wherever you are.” This articulated Sheila’s sentiments about how her usage and that of
her husband’s had emulated it was okay to engage with your mobile device
professionally in any time or space, even if it interrupted family. When asked how she
felt about that reflection, she vehemently replied “Ugh. Hate it.” This sentiment of hatred
in how mobile devices were used professionally impacted relationships due to the
interruptions they presented and engagement habits that formed. Rachel also found she
hated her decisions to engage.

| hate myself when | look at the stuff, because sometimes | don't get my mind

thinking about work, and then, thinking, Oh, why would they send me this, or Oh,

no, they need something right away. And, you know, so then, you feel like you

have to help them out. But, you know, technically, I don't have to check that.
While she reacted with feeling hatred toward her decisions, she struggled to make lasting
changes to her behaviors.

Some participants reacted with a guilty sentiment toward their subsequent mobile
device usage. Ben confessed “I’m as guilty as anyone when it comes to, you know, using
the device when I probably shouldn’t be.” He felt most of the time he could leave it
alone, yet other times “most certainly I fall into that trap and I start checking it and once |
start [ can’t stop.” He recognized that propensity and expressed feeling guilty about the
individuals that were impacted within his domestic sphere. Laura concurred she felt
guilty about her mobile device usage in the evening. “I feel like we're an Apple store and
everybody's got everything and everyone's heads down.” Laura explained time passed so
quickly that she reacted to the situation by feeling guilty that it was then her kids’

bedtime. Ann, in an extremely guilty demeanor and tone, emotionally discussed her
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distraction with her mobile device. She admitted she is “not as focused on conversations”

due to her “constant pull to be checking the phone.” Ann went on to share a specific

situation that caused relational conflict and a guilty sentiment.
Last evening my boyfriend got hired as a new head basketball coach somewhere
and came home and wanted to talk about it. I was in the middle of sending an
email that to me was important for work so although | was attempting to pay
attention...was so easily distracted by the email on the phone. And that happens
often.

Ann recognized her patterns and reacted with a guilty sentiment about the situation. She

further confessed the mobile device usage was “probably more heavy on my side.” She

believed that was partially due to their different career roles, but that realization failed to

remove the guilt she felt when these situations occurred. Rachel made similar remarks

about her usage in her nonwork time.
| feel like if I'm sitting there with my phone and...I look like a teenager always,
like, looking at my phone. And then, | feel guilty, if, you know, he's [her husband]
doing something around the house, or even if it's not something that we're doing
together. Like, if we're, if we consciously make the effort to say, ‘Hey, we're
going out to dinner,” or whatever, then, you know, I, I try to turn all that stuff
[mobile devices] off, you know. But if we're just, like, coexisting in the house or
he's doing his thing, I'm doing my thing, I still feel guilty about it.

Rachel’s guilt included the fact that her mobile device usage also took away from her

home responsibilities. She found it difficult to fight her guilty reaction and admitted that
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conflict sometimes surfaced within the domestic sphere as a result. While for some like
Rachel, guilty sentiments surfaced, others simply felt worried.

Mobile device usage brought about a worried sentiment for some of the
interviewees. Mark discussed when he found himself without his phone. “I'm at home
and | don't have my phone, I think | would worry that things aren't going well.” Mark felt
less worried if his wife, who also works at the Christian camp he managed, had hers due
to possible emergencies. Alyssa found work communication caused her worry when “a
challenging student situation or, or if | send an email at the end of the day with some kind
of news or information in it that | expect a response t0.” Alyssa explained those situations
might be “weighing on me” and caused her to worry about the possible outcomes or
repercussions. Prior to having children, Laura described her panicked feelings when her
and her husband took a vacation and did not have phone service.

Both of us were a little worried...We worked at the same place, but then we were

like, we were there for seven days and...I panicked first because it was like, Oh

my God, when | get back, it's going to be a nightmare. Like, this is going to be a

nightmare.

As it turned out, they transformed their reaction of worry towards the lack of the service
for the device and they found

it was like, awesome and we forgot who we were and what we were. Like because

there was nothing. You couldn't use a phone to get around. We drove around the

island. We had no idea where we were going. It was fun again, you know.

Probably dangerous, but fun, you know. It, it worked out thank God
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Laura’s worried sentiments were validated when she returned to work to face 600-700
emails to address. “It took me a week to just sift, to not even really respond.” Through
Laura’s worrisome situation of not being able to respond, she appreciated and valued the
relaxation offered without access to her phone.

Like Laura who appreciated that time and thought overall she would be “more
fun” and “more relaxed” without the mobile device, other participants spoke of similar
sentiments. Feelings or possible feelings of being rested and recharged developed amidst
discussions surrounding the possibility of not having devices. Ben felt he would enjoy a
slower pace and what he deemed “quality time” with others.

| think it would feel more...rested because you’re not constantly... you know—

you know there’s that mental stress factor...Even though you’re not physically

here, your brain is still engaged, until the time you go to sleep. So if that weren’t

happening, | think you actually get more rest and probably feel a little bit more

recharged.
Ben’s sentiment was he was lacking the ability to fully rest due to the engagement with
the mobile device particularly to keep up with his work demands. Jessica and Mary both
agreed their evenings would be more relaxed at night when given the opportunity to
disengage and focus on others. Mary continued she would feel “...less uptight or anxious
about work things, and maybe I might sleep better at night.” Though opinions were
shared on how participants might enjoy freedom to relax, most participants still preferred
the mobile device as a regular communicative tool in comparison to earlier times when it
was not an option. David compared the possibilities of not having the device to “cutting

the cord” on the TV. He described that as “very freeing and liberating not to be tied to the
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TV, we do have more time to use our other devices.” He explained that having the ability
to do something with the mobile device created feelings such as anxiety or nervousness.
In the absence of that ability, he expected a feeling of peace. With that said, that peaceful
feeling didn’t sway David’s sentiments on preferring the phone. Dani felt overall the
mobile device unified the co-workers in their department.

What's been interesting though, is that that conflict with our senior leadership has

actually brought us, a lot of the faculty closer together. And we're all part of it.

But. And that, that closeness has primarily been developed [by] Messenger and

through texting.
Dani firmly stated the mobile device tools have been a positive outlet for them. “It's like
this like, secret place that we have to kind of form a resistance.” In this scenario, Dani
spoke for herself, but felt others also perceived the mobile device as a positive force
within their department.
Summary of Sentiments One: Border Crosser Sentiments

Border Crossers’ Sentiments was explored from both a proactive and reactive
viewpoint. The use of the terminology within the sentiments theme became more
prevalent due to necessity of clearly differentiating between the participants and others in
terms of their feelings and perspectives which influence overall relational dynamics.
Proactively, participants attempted to avoid stress and potential conflict, while being
mindful and considerate of others. The important outcome was that this proactivity
typically was demonstrated through engagement with the device rather than
disengagement and sometimes engagement included the use of specific apps. Further,

proactivity included initiating discussions with members of the domestic sphere, but also
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proactively considering others in the professional sphere and how they prefer to be
contacted. Both of those examples equated to less stress for the participant. However,
even when interviewees shared their proactive approaches, reacting to mobile device
situations far surpassed the proactive examples.

Reactions occurred from many of the participants and they reacted with various
sentiments. These included, but are not limited to irritation, anxiety, hate, guilt, worry,
and altered moods. Participants passionately shared experiences that altered their moods
and formed their sentiments regarding experiences with mobile devices used
professionally within the domestic sphere. These experiences involved employees, co-
workers, bosses, and members of the domestic sphere. Collectively, participants
recognized the challenge balance brought forth. They both recognized and verbalized
their sentiments to others and imagined feelings of rest and rejuvenation in a world with
limited engagement with mobile devices. Beyond themselves as border crossers
(participants), the sentiments of others such as significant others and/or children is the
next important concept reviewed.

Others’ Sentiments

It is important to this research to understand not only how participants as border
crossers incorporate the mobile device within the domestic sphere, but also how usage
impacts relationships. This subtheme, Others’ Sentiments, uncovers the border crossers’
perceptions of others sentiments and actual behaviors to further understand relational
impact. The term “others” within this subtheme represents border keepers and other
domestic domain members which collectively comprise spouses, significant others,

extended family, and children. By perceptions, exploration occurred surrounding how the
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border crosser perceived the sentiments of domestic domain members. This is important
to explore to understand how relationships within the domestic sphere are impacted.
Additionally, participants offer descriptions of actual domestic interactions involving
others’ verbal and nonverbal behavior within the domestic sphere. The first section
highlights perceptions of the border crosser.

Border crosser perceptions. The border crossers are the actual managerial
participants in this research. As such, the interactions they had within their domestic
sphere left them with perceptions of what others such as spouses, significant others,
children, or even extended family thought or felt about their (participant/border crosser)
mobile device usage. The perceptions funneled into overarching categories where family
understood or family didn’t understand. While participants within the areas where the
family didn’t understand actually explained those situations, some participants also
described when relationships appeared impacted to the level of potential conflict. These
first passages reveal areas where the family seemingly understands the border crossers’
usage and the overall need for professional engagement within the domestic sphere.

Several of the participants voiced their family understood their usage.
“Understands” was a specific in vivo code from the transcript data. Most spoke of
families as all-encompassing, while others specifically pointed out spouses or children.
Mike and his wife both had jobs that required a fair amount of nonwork time on the
mobile device. He really tried to separate work and home, but knew “these are 24 hour a
day jobs.” Mike was referring to his school administration position. He was convinced
his wife “understands the situation.” He reciprocated he understood “she’s in a similar

situation where she works too and she actually spends probably more time on her phone

158



in nonwork time than I do dealing with work stuff.” As a couple, Mike’s perception of
her sentiments was they both understood and respected each other’s roles and
responsibilities. Lydia commented on her husband’s apparent sentiments as well. “My
husband is pretty understanding and you know, | think as adults we can both manage the
like give me five minutes.” Like Mike and his wife, Lydia and her husband seemed to
understand and support the professional time needed on their mobile devices. Ben spoke
of how he perceived his family’s sentiments with respect to his active mobile device
engagement.

My family has also accepted the fact that—because of my role, because of the

industry we’re in, because of our 24/7/365 there are going to be, you know, even

when we’re on vacation, I’'m going to be checking my email. I’'m going to be

responding to them. I’'m going to be taking calls from time to time.
Ben didn’t believe the mobile device controlled his life and he did “a good job at keeping
that family time separate from work.” Though he admitted, “the two are intertwined
almost all the time just because of the role and our industry.” Ben appreciated the
understanding he believed his family extended to him. While Juan had more limited
usage in nonwork time than Ben, he also referred to perceptions of the entire family. He
explained his viewpoint as follows:

So I don’t think—so to me it’s just something that I can accomplish quickly and

then move back to, what—you know, being reengaged ... outside of the—the uh

work environment. So I don’t think it impacts it very much.
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Juan exuded confidence with his answer and his perceptions his nuclear family
understood. Other participants extended their perceptions of their families’ sentiments in
a broader sense.

Like Juan, Ryan also confidently indicated his family understood his work
involvement.

My family understands that for the most part I'm- I'm rarely ever disconnected

from work, but | don't abuse that. And | don't abuse it, one, out of respect for

them; but two, | don't abuse it because | don't wanna, you know?
Ryan disliked the feeling of possibly disrespecting his wife when using his mobile device
professionally in the home atmosphere. His perceptions of his family understanding built
on that philosophy as Ryan clearly articulated he did not want to abuse it “out of respect
for them.” Even with a challenging managerial position that was highly communicative
via the mobile device, respect toward his family was even more important to Ryan to
support their understanding sentiment.

In past visits with her sister, Ellen fielded necessary work calls. Ellen’s perception
of the situation was “I mean they're, they're fine with it, but I—I don't think it's like, you
know, it's not so much. I'm sure there are people that it could affect, but I just don't think
that it has.” While Ellen knew with certain individuals, her engagement could be an issue,
her assessment of the engagement occurring at her sister’s home was the family
understood and supported her. Mark spoke of extended family more in a sense of his own
children that no longer resided with him. He believed for the most part they understood
“there’s times I have to answer it [mobile device].” Mark preferred to know when they

came to town so he could balance work and family, but he did not always know so in
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those situations, Mark felt they maintained an understanding sentiment about his
workload. Lastly, Dani stressed “everyone just understands.” In her self-assured
perception, she considered her biological family of her dad and his wife.

So, | think everyone just understands. Especially if I'm gonna have this fluid ...

You know. One of the things that can enable me to have those fluid work/life

boundaries is that | can check in every now and then, and just kind of move back

and forth through each of those areas seamlessly. Everyone knows that's how | am
or they're too afraid to talk. Say it to my face. | don't know. No. | think it's all
right.
Dani explained her dad and his wife have high powered jobs and she believed that
attributed to their understanding sentiment of her professional mobile device usage in
nonwork times. In these many examples, the border crosser, thus the participant in this
study perceived family was supportive and understood the participants’ usage.

The next passages address areas where participants held a different perspective
that their families did not understand their mobile device usage. Landi’s mom was very
cautious about Landi’s mobile device usage in her domestic sphere due to family history
issues of work/life balance. Landi believed her husband supported her, but she perceived
issues with extended family. For example, she disclosed

I’ve had to maybe you know postpone a trip to visit with someone because a

deadline has come up. I think that they my family understands my dedication to

my work but obviously there’s a level of disappointment.
This work toward her deadline included both mobile device communication and

computer work, which resulted in Landi feeling as if she disappointed her family. Thus,
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Landi’s perspective was they [her family] didn’t understand her decision-making process
and engagement. Landi was not alone in that feeling. Other participants had similar
remarks, specifically about vacations. Ben felt his extended family thought he shouldn’t
have to work on his vacation. He explained “they maybe view it as, you know, you’re
supposed to be on vacation and here you are working.” He appreciated their concern for
his vacation, yet he felt the obligation to stay engaged. Carol’s family was irritated when
she received calls or called-in to work, sometimes multiple times per day. Her sentiments
were the family thought it was “ridiculous.” Like Carol’s perceptions of her daughters,
Karen believed her children got mad at her due to a vacation experience in which Karen
was highly engaged with her mobile device for work purposes. The fact that she had to
keep leaving the family unit to run to the second floor deck of the beach house to get
reception further fueled her family’s anger. The behaviors, both verbal and nonverbal, of
her family while she ran up and down the steps to a better vantage point solidified to
Karen that they had developed an unhappy sentiment and did not understand why she
needed to handle these calls. Beyond vacations, Karen felt her one daughter specifically
got annoyed with her during dinner. As a result of her daughter, Karen felt conflicted
between work calls and her daughter’s feelings. “Like, who do I make mad? You know.
Do I make work mad or do I make my daughter mad? Overall, whether it is vacation or
dinner, Karen felt as if her family, namely her daughters did not understand her mobile
device usage.

Alyssa and Lydia both felt their parents did not understand the purpose for their
usage. Lydia acknowledged she “can't go on that vacation and completely check out of

work...So there are times where I think my parents are probably the least understanding
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about it and | think that's probably a generational thing.” Likewise, Alyssa’s parents don’t
understand her job and its mobile device demands.

| am present and, and spending time with them, but there have been occasions

when I'll pick it up for something else or I will, and I will see an email and get

distracted, and it's similar situation. My parents really don't get what | do.
While Alyssa made vigilant attempts to avoid usage when visiting them, those times
when she felt the need to engage concerned her parents and they conveyed the sentiment
they didn’t understand her engagement. When members of the domestic sphere don’t
understand, relational unrest can result.

Throughout those shared discussions, it is important to remember the sentiments
were all from the perspective of the participant. The participants also elaborated on their
perceptions of potential conflict. These potential issues included trust,
uncharacteristically high volumes of work communication, and distance in spousal
relationships. David earlier mentioned the necessity for building trust with his son
regarding honoring his word. David shared the person in his family that seemed to trust
him the least now was his wife. He felt he has worked hard to establish boundaries and
honor boundaries with his sons, but he had not done as well in honoring boundaries with
his wife. Thus, his perception of her sentiments was that she trusted him the least. From a
different frame of reference on high volumes of work communication, Rich’s work
communication grew rapidly due to an extreme situation with a bridge project he worked
on. Since Rich’s stance was his family was “not to interrupt me at work. So...when I'm at
home, they [his family] feel that they should get the same type of respect for their time,

that I shouldn't be interrupting their time with work stuff.”
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Rich’s bridge project cut into his family time during that process and his perception of his
family’s sentiments were they did not appreciate the lack of reciprocation of his guideline
of keeping work at work and home at home. For Nigel, Rachel, and Laura, they felt their
spousal relationships were challenged at times due to their mobile device usage. Nigel
eloquently explained his perception of his wife’s sentiments.
| guess the, the cost there that | am also aware of is, is time with my wife. That,
you know, a lot of times is after the kids go down, you know, it's back to some
sort of work communication, and so coming off of this big project, it's been a, an
exercise for me in, in, you know, letting go and then recognizing things that don't
really have to be done that night and can be done at work the next day, and so,
that's something we'll try and do, like a movie night, you know, we'll watch a
show or do something two times a week or so. So maybe there's a couple nights
that I'm working, but, trying to, to find time there that I'm not always just firing
something up when the kids go down.
Nigel’s perceptions turned into actions to be present and invest in his spousal
relationship. While Nigel did not think they had an actual shift in feelings of closeness,
Laura did feel that shift in emotion with her husband. “I think, I'll be honest. You don't
think about this until you do something like this so it's very interesting, but it definitely,
my husband and | were probably a lot closer before mobile phones.” Laura had an
awakening the mobile devices were replacing time they spent together as a couple. She
reflected on how they used to have a map and flipped a coin as to which direction they
would go and they explored. She excitedly shared this adventure they embarked on.

However, she felt now they “don’t even talk” but they texted each other even in their own
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home. Rachel’s spousal situation was a bit different than Nigel and Laura’s. Her
perception was her husband had an unhappy sentiment with her keeping up or lack of
keeping up with the house. If she didn’t get done with the laundry or cleaning, “he feels
that he has to take care of that.” Rachel felt the mobile device didn’t rule her life, but it
does affect it.

You know, whether it's, you know, you're doing it one day or three days a week or

whatever, you know, things add up. And, and sometimes, you know, | feel like,

um, that I, I can't separate that. | can't find that happy balance between work and
home.
Rachel struggled to find balance and shared her perception the mobile device sometimes
came between her and her husband.

The border crossers’ perceptions of other family members comprised those
examples. It is significant to unpack their perceptions of others when understanding
relational implications based on professional mobile device usage. In the next section, the
other individuals’ actual verbal and nonverbal behaviors tell the story and convey their
sentiments.

Actual verbal/nonverbal behaviors. With lack of verbal and nonverbal
feedback, perceptions could be correct or incorrect. In the previous section, participants
illustrated their perceptions of their family members’ sentiments on the participants’
mobile device usage. The “others” for this section comprise spouses, kids, in-laws, and
even close friends. While perceptions of others’ sentiments can influence relationships
because of how the participants perceptions make them feel, this section examines

sentiments actually conveyed by others’ verbal and nonverbal behaviors. Others refers to
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other individuals verbal and nonverbal behavior in conjunction with the participants’
mobile device engagement.

