position 

which requires a commitment to empirical work, and above all to ethnographically 

focused empirical work.ò This commitment to ethnography is visible in early 

domestication studies from Britain where mixed-method approaches were developed to 
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analyse domestic consumption of media technologies (Haddon, 2006b). For example, 

Silverstone used participant observation, interviews, and time-use diaries (Haddon, 

2006b). In later studies, he also employed methods like mental mapping of homes, 

social network diagrams, technology inventories, mapping media use, and reviewing 

family budgets (Haddon, 2006b). Techniques like participant observation, ethnographic 

interviews, and diaries are common ethnographic practices (Haddon, 2006b; Kortti & 

Mähönen, 2009; Pink, 2016; Harrison, 2018).  

Some researchers refer to ethnography and participant observation synonymously, while 

others differentiate the two based on ñhistory, disciplinary association, and research 

orientationò (Babbie & Benaquisto, 2014, pp. 301-302). Both focus on ñthe natural 

settingò and are situated in the tradition of naturalism (Babbie & Benaquisto, 2014, p. 

302). A common perception is that anyone can conduct ethnographic work, but this 

downplays the obtrusiveness of the research process, which is more difficult to achieve 

than it appears on the surface (Harrison, 2018). The kind of work that Silverstone and 

his colleagues formerly conducted ñtakes a good deal of time and money,ò which is why 

later work often relied more heavily on interviews and diaries, and more minimally on 

observation (Haddon, 2006b, p. 199; Haddon, 2011). Ethnographers must seamlessly 

integrate into the ñsocial landscapeò producing as a few disruptions as possible 

(Harrison, 2018). Additionally, ethnographers must adjust to information and 

experiences, functioning as ñspontaneous strategistsò (Harrison, 2018, p. 44). 

Ethnography occurs in a distinct geographically-bounded group - a concept that is often 

conflated with the study of ñethnic groupsò and validated by factions in anthropology 

(Spradley & McCurdy, 1972, p. 21). Cultural anthropology is learned through the 

ethnographic work of ñdescribing a particular cultureò (Spradley & McCurdy, 1972, p. 3). 

Culture is ñsomething a group shares and something that integrates into a total way of 

lifeò (Spradley & McCurdy, 1972, p. 23). The problem with this definition is that people do 

not share their culture and culture does not ever fully integrate into life (Spradley & 

McCurdy, 1972). Spradley and McCurdy (1972, pp. 23-24) suggest the solution is to 

transition from this holistic approach towards ña perspective of one more cultural 

scenes.ò  

Cultural scenesïsimilar to ñrecurrent social scenesòïinvolve the information shared by 

two or more people to define their experience (Spradley & McCurdy, 1972, p. 24). This 
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concept is relevant to this study because households often assume multiple cultural 

scenes through family status, age, religion, nationality, race, class, gender, and so forth. 

Additionally, the number of cultural scenes a person can learn varies and not all of the 

same groups share the same cultural knowledge (Spradley & McCurdy, 1972). This is 

visible in this study through groupings like ódivorced mothersô or ówidowed parents.ô Even 

in intrafamilial contexts, some family members are ógamersô while others avoid gaming 

entirely. These cultural scenes are naturally implicated into the spaces of everyday life. 

The concept of the habitus returns here as a way to understand the unconscious priming 

of the body and mind that enables ethnographers to ñsuccessfully negotiate the difficult-

in-the-moment decisions surrounding their craftò (Harrison, 2018, p. 44). A Bourdieusian 

approach to ethnography relies on the logics of symbolic power through the habitus and 

field to orient cultural traditions and objectivist views that frame structural sociology 

(Jansson, 2013). Ethnographic comportment lends itself to an ethnographic habitus 

informed by the politics of encounters as well as the researcherôs sensitivity to identity, 

power, and interactions (Harrison, 2018, p. 44).  

Historically, ethnography dates back to the first two decades of the twentieth century 

when there was a reorientation from armchair theorization towards a ñserious 

investmentò in the way data was collected and used (Harrison, 2018, p. 7). The origins of 

ethnography are rooted in the deprofessionalization of anthropology and urban 

sociology, though the latter is less recognized (Spradley & McCurdy, 1972; Harrison, 

2018; Koskinen-Koivisto, 2020). Tim Ingold (2017, p. 5) suggests the aim of ethnography 

is to ñdescribe life as it is lived and experienced, by people, somewhere, sometime.ò 

Specifically, it represents, defines, and explains a particular group of people in a 

particular place and time so researchers can explore meanings, categories, and 

practices that influence behaviour and perception (Harrison, 2018).  

Ethnography offers an account of social life through ñdetailed and accurate description 

rather than explanationò (Babbie & Benaquisto, 2014, p. 301), relying on a researcherôs 

ability to embed into the ñdaily lives and communitiesò of participants (Koskinen-Koivisto, 

2020). The ethnographer enters everyday life and the lifeworlds of a community, 

revealing access to ñhidden meanings, nuances and affective realms that are not visible 

or understandable at first sightò (Koskinen-Koivisto, 2020). Sociologically, ethnographers 
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must immerse into a community so deeply they can examine cultural codes and assess 

the origins or logics of structural circumstances (Lamont & Swidler, 2014, p. 166).  

3.3. A digital approach to ethnography  

Since the twentieth century, ethnography has progressed at an accelerated rate, 

crossing disciplines, and expanding the deployment of various research methods 

(Harrison, 2018). As a result, the definition of ethnography is expansive and ever-

expanding (Harrison, 2018). Ethnographers often travel to unfamiliar places and create 

relationships with new people (Harrison, 2018). Naturally, a rise in digital technologies 

affords new strains of ethnography (Murthy, 2008). The transition of ethnography to 

online spaces has been described in many ways, such as netnography (Kozinets, 1998; 

2010; 2020), cyber-ethnography (Ward, 1999), virtual ethnography (Hine, 2000), and 

digital ethnography (Underberg & Zorn, 2013; Pink et al., 2016). Despite various naming 

conventions, the common denominator between these approaches is that they all 

employ ethnography through computer-mediated communication (Kozinets, 1998; Ward, 

1999; Hine, 2000; Varis, 2015; Pink et al., 2016).). As ethnography transitions into digital 

domains, the epistemological remit is nearly the same (Murthy, 2008).  

Over twenty years ago, Christine Hine (2017, p. 21) was invited by an informant on a 

ñconventionalò ethnographic project to participate in a multi-user dungeon (a real-time, 

text-based virtual setting). Although the technology was ñclunky and the experience 

bewildering,ò she found the ability to ethnographically immerse into ña space of 

interactionò with no ñphysical groundingò quite appealing (Hine, 2017, p. 21). These kinds 

of digital spaces are defined and practiced in various ways, highlighting how digital 

media shapes ñdigital, methodological, practical, and theoreticalò aspects of research 

(Pink et al., 2016, p. 1). In these online spaces, researchers can explore digital, material, 

and sensory environments (Pink et al., 2016, p. 1), which aligns with the ethnographic 

practice to situate culture as more than being and thinking, but also a ñmatter of feeling 

and sensory engagementò (Underberg & Zorn, 2013, p. 18). Ethnographic sensitivity 

enables a tacit and taken-for-granted understanding of how people make sense of their 

everyday lives. Thus, digital ethnography follows meaning-making practices across 

online and offline contexts (Hine, 2017).   
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Digital ethnography encompasses many approaches but typically relates to using 

ethnography to study communities and cultures with computer-mediated methods. 

Digital ethnography involves multiplicity, non-digital-centric-ness, openness, reflexivity, 

and unorthodox approaches (Pink et al., 2015). First, multiplicity suggests the 

conceptualization of a project influences the type of knowledge that is produced. 

Multiplicity is implicated in infrastructures that enable fieldwork related to digital media 

(Pink et al., 2015). For example, access to fast, reliable broadband Internet or Wi-Fi is 

essential for ñclose-to-synchronous collaboration and data sharingò on platforms like 

Skype, Google Chat, or Zoom (Pink et al., 2015, p. 9). Second, understanding the way 

digital ethnography is implicated in peopleôs everyday lives ï its permeability between 

online and offline ï creates an entanglement between digital media and the spaces of 

everyday life that constitute our daily experiences, activities, environments, and 

relationships (see Pink et al., 2015). Thus, an analysis of digital media requires a non-

digital-media-centric approach to account for these contexts. Third, as an unbounded 

process, digital ethnography is invariably an open, collaborative process whereby 

researchers and participants co-create knowledge (Pink et al., 2015). Fourth, as 

unbounded practice, digital ethnography demands reflexivity in the way researchers 

conceptualize and engage with ñdigital-material-sensoryò environments (Pink et al., 

2015, p. 12). Finally, digital ethnography often includes unorthodox practices that 

integrate ñalternative forms of communicatingò (Pink et al., 2015, p. 13). 

3.4. Video storytelling as an ethnographic practice  

Ethnography involves telling social stories (Murthy, 2008), broadly situated under 

the banner of narrative practice (Falconi & Graber, 2019). The way Walter Benjamin 

(1988) describes the storyteller as a performer with something to tell is similar to the 

stories ethnographers tell when they come back from the field. Benjamin (1988) was 

notably pessimistic about the ñrise of alienation and the demise of authentic storytellingò 

(Webster, 1983, p. 200), but telling stories is a fundamental aspect of human nature 

(Falconi & Graber, 2019). The storyteller is often a historical subject capable of capturing 

community narratives, concomitant with ñsecular productive forces of historyò (Webster, 

1983, p. 192). The way storytelling subtly reincorporates itself into ethnography easily 

conflates constitutive knowledge as knowledge-constitutive subjectivity (i.e., confusing 

an ethnographerôs historical context with the enthnographer him/herself) (Webster, 
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1983). As a result, the way stories are told, enacted, and written exert linguistic 

possibilities and constraints (Falconi & Graber, 2019).  

While stories remain vivid and central to digital ethnography, new technologies adjust 

the way stories are told (Murthy, 2008). Sarah Pinkôs (2008) work highlights how video 

methods operate as tools to gather and analyze sites of study. Digital cameras capture 

ñsharp imagesò and video recordings of interviews and ethnographic sites, often 

encompassing tools like webcams and videoconferencing software (Murthy, 2008, p. 

838). Recording devices have become a conventional practice for data collection in 

digital ethnography (Gregory, 2020). Video produces complex, sensory knowledge but 

the act of recording everyday life alters the practice of lived experience (Redmond, 

2019). Regardless, ethnographers can use video as a way to push beyond static 

methods to capture the ñembodied motions of daily lifeò (Redmond, 2019, p. 75). 

Archiving life through video and visuals is part of a growing movement to capture raw 

human activity through innovative methods (Jarrett & Liu, 2018; Bell & Davison, 2013; 

Vesa & Vaara, 2014). Video memorializes microscopic details of activities and 

interactions (Jarrett & Liu, 2018; Streek & Mehus, 2005). Video offers a ñclose scrutinyò 

between organizational players, enabling researchers to zoom in, zoom out, and zoom 

within (Jarrett & Liu, 2018, p. 367). Zooming in is the process of panning the camera 

back to see additional information through a ñGodôs-eye-view,ò while zooming out 

enables researchers to fold back processes and contexts, and zooming within functions 

as a third dimension whereby participants can participate in a reflexive interpretation of 

the video recordings (Jarrett & Liu, 2018, p. 367). Zooming out highlights enduring 

patterns, variations of interaction patterns, and the evolution of social patterns (Jarrett & 

Liu, 2018). Aspects of zooming in, zooming out, and zooming within each offer a 

particular contribution to digital ethnography ranging from a micro-analysis to a wider 

view that captures ñcontextual information from the video-recorded dataò to provide 

richer interpretations (Jarrett & Liu, 2018, p. 379) - a process consistent with Knoblauch 

and Schnettlerôs (2012) call for more ófocusedô ethnography. 

Ethnography should explore the óhere-and-nowô but it also needs to integrate óelsewhere-

and-thenô - a necessity that does not render zooming in as redundant because zooming 

out layers onto it (Jarrett & Liu, 2018; Nicolini, 2009). Actively engaging participants 

across Zoom screens enable a form of collaboration and dialogue with participants as a 
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way to make sense of their everyday lived experiences (Gupta & Ferguson, 1997). 

Mobile video allows researchers to ñfollow people on everyday journeysò from cycling to 

motorway driving to highlight ñordinary and fleeting aspects of everyday lifeé previously 

missed or glossed over in the production of more static textsò (Spinney, 2011, p. 166). 

Similar to ethnography, mobile video ethnography operates as what Clifford Geertz 

would describe as a thick description, capturing moments of a journey (Spinney, 2011) 

such as everyday cycling experiences (Pink et al., 2017) or daily laundry routines (Pink 

& Leder Mackley, 2014). 

3.5. Articulating a set of research methods  

As Maren Hartmann (2006) argues, a return to ethnography is essential for 

achieving articulation, but the absence of triple articulation (object, text, context) in the 

research design also contributes to this problem. Below, I highlight a set of four research 

methods, including (1) participant recruitment/selection; (2) semi-structured interviews 

(individual and household); (3) a household tour; and, (4) a one-day self-recorded media 

audit.  

3.5.1. Participant recruitment, survey, and selection  

To study platform consumption in everyday life, this empirical project focuses on 

households in British Columbia. Households as a social group operate as the unit of 

analysis but with various configurations ranging from families with children to roommates 

and empty nesters or seniors who never had children. The characteristics of a social 

group are derivative of individual members and characterized by features like the 

environment, dwellings, or socioeconomic status (Babbie & Benaquisto, 2014). Situating 

the household (or family) as a social group made it easier to explore objects, texts, and 

contexts across comparable age ranges.   

Recruitment: Participants were recruited between August 2021 and October 2022. In 

the first phase of the project (2021), recruitment was focused on parents who reside in 

B.C. with at least one child between the ages of zero to 19. The expansion of the project 

in 2022 saw the focus of recruitment shift to gaps in representation, such as young adult 

households, senior households, and household configurations not yet represented in the 
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study (e.g., Indigenous families). The second phase of recruitment took place from 

September 2022 and November 2022.  