The spouses of the participants exhibited the most verbal behavior. In a couple of
cases, these verbal comments were made in a helpful fashion, while others were more
confrontational. Alyssa and Ellen’s husbands made comments to them about their mobile
device usage, but both ladies felt the husband’s true goal was to help them, not discredit
them for their usage. On various occasions, Alyssa’s husband gently questioned the
necessity of her mobile device engagement. “You’re on vacation; you don’t need to do
that.” Alyssa knew it was not a major conflict and she thought “he’s trying to help me
sort of ...step back from it sometimes.” Alyssa complimented her husband on how good
he was about saying “Is this really something that has to done tonight?”” When he brought
this to her attention, it made Alyssa rethink her engagement. While it did not always stop
it, she gave more thought to her purpose. Ellen’s husband felt bad she had to engage
during vacation. Even though he had to do that in the past with his work, he was bothered
for her when she had to. “Maybe Bill [her husband] would be like, ‘you know, you
shouldn't be having to do that,” you know, like it would just be like not bother him but
maybe be upset that [ would have to do that more so.” Nigel’s wife verbalized her
feelings toward his mobile device engagement. According to Nigel, his wife said, “I feel
very distant from you. You know, | feel like you're ... yeah, I ... you know, we're just
ships passing with parenting and, you know, there's, there's, like, no time for us.” Nigel
felt without a conversation between spouses, it would continue to be a source of conflict.
The mobile device usage was “just a rhythm I kept falling back into,” admitted Nigel.

When his wife verbalized her sentiments to him, “it took a little escalation to to really try

166



and hear it.” Nigel worked at establishing a stronger balance, but it was a work-in-
progress and the recognition that addressing the situation was necessary within their
marriage was brought to light by his wife. While Nigel’s interaction about her sentiments
teetered between gentle conversation and escalation, other participants received verbal
and nonverbal spousal feedback that was rooted in emotion.

Spouses showed varying levels of emotions toward the participants for their
usage. Spouses fell somewhere in the middle of calm and heated. Dissatisfaction was
voiced toward Tim from his spouse and an established boundary around their dinners out
served to remedy the situation. When Kara and her hushand were out to an anniversary
dinner, they discussed the phone expectation in advance. Kara snidely imitated her
husband’s part in that conversation as he made his point that she played a significant role
in the mobile device interruptions. “he'll be like ‘as long as you don't get yours out first.””
It was overall a light-hearted discussion between spouses. Jared’s wife verbalized to him
“you’re on your phone you know I’m talking to you pay attention to me you’re you’re on
your phone” Jared said it caused a bit of tension with his wife, but she pointed the issue
out to him. Curtis’ wife also advocated for his attention not only toward her, but also
toward the children when he awaited an email from a client.

“You know, when you're home, can you spend time with your [family/kids]’... so

| put the phone down and ... | can zone out so that ... | may have been looking at it

for about five minutes. And my kids are there, so they need the attention.
According to Curtis, his wife “will make sure she lets him know” if he was at the dinner
table and looked at his email simultaneously. Ben was also “reprimanded for having my

phone out during mealtimes.” Due to Ben’s work demands, “inevitably something
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happens and they’re [work] trying to get a hold of me for something.” Ben admitted
eight out of ten times the interruption could wait, but he typically answered and then got
yelled at. He further described how the situation unfolded at the dinner table.

You first get the look, you know, you know, the look uh from the spouse and you

realize you better make this quick...If it continues then you know, I get reminded

of the—you know the policy about no devices at the dinner table...If it goes

beyond that | better leave the room because it—it could get escalated.
Due to Ben’s driven nature, he was in a “high—fast paced, high speed industry that
typically things can’t wait if you want to stay ahead, and I just go ahead and do it.” He
knew that the half hour a day for dinner was often the only time they could interact as a
family other than weekends and vacations. “So you add the mobile device on top of that
and there goes that half an hour.” Ben’s challenge became escalated when he got yelled at
which was a clear indication of his wife’s sentiments about his usage. This next
paragraph focuses on heightened verbal comments.

Spouses and situations differed with respect to their support or non-support of the
mobile device. Alexa’s husband was both jealous and forthright with his opinions on her
professional mobile device usage. He would question why students are texting her at
eight o’clock at night. It causes some “weird dynamics relationship wise.” Alexa
responded by shushing him and said, “like go-go away, like it’s fine” and she would
manage the communication quickly. Because Alexa’s husband was well versed with her
work ring tone on her phone, when it went off, her husband would say “god dammit those
damn work e-mails.” Alexa spoke further to him. “It’s fine. I just—just let me go on here

real quick.” She offered assurances she was not engaging, just organized quickly to

168



prepare for the next day. Laura used her mobile device in the car while her husband
drove. Because she looked at her phone for long periods of time, sometimes when she
looked up, she was shocked to see a car so close to them and she would comment about it
to him. His snarky response was,
‘Well, if you weren't working the entire time and had your head up, you would
know that’.... He's like, “You just think that some of things had happened because
you lift your head up in there, there's a car around passing.’

She admitted he was right, but she further shared “I'm not going to tell him that, but I'll
say it for this study. He's, he's right.” Like Laura, Rachel’s husband made comments to
her. When she allowed her mobile device usage to impede on her household chores, their
conversation ensued with her husband’s initial comment about the laundry.

‘Ugh, I guess I got to deal with this laundry.” I'm like, “What do you mean you're

going to? I said I was going to handle that.” ‘No, I got it.” Like, Okay. ‘I was

going to take care of that as soon as I did something, you know, whatever.’
Rachel added “he doesn't come out and say, ‘Hey, are you doing something for work or
you're just browsing the Internet?’”” Rather, he made an instant comment about the work
he would have to do that she was not handling. Rachel felt her husband’s annoyed
comments were a double standard to the amount of time he was distracted by his work.
Another area that at times became contentious for participants was verbalized comments
from their children as they communicated their sentiments to the participant (border

crosser).
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Children that made comments toward their parents came from various age ranges:
adolescents, teenagers, and adults. Karen’s adult daughters regularly questioned her
motives.

‘Do you really have to do that now?’ You know, that kind of thing. ‘You are not

getting paid. Why are you, you know. Dealing with work now? You're outside of

work. You're not working.” You know, ‘Stop doing that.” And, you know, those

kind of things. So, yeah. | knew how they felt.
Carol’s two adult daughters did the same with her, “Why are you calling in? Why don’t —
you’re on vacation. You shouldn’t have to call in.” Carol qualified this situation by
comparing her job to theirs and neither of them had to answer to a boss on a regular basis
like Carol did. It was clear what Karen and Carol’s daughters’ sentiments were; they did
not agree with the work ethic and commitment that impeded on their nonwork time with
their mom.

For some of the participants, the children were teenagers. Mary’s now adult
daughter began giving her “flak™ as a teenager regarding her mom’s mobile device usage.
That usage robbed her of her mom’s full attention at important times. Mary went on to
share her daughter “begrudged her for taking calls, you know during family time in the
evening.” When her daughter’s career day at school arrived, Mary’s daughter told her “I
don’t want you to come for that because nobody’s gonna want to do your job.” Her
daughter elaborated on her sentiments that her job was nonstop and someone was always
calling or needing her. Mary regretfully recalled “volleyball games where I would have to
excuse myself out of the gym and take a phone call.” Mary’s absence did not go

unnoticed by her daughter. Mary explained her feelings “so I at that time did not do a
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good job in my career balancing that. | do regret that.” For Mary, her daughter’s
sentiments had not changed even though she was now living independently. “So I think
that she still gives me a lot of flak.” Sheila’s teenage children enjoyed reminding her of
family rules that she broke for professional conversations on the mobile device. “Mom,
we don’t talk on the phone while we’re driving.” They added, “"We're going into the
movie theater. You don't need your ... You're not going to answer your phone in the
movie theater."”
Adolescents and young teens served to be emotional and needy of their parent and
verbalized their feeling of discontent to participants. Jessica said
Sometimes my daughter will tell me, “You’re on your phone all the time. You’re
not paying attention to me.” And if she does, the phone gets turned off
immediately. So, | have to, sometimes, realize. | have to think about how much
time I’ve spent on the phone, versus how much time I’ve spent with her. She’s
thirteen so she doesn’t want to spend a lot of time with me, but, but there are
times she does and—and there’s times that I wanna spend with her too.
For Jessica, those comments by her daughter served as a harsh reminder she was
spending too much time on her mobile device. Rachel especially felt bad about how her
usage impacted her youngest son. At times, he waited up for her so she could say good
night; their evening routines became thrown off due to her work engagement. Not long
ago, Rachel’s youngest son questioned her regarding her work commitment and the
expectations of her bosses. Her son asked, “Don’t they know you have kids?” Her son’s
sentiments were another harsh reminder of communicative commitments and how they

impacted relationships. Mark’s one daughter tended to be protective of her time with her

171



dad. Mark noticed the “facial expressions” and he could tell when things bothered her
about his mobile device usage. He gave an example of a 10:00 phone call he received and
how he imagined she would react. Mark imagined she might say, “You realize it’s
10:15?” He explained, “that’s just how she is.” Not only his daughter made comments,
but so had Mark’s in-laws.

Visiting with in-laws and/or parents in tandem with mobile device usage became
a source of contention for some participants as other family members made comments
regarding their mobile device habits. Mark’s in-laws questioned his wife “Why does he
always have his phone?” Mark didn’t mind fielding questions while on vacation. “I still
take the phone with me ‘cause there’s still questions that people need [answered].” Mark
was agreeable to communication, though Cindy was disgruntled about a situation that
happened two years ago while she attended a family wedding.

And while we were at the church service my phone exploded. There was a

contract that we were trying to get here that was in question. I had like four

voicemails, text messages, and emails ... Until | came out of a one hour wedding.

and | saw this so | had to step away from the wedding, which made no one happy.

Myself included.
While Cindy was unhappy about the scenario and interruption, she went on to share that
her mother-in-law shared her sentiments to Cindy. “It was more like, ‘Can't you ... You
can't get away for a minute’ or something like that.” While the comment did not go
unnoticed, Cindy recognized that both held different work ethics and her mother-in-law’s
previous career did not have the same level of pressure. Alexa and Landi’s mothers

occasionally made comments to them as well which clearly articulated their sentiments
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about their daughters’ mobile device usage. Alexa’s mother pointed out “this is family
time.” Alexa rebutted with “ It’s not gonna be the end of the world,” though she
continued in sharing, “But it’s—it’s the end of the world to her.” They had different
sentiments about the professional usage of mobile devices and like Alexa’s interactions
with her husband, she stood strong on her tactic of flagging communication that
minimized her time and allowed her to re-engage quickly. Lastly, Landi’s mother was
sensitive to Landi’s mobile device usage due to conflict her mother and father had about
work/life balance. Unlike Alexa’s mom, Landi’s mom was a bit less confrontational with
her comments.

She’ll occasionally say something. I wouldn’t say it really comes to a discussion

but she’ll just sort of you know give words of advice to you know just make sure

you’re monitoring that or you know don’t be on your phone all the time.
Landi understood the root of her mom’s sentiments that came from experience and a
caring demeanor. Her mom didn’t want to see issues within Landi’s family that her mom
faced within her own marriage.

Finally, sometimes these behaviors came from friends. Alyssa worked in an
educational environment. As such, she felt her friends that worked in different industries
failed to understand her industry’s communication challenges.

I don't think necessarily [they] kind of get the nature of this job and how, kind of

how emotionally invested you get. And so I've had friends I think be confused in

a minimum about why, like why I'm checking my email, why I’m so upset or

concerned or worried about whatever it is that's in that email.
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Once when Alyssa was out with friends, she received an email and subsequent texts from
her boss regarding an ongoing and difficult situation at work. Earlier, this was discussed
in light of how these messages changed her mood and she no longer wanted to be at the
event with friends. One friend in particular began making comments to her such as "I
don't understand," and “You don't need to worry about this now." These comments
angered Alyssa. Alyssa ardently described the situation as this friend intervened both
verbally and nonverbally during Alyssa’s attempted remote management of the situation.
While she knew her attention to others had quickly diminished, she also continued to
communicate with her boss.
That's when she [her friend] was like taking [the mobile device] I think | was in
the middle of texting and she was like, “You don't need to worry about this now.
This is a Saturday. It's your personal time.’
Alyssa was very angry that her friend took her phone and she angrily rebutted.
[ took it back and I was like, I, that, like ... ‘That's my boss I'm texting.” ...I tried
to sort of say like, I, don't think you're understanding. And, and in hindsight, you
know, maybe she's right. Maybe ... there wasn't anything I could do about it at
7:00 on a Saturday, but it was, you know, it felt very immediate.
Her friend’s verbal and nonverbal behavior in conveying her sentiments about Alyssa’s
usage was upsetting to Alyssa. Once her friend intervened and the altercation occurred,
Alyssa opted to leave the event. For Alyssa, the sentiments that her friend held impacted

their relationship and the event itself.
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Summary of Sentiments Two: Others’ Sentiments

The Others’ Sentiments subtheme encompassed feelings and perspectives of the
border keepers. This subtheme uncovered the border crossers’ perceptions of other
individuals’ feelings and perspectives. Also, it shared the actual verbal and nonverbal
behavior of these other individuals such as the spouse, significant other(s), extended
family, children, and friends. These behaviors were directed towards the border crosser.

The border crosser’s perceptions involved whether or not the family understood
the participants’ mobile device usage. Some border crossers argued the family
understood, some were perceived as not understanding, and yet others had concerns for
potential conflict. Interestingly, the border crosser perceived children, even adult
children, more so than spouses not understanding their usage. Additionally, they
perceived their parents as not understanding. Often the perception was the spouse
understood as they traversed similar issues of juggling work related communication in
their nonwork time and space. Regarding actual verbal/nonverbal behavior, this was
widespread and varied between spouses and children, as well as an extreme example with
a close friend that physically took her friend’s phone. Participants’ feelings varied
between upset and understanding to other domain members’ reactions to their mobile
device usage.
Summary of Theme Two: Sentiments

The second theme, Sentiments, encompassed the subthemes of Border Crosser
Sentiments and Others’ Sentiments. The participant in the present study was the border
crosser and “others” are border keepers/other domain members such as spouse,

significant other, children, and extended family. In some cases like one of the examples
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shared, a friend could be an “other.” Because the subthemes in this section are entitled as
per terms from the Work/Family Border Theory, it is also important to remember that
participant and border crosser are used interchangeably.

Border crossers shared accounts of times when they were proactive with mobile
device usage and times they were reactive to mobile device usage. Both enabled them to
determine their level of engagement; sometimes it was to engage more and other times it
was to disengage. Each situation, industry demand, and participant differed in the
participants’ determined level of engagement. As for being proactive, they described
situations in which they avoided stress and conflict, yet also attempted to be mindful of
others. Being reactive to mobile device usage exceeded the examples of proactive
behavior. Participants reacted with some of the following sentiments: irritated, guilty,
anxious, worried, and hateful. Along with each of those came passionately narrated
stories of personal experiences that led to their sentiments. Because it was deeply
personal and caused strong feelings, a shift in thinking occurred and/or relationships were
impacted.

Beyond the border crosser, others’ sentiments illuminated this section. First, the
perceptions held of the other individuals by the border crosser were highlighted and
discussed. These perceptions focused on whether their domestic domain members
understood their usage patterns and why they engaged in their nonwork time. Largely,
children and parents were perceived as not understanding, whereas spouses seemingly
understood as per the participants’ perceptions. An effective example of those findings
was Carol and Karen’s children and Landi’s mom. When it came to assessing

nonverbal/verbal behaviors of others, a few spouses were helpful, while other spouses
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and family members tended to be more confrontational in expounding on their
sentiments.

These words and actions among other variables proved to be influential to the
participants. The next section emphasizes various elements that influence the border
crosser’s decision to use the mobile device professionally within the domestic sphere.

Influences

Influences is the third theme that is consequential concerning this data and
research. Influences expound on the actual thoughts and experiences that indirectly or
directly influence the participant (border crosser) to utilize or not utilize their mobile
device for professional purposes in nonwork time. Influences as a theme functions to
answer RQ1: How are individuals using the mobile device professionally within the
domestic sphere? And RQ3: How are expectations established for usage within the
domestic sphere? These expectations can be self-directed, other-directed, and/or industry-
directed. Influences encompass the following subthemes: Border Crosser and Domestic
Sphere. Within those subthemes, participants shared experiences that served to validate
their decision-making process and overall mobile device engagement. The first section
will be devoted to the border crosser.

Border Crosser

The border crosser is the participant in this research and of particular interest is
their mobile device usage within the domestic sphere. However, influences to their usage
and non-usage surround them within the domestic sphere. This next section focuses on
the subtheme Cognitive Influences which equates to the participants’ understanding of

self: personality, reputation, and work ethic.
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Cognitive influences. In this subtheme of Influences, Cognitive refers to how
participants’ thoughts and acquired knowledge impact their decisions with the
professional mobile device usage. Data from the interview transcripts showed that the
border crosser’s self-assessed personality, desired reputation, and self-perceived work
ethic influenced their professional mobile device engagement. Personality traits are
uncovered in the next section.

Personality. “OCD,” “Type A,” and “want-to-know,” these were manners in
which participants described themselves during the interview process. When Ben opened
his emails, his personality shone through as he confessed if he opened one, he must open
all of them.

If I have 18 emails in my inbox, I will open all 18 and reply back to the ones that |

can quickly reply to or delete the ones that I know I don’t need to reply to or put

them in the folder they belong in. But they all have to be cleared before I can walk

away from it. And I don’t know whether that’s OCD... I can’t just check one.
Regardless of what was going on around him, Ben opened and addressed all emails
which convinced him was driven simply by his personality. Much like Ben, Rachel
described herself with the acronym OCD. She also was compelled to check and address
easily accessible emails even though she understood it was not required. She explained,
“It’s an OCD thing....I don’t have to check my emails...But because it’s right there on
my phone, I just click the button and see my emails”. Rachel identified her self-driven
nature and found it challenging to find balance between home and work as a result. Ann

also recognized that challenge in her life due to her personality.
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I think it’s my personality. My personality is task-orientated. Stick to timelines

get things accomplished so I do I do think it’s definitely self for that pressure and

you know just for I’1l just use the word sanity.
Ann’s perspective is she had the most control in her decisions to engage and largely that
control connected to her personality. Like Rachel, Jared realized his organization never
gave a directive to be engaged with emails or other work functions via his mobile device.
Jared said, “our superintendent she always says to us try to you know carve that time off
for your family, so it’s actually the opposite, that’s more me being me.” Jared referred to
his personality and its direct influence over his decisions to engage.

Beyond OCD distinctions, other participants like Dani, Alyssa, and Mary
announced they were Type A. Dani discussed herself as having the most power over her
mobile device usage due to her personality. “I think a lot of academics we’re very type A.
So. We just, you just wanna get stuff done. You wanna check off your list and you just
wanna, like, move forward.” Dani put herself in that category of Type A academics and
noted that trait played a large role in her engagement decisions. Mary liked to “keep
things moving” just as Dani desired to move things forward. Mary acknowledged

I’d say at this point in my life I’'m pretty type A, I’'m pretty driven. I feel like

there’s something in me that I just like to, you know, keep things moving ... I’ve

never been the type of person to, you know, just lay on the couch all day or...
things like that, so.
Mary reached a point of self-awareness “at this point” in her life and bluntly recognized

its powerful influence over her. Alyssa recognized this and even chuckled about it.
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“I'm someone who likes, I like control. I'm very type A and so I think, there's a part of me
that really likes being able to say like, ‘Okay. I know, you know, now I know.’”” Alyssa
preferred to be “in the know” and this feeling resonated with a few other participants
whom did not label their personality, but understood its complexities.

Ryan, Ellen, Karen, and Mark discussed their personality traits in the context of
mobile device engagement decisions. As Alyssa preferred to be in the know, so did Ryan.

| think it's my motivation and desire to know things. | wanna know what's going

on, I wanna know what's not going on.... | wanna know and then | wanna do. But

for me, | think knowing is more important even than doing.
Accordingly, Ryan engaged regularly with his mobile device in nonwork times due to his
personality and his desire to simply be in the know. That gave him peace of mind. Ellen
also made decisions with her mobile device such as enabled push notifications so she
always knew what was going on.

The cell phone was not her first choice when in the office, yet
“when I'm out and about | do like to be able to get my emails, which is probably a bad
thing, but like I like to know what's going on at all at all times.” Ellen resisted a
smartphone for a long time due to the simplicity of earlier devices. However, now her
perspective differed. “I have to say I feel so like I, I like knowing all the time what's
going on, [ do.” In Karen’s positions, she believed she needed awareness of everything
that happened. Her multi-faceted role required her to disseminate information to others.
In that role, when she received emails from various individuals, curiosity drove her to
know what was in each email, so she regularly engaged due to her innate personality trait

of wanting to know. While Mark recognized his managerial role also required him to
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know many facets of the organization, he attributed his personality traits to his dad and
grandfather. “My dad was like that, my grandfather was like that...I kinda like to be that
guy if they need something that they can call and I can go and help them.” Mark enjoyed
both knowing and being viewed as dependable. Participants like Mark made decisions
based on what they cognitively thought others would think of them; their ability to stay in
the know was ingrained in their personalities with no regard as to whether they were in
nonwork time or not.

Interestingly, these participants understood and embraced the components of their
personality that impacted their decisions and their expectations of mobile device usage.
They fully expected to use their resources to stay abreast of work communicative
functions. Not one of the participants showed any apologetic demeanor regarding this
personality trait; they simply understood themselves, yet at times some worried about
their overall reputation. The next section explores desired reputations and concerns for
what others think.

Reputation. Participants felt concerned about their reputation and what others
thought about them. As such, they made mobile device engagement decisions that
occurred in their nonwork time to maintain or boost their reputation within the
professional sphere. In consideration for her reputation, being needed was paramount to
Sheila. However, she was not sure it was a positive attribute. “That’s scary. Yeah, that’s
not a good thing.” While she questioned her motivation for making engagement decisions
to feel needed, other participants felt confident in their desired reputation, which included

both credibility and caring undertones.
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David, Alyssa, and Rachel spoke in the areas of desired reputation of being a
caring individual. David’s industry does not actively pressure employees to engage in
nonwork time. However, “I’d like to seem responsive and I care, but I also want to be
seen like I care.” He engaged in tasks and communication beyond the official workday to
build a caring reputation within his roles and responsibilities. Alyssa felt similarly about
her exchanges with parents and students. She wanted them to like her, but also to know
she cared enough to work hard to remedy situations.

| think a lot of the times I'm worried about what that parent or what that student

thinks of me... am I gonna make things worse by not giving them a quick

response? | think, and a lot of that is, you know, my own, like I said this personal
expectation of like, | have to be helping everybody at all, all the time and, and
doing everything I can possibly be doing to make the situation better.
Alyssa questioned how her response time would reflect upon her reputation in terms of
both caring and working hard. This realization was impactful in decisions on how she
used the device professionally within her domestic time. Rachel, who explained it was a
challenge to balance her mobile device usage between work and home simply worked to
be a good employee and wanted to be perceived that way by her boss.
I've had, you know, a situation where, you know, the job [Rachel’s current job]
was eliminated for a short period of time, | feel like, you know, there was enough
time without me working in this position full-time that they did miss all the extra
little things that I did. So, like, I, I just feel like I, you know, want to be the model

employee.
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Rachel desired to maintain this position and to be viewed as a model employee that cares
deeply about her job. This desired reputation partially fueled her mobile device usage and
engagement even when it caused conflict within the domestic sphere.
Beyond caring attributes, participants wanted to be viewed as credible employees.
In efforts to be seen as credible, Ryan wanted to learn about a new boss’ expectations.
This helped not only him, but the entire office. “Now that we have a new Chancellor
coming on board, this is actually something that I'm going to intentionally have that
conversation with- with the team regarding, because we wanna know what his
expectations are.” Ryan’s planned discussion with the new Chancellor included
responsiveness in nonwork time. Ryan believed the knowledge of the expectations helped
bolster his reputation by enabling him to meet expectations. Also, it helped the office
transition more smoothly. Given the consideration Ryan gave to understanding
communicative expectations, Alexa also took pride in her quick responses and how that
reflected upon her.
There’s always people everywhere you go who are like talking crap about
somebody like, ‘oh I sent them an email and they didn’t respond to me for three
days,” and, ‘well I tried to call this person and they never called me back,” and
you hear that all the time from everybody and that seems to be people’s biggest
complaint sometimes about people is that, ‘well they don’t respond, or they don’t
respond quick enough or they didn’t get back to me at all,’
Alexa considered those complaints she heard when she made decisions about her level of
engagement. “I think about those things because of those types of feelings that people

have in general about communication.” Alexa did not want to be viewed in that light. She
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saw “countless number of colleagues” with complaints registered against them due to
their lack of response which directly impacted their reputation. Alexa combatted that
through her professed “neurotic” nature and her well-developed flagging email system.
With those resources, Alexa built and maintained a positive and credible reputation with
her colleagues and supervisors. Like Alexa, Tim managed his engagement and earned a
good professional reputation as a result. He made efforts to “maintain credibility with the
people that you work with.” Tim attributed his positive work relationships to his strategic
responsiveness. From a different perspective, Carol wanted to have a credible reputation,
but built on the ability to stay current within her company. While she admitted to
sometimes fighting the technological changes, she also valued the modern connections
such as the mobile device.

| want to be prepared when somebody asks me something. When my boss wants

to know something, I want to have that answer. I don’t want to feel like I’'m

getting too old for the job. There’s a lot of young people out there.
Carol’s knowledge of this made a large impact on her mobile device decisions, especially
those regarding accepted calls and messages after hours and on vacations to answer
questions. Carol’s desired reputation fueled her overall work ethic. Carol, like others,
considered what others in their professional sphere thought of them, hence their overall
reputation, as they considered their engagement. The next section explores stories on self-
perceived work ethic and its influence on participants’ behaviors and decisions.

Work ethic. Work ethic for participants included many feelings and aspirations in
their professional sphere which impacted their mobile device and expectations within the

domestic sphere. Laura shared her work ethic was just a habit especially within
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management positions. “I feel that there's work that has to be done and my mentality is
you got to do it. It doesn't matter what time it is or if you're home or you just got to get it
done.” She admitted she always actively engaged in her nonwork time due to managerial
habits. Nigel hoped for effectiveness within his work ethic and like Laura that meant
“being available at times that people need me.” Alyssa and Ann also considered
availability to others as positive work ethic. Alyssa deemed it a “personal expectation of
availability.” Ann concurred it was personal and she realized there are not stringent
consequences for disengagement in her nonwork time, but there was also a level of
pressure to be sure she was accessible as well. Both ladies worked to display effective
work ethic and ensured their availability reflected that work ethic. While those varying
summations of work ethic attributed to their specific mobile device engagement,
participants expressed feeling responsible or obligated toward their professional sphere.
One way in which participants felt responsible was to that of the team or company
overall. Ben shared “at the end of the day, ultimately the company’s responsible for my
decisions.” He, like others, did not take that responsibility lightly and did what it took
within his professional sphere despite interruptions within his domestic sphere. Like Ben,
several other participants felt a distinct sense of responsibility. Mark quantified “90% of
the time there’s people here on camp. So I'm ultimately responsible for the people.” He
took that responsibility very seriously. Bonnie felt accountable to her team and work
efforts and she felt she “should answer them, even if it’s something very quick.” In this
way, Bonnie felt she held up her responsibilities. Mary and Rachel worked similarly. “I
don’t like to let anything slip through the cracks and there are a lot of people depending

on me to get things done,” shared Mary. She did not disappoint anyone professionally
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and successfully managed her responsibilities. Rachel felt “partially responsible” for
situations when they are short-staffed. “It’s the way that I do things.” In knowing her
personality and work ethic, Rachel remained engaged at work and in nonwork times to
accomplish tasks for her industry. As Landi gained project manager roles, her feelings of
responsibility increased.
I do feel responsible for the success of the project I'm working on. Feel
responsible that my team has direction. I think my office has done a really great
job of modeling that if the team makes a mistake the manager falls on the sword
and accepts responsibility, even if you’re not the one that technically made the
mistake.
With that knowledge, Landi accepted her responsibility wholeheartedly and exhibited
dedication to her professional sphere both in work and nonwork times. For Sheila and
Juan, they also accepted the responsibility in stride as an important component of their
work. Juan knew “it’s the role” he accepted as manager, and Sheila felt responsible to
check on things even if it is in the middle of the night. Both Juan and Sheila maintained
the role of being the emergency number for their industry. Kara recalled a quote “an old
mentor of mine” said. This mentor shared Kara had “an overdeveloped sense of
responsibility.” For Kara, this overflowed into response time decisions and her overall
sense of urgency. While Kara had made some changes that were discussed earlier in
respect to parameters, she still maintained a strong work ethic within her industry and

management position.
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Summary of Influences One: Border Crosser

The exploration of the border crosser’s own cognitive influences occurred in this
segment. Cognitive influences comprised self-assessment of personality, aspired
reputation, and nuances of work ethic. Within personality, participants shared the
complexities of their personalities and how that impacted their engagement. They
expressed their concerns for their reputation and simply how others viewed them. By and
large, the reputation concerns were from a professional perspective, not a domestic one.
Decisions were made to ensure redibility and caring qualities were emitted. Lastly,
responsibility and obligation to the industry drove overall work ethic, which in turn
influenced level of engagement. It is important to recall these variables are all in the
participant’s thoughts, and thus are cognitive influences. The next subtheme looks
outside of the border crosser and examines the domestic sphere as an influence.
Domestic Sphere

The second subtheme of influences is Domestic Sphere. The domestic sphere is
defined as the time and space devoted to nonwork individuals and the border crosser’s
professional mobile device usage within this time and space. The first area is titled
Domestic Border Keepers. Data revealed the level at which domestic border
keepers/other domain members such as spouses, significant others, and children
influenced participants’ usage. The second area of influence discussed is Industry
Permeations which are components of the professional sphere that permeate into the
domestic sphere. These permeations comprise the second component of the domestic

sphere that poses an influence on the border crosser.
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Domestic border keepers. Participants had families in some capacity whether it
was parents, spouses, siblings, significant others, and/or children that assumed the role of
Border Keeper within the domestic sphere. Participants shared stories on these border
keepers and their influences over the border crosser’s behavior in terms of their mobile
device usage within the domestic sphere. Largely, the stories elaborated on children as an
influence, though some participants discussed spouses and parents. The next passages
will present participants’ explanations on how children influence their mobile device
usage.

Children of all ages had influences on the border crosser’s professional mobile
device engagement. Even a participant that currently does not have children reflected on
assumptions of how his decisions would differ if he did have children. Adam opened
discussions about how he possessed the power of his mobile device decisions, yet he
added “if I had kids, particularly small kids that this would be a very different
conversation.” Upon being asked why he felt that way, Adam added, “because kids—
exert an influence even just scheduling their stuff that | have never experienced, never
will experience.” Adam imagined there would be a push and pull to balance children’s
needs with his own. Sheila concurred with Adam’s reference to small children. Sheila
was an empty nester with a job that required extensive communication in nonwork time.
However, she volunteered “If my kids were younger, I probably would not have taken
this job.” For Sheila, in reflection of when her children were young, this managerial job
would have required too much attention away from them, as Adam surmised in his earlier
statement. Other participants elaborated on experiences with young children and mobile

device usage. Dani and Nigel deliberately made attempts to abstain from usage because
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their children viewed them as a toy and it became a struggle to use them for work while
children wanted to play on them. While Dani’s children associated the computer with
mommy’s work, if Dani was on the mobile device too long, the girls said “‘We wanna
play on it.” I just let them send people emojis and then they’re happy.” Dani’s solution
was to stop on the mobile device and allowed the girls mobile device playtime. She
agreed “it’s not difficult for me to put my phone away.” Nigel’s children also saw the
phone as a play object.
So phones for my kids have become a play thing, and so I am ... maybe that helps.
Like, I'm very aware, if | pull out my phone, my three- year-old is going to want
my phone, and so it, it, it helps keep me from doing anything on my phone in their
presence because it immediately, like, leads to an argument about when am I ...
have phone time, you know...that aids in my decision to not have a phone around.
For Nigel, his children’s desire to play on his phone influenced him to not use it. He also
admitted when the family had a great weekend “playin’ in the sprinkler” or other fun
activities, that he easily left the mobile device alone unless there were extenuating work
circumstances. However, after the kids went to bed at “around 8:00,” that was Nigel’s
opportunity to “come down, check my phone...what's there to respond to and...to stay
connected and...move things forward for the next day.” Clearly the children’s’ schedules
influenced his times on the mobile device for work purposes. Landi’s child was still a
baby, but she thought ahead to how a bedtime could be the transition from family to
necessary work engagement. She asserted “I would like for them [children] not to feel
like they have to compete with my phone for attention.” Considering Landi’s child is

quite young, she is already considering that child’s (and possible additional children’s)
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future influence over her engagement with the mobile device. For parents like Landi, the
balance between the mobile device and parenting presented a struggle for them. The
struggles didn’t end at young children, other ages will be presented in the next passages.
As children got a bit older and in organized activities, participants shared different
challenges. Like Nigel’s young children, Lydia also worked around her children’s
schedules.
I think I can look and see, okay, this is when | have a window of time to sit there
and work because my son plays travel hockey. There are times where I’'m gone
the entire weekend and it's hard for me to lose an entire weekend to not be able to
work.
Earlier Lydia shared her and her husband could give each other the time needed to
engage, but she considered her son’s schedule carefully as it influenced her time to dial-
in as she did not want to miss those moments and memories. Ben agreed with Lydia’s
approach and explained he worked around school events because “they’re only this age
once. They’re only gonna do this one thing once.” These children’s events that he clearly
did not want to miss or be distracted during greatly influenced how he balanced his
professional mobile device engagement. Curtis shared “I would do anything [work] at
any time. I didn’t have kids.” After kids, Curtis’ focus shifted as did the way he
approached his nonwork time. Having children made Curtis “realize more” that
boundaries were needed.
| think everyone needs that boundary. And it doesn't matter what profession
you're in, | think your time is your time, and your employer doesn't own you after

work. And I think that would, I think it goes a long way here with just mindsets
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and, I think it would do well for every profession. Understanding that some, you

can't get around it.

Curtis realized professions had different demands and challenges, yet he firmly believed
established boundaries were vital and the arrival of his children influenced that thought
process. Laura’s school-aged children influenced her in various capacities.

I’m trying to be a good role model for them. I've caught myself to where I'm

like... leave everything in and | won't even bring, like we'll go to the pool and I'll

leave my phone like in my bag, like on the bottom.

Laura attempted to disconnect based on her children and family activities. While they
heavily influenced her thought process and at times she succeeded, but other times she
did not. She confessed during evening board games she multitasked between the game
and her mobile device for work. When her children called her on it, “I put it down and I
paid attention for a little bit and then I turned back;” thus, an example of unsuccessful
mobile device disconnection for Laura.

Children aged in their teens and beyond continued to be a major influence on the
participant’s decisions. Janine, like other participants, quickly announced her teenage
child was the basis for her mobile device engagement/disengagement decisions.
Accordingly, when asked which family members offered the most influence over her
engagement decisions, Jessica confidently answered “my little one, my thirteen-year-old
or my older daughter too if she needs something.” As previously articulated, Jessica spent
a great deal of nonwork time engaged in professional communication via her mobile
device, yet her children were her greatest influence. “If I have a function, a family

function or if | have a swim meet or something important going on with my family then
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work is gonna have to take a back seat,” Jessica adamantly shared. David shared similar
sentiments about his young teenage sons. His primary reasoning for their influence was “I
think it’s because I feel like I have less time, less time like in life. Overall, but they’re not
gonna be here forever.” David recognized his wife will not be here forever either, but the
“time is more precious” with his children so he placed them as more influential. Mike
was in an interesting dilemma with his children and his managerial position.
I might get a phone call from somebody and I’ll go outside, ‘cause...my kids go
to school here, they ask questions and I—they—they know the answer I’'m just
like, ‘I can’t tell you.” But they’re, they—my Kids are savvy enough, they know
what I do for a living and— and they watch the news and they see school
shootings and...I would get a phone call and I-—I"d step outside or I'd go
somewhere else in the house. And my oldest son will say, ‘dad, what are you
talking about? Is there something wrong at school?’ and so that’s been a touchy
thing for—for me over the last, I don’t know, I’d say six months. With some of
the issues that have happened. | try—try to navigate that with my kids has been, at
times, difficult. More difficult than most people think. I do try to—1I really try to
keep things separate.
As a school administrator where his young teenage sons attend, the location of his mobile
device engagement was influenced by actively considering his children. For Mike, there
were locations within the domestic sphere in which he avoided engaging.
Similarly, Cindy chose not to engage in specific locations because of her teenage

sons, including the car.
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So when I'min the car | ... My oldest is 14, he's getting ready to think about
driving and so | need to set the example the phone is in the purse and it stays in
the purse. So, there's those chunks of time where | make sure | don't engage so
that | can engage with them.
Rachel also recognized those important times with her sons. Rather than in the car, like
Cindy’s example, Rachel mentioned her boys enjoyed talking with her before they went
to bed. “Like, so, sometimes when, when it's that late at night, then, I know my kids are
older, but sometimes that's the time that you want to, to sit down and talk to your kids.”
Overall with family relationships, Rachel tried not to “do that [engage on mobile device]
whenever they're with me and they want to talk to me, or we're together doing something.
I, it takes all my energy to, to put the phone away, in my purse, or wherever.”
Even though Rachel found it difficult to put the phone away, her children and their time
together made a profound impact on her decisions with the device. Rather than
considering all his children like Rachel did, Mark mentioned his one daughter and her
distaste for his mobile device usage. He specifically considered her with his engagement
decisions.
I'm more careful when I'm with her answering phone calls. Well, | won't take a
phone call that | don't have to. Like it's more, for me sometimes, I'll look at the
text and I'll either call or text right back. My time spent with her is probably a
little different than my other daughter because she doesn't understand the ministry
as well.
In respect for that relationship with his daughter, Mark considered her before

professionally engaging on his mobile device.
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Earlier in this section, Cindy discussed her teenage boys in tandem with her
decision to disengage when in the car. When Cindy was asked how her children’s
influence over her usage compared to her husband’s influence, she shyly shared,
“probably kids over husband.” Her reasoning process was described as follows, “well
only because he's managing the same issues and the work stuff comes in for him too and
he understands it a little bit more than the kids do.” Discussions in the next paragraph are
from other participants about spousal influence.