Recruitment in both phases was conducted on Craigslist, posts to social networks (e.g., 

relevant Facebook groups), and social media advertisements on Facebook and 

Instagram. The majority of participants signed up for the study through social media 

advertisements. Between 2021 and 2022, five different advertisements ran on Facebook 

and Instagram, generating 55,687 website visitors (directing people to the 

SurveyMonkey digitized consent form) and 3,556 link clicks. Pre-set advertising 

categories were selected. For the 2021 collection, this included: Parenting, Infant, 

Childcare, mom, Toddler or Family and Parents: New parents (0-12 months), Parents 

with toddlers (aged 1-2), Parents with preschoolers (3-5 years), Parents with primary 

school-age children (6-8 years), Parents with teenagers (aged 13-17), or Parents with 

pre-teens (aged 9-12). For the 2022 data collection, this included: 18-28, university, 60-

65+. Recruitment ads for 2021 and 2022 were geographically limited to ñCanada: British 

Columbia.ò 

Snowball sampling was not (officially) used in the recruitment process, but snowballing 

occurred naturally as participants frequently told friends, family members, and 

neighbours about the study. Not all of these referrals were selected for the study, but it is 

how three households with identical blueprints located in the same townhouse complex 

in Vancouver were selected for the study (houses 18, 26, 28). In total, 308 households 

from across B.C. signed up for the study on SurveyMonkey and 50 households were 

selected. Every household that participated in the study received a $100 gift card (e.g., 

Walmart, Amazon) as compensation.   

Survey: To determine participants, households were asked to complete a digitized 

informed consent, which once complete, unlocked the qualitative survey on 

SurveyMonkey. After households were selected for the study, all household members 16 

and older were asked to complete a digitized informed consent. As a participant 

selection tool, the survey asked households to verify their geographical location, phone 

number, and email. The following data was collected for each household member: 

name, age, occupation/industry/grade, extracurricular activities, devices used, most-

used media applications, and favourite media app. Occupations occasionally gave clues 

to class. One single mother in the study was a clinical counsellor (house 1) while another 
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was a part-time house cleaner (house 4) - these households represented the highest- 

and lowest-income divorced/single moms in the study. Households were selected for 

household composition (e.g., single mother, nuclear, same-sex), family size, and 

geography (e.g., Vancouver, Prince George, Abbotsford), but the focus of the purposive 

sampling was on triple articulation as described below.  

Articulation 1 - Technology platforms (objects): Some households were selected 

because of object use. Laura (5) has a PlayStation 4, Adam (12) an Oculus Rift (House 

3), Emmett (14) and Jeffrey (12) a Nintendo Switch (House 12), and Hudson (9) a retro 

Nintendo Entertainment System (House 10). For devices, participants described objects 

of use with the following types of words: óiPhone,ô óphone,ô ósmartphone,ô ólandline,ô 

ótablet,ô óiPad,ô ócomputer,ô ódesktop,ô ólaptop,ô óMacbook,ô ótv,ô ósmart tv,ô óApple TV,ô óPS4,ô 

óSwitch,ô óNintendo Switch,ô óXbox,ô óipod,ô óAlexa,ô and óGoogle Home.ô 

Articulation 1 - Digital media apps as platforms or platform instances (objects): 

Households largely listed the same kind of platforms (social media, content streaming, 

and gaming). The most commonly listed ófavouritesô were Netflix, YouTube, Snapchat, 

TikTok, Facebook, Roblox, and Minecraft. Listed apps for ómost usedô media apps 

included: óFacebook,ô óInstagram,ô óTikTok,ô óWhatsApp,ô óSnapchat,ô óPinterest,ô óReddit,ô 

óMessenger,ô óDiscord,ô óNetflix,ô óAmazon Prime,ô óYouTube,ô óYouTube Kids,ô óCrave,ô 

óDisney +,ô óRoblox,ô and  óMinecraft.ô Other apps like óGoogle,ô óGmail,ô óSafari,ô óGoogle,ô 

óiTunes,ô óSignal,ô óSpotify,ô and óZoomô also appeared but were less prominent.  

Articulation 2 - Digital media (texts): While I did not ask participants to detail their 

favourite show, game, or social media text, digital media preferences became clear 

through the aforementioned object-based articulations. Occasionally, survey responses 

included digital media texts like óInstagram stories,ô óKiloblocks,ô óWord Cookies,ô óTikTok 

reels,ô and ósnaps.ô The articulation of texts was revealed most clearly through individual 

semi-structured interviews and media audits (outlined below). 

Articulation 3 - (contexts): Using ethnicity estimation of family naming practices (Kandt & 

Longle, 2018), last names were used as a measure to ensure ethnic diversity in the 

study. The composition of a household was also used as a selection strategy. For 

example, Drew (37) and Jocelyn (34) were selected because they are same-sex parents 

to two young children (house 18) and Jason was chosen because he is a widowed father 
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to two tweens/teenagers (house 27). Occupations occasionally gave clues to class. One 

single mother in the study was a clinical counsellor (house 1) and the other a part-time 

cleaner (house 4) - households that represent a stark contrast in the socio-economic 

status of divorced mothers. Many mothers in the study wrote óstay at home momô or 

óhomemakerô in the occupation section. No stay-at-home fathers applied to participate in 

the study, but the study does include single fathers. óExtracurricularsô provided indicators 

of culture, identity, and contexts through phrases like ñbible studyò (house 6) or ñpride 

clubò (house 48). The most commonly cited extracurricular activity was ógamesô or 

ógamingô (houses 4, 5, 6, 12, etc.). 

A note is required here that while I have attempted to separate the articulations above, 

the reality is it is not easy to differentiate object, text, and context. In many instances, an 

object is also a text or context, or multiple articulations, as the findings section illustrates.  

Participants: Fifty households, totalling 151 participants, participated in Platforms and 

Everyday Life between August 2021 and November 2022. Participants ranged in age 

from zero to 73. There were 84 females, 66 males, and one non-binary individual 

included in the study. Participants came from a wide range of socio-economic 

backgrounds. Using six typical stages of childhood, youth in the study were segmented 

by age as follows: infants and toddlers (0-3 years), preschoolers (4-6), early school 

children (7-9), school children/pre-adolescents (10-12), and younger (13-15) and older 

adolescents (16-18) (Nikken, 2020). These standard age and stage categories were 

adopted for the purpose of grouping youth in this study. The one exception was an 

expansion of the ñolder adolescentsò group to age 19 to accommodate older children. 

During the first phase of data collection adults were separated by parent categories: 

mom or dad; however, during the second phase of data collection, adults were 

segmented by ages: 20s, 30s, 40s, 50s, 60s, and 70s. 

The total number of participants by age is as follows: infants and toddlers (0-3) - 17; 

preschoolers (4-6) - 14; early school children (7-9) - 10; school children (10-12) - 13;  

younger adolescents (13-15) - 8; older adolescents (16-19) - 7; adults in their 20s - 9; 

adults in their 30s - 29; adults in their 40s - 26; adults in their 50s - 4; adults in their 60s - 

9; and, adults in their 70s - 5. A complete participant list, including house numbers, 

participant pseudonyms, ages, and occupations is detailed in Appendix A and B.  
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Of the 50 households, two households reside in two residences resulting in 52 dwellings 

(houses 29, 32). Linda (71) and Robert (70) primarily live in a detached house in Vernon 

but also have a second ñvacationò home in West Kelowna in the same building that 

Linda oversees as a manager (house 32). By contrast, Rajender (29) is a single mother 

to Arnav (8) and Bhavna (2) (house 29). She lives in a small one-bedroom basement 

suite in Abbotsford. Rajender and Bhavna share a single bed, but there is no space for 

her son Arnav (8) to stay in her home. As a result, Arnav lives at his grandparentôs 

house where his uncle also resides. The second residence is only a block away from 

Rajenderôs basement suite and is where she spends the majority of her daytime hours. 

Rajender basement suite is ñstressfulò because there is noise, rodents, and the day she 

recorded her media audit her basement flooded noting, ñThis update is a bit late. I meant 

to do it when we got back from my parentôs house, but our entire suite has flooded. 

There is water everywhere.ò Rajender recorded her media audit during the Abbotsford 

floods in November 2021 (Guardian Staff, 2021). 

Household locations include Metro Vancouver (26), Fraser Valley (10), Vancouver Island 

(7), Skeena Haida-Gwaii (1), Okanagan (5), Kootenays (2), Fraser-Fort George (1), 

situated in physical residences like detached houses (27), apartments (11), basement 

suites (6), townhouse (6), a fourplex (1), and a rented bedroom (1) (see Figure 1).  

Detached houses exist across all geographic regions but are most common outside of 

Vancouver in cities like Surrey, Abbotsford, Victoria, Kelowna, and Prince George (see 

Figure 2). Every basement suite in the study was rented by a single divorced mother. 

Apartments were situated in Vancouver, Surrey, Burnaby, and Victoria, often occupied 

by young adults living on university campuses (houses 34, 48), retired seniors living 

alone (houses, 34, 45), or marginalized households (houses 11, 20, 21, 41).  
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Figure 1. Number of households per region in British Columbia, Canada; Map 
illustrations by Song Tang  

 

Households in Metro Vancouver consisted of detached houses in Surrey (5), Port 

Coquitlam (2), Langley (1), Delta (1), and Vancouver (1); apartments in Burnaby (3), 

Surrey (3), and Vancouver (2); townhouses in Vancouver (4); basement suites in 

Vancouver (1) and Surrey (1); a fourplex in Port Coquitlam (1); and a rented bedroom in 

Vancouver (1) (figure 3). Maps across each of these regions include icons that depict the 
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style of dwelling for each household (see the legend to the right of the map in figures 3 

and 4). 

 

Figure 2.  Participant households in Metro Vancouver. The numbers inside 
houses match the participant household number and the drawing 
matches the dwelling style that each participant household resides 
in (i.e., detached house, apartment, basement suite).  

Fraser Valley households consisted of detached houses in Abbotsford (2), Chilliwack (1) 

and Mission (1); basement suites in Abbotsford (3) and Mission (1); and townhouses in 

Abbotsford (1) and Chilliwack (1) (Figure 3). 
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Figure 3. Fraser Valley households  

Vancouver Island households consisted of detached houses in Victoria (2), Nanaimo (1), 

Sooke (1), and Bowser (1); and apartments in Saanichton (1) and Victoria (1) (Figure 4; 

left). Thompson-Nicola included a detached household in Kamloops (1) (Figure 4; right). 

The Okanagan region consisted of detached houses in Vernon (2), Lake County (1), and 

Kelowna (1), and an apartment in West Kelowna (1) (Figure 5; left). East Kootenay 

consisted of a detached house in Cranbrook (1) (Figure 5; right). Fraser Fort George 

consisted of a detached house in Prince George (1) (Figure 6; left). Similarly, Skeena 

Haida Gwaii consisted of a detached house in Prince Rupert (1) (Figure 6; right). 
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Figure 4. Vancouver Island (left) and Thompson -Nicola (right)  

  

Figure 5. Okanagan (left) and East Kootenay (right)  



73 

  

Figure 6. Fraser Fort George (left) and Skeena -Haida Gwaii (right)  

3.5.2. Semi-structured interviews  

 

All fifty households participated in semi-structured interviews. Semi-structured 

interviews are a commonly used research method for domestication projects (Watulak & 

Whitfield, 2016; Sørensen et al., 2000; Lindeman et al., 2021). Each member of the 

household, aside from children aged two and under, conducted both an individual and 

household interview. The interviews were conducted on Zoom and took approximately 

60 to 90 minutes for each household. The interviews typically moved from the youngest 

member of the household to the eldest before turning to an interview with all household 

members. In cases where youth resided in the household, parents were also spoken to 

separately at the end of each interview.  

Individual interviews began with biographical questions to situate contexts (e.g., jobs, 

school, extracurriculars, favourite solo/family activities) before turning to their most 

frequently used device. Participants were asked to swipe into their devices (objects) to 

share and discuss how they curate, store, and use digital media platforms (texts). Next, 

people were asked about their ófavouriteô and most frequently used digital media 

platforms (e.g., Facebook, Minecraft, Netflix). Participants logged into social media and 

gaming apps to share how they use ófavouriteô texts as well as how they acquired objects 

and texts.  
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As participants shared objects and texts, I asked questions related to their favourite and 

most-used social media, gaming, and content streaming platforms. Participants were 

asked to share how they use platforms like Facebook (e.g., posting, groups, 

Marketplace, public/private accounts). Additionally, I asked why people preferred certain 

platforms (e.g., Netflix) and reasons why an individual or household did not use a 

competing platform (e.g., Disney+).  

Children in the study would often swipe into a game on their mobile device, tablet, 

PlayStation, or Nintendo Switch to share their avatar and gameplay. In some instances, 

it was challenging to get youngsters to stop playing their game so we could proceed with 

the interview. In other instances, asking children to show me their games, shows, music, 

or social media made shy children more comfortable speaking to me. Many preschoolers 

would hide behind pillows or under tables ï to nervous to speak to a stranger ï until the 

conversation became about games. Gaming participants were asked to share favourite 

game genres, preferred gaming equipment, their tendency to engage in solo versus 

multiplayer gaming, how they locate teammates for gaming, chat functions that assist 

with multiplayer gaming, events in games, and what games crossed their devices.  

In some cases, additional follow-up interviews were scheduled with particular family 

members in the event that they could not make the original call, as was the case with 

Frankie (4) (house 1) or to discuss topics more thoroughly, such as was the case with 

Carter (13) (house 39).  

In household interviews, members were asked to comment on activities the activities 

they engage in as a social unit, media they consume together (e.g., movie night on 

Netflix every Saturday night or church via Zoom on Sunday mornings), impressions on 

media consumption (as well as spatial locations) for themselves as well as other 

household members, the paid apps used by the household, who decides what apps to 

pay for, who pays for the app, how paid apps are shared by household members, and 

why certain apps, according to the values of the household, were worth purchasing in 

comparison to others. All of these questions were designed to situate contexts.  

Households were asked to discuss profile images/avatars on gaming and content 

streaming platforms. Additionally, every household with a Netflix account was asked to 

log into the platform to display their profile page. Each member of the household was 
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asked to discuss their profile image/avatar, the name of their profile (where applicable), 

and their ófavouriteô shows/movies. This activity most frequently occurred on the living 

room television set.  

Children were asked about parental rules around media/technology, restrictions, and if 

they ever engaged in online activities that upset their parents. Additionally, youth were 

asked to reflect on any instances where they may have encountered violent or explicit 

content, strangers, or cyberbullying in online spaces (e.g., social media or gaming). 

In households with children between the ages of zero to 19 years, the parent(s) also 

discussed the challenges of parenting in the digital age. Guardians were asked if they 

have to discuss or monitor content (e.g., violence, profanity, sexually-suggestive content, 

porn) with their children, how they are navigating parenting in the age of platforms, 

concerns about content coming in or out of the house, and advice they have for people 

about to embark on parenting in the digital age. 

The recorded Zoom interviews were helpful for reviewing participant answers, and as a 

tool for participant observation (particularly for household members in the background of 

the recording), enabling a zooming in and out (Jarrett & Liu, 2018). In many cases, 

interesting data around television viewing or gaming practices were observed happening 

as household members went about their regular activities while I interviewed individual 

members of the family.  

3.5.3. Recorded home tours  

As part of the interview process, every household was asked to conduct a 

recorded home tour via Zoom. Participants with more than one residence were asked to 

send a recording of the second home separately (houses 29 & 32). Home tours 

integrated deep geography as a way to triangulate aspects of deep mapping, spatial 

storytelling, and spatial narratives (Harris, 2015). Deep mapping involves the mapping of 

space while spatial storytelling/narratives are designed to provide rich connotations that 

represent the stories of space (Harris, 2015). Maps offer a visual embodiment of 

geography and are ineradicably implicated in political and cultural contexts (Harris, 

2015). As all or several household members walked through their space, they were 

encouraged to share material and symbolic narratives. The purpose of the home tour 
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was to see physical spaces, the display of objects, spatial preferences for digital media 

platform consumption, and to assess spatially related contextual factors such as gender, 

socioeconomic status, and internal household cultures. On the home tour, participants 

were asked to share the locations of media technologies (e.g., television sets, tablets, 

computers, smart speakers, speakers, gaming consoles, routers, wearables, and 

charging cables) as well as spatial information around charging, shared devices, and 

consumption. 

3.5.4. Media audits and participant observation  

 

Participants in the study completed a one-day media audit for each member of 

the household. These media audits were identical in nature to what is often referred to 

as time-use diaries. Time-use diaries are a tool to generate insights into the actions of 

everyday life (Gershuny & Sullivan, 1998; Watulak & Whitfield, 2016). Time-use diaries 

are often used in domestication studies (Haddon, 2006a) as a way to capture ñthe 

space-time geographyò of media use (Silverstone et al., 1992, p. 214). With time-use 

diaries ñthe episode is the unit of analysisò and ñparticipants record data along pre-

determined activity dimensionsò (Watulak & Whitfield, 2016, p. 186). A typical time-use 

diary includes óóprimary activity, temporal location, secondary activity, location of activity, 

with whomôô (Harvey, 1999, p. 27). A study of 12 undergraduate studentsô domestication 

of Facebook adopted this framework for participants to complete in a paper format, 

including information for the type of technology, time/duration, where, and why (Watulak 

& Whitfield, 2016).  

Adapting this framework with a triply articulated research design in mind, participants in 

this study were asked to detail technology platforms (objects) like mobile devices, 

gaming consoles, computers, or televisions, digital media platforms (objects) like Netflix, 

Facebook, or Minecraft, and, where possible to outline the text (e.g., Facebook posts, 

games insides the Roblox or Fortnite platforms, Candy Crush), as well as the time of day 

and location (e.g., park, living room, bedroom, kitchen, school, office). Many participants 

also shared the duration of their activities. Additionally, participants were asked to 

document instances where household members or friend groups consumed media in the 

same location at the same time.  
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Participants recorded their daily activities, from start to end, on a single day. Participant 

households were encouraged to select a ótypicalô day to record but were given flexibility 

on the day they chose to record the audit. The only stipulation was that all members of 

the household recorded the media audit on the same day. The majority of participants 

recorded their own media audit. As per ethics requirements, only participants 16 years or 

older were allowed to record the media audit. For participants under the age of 16, a 

guardian recorded the media audit for them. In rare cases, one household member 

would record for the entire household. There were a few instances media audits were 

not thoroughly completed by a household. Carl (73), for example, was hospitalized 

shortly after our interview (house 31) and Karl (18) was moved into a care home facility 

due to mental health issues (house 5). Additionally, there were two adults, Jocelyn 

(house 18) and Serenity (house 19) that simply didnôt complete the process.  

The majority of households completed recorded media audits (time-use diaries) using 

Lookback -  a recording software initially developed by Spotify as a way to discern user 

listening patterns. Lookback sits discreetly in the background of devices, including 

mobile phones (the primary device participants used), to record the participants in one 

steady stream. The Lookback software has also been used in a study following 

participants completing digital tasks (Lesage et al., pre-press) and in the development of 

the digital multimodal walkthrough method (Stewart et al., 2023). These three projects 

illustrate the wide-ranging possibility of using recording software as a form of participant 

observation in ethnographic research. 

Shifting to a video format for the media audits' enabled observation of participants as 

they moved through activities in their everyday lives. Participants were unexpectedly 

authentic in the recording process, noting: ñI probably shouldnôt record in here but I 

wanted to let you know Iôm playing Homescapes on the toiletò (house 3). Another 

participant said, ñI know Iôm not supposed to use my phone in the car, but when I 

stopped at the traffic light, I played Words With Friendsò (house 16). Twenty households 

recorded their media audit using alternate methods such as on paper, Excel or email 

(occasionally supplemented with pictures) or through the video recording function on 

their smartphones. In all recording cases, it was often necessary for follow-up 

correspondence to discuss the media audit, which included Zoom interviews, phone 

calls, and emails.  
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3.6. Conclusion  

As Hartmann (2006, p. 97) suggests a return to ethnography is necessary for 

doubly or triply articulated domestication research. Using digital ethnography as the 

methodology for this project allowed me to collect data from 50 British Columbia 

households who reside in a variety of dwelling styles such as basement suites, detached 

houses, and apartments across rural, urban and suburban areas. The number of 

participant households made it particularly easy to explore differences and similarities 

between the various households. Additionally, having 151 participants between zero to 

73 made it possible to identify patterns across age ranges. The Zoom and Lookback 

videos offered unparalleled opportunities to explore how digital media intersects with 

daily life. These videos made it possible to collect raw, authentic depictions of how users 

interact with hardware and content platforms related to digital media throughout various 

phases of the moral economy. The set of research methods was designed to collect 

information and interrogate articulations around object, text, and context, which becomes 

important in the following chapters, where I propose an articulated moral economy as a 

way to integrate triple articulation into the domestication framework. Next, I move into 

the findings chapters of the dissertation, starting with appropriation before moving 

through the remaining phases of the moral economy.  
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Chapter 4.  Appropriation  

4.1. Chapter overview   

In the previous chapter, I highlight ethnography as the methodology for the study 

and outline a set of triply articulated research methods. While a commitment to 

ethnography is important (see Hartmann, 2006), it is only one part of this equation. 

Articulation is both a methodological and conceptual challenge and demands a 

conceptual framework that integrates articulation into the moral economy - an articulated 

moral economy. Using ethnography, triple articulation offers a way to understand how 

platforms are domesticated in everyday life. One of the most interesting parts of trying to 

define platforms as objects, texts, or contexts relates to the slippery in-between 

moments when it is difficult to discern the classificatory state. This chapter introduces 

the concept of an articulated moral economy using the Miller household as a case study 

(section 4.2). The domestication of platforms within the household illustrates how 

platforms have altered the first phase of the moral economy, producing categories of 

appropriation (section 4.3). After, the Miller household is used as a starting point to 

frame the appropriation of digital media, which I later supplemented with a comparative 

analysis for all 50 households, moving from content streaming (section 4.5) to gaming 

(section 4.6) and social media (section 4.7).  

4.2. An articulated moral economy with the Miller 
household  

An articulated moral economy integrates triple articulation (Hartmann, 2006; 

Courtois et al., 2011; 2012) into the moral economy framework that includes 

appropriation, objectification, incorporation, conversion, and externalization (see 

Silverstone, 1994a; Brause & Blank, 2020). The purpose of this integration is to provide 

a model where articulation is not a background consideration. Appropriation involves 

objects and texts and objectification follows objects to uncover contexts. Incorporation 

illustrates contexts through an analysis of spatial-temporal dimensions and double 

articulation (objects and texts). Conversion and externalization both highlight how 

objects connect to contexts. Below, I highlight the Miller household as a case study to 

demonstrate an articulated moral economy. While the Miller family is a useful frame to 
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discuss appropriation in this chapter, the household returns at the beginning of each 

subsequent chapter as a way to situate each phase in the moral economy. Each phase 

is further supplemented by empirical data collected from all fifty households.  

The Miller household offers an example of how triple articulation can integrate into the 

moral economy framework (house 39). The household includes Wesley (52), Lesley 

(39), Carter (13), Katie (9), Lincoln (5), and their pet dog Bo (age unknown). The Millerôs 

illustrates how households formulate around social units constructed as a result of 

propinquity, enabling the ófamilyô to form a social group constructed as both a moral and 

economic system (see Silverstone, 1994a; Silverstone et al., 1992).  

The initial survey used to screen participant households involved self-reported 

information for the household and was completed by Lesley. The survey detailed 

information about the Miller householdôs hardware platforms (objects like iPhones, TV, 

laptop, PS4, gaming computer) and content platforms epitomized by digital media 

objects like Netflix, Fortnite, Be Real, TikTok, and Facebook. Digital media can be both 

an object and a text. A show on Netflix or Disney+, posts on Instagram or Facebook, or 

the games inside Roblox (e.g., Adopt Me!, Pet Simulator X, or MeepCity) or Minecraft 

(e.g., Cake Wars, Survival Games, Skywars) are examples of texts contained within 

each digital media platform. These classificatory logics are not always easy to articulate. 

Roblox and Minecraft, for instance, may very well be objects and texts or both (even at 

the same time), but exploring this discrepancy provides a more nuanced understanding 

of platforms. Contexts were visible through descriptions of household members, such as 

how Carter was listed as a ñgamer.ò Household occupations (e.g., homemaker, safety 

manager at an oil company), ages, and extracurriculars (e.g., hockey, soccer, hunting, 

fishing) provided additional clues to context. The householdôs interviews were conducted 

via Zoom over two days in October 2022, generating one hour and thirty-six minutes of 

video footage. Additionally, Grant and Lesley conducted their media audits 

independently, and Lesley recorded information for Carter, Katie, and Lincoln. As Boôs 

digital media consumption is non-existent, it was not recorded as part of data collection 

for the Miller household. 

The Miller household was selected for several reasons. First, the family members span a 

wide selection of ages, ranging from five to 53. Second, household members use a 

variety of hardware platforms (objects) to consume digital media platforms (also objects). 
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The Miller household has a wide assortment of hardware objects (outlined below in 

section 4.3). Carter also has a gaming PC (base and monitor), a mechanical keyboard, a 

gaming headset with a microphone, AirPods, and a Yeti microphone. Third, the 

household uses content streaming, gaming, and social media to consume a large range 

of texts (e.g., Netflix shows like Squid Game, Facebook posts, mobile games like Clash 

of Clans). The Miller household prioritizes social media and gaming over content 

streaming platforms, which remains a limitation of using this family as a case study; 

however, itôs important to note, there was no one ideal household. The Millers were 

selected because, comparatively, they offered a well-rounded example of the 

domestication of digital media platforms in the domestic sphere. Fourth, the Miller 

household represents the same visions of suburbia that reverberate through 

Silverstoneôs (1997, p. 3) work, revealing the ñhidden underbelly of modernity in all its 

tortured, clich®d glory.ò 

4.3. Categories of appropriation  

Following hardware platforms as objects became a way to understand how digital 

media platforms (also objects) are appropriated by a household. The Millers have three 

televisions, a VCR, a DVD player, PVR, Roku, a home security system, three Alexas, 

one landline, two tablets (an iPad and Samsung Galaxy Tab), two laptops (Carter has a 

Google Chromebook and Lesley has a Macbook Air), one computer (Dell monitor and 

base), one printer, one Fitbit, an AirTag, a PlayStation 3, PlayStation 4, Nintendo Wii U, 

and Nintendo Wii. Carter also has a gaming PC (base and monitor), a mechanical 

keyboard, a gaming headset with a microphone, AirPods, and a Yeti microphone. Every 

household member has an iPhone, but Wesley and Katie both have two mobile devices, 

to which Iôll return to below. Following objects made it possible to identify various 

nuances to appropriation. I define these categories of appropriation as classic 

appropriation, iterative appropriation (internal and external), dissociative, and 

disappropriation, highlighting the contemporary state of this phase of the moral 

economy.    
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4.3.1. Classic appropriation  

Appropriation, in the classic sense of the term, refers to the point at which an 

object or text ñis soldò and transitions from ñthe world of commodity and the generalised 

system of equivalence and exchangeò (Silverstone, 1994a, p. 126; Silverstone et al., 

1992, p. 21; see also Miller, 1988; 1992). Appropriation, therefore, involves a movement 

between the visible and invisible boundaries that delineate the formal and moral 

economies. This classic interpretation of appropriation relates to Silverstoneôs original 

formulation of the concept. For example, Lesley, Wesley, and Carter all have newly 

purchased iPhone 12s. Lesley and Wesley purchased their latest iPhones at the Apple 

store, whereas Carter bought his from Telus using a friend's dadôs employee discount. 

Similarly, the living room television and Carterôs gaming equipment were all purchased 

new from local or online stores during the pandemic. These examples illustrate classic 

appropriation as defined by Silverstoneôs original description of the phase, where an 

object is ñsoldò and moves from the world of commodity to the moral economy where it is 

owned. Classic appropriation is visible in all fifty households. 

4.3.2. Iterative appropriation  

The next category is iterative appropriation. Katie scrolls through an assortment 

of games on her iPhone 7 in the den. ñI have two phones,ò she says. ñOne used to be 

grandpaôs phone and the other one is my big brotherôs old phone.ò She uses the iPhone 

7 instead of the iPhone 6 because ñit works better.ò The original formulation of 

appropriation is defined not only by the moment an object or text crosses the threshold 

between the formal and moral economy (Silverstone, 1994a; Silverstone et al., 1992) but 

also by how an object is ñtaken possession of by an individual or household and ownedò 

(Silverstone et al., 1992, p. 21). In this way, itôs possible to consider appropriation as the 

sale and movement of commodities and/or from a change in the possession or the 

ownership of an object by a subject or institution (e.g., family, household, company). The 

Oxford Dictionary (n.d.) defines appropriation as ñthe act of taking something that 

belongs to somebody elseò - a clear nod towards possession and ownership. Katieôs 

description highlights a type of iterative appropriation that is empirically evident in 70 

percent of participant households (all except houses 17, 20, 21, 25, 26, 28, 32, 33, 34, 

35, 42, 43, 47, 48, 50). 
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The iterative way in which objects are appropriated occurs internally and externally. For 

iterative appropriation to occur internally a commodity must transfer ownership or 

possession within a household (i.e., a shift in ownership within the same moral 

economy), such as how Katie now owns Carterôs old iPhone 7 despite the fact that the 

object did not cross ñthe threshold between the formal and moral economiesò 

(Silverstone et al., 1992, p. 22). Katieôs iPhone only contains content she added such as 

YouTube Kids, Messenger Kids, Roblox, and Minecraft. 