Children clearly played the primary role of influencer on the border crosser’s
mobile device engagement. Jessica was one of those individuals, but when it came to
adults influencing her, she responded “The others can wait, they’re adults, they can wait.”
For Jessica, her children were the influencers and she believed adults should be able to
understand. However, some participants noted their spouses played a larger influential
role. It is important to point out Ryan, Alexa, Alyssa don’t currently have children. Ryan
happily shared his life had changed completely upon getting married later in life.

| say that because before | was married, | had gave absolutely no second thought

to using my own personal time on work, whether | was checking emails or

sending emails or whatever. It wasn't even ... it wasn't even a moment's hesitation.

Once | got married and- and realized that my time was not just my own and it sort

of ... everything just changed.

While Ryan’s wife is expecting a baby soon, at this point, he attributed his decision
making on mobile device engagement to both himself and his wife. Like Ryan, Alexa
shared “If it was just me chilling all by myself, I would probably never stop working.”

Alexa’s husband clearly influenced her decisions and perhaps her problem-solving
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technique to flag emails to quickly organize. Alyssa explained her husband preferred she
did not engage and she did consider that preference, though he was influential, she
admitted she could not always disengage. The following participants referenced their
spouses or adults in their lives with respect to mobile device influences.

While Laura and her husband were both actively involved with their mobile
devices in their nonwork time; Laura named her children as primary influencers. Though
she also shared “I should say it, if my husband asked me to put down my phone, I would
put it down. He's just never, I don't think he's ever asked me to.” Laura reiterated that her
husband had never asked her and her children were the only ones that could truly get her
to stop. Other than spouses, there were times participants considered the entire family or
a parent.

Jared and Landi referenced family holistically influencing their decisions to
engage or disengage. Jared explained,

If it’s something that I know can can wait yea if there’s a a message that [ know |

can get back at some point in the evening, if I’'m with my family doing something

and I can get back the next day and it’s not pressing I’m okay letting it go.
In that light, Jared was influenced by the entire family’s activity rather than just children
or his spouse. Landi also pointed out family events influenced her engagement decisions.
She intentionally blocked out and protected time for those activities. Additionally,
Landi’s mom played an influential role in her decisions. “I would say ughh again because
of my dad bringing work home, I think my mom is probably the other person just because

she’s you know watching for family habits.” Landi’s mom was sensitive to her family’s
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mobile device and work habits due to past experiences and is thus influential to her
decision-making process.

Children were shown in this section to play an instrumental role in the
participants’ decisions to engage or disengage professionally via their mobile device.
Among the reasons shared for the children as main influencers were attending kids’
events, giving appropriate attention and time, acting as role model, and appreciating
limited time with kids. Though these were chief concerns for Cindy and others, Cindy
added

| think they, they have to understand, as they're getting older too, that this is

probably a reality of the world they're going to live in too if they go down a

professional path versus a trade path. They're going to have similar, if not more

demands on them.
Cindy referred to preparation for their future. Other participants discussed spousal
influence and even a parent. Children, by far, had the greatest influence over the border
crosser. Beyond domestic border keepers and other domain members are industry
permeations that find its way into the domestic sphere and influence the participants’
mobile device usage. The next section is devoted to exploring that concept.

Industry permeations. Participants were cognizant of areas in which the industry
permeated into their domestic sphere through the advent of the mobile device. Industry
Permeations certainly included client phone calls, work insights, or actual work brought
home as characterized by the 2000 Work/Family Border Theory, but with the mobile
device those permeations are increasingly accessible. Unlike the earlier permeations, the

mobile device brings other permeations not earlier considered. These permeations
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surfaced as physical items such as a company-paid mobile device, industry growth
concerns such as business competition, and employee concerns such as salary vs. hourly
and benefits. Laura expressed
You just can't get it done in eight hours. You can't and you'll kill yourself if you
try, you're in meetings all day so you have to find other times to get it done and,
and it's interesting because my former CEO and I, I'm up early, like I'm an early
riser so he would email me like midnight and then he would email me at three.
And then | would email him back at like 4:30 or 5:00 and he'd email me back.
One day I said to him, ‘Do you sleep?’ Because at that point, he's literally, and
he's like, ‘I, I sleep in between there.’
Laura, like many managers, had multiple meetings throughout her workday and the
mobile device enabled her to keep up with communication in nonwork time. Laura
further explained that increased management hierarchical levels equated to more
demands to juggle. Dani was assigned to a mid-career coaching program “to talk about
everything, work/life balance and all.” Because Dani’s next promotion would be to full
professor, the coach recommended Dani refrain from checking weekend emails.
Additionally, the coach
wanted me [Dani] to put on my [email] signature, that, ‘I'll get back to you
within 48 hours.” But I never did it 'cause I was afraid of what my director would
say. And. | also didn't like that, because sometimes, it might be less or more.
This coach recognized areas of industry permeations in Dani’s life and worked with her

to establish parameters to better manage her time. These two stories highlighted the need
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for recognizing industry permeations and finding ways to manage them. The idea of the
company-paid phone as an industry permeation will be discussed next.

Participants discussed their fully-paid phones, monthly stipends, use of two
phones, removal of company-paid phones, refusal of company-paid phones, and personal
phones as their only option. When using any type of mobile device, company-paid or
otherwise, the industry readily permeated into the domestic sphere. Because the domestic
sphere is not contained to the four walls of the border crosser’s home, the mobile device
enabled the industry to permeate into any space the border crosser (participant) was in at
any given time.

Company-paid phones, while recognizably a nice perk for employees, seemingly
came with expectations. Those expectations permeated into every crevice of the domestic
sphere. Landi conveyed the feeling clearly, “as I moved into more management
responsibilities, my office pays for my cell phone umm and there’s a bit of an implication
there that I am meant to be available.” Even though Landi attempted to maintain a
healthy work/family balance, the company-paid phone challenged her ability to do so.
Like Landi, Rich shared “I think there’s an underlying expectation. Like if the boss calls,
you like, you should pick up.” While Rich said there was not an official written policy he
was aware of,

I'm sure if my boss was calling me and 1 didn't pick up, he would be ...

questioning me the next, the next day or the next time we talked or the next time

he called me when I did pick up as to why I didn't.
Rich felt that pressure and kept his phone on him and/or checked it throughout the

evening in his domestic sphere to address any situations that arose. Rich and Landi
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maintained only the work phone, whereas Sheila, Carol, and Nigel managed two phones.
Sheila’s work phone had tenant contacts and pictures of information necessary for her to
answer questions when she was in her nonwork space. “I have everything
uploaded...everything I need to do my job.” When asked if her company directed her to
be available 24/7 since it was a work phone, Sheila replied, “No. They actually ... It's
more of a thing that I'm struggling with, because they say, ‘Go home. Turn your phone
off.” So, they're okay with it.” Despite their advice to Sheila, “they have the ... number
right up front on the billboard.” Her work-provided cell phone was also the emergency
number and was displayed on the highway billboard. The public display of her number
forced industry permeation into her domestic sphere.

While Sheila felt there was a bit of a double standard between the company’s
directive and the number on the billboard, Carol wholeheartedly believed she was given
the work phone so “that way they can control me.” Carol recalled that prior to cell
phones, “that would never have happened. He wouldn’t have had the number.” Carol
referred to times when her boss tracked her down on vacations. “Which is why they pay
for the cell phone,” explained Carol about the company-paid phone and the ease at which
her boss reached her thus permeating into her domestic sphere.

Carol was amenable to carrying two devices. However, Nigel was ready to
downsize to one. “It just felt like I was just carrying too much.” When asked which one
he would opt to leave at home, he replied his personal device would remain at home.
While he sometimes missed personal calls and emails, he preferred to carry only the one
device and opted for the work device. The actual impetus for getting the work phone was

that

199



we agreed to be on call several weekends through the summer, and, you know, the

specific evenings where they were working through the night, to make sure your

phone's loud and on, you know, so that they could literally wake you up at 3:00

a.m. if you needed to and, and respond.

With that said, he enjoyed the ability to check-in throughout the evening and weekends to
monitor and manage emails and other work communication. While these examples
focused on company-paid phones, other industries offer that perk with a monthly stipend
in the employees’ paycheck.

Like a fully paid phone, monthly stipends gave participants the feelings of
expected connection which directly correlated to an industry permeation. Mike, who
received a stipend for his phone, claimed “I think there is an expectation that if there’s an
issue outside of work time, you take care of it and you don’t-you don’t let it go.” While
Mike tried hard to keep work and family separate, he admitted it was hard, especially
with that unwritten expectation. Ann and Jared also received stipends and concurred that
with the stipend comes an underlying expectation to remain available in their nonwork
times. In Ann’s case, there was a directive. “I actually do believe that there is something
in writing in our agreement yes because of the contribution to, that the expectation is that
we would be available at any time for work purposes.” For these participants, the industry
permeation into their domestic sphere was substantial due to the monetary assistance for
the device.

Two of the participants who had company-paid mobile devices had that benefit
removed. As a matter-of-fact, Jessica said it was taken away because “some of the other

managers complained they didn't have a phone so they took it away.” Jessica qualified
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that her position in the company was at a higher level than most branch managers, but
their complaints were heard. She didn’t comment to an expectation when the company
paid for it, nor did she complain. Jessica couldn’t achieve what she had without her
mobile device, so she willingly used her personal device instead to remain fully engaged.
Conversely, Karen was very upset with her company when they took her stipend away.
“The Dean took away that, except for some real strategic people, I feel like I shouldn't
have to use my phone, because it's my phone.” She reflected on her earlier stipend. “I
think that's when | felt more obligated to reply was when the company, yeah. 'Cause the
company was paying a good portion of it.” While Karen remained engaged in her
nonwork times, the stipend gave her that increased obligated feeling and allowed the
industry to permeate her domestic sphere. Karen preferred the stipend if the company
expected engagement, not all participants felt that same way.
Kara refused a company phone due to the obligations to answer and respond that
came along with it. She imagined how the company felt.
| have given you the telephone, you know, we pay for that for you. | feel like |
would expect that, right, as a company if | was giving an employee a cell phone. |
have provided you a cell phone for the purposes of me being able to reach you
whenever | need you and | kind of feel like if | keep my own personal one, | have
the right to decline at any point right? It's my personal phone. | see that you're
calling, and you know what, it's dinner time. And I'm not going to answer you.
Kara did not want to feel “beholden to the organization” and allow the industry to
permeate into her domestic sphere to that degree, so she opted to only use her personal

phone.
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While examples illustrated varying degrees of company benefits with phones and
participants’ feelings without benefit, other participants readily used their personal
phones to conduct business affairs in their nonwork time. Those participants were highly
engaged for other reasons which also allowed the industry to permeate into their domestic
sphere in increasing ways.

Opportunities or fear of missed opportunities (FOMO) caused participants to
maintain mobile device engagement within their domestic sphere. “I think that if you
want to move up and I've, | mean, I'm proof, if you want to move up, you're going to
have to be there. You got to put your time in.” Laura passionately declared her reasoning
about how putting in time equates to earned promotions and professional engagement at
the expense of domestic time and space was necessary. Sheila made decisions to maintain
job security and she believed through the mobile device she learned new things.

How much do | want to learn? How much do | want to be committed to ... how

many dings do I want to have on my phone to say, ‘Oh, there's something new

out. I need to look at it.” I think it's also, along the lines of job security too. You're
like, “Well, I should probably learn that, so I don't get behind.” Or someone comes
to me and says, ‘Can you do ... Do you have this capability? Well, if not, we'll
have to hire somebody else.’
Thus, using the device in nonwork times enabled Sheila to feel competitive in the work
force to keep her job. Beyond personal promotions and job security as an industry
permeation that drove mobile device engagement up, several managers worried about

missed business opportunities.
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Even with widespread industry representation, concerns for missed opportunities
were prevalent among participants. Jessica saw other branch managers miss opportunities
due to disengaging in nonwork time. “You can see the ones who are, the ones who, we—
we’re staff ranked and we have a score card. We—were our branch is number four in the
bank last year out of four hundred and some branches.” Jessica’s branch was a small
branch considering her earned ranking. Through her accounts of competitive concerns,
Jessica argued the industry permeated into all areas of her domestic sphere in order for
her to remain competitive and to succeed. For Jessica, being available in the evenings on
her mobile device allowed for individuals unable to contact her during the day to
complete business deals. Typically, “you’re not gonna be applying for a loan when
you’re sitting at your desk at work or if you’re a nurse taking care of a patient or ...a
mechanic under a car.” Jessica meant she needed to make herself available when
potential customers needed her or they would move on to another person or place that
was available.

Jessica emailed responses at night and answered calls. “It’s immediate answers
and then they [bank customers] can make decisions quicker.” All her mobile device time
permeated her domestic sphere. Kevin and Mary, both in the financial field, agreed with
Jessica regarding her references to business competition. Mary articulated her
engagement beliefs and practices.

There are some industries that there aren’t those expectations. I feel like in—in

sales and in—in—insurance it’s highly competitive right now, and there may be

times when me taking that call at night could have influenced us getting a sale

that occurs at eight o’clock the next morning.
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If Mary didn’t allow the industry to permeate into her nonwork space at night, perhaps
she would lose the sale.

The possibility of losing a sale or a client was concerning to many managers, Ben
especially expressed his trepidations. Ben reflected on a slower-paced world when
“things didn’t have to be— today.” Ben believed technology overall created these instant
expectations. “Right now. Yesterday....You know you wait that long nowadays and
your—you get run over. You know your competition will pass you up.” During the
interview, Ben shared a specific example.

Maybe a customer’s looking for a freight weight quote from us or, you know,

asking questions about a proposal we had submitted and I—in—in today’s world,

you know, you can’t wait until tomorrow. Unfortunately it’s, they want an answer
yesterday and if you wait, a lot of times you lose the opportunity.
He also learned that during certain times of the year, the industry permeated his domestic
sphere more so than other times. At times, this occurred while he attended an event or a
show, the industry didn’t stop due to his domestic schedule. He found he would
continually think about the situation and checked his mobile device frequently for
updates or he sent updates.

If it’s one of those times of the year where, you know, things hit the fan or I just

got done with a situation and I’'m waiting for more, information before I can make

a decision and I’m walking into that event right then and there. I’m thinking about

it in the back of my mind the whole time and I’m just—I’m tempted to just every

five minutes... do I have that update yet? Do I have that update yet? And then as

soon as that’s over I’'m really looking to see if [ have what I need so that I can

204



then reply, forward, you know make the call to the next person in mind. So, it
definitely is a frame of mind, scenario. That device will tell me whether or not |
can relax and enjoy the show.
The accessibility to the mobile device caused the industry to permeate into Ben’s
nonwork space. While these examples were certainly positive business concerns, the data
showed that the device influenced the industry accessibility into the domestic space.
Two participants, Juan and Nigel, engaged clients via mobile device
communication and social media in their nonwork time to foster business connections.
Specific example is we have our financial institution that we use through the
business, has, you know, business relation, managers that | would communicate
non-work related items. In this case in point, fishing. So, you know, we’re we
would, you know, | would create that relationship non-professionally basically,
you know, to help with professionally. So, you know, | follow up with a guy that
says, ‘hey, how’d you do?’ and, you know so outside of work....Now we have a
better connection, you know, with ourselves. Personally, that can help foster our
business relationship.
In that scenario, Juan worked to build a relationship with a client through mobile device
communication. That work communication was the industry permeating into his nonwork
space.
Similarly, Nigel stepped out of his comfort zone with social media and a client
when his wife accepted a friend request on Nigel’s phone. Though at first uncomfortable,

it became interesting to Nigel.
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You know, he's out riding with his son and, you know, he went on a bike ride
with his grandfather, and so it's, it's kinda nice to, sort of, see... it fills out a person
a little bit, and so I, | can see a little bit of value there.
Nigel’s original concerns surrounded seeing clients and them viewing him in a
“multidimensional” way and this was “new territory” for him. Considering Facebook had
a history of information and pictures of Nigel, he was unsure of bridging the gap to
accepting work colleagues and clients on Facebook. However, when asked if rapport
between others improved through this, with a surprised tone, Nigel said, “That's
interesting, it actually does, yeah. And, and, you know, this is, this is, you know, pretty
recent territory for me.” He went on to share that his wife also accepted a co-worker.
| saw he was at, like, a Jimmy Buffett concert last weekend havin' a lot of fun, so
now I, kind of, have the sense for, you know, ‘Oh, you like Jimmy Buffet,” you
know, and I, I enjoy Jimmy Buffett too, so there are probably, you know, good
advantages, and, and a big piece of that I'm learning about, you know, with
clients, is, you know, an authentic interest in, in them as a whole person, you
know, and so, you know, maybe | should accept more, more clients. So, you
know, as we talk about it, I'm recognizing that there's nothing bad about, and
probably something good about, knowing a little bit more about people that way.
Nigel learned that investing in others via social media helped to learn about each other in
healthy ways. By managing these communicative experiences in his nonwork time, the
industry via his clients and colleagues permeated his domestic sphere.
The final area in which participants spoke about industry permeations was how a

salary versus hourly pay scale impacted the degree of industry expectation to engage in
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nonwork time. Curtis thought “there may be a difference in like a salaried versus an
hourly employee.” He was speaking in terms of demand for being engaged with mobile
devices in nonwork times. While Curtis didn’t work a corporate job, he felt their demands
in off-peak hours could exceed his electric contracting industry. Several interviewees
used the word salary or exempt when they discussed the level that the industry permeated
into their domestic space via the mobile device.
Like Curtis, Carol doesn’t work in a corporate environment, yet she is a salaried
management employee. She said,
I know not only is my boss calling me, but he’s calling our yard foreman, he’s
calling his two sons that work there also. So, it’s not just me he’s bothering. He’s
bothering them, and that is their family time, and I think that if you’re at work,
you’re entitled to be away from work. Our guy—we have union guys. When they
are off the clock, they’re off the clock.
While Carol understood that as a salaried employee her work can extend the day, she felt
irritated that her boss reached out to them when they were hourly employees. Sheila and
her bosses had conversations about salary versus hourly employees and how that changed
their expectations of her. She recognized she was truly a salaried employee; she
responded to that recognition.
I think you just shape it into the position that you want it to be, and hopefully the
owners and the bosses will be okay with that. But, that's like a touch and go thing,
I think. We meet constantly about that. And [talk] just about my thoughts on the
position and their thoughts, and we come together and make a decision and kind

of happy medium.
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Sheila referred to overall negotiations with her boss to balance their expectations and
what she saw the job being. She spoke as if it was a positive experience at attempted
work/life boundaries.

In most participants’ cases that discussed salary, the overwhelming message was
salaried employees are expected to get their work done, not get it done in 40 hours. Cindy
explained, “The concept behind salaried employees is you do what needs to be done. And
sometimes that means you stay late. Sometimes that means you answer an email off
hours. So, that's kind of the mentality.” With that mentality, the industry permeated into
many areas of the salaried employees’ domestic sphere to get their work done. David
concurred “especially in a salary position, I think you have an unspoken pressure to be
involved during nonwork hours.” Tim’s company handled the expectation somewhat
differently.