While Lincoln similarly has a passed-down device from his mother, his iPhone 7 still 

contains some of her old apps. Swiping through his mobile device, there are digital 

media apps like YouTube Kids and games like Hot Wheels Unleashed and Thomas & 

Friends: Magic Tracks. He pauses and points to Spotify saying, ñThatôs my momôs old 

app!ò Iteratively appropriated items, particularly for young children, often contain texts 

from the previous owner. For example, both Tatum (6) and Camden (8) from the Oliva-

Viale household use their parentôs old iPhones that still house adult applications (house 

23). Nestled between apps like Netflix, Messenger Kids, and Call of Duty, Camden has 

Microsoft Excel, Google Sheets, and Airbnb. He points to his iPhone and laughs as he 

says, ñI definitely donôt use Uber Eats.ò I jokingly respond with, ñNo?ò Camden laughs 

again, shakes his head, and replies, ñNo!ò 

Contrastingly, iterative appropriation occurs externally when objects or texts transfer 

ownership from one household to another with no economic exchange (i.e., from one 

household to another household; from one moral economy to another moral economy), 

such as how Katie acquired her grandfatherôs iPhone 6. Another example of this external 

iterative appropriation is Ariana (11) from the Money household, who has ñhand-me-

down devices from friends and familyò (house 9). The flip phone, an old Motorola Razr, 

became Arianaôs when her grandfather (Romanôs dad) went into a care home, and her 

iPad was passed down from her motherôs dad: ñThis is my iPad. I got it from my Papa. It 

was his iPad before he passed away.ò Many of the applications on the device remain 

from when the device was her Papaôs. ñThereôs some stuff that my Papa had on here 

before like the sports websites, email, and the stock market app.ò  

Objects that undergo this iterative process have a óusedô and ósecond-handô quality to 

them. Used objects can be sold, as evidenced by how Kristina (34) purchased her 

iPhone 6 on Craigslist (house 2) and the various devices (e.g., iPhones, tablets) Lyla 
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has obtained through Facebook Marketplace (house 22), but this is not iterative 

appropriation as economic exchange always indicates classic appropriation. While 

iterative appropriation always follows appropriation, internal or external iterative 

appropriation does not always occur. Iterative appropriation illustrates how a subject or 

household can own an object, but the possession of an object can fluctuate over time, 

typically between family or friends. 

Iterative appropriation occurs with all hardware platforms (e.g., mobile devices, gaming 

consoles, tablets), but it was most common with mobile devices and consequently 

mobile applications. This trend was more common when the process occurred internally 

rather than externally, illustrating the significance of mobile platforms in relation to the 

changing nature of appropriation.  

4.3.3. Dissociative appropriation  

The third, and least common, type of appropriation is dissociative (houses 1, 5, 

16, 21, 25, 39). Dissociative appropriation is a spatially-severed form of consumption 

that is redundant in form. The conflicted overlapping of commodities offers a duplication 

of the appropriation process. While Katie has two iPhones, she only uses one. Wesley, 

on the other hand, has two iPhone 12s: one that is his personal device and another for 

work. He uses his personal phone primarily for email, games, and social media, and 

while he uses his work phone more for calls, his mobile devices contain many duplicated 

platforms. Another example is husband and wife Hansa Gupta (31) and Aadesh Jain 

(29), who both carry two Android smartphones with them everywhere they go but are 

more careful about detaching aspects of their lives through their devices (house 21) - a 

spatial and material severance around their personal and work identities.  

Many children of divorce experience this dissociative appropriation with both objects and 

texts as they move between households (houses 1, 5, 16, 25). The most extreme 

example of this in the study is Ansley (11), a K-Pop-loving tween who spends her 

weekdays with her mom and the weekend with her dad, step-mom, and new baby sister 

(house 25). Ansley has two iPhones, one bought by her mother and the other by her 

father. Each parent only texts her on the phone they purchased, placing Ansley in a 

position where she feels like she has to constantly look at both phones. The symbolic 

dimension of multiple iPhones is a severance in identity that positions her with one 
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material object as her motherôs kid, and with the other, her fatherôs kid. This same 

spatially dictated arrangement occurs with Ansleyôs consumption of digital media 

platforms. While some of her apps, like TikTok, are consistent between devices, many of 

the subscription platforms have different accounts and logins, such as Netflix, which she 

shows me on both of her phones. ñThereôs Netflix, Prime Video, and Disney+.ò She has 

the same accounts at both houses, but the accounts are not shared between the two 

households. ñWe have different accounts, itôs just the same at both houses, but my 

profiles look a bit different.ò     

4.3.4. Disappropriation  

The final category of appropriation is disappropriation - the choice to stop using 

or not appropriate a commodity. The rejection of ICTs has long been observed by 

domestication researchers (Haddon 2000; 2003, etc.). Some scholars suggest this 

process is a reversed domestication, which accounts for the shifting relevance of tools or 

how understandings of technology change over time (Karlsen & Syversten, 2016; 

Lindeman et al., 2021); however, this term does not adequately describe the various 

reasons users reject ICTs. Indeed, the decision not to appropriate an object or text is just 

as significant as appropriation. Sometimes people ñreject technologies altogether, be 

that through an antipathy towards what an ICT might threatené or its perceived 

irrelevanceò (Haddon, 2016, p. 71).  

ñI have an Oculus,ò Carter says. ñWell actually, my friend has an Oculus and I go over 

there and we use it!ò Carterôs best friend owns several Quest 2 headsets that ñthe boysò 

use for gaming parties, so he doesnôt feel the need to own one, especially since he is 

prone to cybersickness. Virtual reality (VR) also makes him feel ñweird and dizzy.ò ñI 

really like VR but when I take it off, Iôm always like WOAH!ò He also prefers to watch his 

avatar rather than embody the avatar. In the majority of three-dimensional games, users 

like Carter control their avatar from a third-person perspective (Therrien, 2009) - a 

mediated experience that Bolter and Gruisin (1999) call hyper-mediatic. The social 

constraints that lead to technological rejection allow us to ñunderstand some of the 

reasons why people do not always embrace the technological affordances on offerò 

(Haddon, 2016, p. 71). For example, even within third-person perspectives, Carter 

prefers to use his computer for gameplay rather than his PlayStation 4: 
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When I play on the PS4, I have a TV set up, and Iôm kind of far away. Itôs a 
slower system. Itôs not as clear as the PC. When you are running 165 hertz 
itôs a lot different. People are like, itôs not that bad, but it's like a huge 
difference.   

A resistance or rejection of objects materializes for a number of reasons. For example, 

Natalie (42) doesnôt have a gaming console because she doesnôt want her children to 

spend their leisure time gaming (house 1), Kalila (18) does not have a television due to 

space constraints in her dorm room (house 48), and Taylor (13) doesnôt use social 

media because their parents have strict rules around media consumption (house 24). 

Similarly, the Müller household recently cancelled their Netflix subscription, 

disappropriating the platform. Due to rising prices and inflation rates, they needed to cut 

back on non-essential items: ñSpending an extra few bucks on Netflix isnôt possible with 

prices going up. Itôs not going to fill our gas tank and itôs not going to buy groceries or put 

food on the tableò (house 44). The M¿ller familyôs rejection of Netflix demonstrates how 

the household operates as an economic system in much the same way the Netflix 

platform also operates as an economic system. Disappropriation can occur without ever 

entering a household or after appropriation.  

4.4. Appropriating digital media in everyday life  

The categories of appropriation outlined above include 1) classic appropriation; 

2) iterative appropriation (internal or external); 3) dissociative appropriation; and 4) 

disappropriation. These classifications highlight how platforms are impacting the 

contemporary state of appropriation within the moral economy. Next, I follow these 

appropriated objects to explore patterns around content platforms as a way to follow 

digital media objects and texts related to content streaming (section 4.5), gaming 

(section 4.6), and social media (section 4.7), starting with an analysis of the Miller 

household for each, before moving into general patterns from the 50 households. 

4.5. Television and everyday life (revisited)  

This section revisits Silverstoneôs (1994a) early work, exploring how ótelevisionô is 

currently appropriated in everyday life. Television is significant, occupying a large 

quantity of leisure time and exerting itself as ñthe lifeblood of contemporary cultureò 

(Silverstone, 1981, p. 1). The cultural significance of television rests on what Geertz 
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(1975) describes as the automatic action of symbolic formulation - a recognition that the 

ñheart of any social process of communication lies in a symbolic system of cognitive, 

affective, and evaluative messages - rich, complex and resilientò (Silverstone, 1981, p. 

2). Similar to language, communicative forms of television demand consideration of 

components that both constrain and enable ñcreative freedomò and the ñability to 

generate endlessly unique textsò (Silverstone, 1981, p. 19). The culture of television 

embeds into daily practice, enabling both consistency and change in the everyday world 

(Silverstone, 1981, p. 16). Silverstone (1981) notes that television is a ñdominant cultural 

institution in our societyò (p. 196). Its function and form enable an oral literacy generated 

through form - not only qua McLuhan (technology) but also through its established 

continuity (Silverstone, 1981). Below, I discuss the contemporary state of ótelevisionô by 

discussing the transitory state of ótelevisionô (section 4.5.1), the impact of the 

mediatization on home entertainment platforms (e.g., Netflix, Disney+) (section 4.5.1), a 

triply articulated analysis inside the Miller householdôs Netflix account (section 4.5.2), 

and outline the Netflix typologies (section 4.5.3) and show ófavouritesô (sections 4.5.4) 

that emerged from the 50 households.  

4.5.1. Transitory state of ótelevisionô 

Linda (71) and Robert (70) sit on the brown sofa in their living room facing the 

only television set (a Samsung smart TV) in their detached house in Vernon (house 32). 

Currently, Robert uses Telus Optik TV for sports, news (ñIôm almost addicted to CNNò) 

and shows like American Idol: ñI watch a lot more TV than Linda does.ò They only have 

cable at their house in Vernon but use Netflix at both residences. They also have Prime 

Video, but only at their second residence ï an apartment in West Kelowna ï as it is 

ñdifficult to share.ò After getting ñbogged down by the technology,ò they now exclusively 

binge-watch Amazon Prime Video at their flat. 

As Linda and Robert settle into their seats, they begin reflecting on the transitory state of 

television over their lifetime, illustrating how, while the state of ótelevisionô may change, 

its ontological security remains. ñThere was one television when I was a kid,ò says 

Robert. ñMom or Dad decided what to watch unless they were out of the room.ò Linda 

laughs in agreement, noting that the only time she was allowed to select a show was 

when her parents were ñout of the house.ò The television set in Robertôs childhood home 

was black-and-white and only had four channels.  



88 

Linda: I remember only having two channels. We only had one T V for a 

long time, but at some point, my dad  must have gotten a raise 

because we got a big colour TV.  

Robert: Ooohh.  

Linda: [Laughs]  

Linda: By the time I was a teenager, we had two TVs. Thatôs when one 

of the old TVs migrated to my parentôs bedroom. 

Rober t:  Keep in mind a big TV was probably only 2 feet by 2 feet. 

[Demonstrating the dimensions with his arms.] And there were 

no remote controls.  

Linda: Nope!  

Robert: If you wanted to change the channel, you got up and you turned 

it. [Turning an imaginary dial  with his hand].  

Linda: The littlest one had to go change the channel.  

Robert: Or adjust the rabbit ears.  

Linda: Yes! And sometimes we just had to stand there.  

 

Robert and Linda both had children - remarrying each other after their children were 

grown. Robert admits television was different when his children were small: ñAt times, it 

turned into a babysitter just to keep them busy. I was guilty of that. We were cognizant of 

it and didnôt abuse it, but sometimes you would get up in the morning, give them a bowl 

of cereal, and tell them to go watch Sesame Street.ò Linda describes Sesame Street as 

a ñgame changerò for television ñbecause it introduced learning in a different wayò that 

was exciting, fast, and colourful. Linda says shows like Sesame Street meant her 

children watched more television than she did as a child. ñWe also had VHS videos! 

Once Blockbuster came to town, that was a big thing!ò Robert recalls going to 

Blockbuster every Friday or Saturday night to pick up ñtwo or three tapes for the 

weekend.ò Linda says they still only had two televisions, but they had more control - it 

was a ñcompletely different way to watch shows.ò 

Robert: Our grandkids are growin g up with even more. They have a big 

screen TV in almost every room.  

Linda: Weôre talking like 72 - inch  screens.  
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Robert: And that new gaming thing that goes over their heads. They 

even watch shows in there!  

Linda: The VR.  

Robert: They have everything. Kids today, at least our grandkids, donôt 

watch cable, they just watch YouTube.  

Linda: Or Netflix. They have everything. Disney+, Amazon, you name 

it.  

Robert and Lindaôs discussion highlights the significance of ótelevisionô in ófamilyô life. 

Television occupies a consistent place in rituals, offering ontological security across the 

stages of life, despite the mediumôs changing terrain. To explore this current state of 

ótelevisionô ï a mixture of cable and content streaming platforms ï the next section 

explores how hardware platforms and digital media platforms have impacted the 

appropriation of ótelevisionô. 

4.5.2. Content streaming platforms as objects  

Unlike original studies on television (Morley, 1988; 2012; Silverstone, 1994a, 

etc.), a householdôs domestication of texts often occurs through multiple objects. The 

Miller household has Telus Optik TV6, Netflix, Disney+, Amazon Prime Video, YouTube 

Premium, Plex, and Roku7. Similar to the Millerôs, the majority of households (84%) 

appropriate multiple content streaming platforms. Varying from the Miller family, many 

households rationalize this choice by saying, ñItôs still cheaper than cable!ò Senior 

households were the least likely to subscribe to multiple content streaming platforms as 

evidenced by Sharon (62; house 33), Mary (61; house 35), Pal (70; house 45), and 

David (69) and Brenda (64; house 47), and the most likely social group to subscribe to 

cable. Users appropriate cable for news, sports, and reality television. 