There’s no directive, it’s we’re basically judged on getting a result so as long as

you’re doing whatever you need to do to get that result. I mean I could have you

only contact me 8-5 but I don’t have that rule. I have more of an open door policy
and more of an open door approach. And principal redid the way that they give
people time off so we don’t...have PTO they have flex time off, so you just kind
of take it when you need it but you’re held responsible to do your job.
Simply put, within Tim’s industry, you are judged on what you do and held accountable
for that. If that meant the industry permeated into your nonwork time in a broad and
complex way, then that was the expectation.
Janine said, “If you’re not getting paid to work, you shouldn’t have to work.”

However, she added “it's often that unwritten rule that, you know, it's part of your job and
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you need to take care of it, or you know, you're well you’re salary, so it doesn't, it's, you
know, you've got to do your job.”

Jessica felt differently than Janine, but she worked in a different industry with
different reward systems. She has multiple sales goals and worked hard to earn her
money and rewards.

I get a salary ... I’'m exempt. So, I earn quarterly bonuses. If I do not make my

goals, I do not get a bonus. And there’s nine goals, so your bonus could be a lot or

it could be a little, and as a single mom I rely on the bonuses to live on, basically.

So, the harder | work, the more money | make.

Jessica welcomed the industry permeations as the outcome was quite lucrative for her.
She recognized the challenges of being salary or exempt.

You’re pretty much expected to work a 40-hour work week plus whatever is

necessary and they have that verbiage in there [in a contract] so that it

encompasses anything. However, it’s unrealistic to expect somebody to be on-call

24/7 without giving them some sort of stipend for that. So, | work, and this is

interesting because I’m on salary, so I can control my own schedule here.

In other words, she left for appointments as needed and made that time up in her nonwork
time without a pay deduction or need to schedule an official day off. This was a perk for
Jessica especially considering how much the industry permeated her domestic sphere.
Summary of Influences Two: Domestic Sphere

Children were shown in this section to play an instrumental role in the
participants’ decisions to engage or disengage professionally via their mobile device.

Among the reasons shared for the children as main influencers were attending kids’
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events, giving appropriate attention and time, acting as role model, and appreciating
limited time with kids. While spouses and other family members were influential,
children far surpassed this influence on the participant based on the experiences shared.

Participants were cognizant of areas in which the industry permeated into their
domestic sphere through the advent of the mobile device. Industry permeations certainly
included client phone calls, work insights, or actual work brought home as characterized
by the 2000 Work/Family Border Theory, but with the mobile device those permeations
are increasing and easily accessible. Unlike the earlier permeations, the mobile device
brings other permeations not considered earlier. These permeations surfaced as physical
items such as a company-paid mobile device, industry growth concerns such as business
competition, and employee concerns such as salary vs. hourly and benefits.

Summary of Theme Three: Influences

Influences was the third theme that developed from the data. Encapsulated within
that theme were two subthemes: Border Crosser and Domestic Sphere.

Cognitive influences played a role in the level at which the participant opted to
engage with the mobile device professionally within the domestic sphere. Personality
traits included self-expressed OCD or Type A, as well as the recognition of task-driven
individual. Due to those acknowledgements, participants admitted professional usage
increased in the domestic sphere simply because of who they were as a person.

Other areas in which participants self-analyzed were their desire to maintain a
good reputation and to be viewed as possessing good work ethic. These areas in which
participants concerned themselves with what others perceived of them influenced their

level of engagement. They aspired to be viewed as both credible and caring. To be
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viewed as credible, the participants desired to be responsive to emulate that trait.
Similarly, responsiveness showed a participant cared about the industry, thus engaged in
nonwork time to validate that.

Regarding influences from the domestic sphere, the border keepers and industry
permeations were paramount as influencing engagement or disengagement decisions.
Rather than spouses and other family members, children reigned as most influential
within the domestic sphere. Their influences captured the participants’ desire to be a good
role model, to assert the appropriate amount of time with children, and to ensure focused
attention at children’s events. Participants ranged in success rate at these aspirations,
however, the children were ranked higher than other individuals based on the voices and
stories of the interviewees.

Industry permeations complete the domestic sphere subtheme. While individuals
contributed from diverse industries, common permeations that impeded the domestic
sphere through participants’ thoughts and/or actions included the nuances surrounding the
origination of the phone (for example: company-paid, stipend, personal device). Next,
opportunities or fear of missed opportunities became a chief concern for participants in
which those thoughts and subsequent actions via mobile device engagement permeated
the domestic sphere. Lastly, the dilemma of working salary vs. hourly and how that status
influenced company expectations of engagement and subsequent engagement in nonwork
times.

Not only are the industry permeations important to the Work/Family Border

Theory, but the domestic permeations into the professional sphere are talked about in the

211



next section in terms of how the mobile device was possibly used in the professional
sphere (work) for nonwork purposes.
Nonwork in Work

Theme four evolved from the data to better understand the Work/Family Border
Theory model. In consideration of the first three themes: Control, Sentiments, and
Influences that encompass significant data related to professional mobile device usage in
the domestic sphere, it is relevant to also present participants’ statements about their
domestic mobile device usage in their professional sphere. While this theme does not
directly answer any of the four research questions, the data aids in a stronger
understanding of the Work/Family Border Theory along with the advent of mobile
devices.

Participants’ testimonials equated to three areas of usage in that realm: logistical,
moderate, heavy. Logistical is defined as limited usage to maintain relationships or
household. This includes very brief texts, occasional check-ins, rare to no usage of phone
feature and content surrounds family/household logistical answers to questions of what,
where, when, or how. Juan conveyed clearly, “what do we need here, what do we need
there...where do I need to be, how do I need to be.” Of the 32 interviewees, 24 indicated
logistical domestic usage of the mobile device while in the professional sphere. Moderate
is defined as logistical usage plus sending pictures and moderate social
media/app/Internet usage. Of the moderate usage range, 7 identified characteristics that
applied them to the moderate category. Heavy is defined as fluid usage of nonwork and

work throughout the day. This could include areas discussed in logistical and moderate,
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but extend to usage of multiple nonwork apps. Regarding heavy usage, 2 of the
participants fell within that category. Their stories will be explored in this section.

The first and largest area of nonwork usage was deemed logistical. Participants
had varying comfort levels with even the logistical usage at work, however, most enjoyed
the ability the mobile device offered to maintain the household. Spouses had brief check-
ins regarding groceries needed and/or children’s status updates. “Do you need me to pick
up anything for dinner?” or “What time do we need to be at the game?” were questions
typically exchanged between Juan and his wife. Dani and Cindy found it useful for brief
coordination of children. Dani explained “I do a lot of that kind of coordinating.... I don’t
engage in like cultivating relationships over texts during the work hours.” Dani believed
it helped with logistics of her two young daughters. Cindy maintained brief check-ins and
social permissions “My son texts me yesterday, can he go mini-golfing with friends?”
Mike appreciated the quick attendance to children’s needs the mobile device afforded
him. “That can happen quick and easy and free up time for other things.” By “other
things” Mike was referring to work concerns.

While Mary doesn’t have children at home to manage, she saw some value in the
brief logistical texts to her husband or mom.

You can easily, you know, just send a quick text back versus being disruptive. |

think it’s important, so we’ve got 25 people that work in our office. I like people

to refrain having personal conversations. You can have those at work. But | like to
have you, you know, go to the kitchen for that. Or find a conference room. I don’t
want to disrupt, you know, the 25 people so | love texting for that. There are a lot

of open cubicles, and even if you have an office, like | have an office. The
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ventilation or the insulation isn’t sufficient. Like you can hear anything anyone
says.
Mary preferred to respect the employees within her professional sphere by minimizing
interruptions to their work.
Ben and Nigel had similar belief systems as Mary, but theirs also extended to
expectations of work focus and commitment. Nigel shared,
| would say, like, you know, when you're at your desk, you're working, and so |
understand, you know, similar to a phone call home or, you know, something
where you're making a connection that needs to be made, like, there's a, there's a
level of interaction I'd expect, you know, texts back and forth and things like that,
but, you know, streaming videos and, you know, being on Facebook, and things
like ... I really would struggle to see... seem like a big interruption from what
you're being paid to do when you're there.
Nigel himself used it sparingly for check-ins and used his lunchtime for Internet reading
such as “New York Times and Pittsburgh Post-Gazette.” While he understood and
supported brief interruptions, he would call out an individual for overuse.
I think if I walked over and somebody was doing that, working on my project, |
would say something, you know, like, ‘Hey, like, you know, you can do that at
lunch,” you know, ‘let's try and stay focused on work here, you know?’ But I can
... because thankfully I, have not had that happen on somebody who's workin' on
one of my projects...I think some sort of a policy has been talked about, it's just
hard to, ... I don't think it would've hurt to express that, and then you'd have

something to be evaluated against.
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Nigel’s company didn’t currently have a policy, but situations were handled one on one
as needed. Like Nigel, Ben tried “to keep it to a minimum because that’s what I expect
my staff to do.” Unlike Nigel’s company, Ben’s company devoted a few pages in the
employee handbook to personal issues to include mobile device usage expectations. Ben
used his for gleaning brief input from his wife to tie-up loose ends, but proclaimed “it’s
not used that critically.”

Some individuals maintained the stance that when they were at work, they were at
work. Jared was one of those individuals.

I don’t usually [engage in nonwork during work], when I’m at work I’m at work.

Usually my wife and I will check-in maybe, if we’re lucky once a day, but that’s

just to make sure we’re getting the kid we’re supposed to get at a particular time.
While Jared’s check-ins were extremely limited, the purpose encompassed, like other
participants, household/family maintenance. Rich maintained a similar philosophy as
Jared’s.

| think everybody sort of knows, during work time ... you know, it has to be, fairly

important to text or call me on my cell phone, knowing that I'm typically engaged

in, in other stuff. Yeah, I think, I think just over the years. You know. Everybody

sort of knows that when I'm at work, I'm working.
Rich went on to share that this mindset began early in his career pre-mobile device.

So my wife knew ... She knew, only, she could only call me at work if like,

something like tragic happened. Like, | need to talk to you right now. Something

bad's going on, or something.

215



While Rich preferred to not be bothered at work, he acknowledged the ability for others
to reach him if something happened at home or with his elderly mother.

Carol didn’t like being bothered at work even when her daughters sent her
pictures of her grandchildren. Carol replied “I am at work....those kinds of interruptions
just irritate me.” Carol detailed the interruption with a work scenario.

Well usually it’ll come through when I’'m on the phone with a customer trying to

schedule a pickup or figure out why he’s got an issues or the material’s too big for

the truck. Things that you really get involved in and then you hear that beep of the

text. And it’s—you’re programmed to look at it, and it’s a distraction, and I don’t

like it. A lot of times I have people in and out of my office on a steady stream,

and that text interrupts that when I’'m talking face to face with somebody else. It’s

an intrusion and I don’t want to say that phone is more important than you are.
Carol preferred to keep her focus on her busy work day rather than becoming irritated
with nonwork communication via her mobile device.

Adam didn’t mind brief texts from his partner or other family members like “hey
what do you want for dinner” or even a brief emoji, not anything “deep” though.
However, he turned off the sound and preferred not to use the phone feature.

[ answer and he’s [Adam’s partner] just talking about something that’s going on

at his work and he’s like, ‘oh you sound sad,” and I’m like, ‘I’m just stressed,” and

he’s like, ‘so how’s your day going?’ I'm like, ‘I don’t have time to talk,’ like.

You know, but it’s like—so that’s one of the reasons I don’t use the phone phone

part, or...I turn off the sound because the interruption...it bugs me so then I get

snappish.
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Adam felt the mobile device fostered domestic relationships in a very simple way within
his professional sphere.
Ann didn’t get annoyed like Adam, but she got anxious upon engagement with
personal email on her mobile device.
I don’t often do personal email because I get a little anxious about that while at
work on my phone, on my phone, so | would probably say texting and calling
would be the main.
She didn’t mind quick text check-ins, but felt uncomfortable with nonwork email while
she was at work.
Just all the parameters because our phones are connected to work so we are
expected to be accessible at all times using our phone you know the district pays a
very very small portion for for the cell phone itself so | do like take that into
consideration when I’m working.
When asked if she was concerned about engaging with personal email on her company-
paid phone out of work, she emphatically answered, “No.” Ann added, “So that’s that’s
interesting yeah when I think that through saying it out loud I’m not, it’s really when I’'m
in the walls of work.” For Ann, she found the mobile device connectivity uncomfortable
when engaging with her personal email in her professional sphere, so she avoided that
level of engagement.
Unlike Ann’s demeanor about personal email, other participants lightly checked
their personal emails or managed doctor appointments during interstitial moments. David
remarked, “occasionally when I’m in-between something or waiting to start a different

project or different task, I will check my Gmail, which is not my work mail.” Ellen used
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hers to check a sports app for her son’s baseball team to gauge schedule changes. Tim
and Landi both contacted extended family that were not geographically close for brief
check-ins or status updates. Bonnie, Karen, and Lisa revealed their brief usage to manage
doctor appointments for themselves and/or family.

Ryan and his pregnant wife had a system of check-ins. He admitted to quick
check-ins four to five times per day. “How you doin’? What’s happenin’?”” However,

I know if I get a call from her during the day, then it's important, because... she

doesn't want to bother me ... during the day unless it's important. And so that's

kind of the unwritten code that we've come up with, is if | see her calling in the

middle of the day then I'm gonna take that call no matter what, and otherwise

she'll text me and she knows I'll get back to her, or I'll text her. And-and hers is

the same way. She knows | won't call her during the day unless it’s important.
When Ryan was at work, he was very busy, so this system allowed them to limit
interruptions, yet know when urgent situations arise.

The stories chronicled in this section illustrated the largely logistical and quick
usage of the mobile device and the participants’ preference for that level of usage. Some
extended that into more moderate usage. While the moderate mobile device user engaged
logistically, they differed from the aforementioned individuals in terms of their comfort
level, frequency, and engagement. Their usage surpassed those at the logistical level.
Mark, like other participants, made brief check-ins with his wife, mother, and children;

however, he also ran a second business via his mobile device while at work.
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So we remove trees and so I'll get the, the other guy that | work with, the dealer

we have, he handles most of the calls. But then he and | are talking back and forth

a lot setting things up.

While Mark managed a camp, during that worktime he also texted frequently with his
business partner to set-up jobs. Laura extended her logistical usage to LinkedIn. “I get an
alert. I'm always on LinkedIn. I'm always looking for the opportunity.” Additionally,
Laura and her husband were building a new home in which her husband was primarily
coordinating. “If I need to make a decision of what color the counter top is going to be....
He FaceTime's me” Laura added he also sends pictures and was a great way for her to
add input to home decisions while at work.

Beyond logistical questions like “who’s letting the dog out,” Kevin also received
pictures regularly from family while he was at work. “He’s [Kevin’s dad] always sending
me pictures when he’s on vacation or something. So he’ll take pictures of mom sitting on
the beach, the sunset.” Kevin interacted with his parents regarding their vacations or
other situations on a regular basis while at work. Janine and her family engaged in a
photo game throughout the entire day. “We also have our funny every day we, we text
each other all day long and funny photos and ...then at dinner we, we vote on which
photo was best.” During a typical day during the school year, they sent up to 15 photos,
while in the summer months that increased to “probably 40.” Additionally, on Tuesdays,
Grandma takes the six grandchildren to an activity or volunteer experience. “She'll send
like photo updates of the kids throughout and send it to the six parents and so then we

communicate back and forth with her during that Tuesday with the photos, which is
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really cool.” Janine enjoyed that ability to engage at a higher level, albeit during her work
time.

The final level of usage was deemed fluid and heavy usage throughout the
workday, thus multitasking regularly between work and nonwork functions. Jessica and
Rachel both fell within this category. Jessica regularly communicated with daughters and
family. Jessica asserted that the mobile device “definitely” fostered and maintained
family relationships. She used Facebook and her personal email regularly to stay
connected with family and friends.

If someone in my family has a question, they can get a hold of me instantly via

text or email...Most of my family does not live close so we can reach each other

that way. My family does banking with me too so they can—they can contact me
if they have questions about their accounts or need a loan or something like that.

My older daughter, she works various hours so we can reach each other via

texting and she might send me a text or a call and if I have time I'll take it or I—

I'll tell her I'll call her back. So that's normal.

For Jessica, that fluid work and nonwork was “normal” protocol. She also actively used
an app to communicate with her ex-husband.

I communicate with my ex-husband via an app called the Our Family

Wizard...It's a domestic relations app or website that we communicate through so

that all of our communication is recorded and documented forever, which is a

good thing...Not something that, you know, not something I'm proud of that I

have to communicate through, like that we can't get along and we have to

communicate through a website so, we, any communication at all has to go

220



through there. If we're going to get if Rose wants to pick something up or if we

want to... needed a certain time or switch a day or if he decides he wants to send

me multiple messages about myself, he will do so on there too.
Jessica further elaborated that she received a text notification if the app had a message
and she regularly used that to maintain relations with her ex-husband regarding any
communication about her daughter.

Rachel also actively used her mobile device for nonwork in her professional
sphere. Internet browsing, Facebook, Facebook Messenger, Snapchat, Fitbit, Amazon,
Weight Watchers are all personal areas that she tended to via her mobile device while at
work. Additionally, she remained abreast of her sons’ grades and communicated with her
traveling husband. “Today, he even sent me a text that showed his location and how long
it would take him to get home.” She didn’t spend a great deal of time talking on the
phone, but realized its availability if needed. Overall, Rachel felt that the mobile device
allowed her to maintain relationships, as well as the family/household.

Snapchat was one way Rachel enjoyed maintaining a friendship. “I can keep a
Snapchat streak with my friend who lives in Ohio. So, every morning | Snapchat her.”
Among the previously mentioned apps that Rachel regularly used, she purchased sports
tickets just last week and regularly used the Teamz app and Google Maps regarding
coordination of her sons’ baseball endeavors. While Jessica and Rachel actively engaged
in nonwork communication in work time, there were overall three levels articulated and
explained to understand managers’ perspectives on their nonwork mobile device usage

within the professional sphere.
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Summary of Theme Four: Nonwork in Work

This unexpected theme of nonwork in work offered findings to both further
understand the dynamics of the border crosser and other domain members as well as the
origination and strength of the borders themselves.

Within this theme, 75% of the nonwork usage in work time was deemed
logistical. By logistical, participants meant that they maintained relationships and
household dynamics through brief interactions of when, where, and how domestic events
or needs are being organized and/or executed. For most participants, they were accepting
of this level of nonwork engagement in their work time. The remaining 25% had some
increased mobile device engagement for nonwork usage, but only 6% were fluid in that
the nonwork communication activity was regularly occurring in work time and space.

Participants had varying reasons they readily enacted borders in their professional
space versus their domestic space. For some participants, adherence to company policies
and respecting the mobile device stipend was relevant. Others shared they were simply
very busy at work in meetings or attending to employees and clients leaving them little
flexibility to invest significant time to personal communication. Contributors shared
feelings of guilt for being paid for time in which they spent managing personal issues.
Lastly, interviewees discussed their preferences of focus and minimizing interruptions to
allow for that professional focus to occur. Interestingly, contributors that shared
experiences for the latter two reasons often allowed permeations into their nonwork time
(domestic sphere). Overall, this unexpected dynamic offers greater understanding of the

overall theory and provides a basis for future research.
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Summary of Findings

Four themes developed from the data: Control, Sentiments, Influence, and
Nonwork in Work. Time and parameters were both in control and out of control for
interviewees which posed challenges to their overall work:family balance. From those
challenges emerged various sentiments from the participant (border crosser) and their
families, friends, and colleagues (other domain members). These sentiments shed light on
feelings and perceptions as a result of professional mobile device engagement. When
managing borders and engagement, it became clear that the border crosser was in control
of their behavior, yet multifarious influences contributed to their decisions. Sometimes
those influences were internal such as cognitive thoughts about themselves and how
others view them. Other influences were external in terms of the role other domain
members such as domestic border keepers (spouses/significant others) and industry
permeations play in their decision making. Lastly and unexpectedly, nonwork in work
was illuminated by participants as they discussed the manner in which they managed
mobile device engagement within the professional sphere.

The first theme, control, chronicled manners in which participants retained or
lacked control of their mobile device engagement. Time was a major area in which
control was enacted. This exemplified the border crosser was mainly in control of their
responsiveness, interstitial time, workflow management, and the potential overflow into
domestic events. Though, they were also challenged with experiences they could not
control. These included time zones, deadlines, and overall accessibility. Participants were
unable to control others’ behaviors and their reach into their domestic sphere. When

participants considered their inability to control some areas of their time, they considered
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development of parameters. Chiefly, parameters were self-set with little to no negotiation
with others for their creation. While it was noted that some surfaced naturally or were
formally created, most were informal and entirely controlled by the participant.

Sentiments, the second theme that surfaced, reported the participants’ feelings and
perspectives that erupted from professional mobile device usage within the domestic
sphere. At times, the border crosser was proactive in their usage decisions to avoid
unpleasant experiences with other domain members. That being said, they were primarily
reactive. Sentiments developed out of their reactive behavior which included irritation,
guilt, and worry. Not only did the border crosser (participant) perceive others’
sentiments, but other domain members verbally and nonverbally conveyed their
sentiments. These sentiments served to influence relationships within the domestic
sphere.

The third theme, Influences, uncovered two main areas of influence over the
border crossers’ engagement decisions: their own cognitions about themselves and how
others view them and the external influence of other domain members and industry
permeations. Participants considered the nuances of their own personality and their desire
to foster a positive professional reputation as they determined when, where, and to what
extent to engage with their mobile device. Additionally, other domain members played a
role in their engagement decisions, yet surprisingly the most powerful domestic domain
members were children instead of spouses and significant others. Lastly, industry
permeations such as work-paid devices and salaried employee statuses influenced their

level of engagement.
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Nonwork in work was the final theme. This theme does not directly answer any of
this study’s research questions, but was important to increase the understanding of
Work/Family Border Theory. Most participants simply used the device logistically for
brief interactions to maintain the household when they were all in various locations.
Managers in this study discussed the challenges they faced to remain focused at work and
how that impacted their ability and desire to remain domestically engaged while at work.

This unexpected theme laid the foundation for one of the many areas for future research.
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CHAPTER FIVE
DISCUSSION

The goal of this dissertation was to explore the incorporation of mobile devices
for professional (work) purposes within domestic (nonwork) spheres and the subsequent
influence on relationships. This chapter reveals significant findings concerning how
mobile devices are incorporated, thereby domesticated, within our nonwork life.
Additionally, the impact of the themes Control, Sentiments, and Influences, elucidate the
border crosser’s parameters and permeations within each sphere and propose the need for
the Work/Family Border Model to evolve due to the influence of the mobile device on
the overall balance between work:family.

This research was important to conduct to further understand the experiences of
individuals as they continually make efforts to find balance between work and home to
enable success in each sphere. Accordingly, this dissertation also sought to examine the
parameters that further impacted relationships through the lens of the Work/Family
Border Theory. While this study contributes to the field of communication by allowing
further understanding and application of the Domestication Theory, the contribution
reaches beyond the domestic incorporation of mobile devices to also report how the
individual managed the borders between the two spheres (professional and domestic).

In consideration of balance between these two spheres, this exploration
considered that management challenge, yet also the associated engagement decisions in
terms of whether the professional communication was individually-induced and/or
organizationally-induced. The findings extended beyond advancing communication
theory to practical knowledge and applications which individuals use with mobile device

apps and features that serve to create parameters and manage expectations within
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everyday lives. This information is important for both individuals and organizations as
they continue to traverse these challenging situations. Concepts covered within this
chapter include theoretical advances, borders, industry permeations, proactive vs. reactive
behavior, announcements not negotiations, relational impact, and nonwork
communication in the work domain. These considerations are compared with the
foundational Work/Family Border Model and a proposal is made to update and further
research the model. To confirm terms and vocabulary relevant to Work/Family Border

Theory, the domains in Figure 2 are considered work domain and family domain.
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Figure 2. Work/Family Border Theory’s pictorial representation. Adapted from
“Work/Family Border Theory: A New Theory of Work/Family Balance,” by
Sue Campbell Clark, 2000, Human Relations, 53(6), p.754.

The terms related to this study for the work domain is professional sphere and for the
family domain is the domestic sphere. These terms are used interchangeably, yet
represent the same concept. This chapter concludes with limitations and suggestions for

future research directions.
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Theoretical Advances

This dissertation sought to understand individuals’ mobile device professional
communication experiences through Domestication Theory (DT), specifically the phase
of incorporation of mobile devices within everyday life. Domestication Theory informed
the research as to the why, how, and when incorporation of professional communication
within the domestic sphere took place. Pierson (2006) looked at professional
domestication of mobile devices, but in a different context of telework and working at
home. This dissertation took that work to a different level and explored professional
domestication with individuals who physically work in an office. Delving into how
individuals incorporated their professional usage into their everyday lives stretches our
theoretical understanding of how the mobile phones are domesticated.

Domestication Theory transformed that notion of taming wild animals to
domesticating a new artifact within new surroundings (Berker et al., 2006). That new
artifact, in this case, was the mobile device used for professional purposes, whereas the
new surroundings comprised the domestic sphere. Hynes & Richardson (2009) posited
that an influential component of domestication is the individual’s attempts to incorporate
technology into their surroundings in a way that goes unnoticed by others. This study
found support for that important component of the theory through the control thematic
findings such as the participant’s (border crosser’s) use of interstitial time to engage
professionally while members of the domestic sphere were also engaged in some other
fashion. Data derived from the participant interviews answered questions for RQ1: How

are individuals using mobile devices professionally within the domestic sphere?
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With the increasing responsibilities for the growing numbers of individuals
attempting to balance the complexities of work and home, the need for research was
evident (Clark, 2000). In her study on Work/Family Border Theory, Clark (2000)
recounted an exhaustive list of complexities that included divorce, mobility, geographic
distance from extended families, increase of women in the workforce, and social values
such as the father’s role in the home that inspired inquiry on work/family balance.
However, the mobile device was not part of that list. Through the participants’ reflections
and experiential learning regarding professional usage of mobile devices within the
domestic sphere, this research delved into how the mobile device altered our view of the
Work/Family Border Theory in light of managing borders and achieving balance.

The Work/Family Border Theory provided a framework to understand the
complexities concerning conflict and balance with which individuals and organizations
faced (Clark, 2000). It is important to communication research to advance the current
understanding of the Work/Family Border Theory by ascertaining the mobile device’s
impact on the width, strength, flexibility, and permeability of established borders and
how that theoretical model’s interpretation has evolved through the advent and rapid
infusion of mobile devices. This being the broader theory driving the research, data
through participants’ voices answered the following research questions: RQ2: How are
relationships within the domestic sphere influenced by professional mobile device
usage?, RQ3: What expectations are established for professional mobile device usage
within the domestic sphere?, and RQ4: How are expectations negotiated to establish a

border between professional and domestic spheres?
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Borders

According to Clark (2000), lines or borders (See Figure 2), convey “when domain
relevant behavior begins and ends” (p. 756). Behavior in the sense of this study referred
to the act of engagement or deliberate disengagement with the mobile device. Further,
Clark (2000) posited within the border area or borderland, domain exclusivity was absent.
However, she added when permeability and flexibility were exhibited by individuals,
blending occurred in the border area. In the findings of this dissertation, the behavior did
not have a definitive beginning and end as presupposed by Clark, nor was it confined to
the border area as illustrated in the model (See Figure 2). Participants preplanned
engagement to prepare for the next day, yet also sporadically took advantage of
opportunities to engage professionally. The goal of these engagements surrounded
advancing work efforts and the mobility of the mobile device afforded the participants
the ability to move in and out of engagement within various domestic times and spaces
both intentionally and interstitially with seemingly no established boundaries. The next
section will expand on the types of borders supposed by Work/Family Border Theory. It
will also articulate the subsequent findings from this study that allow communication
scholars to understand the borders currently and the proposed changes inspired by the
mobile device’s addition into this dynamic.

In the Work/Family Border Theory, significant types of borders are temporal
borders, physical borders, and psychological borders (Clark, 2000). Rather than set time
parameters that provide a definitive division between work hours and nonwork hours
(when one ends and the other begins) as articulated by Clark (2000), findings showed

fluidity between the work and family domains.
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A key concept in this study that created fluidity was the fact that salary pay was a
managerial characteristic articulated by participants. Since salary equated to being paid in
task time, the mobile device shifted work hours based on personal workflow and
organizational expectations. Many participants expressed that salary or exempt status
meant you are paid for a job not for hours worked. As exemplified by Tim’s statement
that he was judged on bottom line results, so he used whatever time and space necessary
to achieve those results, thus blending the two domains as needed. Participants discussed
hourly versus salary pay scales and how those different pay scales influenced
expectations of engagement in nonwork time. They further recognized salaried
employees’ work can extend into their domestic sphere as necessary. With that in mind,
the mobile device offered the convenience for border crossers to engage within every
corner of the domestic or nonwork sphere at any time of the day or night, thus removed
that absolute temporal border. Many participants discussed their temporal availability as
24/7, which was out of their control along with interruptions and others’
behavior/expectations of them.

This is important to communication research as the mobile device became
domesticated for professional purposes and as a result the domestic sphere was
considerably changed. For this research, this was highly relevant within salary jobs. As
Dani said, “it enable[d] me to have those fluid work/life boundaries is that I can check in
every now and then, and just kind of move back and forth through each of those areas
seamlessly.” Along with that temporal change, familial and interpersonal interactions that

happened in times devoted to domestic activities faced new challenges including feelings
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of alienation, fear of being phubbed, or diminished importance due to use of the device
for professional purposes.

The physical borders comprised walls and offices physically separating the
domains (Clark, 2000). In this study, participants worked in a physical office not at home.
With that in mind, the researcher assessed the influence of the physical borders
considering the influx of the mobile device. The mobile device broke down physical
walls of the workplace as determined by the participants’ chosen engagement. Work
readily moved in and out of the domestic sphere in any physical nonwork space through
utilizing mobile device communication via apps, emails, texts, calls. Most participants
kept their phone physically on them throughout their domestic sphere, including on
vacations and at children’s events, and findings showed they were in control of
engagement time and space. This ability to be in control enabled them to consider where
they engaged, who they responded to (bosses, for example), or how they managed their
time with flagging systems, apps, and/or postdated emails. Unplanned downtime, deemed
interstitial, proved useful to participants in engaging seemingly without interrupting
others in their domestic sphere. Consequently, the physical nature of having the mobile
device on them afforded options that surpassed what a physical wall could impede.
However, these engagement options were often shared in light of advancing physical
work at the expense of the domestic sphere. This was important for the researcher to
consider in proposing a new model to suggest new communication concepts to the
Work/Family Border Theory.

The psychological borders in the Work/Family Border Theory included

determining appropriate behaviors, emotions, and cognition that were present in either of
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the domains (work and family) (Clark, 2000). An example of this was when a person
used work insight to enrich home life and vice versa. Within Work/Family Border
Theory, the individual was said to create the psychological borders. This dissertation
research corroborated that notion related to mobile device usage. Arguably the individual,
otherwise known as the border crosser, determined their mobile device engagement level
and associated behavior within each domain. Findings showed that the individuals
determined their engagement, thus created psychological borders based on the temporal
and physical characteristics noted, as well as considering the forthcoming industry
permeations. Results from this dissertation advanced the understanding of direct or
indirect organizational influences and the border crossers’ cognitive understanding of
those influences as they determined their physical and temporal engagement via the
mobile device.

The nuances of the borders and the crossing between domains by border crossers
1s relevant to this dissertation because it examined individuals’ intentional decisions to
communicate professionally within domestic spheres and the related implication on
relationships. In general, Clark (2000) maintained “borders will be stronger in the
direction of the more powerful domain” (p. 758), but this dissertation study found borders
were raised and lowered based upon the overall control of situations and time,
sentiments, and influences from border keepers and other domain members. For example,
while professional deadlines and time zones altered borders, so did time allotted to family
dinners and vacations. The passing between domains became more fluid than definitive
beginnings and endings; the web of usage widened physical and temporal borders in that

they became all one fluid area. This finding correlated with Dery et al. (2014) when they
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claimed the border between work and home domains were increasingly unstable with less

recognizable and firm boundaries (Dery et al., 2014). The domestic sphere seemingly

maintained weaker borders. Individuals moved in and out of professional communication

without negotiation. It is important to understand that rather than one domain having

dominant power, situations shifted that power and altered borders in the moment at the

discretion of the border crosser. This is one supporting factor in the researchers’ proposal

of removing the borderland area in the original model and placing the border around the

border crosser to determine engagement during any time and space (See Figure 3).
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Figure 3. Proposed updates to Work/Family Border Model. Adapted from
“Work/Family Border Theory: A New Theory of Work/Family Balance,”
by Sue Campbell Clark, 2000, Human Relations, 53(6), p.754.

Summary of Changes to Work/Family Border Model
1. Removed border area and created borders around border crosser illustrated by dotted

lines

w N

Added arrows to illustrate the fluidity of the two spheres
Altered Permeation: Client phones became Work communication

4. Altered Permeation: Work brought home became Work expectations and Border

crosser’s work ethic

o o

Altered Permeation: Phone call from home became Family communication
Addition of a second border crosser to represent female gender identification

7. Addition of a third adult in domestic sphere to represent friends or other family
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Beyond the establishment of the temporal, physical, or psychological borders
were the characteristics of the borders specific to blending, permeability, and flexibility.
Blending occurred with high degrees of border permeability and flexibility according to
Work/Family Border Theory; conversely, impermeability and inflexibility limited
blending (Clark, 2000). An example of Clark’s concept of permeability and flexibility
surround family routines, such as a husband that worked at home, but also helped his
wife with children’s morning routines while also beginning his workday. In referring to
Figure 2, that crossover was said to happen in the borderland between temporally leaving
the family domain and entering the work domain. Thus, this borderland area was not
exclusive to either domain. However, the findings in this dissertation showed that the
borderland is not the sole area of blending. Particularly in the domestic sphere,
participants shared the when, why, and how they regularly allowed professional
permeations to blend into the domestic sphere. Participants willingly sacrificed the time
they controlled to engage to move work forward, thus further exemplifying the fluidity of
the proposed model. While Clark offered explanations of permeability, she did not
include the infusion of the mobile device. Permeations were also described as
psychological in that negative emotions from work can spillover into the home
environment (Clark, 2000). This happened on a regular basis with the mobile device.
Even just the sight of an email or call could be mood altering. According to participants,
there were 24/7 possibilities to engage and the mobile device allowed that to happen in
any space.

Clark (2000) discussed the potential of border flexibility based on temporal,

physical, or psychological borders. This means that the flexibility alters based on when or
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where a person works, as well as psychological insights and emotions. Because this study
recruited managers that worked in a physical office, most had set hours, thus the physical
and temporal flexibility was not readily explored. Although Dani, Landi, and Nigel did
speak of some temporal flexibility based on their staggered start and end times, which
impacted their borders and subsequently their domestic sphere. This finding suggests an
interesting exploration opportunity for the future.

Industry Permeations

The Work/Family Border Theory argues that the borders between the domains are
permeable (Clark, 2000). Clark (2000) highlighted three permeations into the family area
on her model (See Figure 2). Those permeations included client phones, insights from
work, and work brought home. While calls from clients and work brought home were
apparent, insights from work will be further clarified. According to Clark (2000), insights
from work referred to situations when an insight from an experience at work is applied to
an experience at home. For example, a manager applied a successful production time
technique from work to a hiking trip with a group of scouts. In this sense, the manager
used insight gained from work and transferred that insight to a situation in his nonwork
time and space. Findings in this study included the advent of the mobile device and
succeeding cognitive concerns and industry influences. As such, this dissertation
proposes additional permeations that influence not only the borders, but also relationships
within the domestic sphere. With immediacy of information being one reason individuals
carried phones with them (Rendle-Short, 2015), participants made engagement decisions
on their level of responsiveness and their use of interstitial time for professional mobile
device usage. Thus, the mobile device and the border crosser’s decisions to engage

weakened that border and allowed for permeations to reach into all areas of the domestic
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sphere. These subsequent industry permeations into the domestic sphere are important as
communication researchers continue to study how mobile devices influence individuals
and their relationships not only from a familial and interpersonal standpoint, but also
from an organizational standpoint. As illustrated in Figure 3, the permeations on the
model continue to include work brought home, but collapsed it into both the new work
expectations and the border crossers’ work ethic. Client phones were transformed into
work communications.
Work Expectations

Based upon the findings of how temporal borders in this research looked different
than the original research by Clark, one of the proposed additions to the permeations into
the domestic sphere is work expectations. These expectations encompassed salary pay
status, the unwritten expectations industries impose on their employees, and the areas of
time and parameters that were out of the participants’ control. Participants explained they
were paid a salary and this caused the level of engagement expectation to increase. Thus,
the industry permeated into the domestic sphere in terms of mobile device
communication. In consideration of the prevalent domestication of the mobile device for
salaried employees, the proposed Work/Family Border Model is directed toward
individuals with that career dynamic. Participants spoke of using the mobile device
beyond its inherent communication abilities to accomplish work, thus “work brought
home” accurately collapsed into “work expectations.” Laura shared simply the number of
meetings she attended limited her ability to “get it [work] done in 8 hours.” Therefore,
communication via her mobile device occurred in her nonwork time to complete work

and keep up with the overall demands on her time. While salary scale and the
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expectations that came with that dynamic were out of the participants’ control, Jessica
was amenable to the increased engagement and supported the salary expectation. For her,
the increased engagement improved her chances for increased bonuses.

In addition to salary considerations, the unwritten expectations to be
professionally engaged via the mobile device permeated into the domestic sphere. Many
participants felt this unwritten pressure, and one even coined it a “perceived directive.”
This was not written anywhere, yet this expectation permeated into their domestic sphere
and played a large role in their engagement decisions. Not only did participants discuss
expectations of them, but expectations they have of their employees. To combat work
overload managers could opt to communicate usage expectations to their employees. By
doing this, employees felt less pressured and regulated and monitored use of mobile
email (Turel et al., 2011). All the participants in this study were managers and some
spoke of extending expectations to their direct employees, though they also recognized
that it didn’t often stop the person from replying from their domestic sphere as those
communicative dynamics were out of their control. Bosses tended to be a response
priority; thus a few participants shared ways they managed that level of communication
via postdating emails or using apps to control the timing of communication. Accordingly,
participants expressed appreciation when their superiors offered communicative
expectations. Through receiving or offering communication of expectations, participants
felt some control of that permeation.