Lesley and Wesley are the deciders for all platform purchases, but Wesley is the primary 

purchaser for all users in the household (see Webster & Wind, 1972). ñWe obviously 

bought Disney+ for the kids,ò says Wesley, who says it has a ñgood mixture of contentò 

for their children. Since appropriating Disney+, Wesley has found that he gravitates 

 

6 Telus Optik TV is a service in Canada that provides customers with a 55ò Samsung 4K HDR 
Smart TV, 100 percent fibre connection, a 4K PVR, live television channels and on-demand 
shows and movies.  

7 Roku is a digital media player for video streaming.  
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towards the Star Wars content on the platform. Disney+ has also become the ñgo-toò 

option for family movie nights. Lincoln and Katie say Disney+ is their favourite streaming 

platform, but they more frequently watch YouTube Kids. Carter prefers watching shows 

(and streamers) on YouTube or Twitch compared to watching content streaming 

platforms. The family has Prime Video as part of their Amazon Prime membership: ñIt 

just comes with it.ò The adults in the household are the only individuals who watch Telus 

Optik TV, primarily for news, sports, and reality television shows, which is consistent with 

other households who also subscribe to cable. Netflix has been a staple platform 

purchase for the Miller household for nearly a decade, but Wesley says heôs ñkind of 

done with Netflix.ò Lesley, on the other hand, lists Netflix as her favourite streaming 

platform. Disagreement or relational tension related to the appropriation of digital media 

platforms is common, as evidenced by Judith (39) and Ethanôs (4) dialogue from the 

Santos/McNair household (house 12): 

NS: What apps do you pay for?  

Judith: Netflix, Disney+, Amazon, and Spotify.  

Ethan: I think I got rid of Amazon.  

Judith: You did. I added it back.  

Ethan: [gives his wife a look ]  

All: [silence]  

NS: And why those ones?  

Ethan: Entertainment!  

Judith: We use Netflixé [looks at husband] and Amazon Prime foré 

Ethan: TV. We also have Jelly Bean TV. I donôt know if youôve heard of 

that, but itôs like a black box kind of thing, so we donôt have to 

pay for cable. You pay an upfront cost and $10 per month for 

tech support. If for some reason it isnôt working, you just call 

them,  and they fix it.  

Judith: It gives us all of the pay -per -view and all of the channels.  

Ethan: We use all of these apps instead of cable. Cable bills are so high 

and there is so much pre -programmed stuff. I donôt watch much 

on cable, but Judith probably uses it more than I do. This  way 

we get more options,  and it is cheaper.  
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Of the 50 households in the study, 46 houses have Netflix (92%), 38 houses have 

Amazon Prime Video (76%), 30 houses have YouTube Premium (60%), 28 houses have 

Disney+ (56%), 22 houses have cable (44%), 11 houses have Crave (known as HBO in 

many countries outside of Canada) (22%), three houses have Crunchyroll (6%), and two 

houses have BritBox (4%). Every household consumed YouTube in some context, but 

the data here represents the use of YouTube by at least one household member to 

watch texts (see Figure 7).  

 

Figure 7. Appropriating ótelevisionô across the fifty households; Illustration by 
Song Tang 

Content streaming platforms allow spectators to navigate multiple screens through an 

endless number of purportedly transparent surfaces (Ortega, 2022). Aside from 

YouTube, which household members consume on both the television and iPhones, the 

family primarily watches shows and movies on the smart television in the main living 

room, individually and as a household, largely on weekends. Despite the fact that 

individuals can use a wide variety of objects to consume ótelevision,ô the overwhelming 

preference of participants was to watch texts on a television set (94% of households). 

The exception included young adult households like Kalila (18; house 48) and Adya (25; 
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house 38), who both live in university dorms. As their dorm rooms are compact and the 

duration of their stay limited, neither own a television set and prefer to watch Netflix on 

their laptops and mobile devices. Worth noting is that an individual's preference to watch 

shows on a television set does not always translate into practical consumption as 

illustrated in incorporation (see Chapter 6). 

4.5.3. Analysing the Millerôs Netflix account with a triply articulated 
approach  

Members of the Miller household use Netflix a few times each month, and the 

household has a standard Netflix account, as described in section 4.5.4. Lesley and 

Wesley primarily watch content with their children, but will occasionally turn on a 

television show or movie after the kids go to bed. The household, as a general rule, 

consumes social media and gaming more often than content streaming platforms. This 

section offers a triply articulated analysis (objects, texts, and contexts) of Netflix through 

the lens of the Miller householdôs account profile.  

All households were asked to display the configuration of their Netflix account, as a way 

to reveal the biography of the thing (see Kopytoff, 1986). Some households who do not 

have Netflix did still have the app downloaded. An illustration of each Netflix account, for 

all fifty households, was created to show how triple articulation can be applied inside a 

digital media platform (Figure 8). The object is Netflix, which every member of the Miller 

household prefers to watch on the smart television (also an object) in the main floor 

living room. This connection between hardware platforms (objects) and digital media 

platforms (objects) shows how objects are similarly doubly articulated in relation to digital 

media. As the first articulation, objects include hardware platforms (e.g., smart 

televisions, mobile devices, tablets) and content streaming platforms (e.g., Netflix). The 

second articulation involves texts, which on Netflix includes a range of content from 

Octonauts to Squid Game and Suits. Texts include each family memberôs ófavouriteô 

shows, which are not always from Netflix. Contexts relate to identity construction and 

spatial-temporal elements that suffuse digital media consumption. 
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Figure 8.  A triply articulated il lustration of Miller householdôs Netflix account 
(house 39); All Netflix illustrations by Song Tang.  

While each family member has selected their own profile image, Lesley often creates 

nicknames for everyone. Her nickname, for instance, is ñMummyò and she named 
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Wesley ñSugar Daddy.ò ñShe doesnôt always call me sugar daddy,ò says Wesley. ñShe 

usually calls me the A-word instead, but Iôll take sugar daddy over that.ò Lesley 

occasionally adjusts Carter and Katieôs profile names ï often to their childhood 

nicknames ï but the children change them back. Every member of the family 

personalizes their profile image, including their nicknames (see the mask icon), preferred 

Netflix viewing location (e.g., the chair represents the living room), preferred viewing 

devices, most common times of day to watch shows, and I return to an analysis of Netflix 

profiles and ófavouriteô shows in section 4.5.4. This type of personalization creates an 

ñindividualized relationship between users and Netflixò (Siles et al., 2019, p. 5). The 

profile images also reflect identity choices - Lesley enjoys red wine, Katie selected her 

favourite animal, and Lincoln picked his favourite cartoon character: Cory Carson. As 

mentioned above, texts refer to the kind of content people consume on content 

streaming platforms. Every participant was asked to list their ófavouriteô shows so in 

some cases content relates to other streaming platforms.  

Lesley appreciates movies from the 90s and shows with female leads like Girl Boss and 

Workinô Moms. Lesley uses WhatsApp to discuss female-lead shows like Girl Boss with 

her friend groups. With live cable, she often records shows like The Bachelor to watch at 

her convenience ï typically in the evening ï whereas she has a greater tendency to 

binge-watch shows like Workinô Moms on Netflix. Lesley represents a wider trend toward 

the gendered consumption of texts. Where gendered consumption of television has been 

historically focused around the genre of soap operas (Livingstone, 1988; 1992), the 

preferred genre for many mothers in their 30s and 40s is now reality television. Several 

households ï all women participants ï use cable to watch reality television shows 

(houses 9, 39, 41) - a melodramatic genre ñcentral to the schedules of popular 

televisionò (Morley, 2009, p. 490). Similar to Lesley, Lyla (39; house 22) loves reality 

television shows on cable. ñWe just cut our cable down to the bare minimum. I used to 

watch all of the housewives' shows. Iôm like a total reality TV nut here,ò says Lyla, who 

says she ñloves Selling Sunsetò because she enjoys the strong, powerful working 

women portrayed in the text and the ensuing cattiness that comes from the competitive 

real estate scene in Los Angeles. Reality television has replaced soap operas as an 

important aspect of contemporary popular culture - both ña vehicle for the messages of 

social realism concerning class, gender, work, morality, and the familyò (Livingstone, 

1988, pp. 55-56).  
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Wesley says he would rather watch Star Wars content on Disney+, but when he does 

turn to Netflix, he watches shows like Suits, Seinfeld, and Breaking Bad. Carter enjoys 

Squid Game and Stranger Things. Katie enjoys shows like My Little Pony and 

Gymnastics Academy on Netflix but is quick to point out that she prefers Disney+, and is 

currently alternating between Descendants and Zombies. She has seen Carter watching 

Squid Game and wants to watch it but isnôt allowed yet.  

Similar to other preschoolers in the dataset, Lincoln was able to identify the logos for 

Netflix, Disney+ and YouTube, and was happy to share his favourite texts on each 

object. Snuggling next to Katie, Lincoln says, ñIôve seen Squid Game and I like it!ò When 

prompted, Lincoln admits he hasnôt actually watched it: ñI saw the picture of it, but I want 

to watch it because it looks cool and thereôs fun games in it!ò His show preferences 

include Go! Go! Cory Carson, Paw Patrol, Peppa Pig, and Octonauts, which is similar to 

other preschoolers in the study (see section 4.5.4). His favourite show right now is 

Bluey, which he watches on YouTube Kids and Disney+. Every preschooler in the 

dataset between the ages of three to six was able to identify the Netflix logo: ñThatôs 

Netflix!ò When I ask Frankie (4) where she watches Netflix, she responds with, ñOn the 

TV!ò (house 1). In the Henington household, Jude (3) bounces over with a toy dinosaur 

in hand (house 2) while Zootopia plays in the background on Disney+, to tell me he 

watches Netflix ñwith a remote!ò  

4.5.4. Netflix account typologies  

Of the 50 households who participated in the study, 43 use Netflix. Given its 

dominant position, this section focuses exclusively on the content streaming platform 

with an emphasis on household personalization of account profiles on Netflix. The Netflix 

accounts reveal seven platform typologies: a) standard Netflix accounts; 2) profile 

sharing; 3) sharing a Netflix account; 4) split payment accounts; 5) use of an external 

Netflix account; 6) sharing across geographic boundaries; and, 7) households with no 

Netflix subscription.  

Standard Netflix Account  

A ñstandardò account is a non-shared Netflix account that is paid for by at least 

one household member. This is the most common type of profile in the study (houses 1, 

9, 10, 14, 21, 22, 24, 25, 32, 41, 42, 46). Figure 9 shows Netflix profile configurations for 
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two households (houses 22, 46). The profiles include each participantôs avatar, 

pseudonym, age, Netflix nicknames (see the mask icon), and list of ófavouriteô shows. 

Each account representation includes the participantôs preferred viewing device, and 

most common time and space to consume content. The dollar sign indicates the 

household member that pays for the account.  

Dennis (10) swipes into his familyôs Netflix profile from the cracked iPhone in his 

bedroom iteratively appropriated from his parents (house 22). He laughs hysterically as 

he points to his profile labelled ñPoooopy dog.ò Dennis frequently alters the profile 

names on the accounts and has also changed the pre-set óKidsô profile to ñchewpoppy.ò 

His sister Blair (12) chooses profile pictures; each family member has a cartoon 

character from a different show. ñPoopy dogò (Dennis) usually watches shows on his 

iPhone or alone on the living room television and is currently watching shows like The 

Dragon Prince, Eden, and Home Team, often wishing the rest of his family would join 

him in this communal space. ñPapa,ò his step-dad Gibson, usually watches shows like 

Seinfeld, Squid Game, Sons of Anarchy, and Game of Thrones from the television in his 

bedroom or on his iPhone at the gym. His mom, Lyla, watches shows in her bedroom on 

the television or her laptop, opting for reality programmes like Selling Sunset, Bling 

Empire, and Indian Matchmaker. Blair watches Netflix on the television in her bedroom 

in the basement. Sheôs currently watching Squid Game and Bake Squad.  

The Moreau/Anderson household also has five profiles for the family of four (house 46). 

The ñguestò account is only used when they have a babysitter or have an overnight 

house guest. William (35) and Arielle (33) both watch Netflix exclusively on the smart 

television in the living room. William streams the Trailer Park Boys, Moonshine, The 

Office, and Seinfeld. Arielle enjoys The Crown, Young Sheldon, and Godôs Favourite 

Idiot. She recently started watching the Netflix series Dahmer - Monster: The Jeffrey 

Dahmer Story. As the family only has one television, Romeo (11) and Isla (2) usually 

watch Netflix on their tablets if they donôt want to watch the same content as their 

parents. Due to age differences, Romeo likes to watch Greenhouse Academy, Demon 

Slayer, and The Dragon Prince, while Isla usually selects Peppa Pig, Cocomelon, 

Gabbyôs Dollhouse, or Chip & Potato.  
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Figure 9.  Standard Netflix account (house 22, left; house 46, right)  

Another interesting case of a standard Netflix account is the Thomas family, where 

household members select their profile names and pictures according to their favourite 

anime shows. For example, Kimberly (8) renamed her profile to ñBakugo,ò which is a 

character from one of her favourite shows. She loves watching Pokémon shows, but on 

Netflix sheôll turn to High Rise Invasion or The Dragon Prince. Most significant on the 

account profile is that Taylor (13) has two profiles - one is a óKidsô profile with their name. 

The profile image of the angry racoon is labelled óTeen.ô Jennifer recently set up an 

óadultô profile for Taylor, but they have to ask their parents before they watch shows on 

their óTeenô profile. Taylorôs fragmented profiles illustrates a separation between 

adolescence and adulthood but with parental constraints that restrict their space of 

agency within the platform.  

Profile Sharing Netflix Account  

Profile sharing refers to more than one family member using the same profile on 

the Netflix account (Figure 10). Profile sharing occurs with couples (houses 15, 17, 31) 

and between parents and children (houses 2, 13). Aletta (34) and Jeremy (40) are an 
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example of a couple who shares a single profile on Netflix (house 15). The parents 

named the profile ñMcDougallôsò (their last name). Under this profile handle, Aletta 

watches shows like Selling Sunset and Dream Home Makeover, while Jeremy prefers 

texts like Ozark and Money Heist. Their son Jaxton (16) rarely logs into Netflix but 

occasionally watches shows like 7 Seeds or Bright: Samurai Soul. His sister Iris (12) is a 

huge fan of The Umbrella Academy and selected her favourite character as her profile 

picture. She also watches Squid Game, Fuller House, and Riverdale. While the rest of 

her family prefers to watch Netflix on a television set, she prefers to watch on her iPad. 