As communication scholars seeking to understand organizational communication
and how work expectations alter the domestic sphere, this research sheds light on how

both the dynamic of the organization and the managers’ imposed expectations can

238



potentially stress familial and interpersonal relationships. Understanding this dynamic
provides a gateway to further research how organizations use the mobile device to
conduct work outside of the physical and temporal work space.

Work Communication

While the original Work/Family Border Model posited client phones are
considered a permeation, this dissertation proposes to replace that with a more all-
encompassing phrase of “work communication.” Due to the influx of professional
communication via mobile devices, there are many areas of work communication that far
exceed client calls and are out of control to the participants in this study. Client calls have
expanded due to the mobile device into emails, texts, social media posts, and calls from
not only clients, but superiors, peers, and direct reports. Thus, the researcher expanded
the options to the term work communication to include those additional options.

The mere physical presence of the mobile device allowed for constant
connectivity. Companies either paid for mobile devices, offered stipends, or participants
used their personal devices. Whether the mobile devices were company-paid or
otherwise, work communication readily permeated into the domestic sphere. Because the
domestic sphere was not restricted to the four walls of the border crosser’s home, the
mobile device enabled the industry to permeate into any space the border crosser
occupied at any given time. With the border crosser (participant) in full control of their
domestic time and space, this finding further supports the proposed model that removes
the borderland area and places the border around the border crosser only (See Figure 3).
While some participants felt compelled to respond when the company paid for their

devices, others refused a company paid device to avoid that feeling. Regardless of the
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phone status, company-paid, stipend, or personal, participants often engaged through
monitoring or actively engaging with the device. When considering the nuances of
mobile human computer interaction scholarly work, this sheds light on how individuals
determined their interaction based on the ownership of the device itself and how they
allowed the work accomplished through the device to permeate into their domestic
sphere.

Beyond the physical presence of the device are the communications that invaded
the family domain or in the case of this study, the domestic sphere. Burchell’s (2015)
study looked at the time invested in interpersonal communication and constant
connectivity via mobile devices and its impact on everyday life. Burchell’s findings
conjectured that participants’ connection to the mobile device included both the physical
presence of the device as well as the awareness of possible interactions that the
communicative apps and features extended to them. Burchell’s findings are a precursor
to this study’s discussion on the control of time and workflow specific to planning for the
next day as participants in this dissertation desired the awareness of possible interactions.
Accordingly, results in this dissertation mirrored Burchell’s (2015) in that some
participants chose not to communicatively engage, but to monitor communication. In this
study, that level of engagement took place 24/7 within all areas of the domestic sphere,
thus having the potential to influence relationships. The findings of this study
corroborated engagement findings in Burchell (2015), yet also uncovered the many areas
participants were in and out of control in terms of professional communication. As such,
this study offered data to further understand how organizational concepts drive decision

making and impact familial and interpersonal communication and relationships.
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Though the work communication via the mobile device readily entered the
domestic time and space in ways participants could control and could not control, the
managers interviewed in this study were heavily in support of maintaining the level of
engagement the mobile device affords. This presents a shift in thinking. Wajcman et al.
(2008), gauged the permeability of work:home boundaries. Of the managers, professional
workers, and tradespersons in Wajcman et al.’s (2008) study, almost 50% claimed it
would be difficult to fulfill the responsibilities of their job without a cell phone. In this
study, 81% preferred to have their mobile device on them to complete their professional
work in their nonwork time. Of the remaining respondents, it was mixed between
enjoying the decision to shut off the device or no immediate preference.

Border Crosser’s Work Ethic

The third permeation proposed in the model is the border crosser’s work ethic.
This section comprised the border crossers’ desired reputation, staying abreast of industry
competition, and overall accountability concerns. Because of those characteristics,
participants discussed their control over their workflow and the subsequent decisions to
do work within the domestic sphere, thus a reason that work brought home has further
collapsed into this arena.

Border crossers were influenced by how others viewed them and their work ethic.
Participants aspired to express a credible and/or a caring demeanor. Like Clark and
Farmer’s 1998 findings that being responsible and capable were important qualities at
work (as cited by Clark, 2000), these participants wanted to convey the attributes of
credibility and caring through their mobile device communications. While reputation was

not specifically discussed in Clark’s model, this finding speaks directly to how a desired
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reputation of responsiveness presents a permeation under the umbrella of work ethic. As
David articulated, “I’d like to seem responsive and I care, but I also want to be seen like I
care.” This statement elucidated David’s desire to build and uphold a good reputation.
He, like others, intentionally engaged in professional communication within his family
domain to achieve this. Beyond professional reputation came the concern for remaining
competitive with both clients and colleagues.

The fear of missed business opportunities influenced many participants to engage
to remain competitive and for promotion considerations. Like others, Jessica and Ben
believed waiting until tomorrow could means lost opportunities. Participants also
discussed varying times when industry demands impacted the level of permeation with
respect to remaining competitive with client relations. Previous studies exposed the
relationship between the connection via the mobile device and its influence over
engagement decisions (Dery et al., 2014; Ragsdale & Hoover, 2016). Disconnecting from
work within the family domain was deemed difficult and often undesirable in
consideration of advancing at work (Dery et al., 2014). Participants in this study echoed
concern in terms of missing out on job promotions and possible bonuses, which
permeated the domestic sphere by creating the need to remain engaged.

Finally, many participants felt it was their innate responsibility to be connected and
engaged with work-related communication via the mobile device. Karlson et al. (2009)
suggested the impetus to this engagement with the mobile device for work in nonwork
times was to control their work demands. Likewise, in this study, participants desired to
remain in control by managing and monitoring communication for both short and long-

term situations. Many participants recognized how professional responsibilities
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permeated their domestic sphere and further committed to their stance on remaining
engaged regardless of the time and space within the domestic sphere due to their innate
responsibility toward the company. Consequently, participants both intentionally and
interstitially engaged with the mobile device in reaction to its permeation within the
domestic sphere.

In response to the permeations articulated by the participants and the data, the
researcher has thus proposed revised permeations on the model (See Figure 3) to include
work expectations, work communication, and border crossers’ work ethics as underlying
concerns and actions that dissolve borders and bring the mobile device into the entire area
of the domestic sphere. Clark (2000) theorized that permitted permeations weaken
borders and can cause frustration to the border crosser. In conjunction with that notion of
frustration, participants in this study expressed their sentiments as well as the sentiments
of others with respect to professional mobile device usage.

Proactive vs. Reactive Behavior

Clark (2000) uncovered proactive or enactive behavior in her research. She shared
“they [individuals] moved back and forth between work and family lives, shaping as they
went by negotiating and communicating” (p. 751). While she described individuals as
enactive or proactive, she clearly stated “we were not reactive” (p. 751). In this
dissertation’s findings, participants talked about both proactive and reactive behavioral
experiences. In fact, there were more reactive experiences than proactive. At times, those
reactions were quite emotional by the border crosser and/or other domain members.
Individuals primarily exhibited proactive behavior to avoid stress and anxiety. While
some proactively disengaged, many proactively engaged throughout their nonwork time

to avoid stress the next day; this included engagement during vacations to minimize
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surprises when they returned. Other proactive behavior was to avoid confrontations
within the domestic sphere or simply being mindful of others’ professional
communication preferences. Only a few participants mentioned mindfulness toward
family, hinting that the influences of work to home appeared stronger than home to work.
The researcher explored that possibility more in the unexpected theme of nonwork in
work. Even those that took certain times to turn it off or limit alerts, they still confessed
to proactively checking and self-determining who will get a response or who will actually
get their mobile device number.

While proactive behavior existed within the findings, the stronger component,
which was a shift from Work/Family Border Theory was reactive behavior. Individuals
reacted in many ways to include irritation, guilt, anxiety, and anger. These sentiments had
the capability to alter moods and dampen spirits on vacations, outings, and diminish the
overall ability to relax in the evenings. The mobile device usage became a double-edged
sword of knowing about the next day and possibly feeling stressed in the domestic
sphere.

These sentiments were directed toward the company, other domain members, and
self. One participant, Kara, reacted by being irritated to a specific work communicative
scenario that took place in her nonwork time. Beyond irritation, other participants spoke
of guilt due to choosing engagement. One reason they engaged or got “sucked in” was
due to their inbox. One of Burchell’s (2015) findings was the participant’s inability to
avoid the stress of the red number on the app communicating that an email or text
arrived. Consistent with that literature, participants in this study had difficulties leaving

the mobile device before their inbox was cleared or organized. This inability to leave the
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device caused a reaction of guilt due to the engagement level that impedes the domestic
sphere. While participants fantasized of pre-mobile device times when they envisioned
more rest and relaxation without the device in their lives, still 81% clearly preferred to
keep the domain or sphere operating with the device and with the freedom to engage at
any time they want. While the researcher is proposing the border between the two
domains dissolves leaving a fluid area between the two domains, the researcher also
recognizes the border crossers’ ability to control their engagement at any time or space
within the domestic sphere. Thus, the border in the proposed model exists, however as
shown in Figure 3, the researcher shifts the border to around the border crosser instead of
in between the two domains. Because the mobile device allowed for 24/7 connectivity
and the border crosser was the chief determinant of the engagement, the border crosser
moves around with the ability to control their own border in any time or space of the
domestic sphere. This control included the ability to advance workflow within their
domestic time and space.

Announcements not Negotiations

One of the foundations of the Work/Family Border Theory was that individuals
were regularly negotiating and communicating with each other, thus shaping the work
and family domain (Clark, 2000). Negotiations coupled with communication inferred that
two or more individuals were shaping their spheres by proactively discussing family
and/or work experiences. This dissertation refutes that negotiations are key components
of shaping the family domain (domestic sphere), rather announcements about self-
developed parameters occurred. Announcement refers to a verbalized expression from
border crossers to border keepers/other domain members on how the border crosser

decided to shape the domain.
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As the findings exhibited, announcements occurred far more frequently than
negotiations. David & Roberts (2017) suggested that to avoid the feeling of being
phubbed, the development of a social contract about appropriate mobile device usage
should be developed. While some findings showed organic development of usage, the
fact remained that announcements surpassed negotiations. In this study, only two of the
participants formally negotiated the mobile device usage within the domains and that
negotiation decision involved children as the primary catalyst. Participants revealed they
shape their own destiny based on what works for them. While admittedly there were
influences as the original model suggested from other domain members, the shift resided
in the lack of negotiation with these members. Few parameters were out of the
participants’ control; suggested permeations contributed to the parameter developments
and subsequent announcements to others. These announcements included verbalized
short- or long-term needs to engage with the mobile device, as well as solely postponing
activities with children and/or family until the completion of mobile device engagement.
Jake explained that when he said he needed a few minutes to manage something, he was
not negotiating.

Participants spoke of workflow industry demands and divulged that they
personally were in complete control of their workflow through managing and monitoring
various communicative situations; their sole decisions on engagement were offered as
announcements. For example, Alexa shushed her husband to flag her email for a moment.
Findings in this dissertation advanced that announcements not negotiations were central

to the communication process in this context. This points to further understanding of
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familial and interpersonal communication contexts and adds to the current body of
literature within those disciplines.

Central to the Work/Family Border Theory was the fact the two spheres influence
each other, and management and negotiation were the keys to achieving balance (Clark,
2000). While the findings of this dissertation showed a lack of negotiation, participants
exhibited concern for relationships and how their decisions influenced those
relationships. For example, David talked about his announcements and the necessity to
maintain trust in relationships by adhering to his word. Relational impact is discussed in
the next section which encompasses tension and the influence of children vs.
spouses/significant others over the border crosser (participant).

Relational Impact

Studies showed engagement decisions with the mobile device impacted the
domestic sphere and relational quality (Dunn, 2014; Hall et al., 2014; Hughes & Hans,
2001; Khan & Markopoulos, 2009; Rendle-Short, 2015; Storch & Ortiz Juarez-Paz, 2017;
Taylor, 2013; Villegas, 2013). The findings of this dissertation supported that perception
specific to professional usage within the domestic sphere. Participants spoke of conflict
with spouses/significant others, parents, and children surrounding their engagement
decisions as a border crosser. Conflict ranged from proactive calm discussions to angry
exchanges. This conflict perpetuated tension surfaced as the participants’ (border
crossers’) inner turmoil and as tension between the border crosser and other members of
the domestic sphere. Primarily, these conflicts resided with the adults (border crossers
and border keepers) rather than children (other domain members). This first section will
address tension and the second section will offer discussion about children vs.

spouses/significant others.
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Tension

Participants shared experiences of tensions arising due to their professional
mobile device usage within the domestic sphere. At times, the tension was inner turmoil
on personal decisions or work initiatives that were out of their control. Largely, the
tension was between the participant and members of their domestic sphere. These
findings solidified that relationships are truly impacted in some way which reflects back
on RQ2: How are familial relationships within the domestic sphere influenced by
professional mobile device usage?

Participants (border crossers) chronicled feelings and perspectives that had the
potential to impact relationships, thus tension surfaced because of those sentiments.
Considering the spouses/significant others verbalized their sentiments freely, tension
certainly occurred within that relational dynamic. There were a few situations in which
tension between the participant and their children arose as well. In regards to spouses and
significant others, there were issues of phubbing, double standards, and simply not
listening that caused tension.

Tension became prominent during dinner as all participants spoke about the
importance of protecting the dinner hour, some successfully and others not successfully.
Alongside vacation, the dinner hour was one of the largest areas of tension producing
situations within the domestic sphere.

Lack of active listening was recounted by participants as an area of tension that
caused conflict. Ann’s boyfriend got upset with her because he came home with good
news about a job endeavor and she was busy engaging professionally on her mobile

device. Cindy and her hushand faced those same challenges that have sometimes caused
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tension to erupt in their marriage. Other couples recounted times they yelled at each other
or made snarky comments to each other. Tension also surfaced between individuals that
were not a spouse/significant other.

Tension also surfaced between friends and colleagues because of professional
mobile device usage in nonwork time. Alyssa shared a story in which a friend did not
understand or agree with her engagement with the mobile device while they were out at a
restaurant. When her friend physically took the phone from Alyssa, substantial tension
erupted between them. Adam had an employee that frequently contacted Adam via his
mobile device in Adam’s nonwork time. This caused tension for Adam and while he
hadn’t dealt with the individual specifically, he expressed his tension by “bitching” about
it to others.

In consideration of the tension that surfaced, it is significant that participants still
chose to engage and that they did not negotiate to find a common ground that worked for
the participants and the members of the domestic sphere. In this way, tension could
possibly be reduced or avoided. In terms of communication research, this finding builds
our understanding of borders and control from both an academic and practical
perspective.

Lastly, participants spoke of potential tension between children from the
perspective of avoidance more so than avoiding any of the other aforementioned
examples. Participants wanted to establish a stronger balance when it came to their
children. The participants (border crossers) tended to control their time and actions
differently when it came to the children as influencers versus spouses and significant

others. While findings showed that participants perceived their significant others as
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understanding, they had increased tension when making decisions about engaging when
children were present. They had a higher desire to achieve stronger balance to set a good
example, to account for limited time with children, and to prevent the child from feeling
as if they are competing with the parents’ phone. This next section uncovers findings on
how the children have a stronger influence over engagement than the significant others.
Children vs. Spouses/Significant Others

According to Work/Family Border Theory, border keepers such as spouses and
work supervisors had more power over border crossers than other domain members such
as co-workers or children (Clark, 2000). Clark (2000) conjectured while the co-workers
and children were influential to the border crosser, they did not have the same power over
them as do spouses and supervisors/bosses. Participants in this research did express the
power of their bosses and their priorities to respond to them. However, this dissertation
argues children have more power than spouses/significant others. This was recognized in
the theme Influences. Often the border crosser claimed the adult or spouses/significant
others would understand because they were experiencing similar challenges or simply
because they were adults. The border crossers’ concerns about understanding
professional mobile device engagement were heightened for their children. Thus, they
carefully considered their mobile device engagement in certain experiences with their
children.

Participants offered examples of how children influenced their engagement
decisions including extracurricular activities. Mary expressed regret for walking out of
her daughter’s high school volleyball games to take work calls, which impacted their

relationship. Beyond specific events, some participants recognized the value in talking

250



with kids before bed and ensuring their child did not have to compete with their phone for
the border crosser’s attention. Participants expressed their devotion to engaging with their
children to have a supportive and trusting relationship. Comments verbalized by children
were more disturbing to the participant than comments made by the spouse or significant
other.

Finally, participants desired to be a positive role model. Participants shared their
desires to be realistic with their children as they grow and face the same balance
challenges, yet some also recognized times when they were sending mixed messages. For
example, Sheila and her hushband wanted to teach their children balance, but the message
sent through their actions was that it is acceptable to engage with your mobile device
professionally in any time or space even when it interrupted relationships within the
domestic sphere. Beyond examples of usage, border crossers wanted to set aside the
appropriate time with their children and express focused attention.

In terms of adults in the participants’ lives, such as significant others/spouses,
they expressed lower level to no concern for how their engagement levels impacted their
spouses. David & Roberts (2017) suggested if both or all individuals were engaged with
their mobile devices, the disturbance within the home was less obvious. The findings of
this study corroborated that notion as participants spoke of using interstitial time to
engage. Interestingly, even though the border crossers argued the adults understood, the
spouses/significant others exhibited most of the verbal and nonverbal sentiments, some in
a confrontational manner. Nigel and his wife had discussions about his mobile device re-
engagement after the kids went to bed and how that negatively impacted their

relationship. Laura admitted her marital relationship was closer pre-mobile devices. With
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change the focus from the border crosser to the border keepers and other domain
members to further understand their role, influences, and sentiments.

While the focus of this dissertation was the implications on the domestic sphere,
the unexpected theme of the nonwork in the work domain surfaced. With that said, this
study could be repeated focusing on the other sphere to delve further into that dynamic
with different populations, demographics, and hierarchies within the organization. This
would be interesting to expand into corporate policies for nonwork usage within the
various hierarchies of an organization.

In addition to repeating this dissertation study, another study that warrants review
and possible repeating is Wajcman et al.’s (2008) study using their survey and then
comparing and contrasting the possible differences between 2008 and 2018. Additionally,
a study recommended for consideration is Clark’s mixed methodology follow up to her
2000 study, but now looking at how the mobile device potentially changes the outcomes
of the main study.

Overall, the researcher believes the proposed model needs to be tested through a
variety of additional studies to validate its applicability to illustrate Work/Family Border
Theory with additional permeations and the mobile device as a staple within the domains.
In testing the model, the researcher also recommends exploring the terminology of border
by also considering the term boundary.

Conclusion

Researching the use of mobile devices for professional reasons within the

domestic sphere illuminated areas of control, sentiments, and influences that transcended

organizational, familial, and interpersonal communication disciplines. This research
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broadens our understanding of the incorporation stage of Domestication Theory as it
applies to professional communication via the mobile device and how it is domesticated
within our nonwork time. The decisions to technologically engage or not engage made by
the border crosser have the potential to directly influence relationships within both the
domestic and the professional spheres as scholars further understand the Work/Family
Border Theory.

This research also extends to a newer area of communication, that of mobile
human computer interaction. In this sense, the research was both scholarly and practical.
Practical knowledge and resources gained from this data have the potential to offer
individuals and organizations tools to manage the fluidity between the two spheres. With
future research, additional practical knowledge can be gained from border keepers and
other domain members to further gain knowledge and skills to manage the domestic

sphere from a different perspective.

259



References

About LinkedlIn. (2018). Retrieved from: https://about.linkedin.com/?#

Allen, T. D., Cho, E., & Meier, L. L. (2014). Work-family boundary dynamics. The
Annual Review of Organizational Psychology and Organizational Behavior, 1(1),
99-121. doi:10.1146/annurev-orgpsych-031413-091330

Aranda, J. H., & Baig, S. (2018) Toward “JOMO”: The joy of missing out and the
freedom of disconnecting. Proceedings of the 20th International Conference on
Human-Computer Interaction with Mobile Devices and Services, 19:1-19:8.
doi:10.1145/3229434.3229468

Barber, L. K., & Santuzzi, A. M. (2015). Please respond ASAP: Workplace telepressure
and employee recovery. Journal of Occupational Health Psychology, 20(2), 172-
189. doi:10.1037/a0038278

Berker, T., Hartmann, M., Punie, Y., & Ward, K. J. (2006). Introduction. In T. Berker, M.
Hartmann, Y. Punie, & K. J. Ward (Eds.), Domestication of media and technology
(pp. 1-17). Maidenhead, England: Open University.

Bernard, H. R. (2002). Research methods in anthropology: Qualitative and quantitative
methods (3rd ed.). Walnut Creek, CA: AltaMira.

Burchell, K. (2015). Tasking the everyday: Where mobile and online communication take
time. Mobile Media & Communication, 3(1), 36-52.

doi:10.1177/2050157914546711

260



Campbell, S. W., & Russo, T. C. (2003). The social construction of mobile telephony: An
application of the social influence model to perceptions and uses of mobile
phones within personal communication networks. Communication Monographs,
70(4), 317-334. doi:10.1080/0363775032000179124

Carvalho, J., Francisco, R., & Relvas, A. (2015). Family functioning and information and
communication technologies: How do they relate? A literature review. Computers
in Human Behavior, 45, 99-108. doi:10.1016/j.chb.2014.11.037

Charmaz, K. (1996). The search for meanings: Grounded theory. In J. A. Smith, R. Harre,
& L. Van Langenhove (Eds.), Rethinking methods in psychology (pp. 27-49).
London, England: Sage.

Chesley, N. (2005). Blurring boundaries? Linking technology use, spillover, individual
distress, and family satisfaction. Journal of Marriage and Family, 67(5), 1237-
1248. doi:10.1111/j.1741-3737.2005.00213.x

Chesley, N. (2006). Families in high-tech age: Technology usage patterns, work and
family correlates, and gender. Journal of Family Issues, 27(5), 587-608.
doi:10.1177/0192513x05285187

Chesley, N., Moen, P., & Shore, R. P. (2003). The new technology climate. In P. Moen
(Ed.), It's about time: Couples and careers (pp. 220-241). Ithaca, NY: Cornell
University.

Chitakunye, P., & Takhar, A. (2014). Consuming family quality time: The role of
technological devices at mealtimes. British Food Journal, 116(7), 1162-1179.

doi:10.1108/bfj-12-2012-0316

261



Clark, S. C. (2000). Work/family border theory: A new theory of work/family balance.
Human Relations, 53(6), 747-770. doi:10.1177/0018726700536001

CNN Wire. (2018, March 28). Tired of having to check work email after hours? New
Yorkers may not have to, if this bill passes. Retrieved from:
http://fox40.com/2018/03/28/tired-of-having-to-check-work-email-after-hours-
new-yorkers-may-not-have-to-if-this-bill-passes/

Cohen, R. L. (2010). Rethinking 'mobile work': Boundaries of space, time and social
relation in the working lives of mobile hairstylists. Work, Employment and
Society, 24(1), 65-84. doi:10.1177/0950017009353658

Corbin, J., & Strauss, A. (2015). Basics of qualitative research: Techniques and
procedures for developing grounded theory (4th ed.). Los Angeles, CA: Sage.

Creswell, J. W. (2013). Qualitative inquiry and research design: Choosing among five
approaches (3rd ed.). Los Angeles, CA: Sage.

Creswell, J. W. (2014). Research design: Qualitative, quantitative, and mixed methods
approaches. Los Angeles, CA: Sage

David, M. E., & Roberts, J. A. (2017). Phubbed and alone: Phone snubbing, social
exclusion, and attachment to social media. Journal of the Association for
Consumer Research, 2(2), 154-163. doi:10.1086/690940

de Reuver, M., Nikou, S., & Bouwman, H. (2016). Domestication of smartphones and
mobile applications: A quantitative mixed-method study. Mobile Media &

Communication, 4(3), 347-370. doi:10.1177/2050157916649989

262



Derks, D., van Duin, D., Tims, M., & Bakker, A. B. (2014). Smartphone use and work-
home interference: The moderating role of social norms and employee work
engagement. Journal of Occupational and Organizational Psychology, 88(1),
155-177. doi:10.1111/joop.12083

Dery, K., Kolb, D., & MacCormick, J. (2014). Working with connective flow: How
smartphone use is evolving in practice. European Journal of Information Systems,
23(5), 558-570. doi:10.1057/ejis.2014.13

Dunn, C. (2014, May 6). Is technology helping families communicate or holding them
back? Retrieved from:
http://www.theguardian.com/society/2014/may/06/technology-helping-families-
communicate-or-holding-back

Eadicicco, L. (2015). Americans check their phones 8 billion times a day. Retrieved
from: http://time.com/4147614/smartphone-usage-us-2015/

Golden, A. G. (2013). The structuration of information and communication technologies
and work-life interrelationships: Shared organizational and family rules and
resources and implications for work in a high-technology organization.
Communication Monographs, 80(1), 101-123.
doi:10.1080/03637751.2012.739702

Graham, R. (2012). The digital practices of mobile phones. Sociology Compass, 6(12),
962-973. d0i:10.1111/5.1751-9020.2012.00500.x

Griffin, E., Ledbetter, A., & Sparks, G. (2015). A first look at communication theory.

New York, NY: McGraw-Hill Education.

263



Guest, D. E. (2002). Perspectives on the study of work-life balance. Social Science
Information, 41(2), 255-279. doi:10.1177/0539018402041002005

Haddon, L. (2007). Roger Silverstone's legacies: Domestication. New Media & Society,
9(1), 25-32. d0i:10.1177/1461444807075201

Hall, J. A., Baym, N. K., & Miltner, K. M. (2014). Put down that phone and talk to me:
Understanding the roles of mobile phone norm adherence and similarity in
relationships. Mobile Media & Communication, 2(2), 134-153.
doi:10.1177/2050157913517684

Hertlein, K. M. (2012). Digital dwelling: Technology in couple and family relationships.
Family Relations, 61(3), 374-387. d0i:10.1111/].1741-3729.2012.00702.x

Hoffman, B. (2017). Phonoholism: A new behavioral addiction. Trakia Journal of
Science, 15(4), 315-319. doi:10.15547/1js.2017.04.007

Hughes, R., & Hans, J. D. (2001). Computers, the internet, and families: A revew of the
role new technology plays in family life. Journal of Family Issues, 22(6), 776-
790. doi:10.1177/019251301022006006

Hynes, D., & Richardson, H. (2009). What use is domestication theory to information
systems research? In Y. Dwivedi, B. Lal, M. Williams, S. Schneberger, & M.
Wade (Eds.), Handbook of research on contemporary theoretical models in
information systems (pp. 482-494). Hershey, PA: IGI Global. doi:10.4018/978-1-
60566-659-4.ch027

Jacobs, J. A., & Gerson, K. (2001). Overworked individuals or overworked families?

Work and Occupations, 28(1), 40-63. doi:10.1177/0730888401028001004

264



Jones, C. (2018, April 4). Proposed law would curb off-the-clock work email. USA
Today, 28.

Karlson A. K., Meyers B. R., Jacobs A., Johns P., Kane S. K. (2009) Working
Overtime: Patterns of Smartphone and PC Usage in the Day of an Information
Worker. In: Tokuda H., Beigl M., Friday A., Brush A. J. B., Tobe Y. (Eds),
Pervasive Computing. Pervasive 2009. Lecture Notes in Computer Science, vol
5538. Berlin, Germany: Springer. doi:10.1007/978-3-642-01516-8_27

Katz, D., & Kahn, R. L. (1978). The social psychology of organizations (2nd ed.). New
York, NY: Wiley.

Keyton, J. (2015). Communication research: Asking questions, finding answers. New
York, NY: McGraw-Hill Education.

Khan, V. J., & Markopoulos, P. (2009). Busy families' awareness needs. International
Journal of Human-Computer Studies, 67(2), 139-153.
doi:10.1016/j.ijhcs.2008.09.006

Kim, Y., Kim, B., Kim, Y., & Wang, Y. (2017). Mobile communication research in
communication journals from 1999 to 2014. New Media & Society, 19(10), 1668-
1691. doi:10.1177/1461444817718162

Kraut, R., Patterson, M., Lundmark, V., Kiesler, S., Mukophadhyay, T., & Scherlis, W.
(1998). Internet paradox: A social technology that reduces social involvement and
psychological well-being? American Psychologist, 53(9), 1017-1031.

doi:10.1037//0003-066x.53.9.1017

265



Kreiner, G. E., Hollensbe, E. C., & Sheep, M. L. (2009). Balancing borders and bridges:
Negotiating the work-home interface via boundary work tactics. The Academy of
Management Journal, 52(4), 704-730. doi:10.5465/amj.2009.43669916

Ladner, S. (2008). Laptops in the living room: Mobile technologies and the divide
between work and private time among interactive agency workers. Canadian
Journal of Communication, 33(3). doi:10.22230/cjc.2008v33n3a1981

Lindlof, T. R., & Taylor, B. C. (2011). Qualitative communication research methods (3rd
ed.). Los Angeles, CA: Sage.

Linke, C. (2012). Mobility, media, and relational communicative repertoires: An analysis
of everyday family interactions. Interactions: Studies in Communication &
Culture, 3(1), 25-38. doi:10.1386/iscc.3.1.25_1

LinkedIn Editors (2018). Could off-hour work email be banned? Retrieved from
https://www.linkedin.com/search/results/content/?anchorTopic=813500

Littlejohn, S. W., & Foss, K. A. (Eds.). (2009). Encyclopedia of communication theory.
Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Lull, J. (1980). Family communication patterns and the social uses of television.
Communication Research, 7(3), 319-334. doi:10.1177/009365028000700303

MacCormick, J. S., Dery, K., & Kolb, D. G. (2012). Engaged or just connected?
Smartphones and employee engagement. Organizational Dynamics, 41(3), 194-
201. doi:10.1016/j.orgdyn.2012.03.007

Marano, H. E. (2016, August). Love interruptus. Psychology Today, pp. 50-58.

266



Appendix A

Recruitment Script
Dear (NAME),

| am a doctoral candidate at Indiana University of Pennsylvania and under the guidance of Dr.
Anna Victoria Juarez-Paz (vortiz@iup.edu) | am conducting my dissertation study on the
professional use of mobile devices within nonwork time and their subsequent influence on family
relationships. Specifically, | want to talk to individuals that are over 24, have a personal and/or
work mobile device, have used a mobile device for work purposes in nonwork hours, and hold a
full-time management role within their organization. This management role can include, but is not
limited to, the management of people, programs, projects, finances, or functions within the
organization. Additionally, the individual must report to a physical office or work location that
offers communication options beyond a mobile device (landline, computer, etc.).

With that said, | would very much appreciate your participation in this study. | believe in the
strength of your experiences and | look forward to learning from you as a communication scholar.
Your participation is completely voluntary and confidential.

You can choose to participate in an in-depth interview that would last between 45 minutes and 60
minutes. You will be asked about your mobile device usage experiences and the influences of
organizational and family members. All of this information will be recorded and later transcribed
by a third-party transcription service. That being said, all materials will be free of any identifying
evidence. The interview can take place at your home, your office, a neutral location, or through a
video conversation such as Skype or FaceTime.

If you are interested in participating and educating me on your experiences, please contact me at
s.l.storch@iup.edu, or call/text 724-263-2120 to arrange a meeting and discuss any questions
you may have. If you know of an individual that fits the parameters of participation, please share
their name and contact information with me and | will send them an invitation as well.

Your involvement means a lot to me! Thank you.
Sharon L. Storch

Ph.D. Candidate

Communications Media Department

Indiana University of Pennsylvania

P

https://www.iup.edu/commmedia/

This project has been approved by the Indiana University of Pennsylvania Institutional
Review Board for the Protection of Human Subjects (Phone: 724/357-7730).
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Appendix B

Participant Informed Consent
Research Participant Information

Sorry I can’t talk right now, or can I?: A qualitative exploration of professional
mobile device usage within domestic spheres.

Principal Investigator and Interviewer: Sharon L. Storch, PhD. Candidate
Indiana University of Pennsylvania

Purpose of Research
This project seeks to examine individuals’ professional mobile device usage within
domestic (nhonwork) times and the subsequent influence(s) on family relationships.

Participant Eligibility Criteria

Over 24

Full-time manager within any industry

Possesses a personal and/or work mobile device

Has used a mobile device for work purposes in nonwork times

Reports to a physical office for work

Has other modes of communication (besides mobile device) at physical office

Specific Procedures to be Used

If you are willing to participate in this research project, you will be interviewed in person
or via video conversation such as Skype or FaceTime and this interview will be recorded.
The interviewer (Sharon Storch) will focus on your mobile device communication
experiences primarily within the work and nonwork areas of your life. Specifically, she
will ask you professional and personal questions about your professional mobile device
usage, decision making process, and questions about your organizational and family
influences and interactions. You may choose to skip any questions that could lead you to
feeling uncomfortable. Upon completion of interview, the recording will be sent to a third
party transcription service. The transcription service will be held to the same
confidentiality standards as the interviewer (Sharon Storch) and her advisor (Dr. Anna V.
Ortiz Juarez-Paz).

Duration of Participation
Your participation will consist of one interview, lasting between 45 to 60 minutes. You
can withdraw participation at any time without penalty.
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Risks to the Individual

The researcher will take every reasonable precaution to ensure your privacy. Of course,
there could be a possibility, based on what is eventually published, that someone you
know could recognize you through your experience. This risk, however, is very minimal
and the researcher will take every precaution possible so this does not happen.

Benefits to the Individual or Others

You will be asked to share your experiences, which in turn may lead to better overall
understanding of the professional usage of mobile devices within nonwork time and
space and the possible influences on family relationships. The possible benefits to others
or society are a very important aspect of this project. With the ever-changing digital
communication flow, this study offers the potential to communicate and educate
individuals on the balance of work and nonwork experiences with the use of mobile
devices and how the organization and family communication work and weave together.

Confidentiality

I will use pseudo-names in all of the interview transcripts and notes taken during
interviews. | will create a code key and keep it for three years. All data collected from our
study (audio recordings, transcripts, code keys, meeting notes, etc.) will be kept on a
password protected computer. Only Sharon Storch and her advisor, Dr. Ortiz, will have
any access to the data collected. All recordings and transcripts will be destroyed after
three years.

Voluntary Nature of Participation

You do not have to participate in this research project. You are free to withdraw at any
time without penalty by contacting Sharon Storch or Dr. Ortiz (contact information
below). If you request to be withdrawn, your data will be destroyed immediately.

Contact Information

Sharon Storch is a Ph.D. candidate conducting dissertation research under the guidance of
Dr. Anna V. Ortiz Juarez-Paz, Ph.D., Assistant Professor at Indiana University of
Pennsylvania. You are welcome to contact them at the following locations:

Sharon Storch
(724) 263-2120 (personal cell phone with private voicemail)
s.l.storch@iup.edu

Dr. Anna V. Ortiz Juarez-Paz
(724) 357-3781
vortiz@iup.edu
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VOLUNTARY CONSENT FORM:

I have read and understand the information on the form and I consent to volunteer
to be a participant in this study. | understand that my responses are completely
confidential and that I have the right to withdraw at any time. | have received a
copy for my records of this Informed Consent Form to keep in my possession.

Name (PLEASE PRINT)

Signature

Date

Phone number

Email

This project has been approved by the Indiana University of Pennsylvania Institutional Review Board
for the Protection of Human Subjects (Phone: 724/357-7730).

(NOTE: Any participants via video discussions such as Skype or FaceTime will email completed
copy to me prior to interviewing)
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11.

12.

13.

Appendix C

Interview Guide

Please begin by telling me about yourself. What is your age? What city/town do
you reside in?

How do you define family? What individual(s) comprise your family?

Please tell me a bit more about yourself and the people around you. Are you
married/single? Do you have children? Do you live near to or far away from
extended family?

What industry do you work in? How long have you worked in that industry?
What is your job title and description? Please discuss your specific role and
responsibilities.

Please discuss your communicative options within your position. How do you
use them to complete your managerial work? Besides completing specific
managerial work, what other purposes do you use those communicative options
for?

Do you have a usage preference within the modes (types) of communication
available at the office? If so, why is that (or are they) your preference?

How conducive are mobile devices for work purposes? Please explain and give
examples.

Do you use your mobile device for nonwork purposes while at work? How do
you use your mobile device at work for nonwork purposes?

How do you incorporate your mobile device within your professional
relationships? What role does the mobile device primarily serve for
communicative exchanges while at work? What role does your mobile device
serve to complete managerial tasks while at work? Please share examples.

Does your mobile device serve to foster or maintain family relationships while at
work? How does it do that? Please share examples. Does your mobile device
serve to foster or maintain family relationships when outside of work? How does
it do that? Please share examples.

Do you incorporate your mobile device in nonwork times to accomplish
managerial tasks or professional communication? Please share some examples of
tasks that you complete. Are they typical tasks to accomplish in nonwork time?
If so, why these tasks?

Does your mobile device serve to network, foster, and/or maintain professional
relationships when you are not at work? How does it do that? Please share
examples.
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14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

How do you manage your family time in order to complete managerial work or
engage in professional communication? Please share examples. Does the usage
ever cause family conflict or misunderstandings? How does it do that? When
does it do that? Please share examples.

What is your motivation for using the mobile device for work purposes in
nonwork time? Is the usage a directive from another person within your
organization? If so, please share examples and experiences. Is the usage self-
directed? If so, please share examples and experiences.

Do family relationships or interactions influence your decision(s) to complete or
NOT complete managerial work outside of work hours? How do they do that?
Please share examples. Please discuss the specific family members and how they
influence your decision(s).

Which domain (professional, familial, or self) has the greatest power of influence
over your decisions to use mobile device for work in nonwork times? Why do
they have the greatest power? In what ways do they influence you? Please discuss
how the other domains rank in their power of influence.

Regarding specific managerial work and/or professional communication, please
talk about how negotiations are made with family members regarding your time
and attention (presence) within the family. Are boundaries set/agreed upon?
Please share examples of these boundaries. Do you find you are able to adhere to
those? Why/Why not?

In New York City, a councilman is attempting to pass legislation to lift any
mandates to engage in professional emails, texts, calls, etc. that companies of 10
or more impose on individuals. What are your thoughts on that legislation? How
would your life be different if you were not engaging in professional
communication or managerial tasks via your mobile device outside of the work
hours? Do you have a preference? Why/Why not?

Thank them for participating.
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