Jaxton and Iris have a fourth profile on Netflix that they used when they were small; the 

profile name is ñfor little children.ò Occasionally, younger relatives now use the kidsô 

account. As Aletta is expecting a baby, the profile handle is likely to be appropriated by 

the newest member of the household when they are old enough to consume content, 

illustrating how, like households, platforms contain fluid categories with variable entities 

(Silverstone, 1994a). 

The Henington household uses a single profile for the children under the umbrella of 

their mom (Kristina). Colin (34) has his own account, where he watches shows like 

Breaking Bad. Kristina (35) has a profile labelled with her name, but she admits she now 

uses Colinôs account, and Laura (5) and Jude (3) primarily watch her account. While not 

a óKidsô account, Laura and Jude watch childrenôs programmes like Paw Patrol and the 

Miraculous: Tales of Ladybug and Cat Noir. The profile images have never been 

changed and remain the pre-set Netflix ósmiles.ô 
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Figure 10.  Profile sharing between partners (left; house 15) and between 
parents and children (right; house 2)  

Shared Netflix Account  
 

Several households share their Netflix account with extended family (houses 3, 

6, 11, 12, 27, 43, 45, 49). In some cases, these family members live in a separate unit in 

the same house (house 3, 43), but more frequently, the extended family members live in 

separate households. The Schmidtsô Netflix account is shared between four households 

(house 6). Murray (37) pays for the account and shares it with both of his sisters (and 

their families). Murray and Maria (37) have their names on their profile, followed by a 

profile for his parents (labelled óGrandparentsô). The next two profiles are for Murrayôs 
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younger sister and his older sister, which they share with their husbands. All seven 

cousins share the óKidsô account, including Allison (6) who watches Learning Songs by 

Little Baby Bum, Octonauts, Spirit Riding Free, My Little Pony, and True and the 

Rainbow Kingdom on Netflix. Murray and Maria restrict the kind of content Allison 

consumes, ensuring it aligns with their family values as a Christian household (Figure 

11; left).  

The Santos/McNair family has five profiles set up (house 12; Figure 11; right). The first 

profile is for Jeffrey (12) who is currently enjoying Squid Game and The Umbrella 

Academy. He recently updated his profile picture to capture one of his favourite show 

characters. Jeffrey spends a lot of time gaming on the PC in his bedroom, so when he 

does watch Netflix, he usually watches on his computer. He uses the television in the 

living room for family movie night. Judith (39) and Ethan (45) share a profile; they watch 

Money Heist and Cobra Kai together. Emmett (14) is currently watching Squid Game, 

Heroes, and Stranger Things. óKidsô is the pre-set profile that comes with Netflix, but 

Judith intends to let Jericho (8 months) use it when he gets older.  

Jeffreyôs niece, who lives in another household, is also on their Netflix account. ñWhen 

Netflix first came out, my sister originally started this account and I piggybacked off 

them,ò says Ethan. ñThe payment wasnôt made one month so I just made the payment 

and the account has remained with us since, and my niece has piggybacked off me ever 

since. I also used to share this with my good friend and his wife and their kids in 

Abbotsford, but I couldnôt get on it one day and I got annoyed so I deleted them.ò 
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Figure 11.  Shared Netflix Account (house 6, left; house 12, right)  

Two households share their Netflix account with friends (houses 8, 16). Katrina (43) 

pays for a Netflix account that she shares with a friend and her ex-husband so the kids 

can use it when they are at their dadôs house (house 8). Katrina and her best friend, both 

single moms with tight budgets, each pay for one streaming service and share with the 

other. Katrina pays for Netflix and her friend pays for Amazon Prime Video. Katrina uses 

Netflix to watch shows like The Crown and The Handmaidôs Tale. Seamus (8) and 

James (4) share the óKidsô profile and enjoy shows like Abby Hatcher, Angry Birds, Paw 

Patrol, and Jurassic World (notably not all from Netflix).  

Similarly, Jeffrey (49) pays for a Netflix account for his family, which he shares with his 

girlfriend who lives in another household with her kids (house 27). Jeffreyôs girlfriend 

(and her children) use the Netflix account at both households, but primarily watches at 

her own residence. Jeffreyôs profile name is ñJ_Runs_365,ò preferring shows like 

Yellowstone, Breaking Bad, and Sons of Anarchy. Everleigh (12) watches Seinfeld, 

Fuller House, Yellowstone, and Fred Lasso (on Apple TV) with her dad. Avery (17) has 

chosen a character from The Office for his profile where he watches Westworld, The 

Office, Archer, Seinfeld, and Curb Your Enthusiasm. Everleigh notes: ñWe all pick our 

own profile characters, but sometimes we like to mess them up on each other.ò 
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Split Payment Netflix Accounts  

Two households in the study have split account payments, meaning they equally 

share the cost of their Netflix account with another household (houses 26, 30). Jaime 

(33) and his brother share a Netflix account and equally divide the monthly payments 

(house 26; figure 13; left). Only Jaimeôs name is listed, but he shares his profile with his 

wife Dawn (36). They watch shows like Narcos, The Queenôs Gambit, and Money Heist. 

On her own, Dawn watches Bridgerton. Jaime prefers to watch Marvel content on 

Disney+ or YouTube if he is consuming media content on his own. Jaimeôs brother also 

shares his account with his wife. Between the two households, five children watch the 

óKidsô profile. Monroe (4), Glen (2), and Joaquin (5 months) watch Paw Patrol, Peppa 

Pig, Octonauts, Go, Dog, Go!, and Chico Bon Bon: Monkey with a Tool Belt. Dawn notes 

that she doesnôt place Joaquin in front of the TV, but that he is often in the room when 

it's on and he does look at it.  

External Netflix Accounts Usage  

Nine houses in the study use another householdôs Netflix account (houses 7, 18, 

20, 28, 34, 36, 38, 40, 48). One account is borrowed from a friend (house 7), but 

households more commonly share with extended family members (houses 18, 20, 28, 

34, 36, 38, 40, 48). The Porter-Burys are the only household who use a non-family 

memberôs Netflix account (house 7). Tannis (37) and Timothy (36) have cable to watch 

news in the evening and ñhockey when itôs in season.ò The family has access to Netflix, 

Disney+, and Amazon Prime Video. ñNone of these are actually ours,ò says Tannis, who 

says they use other peopleôs streaming services. ñMy friend owns all of these accounts, 

and she shares them with us. The kids are in a billion activities, so we are never home. If 

my friend didnôt have the accounts, we wouldnôt bother.ò Their friend shares with them 

and one other family. All four members of the household use a single profile, which is 

labeled with their last name. Jared (10) and Lindaôs (5) favourite shows across the 

streaming platforms are Back Outback, Scaredy Cats, A Series of Unfortunate Events, 

Star Wars, and Lilo + Stitch.  

Amanda (26) and Julia (26) met at university a year ago and became roommates when 

they graduated a few months ago (house 37; see figure 13, right). Amandaôs dad 

Charles owns the Netflix account and currently lives about ten minutes away from their 

basement suite. He shares his profile with Amandaôs mom, and Amandaôs sister Sara 
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still lives at home and also uses the account. Amanda watches Netflix on the 40ò 

Samsung smart TV in the living room, opting for programming like Stranger Things, This 

Is Us, and Keep Breathing. She is currently watching Shadow + Bone with her roommate 

Jessica, who also uses the account to binge-watch series like Schittôs Creek, The Office, 

Friends, and Gilmore Girls. 

Amanda:  [Turns the television on and logs into Netflix]  

Amanda: Okay, so it says Charles, thatôs my dad. Thereôs Amanda, so 

that's me. There's Sara, my little sister, and then Juliaôs name 

isé Sponge. Iôm not sure why? 

Julia:  Because Iôm sponging off of your dadé 

All: [laughing]  

NS: How do you pick your profile images?  

Julia:  I donôt think thatôs the original picture that I picked, so I think 

someone changed it. I donôt really care what it is. Itôs a little 

animated panda now, but I think at one point I had something 

that looked like a sponge.  

 

While Netflix is aggressively trying to crack down on households who share accounts 

(OôFlaherty, 2023, etc.), this study shows that many households subscribe to Netflix 

because of their ability to share the account and would not consume the object if they 

had to pay (houses 7, 18, 20, 28, 36, 38, 48).8 Loc (49) and Jessica (46) offer a good 

representation of this trend (house 28): 

 NS: Yo u pay for Netflix and Spotify? Anything else?  

 Loc: And Disney+!  

 Jessica: Yes, thatôs pretty much it.  

 NS: Why do you pay for those three?  

 Jessica: We donôt actually pay for it ourselves. My brother pays. 

My brother suggested he could just add us onto h is accounts.  

NS: For Netflix and Disney?  

 
8
  Since writing this chapter, countless news articles have written about how Canadians are cancelling their 

Netflix subscriptions in droves as a result of account-sharing rules.  
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Jessica: Yes, and for Spotify too.  

NS: You have a good deal going on.  

Jessica: The Sonos machines you saw are not ours either. He gave us 

those, too. And the gaming consoles. We would never buy any 

of these things!  

  

Figure 12. Split payment Netflix account (house 26; left); external Netflix 
account (house 37; right)  

Account Sharing Across Geographic Boundaries  
 

Households that share Netflix accounts across geographic boundaries always 

share or borrow from close family members (houses 34, 38, 40, 48). The trend in this 

category, whether families share between different cities, countries, or continents, is that 

the people borrowing the shared account are students (e.g., high school or university) or 

young adults who just started their first job. Sisters Nathalie (21) and Pascale (23) live in 

an apartment their father purchased for them when they moved to Canada to attend 
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university (house 34). Their father, mom, and younger sister live in Texas, and the 

sisters use it on their television and iPhones in their apartment in Burnaby (figure 14). 

The flags in the profile illustration indicate the countries the accounts are shared 

between, highlighting how objectification occurs not only within a household but also 

within platforms.    

 

Figure 13. Account sharing across geographic boundaries (house 34)  

Alexander (19) pays for the Netflix account that he shares with his mom Nathifa (51) and 

sister Cyrah (21) (house 40). He also shares the account with his little sister who is 

completing high school at a boarding school in Nigeria. Alexanderôs nickname is ñBoboò - 



106 

the African word for brother. He selected a character from Dark - a German mystery 

show. He enjoys watching shows like Centaurworld, Ajin, Sherlock, and Psychopaths. 

Cyrah left the pre-set Netflix smile icon, but uses the African word for sister as her name: 

ñBoombz.ò She enjoys shows like My Name, Friends, and Gangubai Kathiawadi. Their 

mother Nathifa has ñMunyenmiò as her profile name - the Nigerian word for mother. 

Nathifa changed her own profile picture to Five, which is her favourite character from 

The Umbrella Academy. Alexander, Cyrah, and Nathifa all prefer watching shows on the 

television, but, as they only have one TV, they will sometimes watch on their phones or 

laptops.  

No Netflix Subscription  
 

Three households in the study do not have streaming platforms (houses 33, 44, 

47) - a disappropriation of Netflix. Of those three households, two have cable (houses 

44, 47) and the other subscribes to BritBox (house 33, figure 15, left; see section 6.5.2). 

Don (69) and Rhonda (64) signed up for the one-month free trial with Netflix but prefer 

cable because they primarily watch the news (e.g., CBC News, Global News, BBC 

News) (house 47). Similarly, as discussed above, the Müller family only has cable due to 

cost (house 44; figure 15; right).  
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Figure 14. No Netflix account (house 33, left; house 44, right)  

4.5.5. óFavouriteô Netflix texts  

Platforms like Netflix illustrate televisionôs architectural shift towards algorithmic 

voxels - the ability of the system to manufacture large structures constructed from many 

smaller and unique units (Shapiro, 2020). Shifting away from Fordist-era-inspired viewer 

quadrant models, Netflixôs use of taste clusters means viewers are no longer disciplinary 

cohorts established from ñbinarized differences of representationò (Shapiro, 2020, p. 

661). To assess these taste clusters, I followed Livingstoneôs (2007) recommendation to 

follow ófavouritesô online. Every user in the study was asked to share their ófavouriteô 

shows. Not every participant listed Netflix shows, but ófavouriteô text consumption 

patterns across the age categories all naturally disseminated from Netflix (Figure 15).   
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Infants, babies, and preschoolers often watch shows based on the Netflix 

recommendation algorithm and frequently use the ócontinue watchingô feature - a type of 

continuous-content afforded by platforms to automatically cue up the next show. As a 

result, children under the age of seven were most likely to consume homogenous Netflix 

texts. Jamesô (4) favourite show is Paw Patrol, and he has watched all nine seasons, 

and frequently watches the ñepisodes multiple timesò (house 8). The most popular Netflix 

shows for babies and toddlers (0-3) are Cocomelon (35%), Paw Patrol (24%), Octonauts 

(24%), Llama Llama (12%), and Peppa Pig (12%). Favourites for preschoolers (4-6) are 

similar: Paw Patrol (43%), Octonauts (36%), Go! Go! Cory Carson (21%), True and the 

Rainbow Kingdom (14%), and Wild Krattz (14%).  

Users from the age of 7 up to their 20s have wide tastes in shows, but certain texts like 

Squid Game, Umbrella Academy, and Stranger Things surface as popular favourites. 

Squid Game was the ófavouriteô show of school children (10-12), though it is important to 

note that many children in this age range wanted to watch the show but they were not 

allowed. As a result, the text became a source of tension in many households, with 

some tweens watching the show at friendsô houses to consume the content without 

surveillance from their parents. Younger adolescents (13-15) and older adolescents (16-

19) were able to watch shows like Squid Game without the same kind of parental 

surveillance either through household rules or restrictions imposed by óKidô accounts on 

Netflix.  

Many of the adults in their 20s from the study were students or early career 

professionals with an assorted range of tastes and identities watching content like Indian 

Match Maker, Stranger Things, Shadow + Bone, The Office, Friends, Gilmore Girls, New 

Girl, This is Us, Suits, Ozark, Selling Sunset, Breaking Bad, and Schittôs Creek. As such, 

it was difficult to discern consumption patterns. Roommates Amanda (26) and Julia (26) 

marginally skewed the results because they watch Shadow + Bone together.  
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Figure 15. Household Netflix ófavouriteô shows across age categories 

óFavouriteô shows for adults in their 30s and 40s were similarly more varied than alike. 

No single show was mentioned as a ófavouriteô twice for participants in their 50s. This is 
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likely because the sample size was too low (a total of four participants) to discern a 

pattern. Adults in their 50s were more likely than any other age range to select ófavouriteô 

shows based on the content they consume with their children, highlighting the material 

and symbolic significance of ótelevisionô.  

Patterns of consumption for adults in their 60s include texts like The Queen's Gambit 

(22%), Inventing Anna (22%), and Chefôs Table (22%). There were no consistent 

viewing patterns for adults in their 70s, but similar to adults in their 50s, this is likely due 

to the sample size as there were only five participants in this age range. Where cable 

television eroded nationalist monopolies, streaming television represents a return ñback 

to something like a pre-Paramount moment,ò enabling content producers to regain 

control over distribution (Shapiro, 2020, p. 662), by enclosing the web into platform 

fiefdoms with global hegemony (Steinberg, 2019). This content control is visible in the 

way adults and seniors in their 50s, 60s, and 70s overwhelmingly consume Netflix 

Originals as a result of algorithmic television. Thus, Netflix is able to regain ï and exert ï 

control through its platform recommendations algorithm to promote its own texts.    

4.6. Gaming and everyday life  

This chapter explores how gaming intersects with everyday life. Over the past 

two decades of game studies, much attention has been directed at gaming spheres 

ranging from massively multiplayer online games like World of Warcraft to virtual worlds 

like Second Life, but ñfar fewer have sustained attention to what is happening in game 

cultureò (Taylor et al., 2018, p. 11). Everyday life contains both work and leisure and is 

where people ñnavigate deeply political, culturally productive, sociotechnical systemsò 

(Taylor et al., 2018, p. 11). Games are increasingly commercialized platforms with 

complex media infrastructures, making the engagement in play ñsome of the most 

politically infused spacesò (Taylor et al., 2018, p. 11). As a result, ñserious cultural 

matters are unfoldingò in spaces of play (Taylor et al., 2018, p. 11). Video games often 

play a central role in our everyday lives, connecting to consumption, communities, and 

identity (Muriel & Crawford, 2018; Pargan & Jakobsson, 2008). The section below 

explores gaming in everyday life, starting with the appropriation of games by the Miller 

household (section 4.6.1), ófavouriteô gaming objects and texts across the 50 

households, and common reasons for appropriating games, such as play, directed 
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domestication for learning, gaming alone, and multiplayer gaming as a form of social 

media/communication. 

4.6.1. Casual gaming to competitive e -sports with the Miller 
household  

From casual to competitive play, every member of the Miller family engages with 

gaming on a daily basis. Lincoln uses his iPhone 7 for digital games. Similar to other 

children his age, he does play Roblox but prefers games with characters from his 

favourite shows and toys like Hot Wheels Unlimited, Thomas the Train: Magic Tracks, 

Thomas the Train: Go Go Thomas, and Paw Patrol Rescue World. Katie uses her 

iPhone 7 to play Minecraft, Roblox, House Designer, and Tilt A Whirl, but occasionally 

uses the basement Dell computer (which no longer works well) for Roblox: ñI like to play 

games where you can create things.ò  

ñI pretty much only use my phone for gaming,ò says Lesley. ñI still enjoy playing Super 

Mario on the Wii, but thatôs very rare, so basically I play on my phone.ò Lesley stores a 

lot of games for her children on her phone and lets them use her phone when they are in 

public. She has games like Fortnite and Among Us downloaded to play with Carter. 

When alone, she plays Candy Crush, Candy Crush Soda, and Cooking Craze: ñI donôt 

get enough cooking at home, so why not go play cooking games?!ò Lesley says she is 

actively trying to substitute her time scrolling Facebook posts by playing Candy Crush, 

which she uses from inside the Facebook platform. The Candy Crush Saga franchise 

leverages Facebookôs connective affordances to suggest players directly from a 

userôsóFacebook Friendsô contact list (Nieborg & Poell, 2018). In effect, the platform 

encourages gamers to draw in new customers through the existing contacts of gamers in 

exchange of bonuses and exclusive content (Nieborg & Poell, 2018). Similar to Lesley, 

Wesley also has Fortnite downloaded on his phone so he can play with Carter, but, more 

often he plays a puzzle game called Toon Blast.  

Carter is a serious gamer, preferring games like Fortnite, Apex Legends, Clash Royale, 

Clash of Clans, All-Stars Battle Royale, Minecraft, Rec Room, Beat Saber, and various 

first-person shooter games across multiple devices like his iPhone, laptop, gaming PC, 

PlayStation 4, Wii, and his friendôs Oculus Quest 2 head-mounted displays. Early in 

COVID-19 lockdowns, Carter played multiplayer games on the PlayStation 4 while 
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simultaneously chatting with his team over Zoom: ñThis was the beginning of playing 

competitive. Weôd sit there with our laptops open and we would literally sit there every 

day for like ten hours, and just play all day because we couldnôt go outé We would just 

play, play, play, play.ò 

For Christmas in 2020, Carter was gifted a custom-designed PC that he built and a 27ò 

monitor to elevate his gameplay. After receiving this gaming system, he was able to start 

ñgrinding.ò ñI played on a controller before and I was good, but I wasnôt as good as the 

keyboard players.ò He started with a basic keyboard from Amazon but as he ñstarted 

hitting more keys, it broke.ò He replaced it with a DK61 mechanical keyboard: ñItôs really 

nice. Itôs purple and has mechanical stitches. Once I got that, I started improving a lot 

more.ò The DK61 keyboard made it possible to ñhit the keys harder,ò and now, he plays 

in gaming tournaments. ñI wasnôt just playing with my friends from school,ò says Carter. 

ñI found better players and playing with them helped me improve! I try to find players that 

are better than me so if I die, someone can save us both.ò 

Shortly after, Carter became a competitive gamer, regularly playing in Fortnite 

tournaments. Competitive Fortnite9 is for ñadvanced playersò - gamers who ñcompete for 

moneyò and awards. ñYou have to be evolving with the scale and level. Always better 

than everybody you go against! If you are competing, you should be better than eighty 

percent of the people in your lobby.ò Esports allow gamers like Carter to participate in 

formal tournaments for prizes and money (Taylor et al., 2018). Carter describes playing 

in weekend-long tournaments that are often live-streamed across platforms like Twitch 

and YouTube - streams that sometimes amass millions of viewers (see Taylor et al., 

2018). Live streaming offers professional esports players and teams a platform to build 

their audience, brand, and income from their bedrooms (Taylor et al., 2018). For Carter, 

his first job isnôt working at McDonaldôs; instead, he earns money playing Fortnite 

competitions and hopes to become a ótop earnerô in the game. 

Cheering in e-sports looks different than in typical sports as fans and players gather in 

text-based chat boxes. E-sport chat boxes become a space for streamers to connect, 

discuss games, and talk about everyday life (Taylor et al., 2018). Carter uses the chat 

function to engage with ófansô in e-sport tournaments but says the in-game chat features 

 
9
 Fortnite is both an object (platform) and text (game). I situate the games inside Fortnite, such as Battle 

Royale and Save the World, as texts.  
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ñsuck,ò even in ñepic gamesò like Apex and Fortnite. As a result, when his teams are 

playing competitively, they always set up a second communication channel on objects 

like Zoom or Discord: ñYou can hear better and there are more settings compared to the 

sloppy in-game chats.ò In this way, we see how multilayered communication channels 

become important for e-sports - one channel to connect to fans and another to connect 

teammates to optimize gameplay. 

Through competitive gaming, Carter has formed connections with a community of 

players, which he refers to as his ñgaming friends.ò He says he has several close friends 

in the United States from California and San Diego, whom he largely communicates with 

inside Fortnite and on Discord. ñI met this one kid back in 2018 and he used to hate me. 

Well, actually, we hated each other. He would yell things at me but recently found each 

other again on a Discord server and we started playing together when I realized I knew 

him from before. He lives near me so we hang around in person now.ò  

4.6.2. Nintendo to PlayStation: The greatest gaming platforms and 
texts in everyday life  

This section details the gaming platforms (objects) users appropriate to play 

digital media games (texts). Of the 151 participants, 47% use mobile gaming platforms, 

26% use a Nintendo gaming console (Nintendo Switch, Nintendo Switch Lite, Nintendo 

Switch - OLED model, Nintendo GameCube, Super Nintendo Entertainment System, 

Nintendo Wii, Nintendo Wii U), 19% use tablets, 16% use PlayStation (3, 4, or 5), and 

5% use Xbox. From Mario to The Legend of Zelda, Nintendo surfaced as the dominant 

gaming platform for 28% of households and 22% used Sonyôs PlayStation.  

A doubly articulated approach to the appropriation of games involves an analysis of  

objects and texts. Games like Roblox, Minecraft, and Fortnite are both objects 

(platforms) and texts (games), but for the purpose of assessing ógame favourites,ô I 

situate these platforms as texts. While games are often thought of as childôs play, the 

average gamer is now in their 30s (Bowman & Wulf, 2023) and Figure 16. óFavouriteô 

gaming objects and texts segmented by age across the 50 householdsshows a clear 

tendency for gaming across the ages of life.  

The majority of infants and toddlers (0-3) do not consume digital games, but those who 

do use a smartphone (18%) ï always a parent's device ï or an internally iteratively 
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appropriated tablet (18%) (Nora, Lisa, house 3; Maômun, house 20). Ma'mun (2) plays 

My First Words on his motherôs Android smartphone because his parents want to 

improve his vocabulary and counter his speech delays (house 20). Angela (1) and Nora 

(3) both enjoy playing My Little Pony, often at the same time, using their iteratively 

appropriated iPad or their momôs iPhone (house 4). The majority of parents in the study 

described their infant/toddler as ñtoo youngò to engage in gaming (houses 12, 17, 18, 21, 

25, 26, 29, 30, 42).  

Gaming gradually increases for preschoolers (4-6), with children playing games like 

Super Mario, Pokémon Go!, Minecraft, Fortnite and Roblox. Preschoolers often play 

games with their fathers, and avid gamers like Justin regularly use multiple gaming 

platforms (house 5). Young people between the ages of 4 to 15 overwhelmingly 

consume three specific games: Roblox, Minecraft, and Fortnite (all accessible across a 

variety of hardware platforms). Early school children (7-9) frequently play games across 

devices. Kimberly (8), for example, describes herself as a ñgamer girlò who likes to play 

digital games on her iPhone, Nintendo Switch, and iPad (house 24). Children who do not 

play games on smartphones either do not have a mobile device or canôt use the device 

for gaming: ñI donôt play games on my phone because I have an old flip phoneò (Ariana, 

11, house 9).  

Adolescents (13-19) most commonly play in-app games in Snapchat. Older adolescents 

(16-19) favour gameplay on smartphones, Xbox, and Nintendo Switch. The top 

ófavouriteô game (16ï19) is Need for Speed. The tendency of male gamers to play 

stereotypically violent first-person shooter games while female gamers opt for a word, 

puzzle or ñcuteò games is pervasive amongst older adolescents. ñMy favourite game is 

called Rilakkuma Farm,ò says Siri (19; house 3). ñIt's a really cute little bear on a farm 

and you have all of his little friends. You can grow fruits and veggies and make 

milkshakes. There are cows that make milk for you. Itôs great!ò Kalila (18; house 48) ï a 

fourth-year undergraduate astrophysics student ï also enjoys ñcuteò games as well as 

word or strategy games on her iPhone. She plays a crossword game, jigsaw puzzle, and 

chess daily. Another everyday ófavouriteô is Cats & Soup, which she describes as cute: 

ñIt's just a bunch of cute cats making soup. I love it. It's adorable.ò Her 'favouriteô game is 

called Dragons: Rise of the Berk, which she says is based on the movie How to Train 

Your Dragon. ñItôs amazing. I have a little dragon on there,ò says Kalila. ñItôs so cute. I 
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literally have little dragons collecting fish and wood for me, and I get to collect dragons. I 

absolutely adore it. Iôm on it all the time.ò 

 

Figure 16. óFavouriteô gaming objects and texts segmented by age across the 
50 households  

Adults in their 20s primarily play games on smartphones and the Nintendo Switch. Other 

objects are used to a lesser extent. For example, Amanda (26) and Julia (26) have a 

Nintendo GameCube, which largely sits in the closet (home 37). They ñbust it outò for 
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birthdays and New Year celebrations. Parents in their 20s with infants/toddlers play 

games while their children nap (houses 21, 29, 30). Adults in their 30s, 40s, and 50s 

primarily use mobile devices in the singularization of games, most often related to word 

and puzzle games, games they play with their children (e.g., Pokémon Go!), and games 

located inside social media platforms (e.g., Facebook). A few adults carve out time each 

day to play games. For example, every evening, Ollie (41) sits down at the shared 

personal computer in the open-concept living and dining room to play a multiplayer 

digital collectible card game called Magic: The Gathering Arena (house 19). Adults in 

their 60s and 70s prefer to use tablets for gaming because the devices are easier to hold 

and see therefore improving user maneuverability and visibility. 

The platformization of gameplay means platform economics (Srnicek, 2016) are at play, 

with virtually every game containing some sort of digital transfer of money (a one-time 

fee or in-app purchases) and ways for the gaming platforms to collect data on users. 

Users primarily appropriate games for play, connective gaming, learning, and to engage 

in multiplayer games that function as a form of social media and communication, all of 

which Iôll discuss below.  

Play 

The majority of gamers appropriate games for the sake of play. Gaming media 

facilitates play, and play offers not only a frame of experience but also the ability of 

gamers to transform media (see Silverstone, 1999). This type of play enables 

participation within the confines of a platform. The most interesting part of play is the 

ability of gamers to transport from the safety of everyday life to whimsical and imaginary 

virtual worlds. Within everyday life, gamers experience a continuous motion between 

public and private, inner and outer realities, real and imaginary (Silverstone, 1999).  

Romeo (11; house 46) walks over to the Zoom screen and declares, ñSome day Iôm 

going to build a shield. I have to defend myself from the violent person of my 

neighbourhood!ò Play, imagination, and fantasy are at the heart of Romeoôs everyday 

life. Logging into his games, he calls up the castles heôs built in Roblox and the theme 

park heôs created in Jurassic Park. He enjoys engaging with animals in digital games 

and is raising dragons in Dragon Tamer. His favourite game right now is Minecraft, 

where he builds his own worlds and hunts for various creatures: ñI love catching frogs!ò 

Romeo swipes through the game to show me how he collects the frogs, explaining they 
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are ñvery hard to catch.ò Many participant stories, particularly those provided by children, 

illustrate the fluctuating boundaries between fantasy and reality. 

Free-to-play connective games  

 

The appropriation of games on mobile device platforms is the most common type 

of gaming across all ages, but how this is conducted varies depending on age. For 

example, preschoolers frequently load a high quantity of games on their smartphones. 

The majority of participants ï across all age ranges ï use mobile devices to play free-to-

play games. Free-to-play gaming refers to a ñform of gaming where the game can be 

acquired and played free of chargeò (King & De La Hera, 2020, p. 350; Kati et al., 2014). 

These free-to-play games operate as connective gaming platforms, available across a 

wide range of objects (e.g., smartphones and tablets) and texts (e.g., Facebook) 

(Neiborg, 2015; King & De La Hera, 2020). Additionally, free-to-play games are an 

example of data-driven game strategies that intensify the ñcontingent nature of cultural 

commoditiesò (Neiborg & Poell, 2018, p. 4284). See the discussion of Candy Crush in 

section 4.6.1.    

Tatum (6) has a Nintendo Switch Lite with a contained number of games but on his 

iteratively appropriated iPhone he has pages and pages of games: ñI usually play games 

on my phoneò (house 23). He swipes through ten screens of games explaining, 

ñSometimes itôs hard to pick!ò The two games Tatum plays the most are Minecraft (his 

favourite game) and Fortnite. Adults, on the other hand, tend to curate a smaller 

selection of games that they use on a regular basis. For adults in their 30s to 70s, this 

most commonly includes word games (e.g., Words with Friends 2), card games (e.g., 

Solitaire), and puzzle games (e.g., Sudoku). Mothers were the least likely to play games 

as a result of time-poverty resulting from a combination of domestic and professional 

labor. Women who did play games in their 30s and 40s, like Lesley, were most likely to 

appropriate games that are integrated into the Facebook platform, whereas younger and 

older adolescents as well as adults in their 20s were more likely to appropriate games 

embedded into Snapchat. 

These free-to-play games encourage gamers to purchase virtual commodities during 

gameplay (Kati et al., 2014). Gamers only participate in these purchases if the game 

monetization is perceived as fair by users - what is referred to as the magic circle (Holin 



118 

& Chuen-Tsai, 2007). The majority of free-to-play gamers in the study do not make in-

app purchases. Female gamers in their 30s ï always mothers ï were most likely to 

participate in in-app purchases for games like Candy Crush. Some children in the study 

made in-app purchases without understanding the platform economy behind their clicks. 

ñI once got a $400 charge for Hotel Hideaway,ò says Naomi, explaining that Angela was 

clicking on the in-app purchases while playing the game on her iPhone during a car ride 

(house 4); Naomi was able to reverse the charge. 

The majority of young people (6 to 15) in the study play Roblox. Hudson (9) points to the 

games on his iPad - his favourites are Minecraft, Among Us, and Roblox (house 10). He 

taps into Roblox saying, ñIt just takes a moment to load.ò The thing he enjoys most about 

Roblox is how many miniature games exist within the platform. ñItôs super cool.ò Seamus 

(8) also loves playing Roblox (n.d.) - a free multi-player gaming platform that consists of 

ñvirtual worlds, casual gaming, and player-constructed contentò (house 8). When 

Seamus wants to play with friends, he logs into Roblox: ñItôs easy to add friends. You just 

search them up, and the username comes up.ò His mother Katrina (43) often buys him 

digital games, detailing how he frequently plays Minecraft. She does not approve of 

Seamus playing Roblox, but he plays at his dadôs house: ñIôm not too happy about that, 

but basically what happens at daddyôs, I have no control over.ò While Katrina has some 

concerns about the violence in Roblox, the primary reason she does not want Seamus to 

play the game is because of the in-app purchases. ñI like Minecraft because I paid the 

$10 and he loves the app and he is learning things and figuring out problems,ò says 

Katrina. ñRoblox is free but then you have to buy robux10 and I refuse to do that but then 

he gets upset because he wants ité Iôve told him several times but he still asks and then 

we fight about it.ò  

Directing domestication toward learning games  

 

Similar to Katrina, many parents in the study prefer their children play digital 

games where there is an element of learning. Saabira (5) uses her dadôs old smartphone 

to watch Netflix and play games (house 11). She sits on the arm of the couch, swiping 

back-and-forth between two pages of games. ñMy favourite game is that one,ò she says 

 
10

 Robux is the online currency in the Roblox platform.  
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pointing with her finger. I ask her what the game is called and she responds with, ñI donôt 

know!ò Her mom tells us the game is called Number Run. Preschoolers are causal 

gamers that engage in learning games like Number Run, Todayôs Number, and Teddyôs 

Number, which they play on their internally appropriated smartphones that their parents 

have pre-curated. By contrast, young children who have platform agency tend to select 

their own games, which are more commonly related to their favourite shows and toys: 

Wild Kratz, Thomas & Friends, Hotwheels, and Paw Patrol. This same pattern repeats 

for preschoolers who use tablets for gaming.  

Childrenôs gameplay is often ñcharacterized by considerable directed effortò by parents 

who want children to domesticate games in a particular way (Ask et al., 2021, p. 108) as 

evidenced by many parents in the study. Parental direction is also targeted at children 

(7-9) who play Prodigy (60%) because their parents approve of it given that it is also 

widely used as a tool to teach math in elementary schools across the province.  

Parents commonly direct the appropriation of gameplay to ensure their children are not 

interacting with strangers or playing violent games. Some studies suggest violent video 

games can decrease empathy, prosocial behaviour, and civic engagement (Anderson, 

2014; Anderson et al., 2010). Priscilla (8) plays Roblox but her parents regulate her 

gameplay because they are concerned about strangers and violence (house 19). 

Children with platform agency often consume violent games. On Camdenôs (8) iteratively 

appropriated iPhone he plays Subway Surfer, Moto X3M, Flip Driver, and his favourite 

game Call of Duty: ñYou can choose your own character and itôs like a big, BIG game!ò 

Camden demonstrates how to play the first-person shooter game, which his parents 

would rather him play openly than hide from them. His parents describe him as a calm, 

relaxed, well-adjusted child who is not violent in real life, so they donôt mind him 

engaging in imaginary games that contain violence. 

Gaming alone  

 

Alexander (19) recently immigrated to Canada from Nigeria (house 40; see 

section 4.5.3). As a way to make connections, he joined a Dungeons & Dragons group 

he was invited to by a few colleagues from work. ñI am not an avid Dungeons player, but 

I got invited by a couple of friends from work, so I thought why not? I play multiplayer 

games with them, but Iôm more of an introvert so most of the games I play are single-
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player games. Games where I can play alone.ò Alexander enjoys games like BioShock, 

Batman: Arkham City, The Witcher, and Apex Legends. ñIôm more inclined to play action, 

first-person shooter adventures, and I do most of my gaming on my Xbox.ò Yet, while his 

preference is to game alone, he details how easy it is to move between single- and 

multi-player settings in games like Apex Legends. Alexanderôs story highlights how even 

gamers who prefer to play alone, still engage in multiplayer gaming as a form of social 

media (Schmidt, 2021).  

Multiplayer gaming as social media  

 

Multiplayer gaming is most popular among young people between the ages of 7 

to 19. Gamers in this age range most commonly cite Roblox, Minecraft, and Fortnite as 

their favourite games. These young people enjoy the ability to play, imagine, and create 

in these games, but most commonly log in so they can play with friends. In this way, 

gaming has become a form of social media encompassing social interaction in virtual 

worlds (Quandt & Kröger, 2014; Schmidt, 2021).  

Dayton (10) walks over to his bed and picks up his iPhone before swiping into his device 

(house 22). His favourite mobile game, Among Us, is already open. He shows me how 

he neatly organizes his games into two folders - one for his favourites and another for 

offline games that he only uses when he doesnôt have Internet. While Dayton enjoys 

playing free-to-play mobile games, he much prefers using the smart television and Xbox 

in his bedroom to play multiplayer games like Fortnite, Grand Theft Auto, Minecraft, 

Forza, and SnowRunner with his friends.  

Identity construction through avatar customization ï a form of platform personalization ï 

is an important part of multiplayer gaming. Standing in the living room, Hudson (9) picks 

up a game controller and logs in (house 10). The PlayStation 4 has five profiles, 

including one for his dad, three for his sister (all with different names and avatar 

personas), and one for himself outfitted with an avatar from Lost in Random. Hudson 

and his sister Lizzie (12) ï a hardcore gamer girl who plays multiplayer games on the 

PlayStation 4 as well as the gaming PC in her bedroom. Notably, Lizzie has three 

accounts on the PlayStation 4, each with a different avatar. She only plays particular 

handles in particular games with particular friends ï each identity is of equal importance 

depending on the game she is playing.  
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Multiplayer gameplay is organized in a number of ways. Lizzie organizes her gameplay 

with friends from school on Snapchat (house 10), Emmett (14) determines meet-up 

times at school before joining his friends in a game each afternoon (house 12), and 

Carter (13) plays with the gaming community he is already connected to or finds 

strangers to play with online (house 39). Older adolescents often deeply connect to one 

particular gaming community. Kassandra, a grade eleven student says: ñIôm really into 

the whole Minecraft community. I play Minecraft and I watch Minecraft. I watch a lot of 

Twitch streams and game streamers on YouTubeò (house 3). Iôll return to the concept of 

game streaming in conversion (Chapter 7).  

This section covered the appropriation patterns of objects and texts for gaming in 

everyday life. Users game across all stages of life, and mobile games are the most 

popular form of everyday gaming. Central reason users appropriate games include play 

(especially free play) and multiplayer gaming. Next, Iôll briefly discuss the appropriation 

of social media.    

4.7. Social media and everyday life  

Social media platforms are deeply integrated into the mechanics of everyday life, 

often mediating interactions, institutional structures, and routines (Dijeck & Poell, 2013; 

Steinberg, 2019; Couldry, 2019, Srnicek, 2016). The platformization of the web 

(Heldmon, 2015; Steinberg, 2019, p. 22) has transformed the logics of scheduled 

content (see Williams, 1974; Livingstone, 2007) to a new type of programmable flow 

contingent on flows that now shift between users, content, and code (Dijeck & Poell, 

2013) - what I refer to in Chapter 1 as platform agency. Below, I outline social media in 

everyday life, starting with an analysis of the Miller household (section 4.7.1) before 

discussing the ófavouriteô social media objects across the 50 households.  

4.7.1. From Facebook to BeReal with the Miller household  

Returning to the Millerôs, the entire household uses social media, except Lincoln, 

who is ñtoo youngò (house 39). Like many children her age, Katie started using 

Messenger Kids during the pandemic. As lockdown measures limited her interactions 

with friends and family, her parents let her join the chat platform to connect with a few 

friends from school. Katie uses Messenger Kids exclusively on her iPhone 7 to send 
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messages, add effects to photos, send photos, and have video chats with friends, 

illustrating how structure and agency (Giddens, 1984) are increasingly being replaced by 

platforms and agency. Similar to when Carter was Katieôs age, she isnôt permitted to use 

social media yet, but jokingly tells me she probably will be allowed at sixteen.  

Carter only uses social media on his iPhone 12, except Discord, which he also uses on 

his laptop and computer. He has WhatsApp, Instagram, Twitch, TikTok, Snapchat, 

Discord, and BeReal, but most frequently uses the last four. He uses Snapchat to text 

his friends and mom and enjoys watching game streaming on TikTok and Twitch. Carter 

is the only participant in the study that uses BeReal, largely because the majority of the 

teens in the study were interviewed in 2021 and the platform only gained widespread 

popularity in North America in 2022. Carter joined the BeReal app in August 2022, when 

a friend said, ñOh, have you heard about this app? You should definitely get it because 

itôs pretty cool and you post pictures.ò He has the majority of his close friends are on the 

app, and he has 300 followers. ñItôs just like this app you post pictures on. You have to 

post one picture every day to, like, see what your friends post. So if your friends post 

something, you have to post something in order to see their posts.ò Posts are visible for 

24 hours and then are only available to the user through their archive (ñlike memoriesò). 

There is discovery, but it is hard to search for other users: ñItôs not like TikTok where the 

people with big followers are the influencers.ò  

Lesley is the heaviest social media user in the house. ñI go on Facebook the most,ò she 

says, swiping into the app from her iPhone 12, the only device she uses for social 

media. ñThereôs just a whole bunch of junk on Facebook. I donôt know why I use it. I 

guess itôs a habit for me. None of my friendsô stuff shows up anymore. Itôs just ads, but I 

canôt stop. I go on all the time.ò Lesleyôs Facebook consumption illustrates the embodied 

nature of media habits (LaRose, 2010; Bargh, 1994; Chen et al. 2020) because she 

enacts her performance repeatedly without intentionality.  

Lesleyôs second favourite social media platform is Instagram, which she prefers, but 

uses slightly less than Facebook. She uses WhatsApp and Facebook Messenger for 

direct messaging friends and family: ñI use Facebook Messenger more for like buying 

stuff on Marketplace because it is so much better than Craigslist, but I use WhatsApp a 

lot for group chats with family and friends,ò says Lesley. ñMy family lives in England, and 

my cousinôs husband doesnôt use Facebook anymore, so we all chat on WhatsApp.ò 
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Lesley also uses Snapchat, but only to connect with Carter and his friends. She doesnôt 

post frequently but does enjoy using the filters to put faces on images and videos.  

Wesley (52) doesnôt use Facebook anymore and spends the majority of his time on 

TikTok: ñI scroll whatever comes up but there are videos on cooking and barbequing that 

are really good.ò Wesleyôs first reaction to TikTok was that it was a ñhuge waste of time,ò 

but as Carter started using the platform, he wanted to know more about where his 

children were spending their time online. ñIn the very beginning, there wasnôt a lot of 

content. It was just people advertising their porn sites, kind of like MySpace, but as itôs 

gotten more popular people started using it and posting things that theyôre doing. So 

then I got more interested in it because it was more interesting to me. So I did a couple 

of videos, and one went viralò (see conversion in Chapter 7). The Miller householdôs 

social media use is representative of many households in the study, as I discuss in the 

next section.  

4.7.2. Following ófavouritesô on social media platforms 

The section below looks at participant ófavouritesô for social media across the 50 

households segmented by age. Social media is both an object and text, but the visual 

below focuses on the doubly articulated nature of social media objects. This decision 

was made because of the difficulty in representing social media texts (e.g., TikTok video, 

Facebook post, WhatsApp message) in an illustration. Figure 17 shows the significant 

impact of mobile devices (hardware platforms) in the appropriation of social media 

(content platforms). Thus, a clear link appears that connects mobile platforms with the 

consumption of social media platforms - a container within a container.  
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Figure 17. óFavouriteô social media platforms segmented by age across the 50 
households  

 






























































































































































































































































































