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Resumé

For mennesker kan genstande have meget stor betydning ud over deres materielle værdi, fordi
der er minder indlejret i dem. Det kan være minder om en afdød, begivenheder der formede
resten af ens liv, situationer fra hverdagen og meget andet. Genstande med denne type af
indlejrede minder kan have så stor betydning for en gruppe af mennesker, at de har en speciel
magt over dem. I dette projekt betegner vi disse genstande som ”umistelige genstande” og vi
undersøger dem i en familiekontekst.

Personer der har umistelige genstande i deres besiddelse kan bedre beskrives som ”ple-
jere” af genstandene end som ejere. Dette skyldes at de ikke føler sig frie til at gøre med
genstanden som de ønsker, da de ved at der er andre end dem selv, for hvem det betyder
meget at genstanden bliver i familien, disse andre personer kan både være levende og afdøde.
En plejers vigtigste opgave er at de umistelige genstande bliver i familien, fordi de for dem
repræsenterer en vigtig del af familiehistorien eller nogle vigtige minder. For at sikre gen-
standenes viderelevering i familien fortæller plejeren om genstandenes historie, viser dem
frem eller bruger dem, for at de næste generationer kan få et forhold til genstandene. Der
er dog genstande som ikke egner sig til at vise frem eller bruge, hvilket også kan medvirke
at historierne ikke bliver fortalt. Der kan være mange grunde til at genstandene ikke har en
fremtrædende position i hjemmet, eksempler kan være at de er for skrøbelige, at genstanden
ikke passer ind i et moderne hjem eller at plejeren er bange for indbrud.

I dette speciale undersøger vi disse umistelige genstande i danske familier. Vi søger deru-
dover at skabe et system der hjælper plejeren med at tage sig af disse genstande så de kan gå i
arv fra generation til generation. Vi har valgt at kalde systemet for Familiearkivet. Familiear-
kivet består af to elementer: En app til smartphones hvor plejere kan registrere genstande med
billeder, en lydfortælling og små korte fakta om hver genstand, som modtagere kan udforske.
I appen kan man også vælge hvilken genstand det andet element, den digitale billedramme
skal vise. Billedrammen står i alle husstandene i en familie der bruger familiearkivet. På bille-
drammerne vil der være det samme billede og det vil være op til brugerne at vælge i appen
hvilken genstand billedrammen skal vise.

Med Familiearkivet søger vi dermed at understøtte historiefortælling og fremvisning af
umistelige genstande for at hjælpe plejeren med at tage sig af disse ting. Med udgangspunkt
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i evalueringen af systemet argumenterer vi for at vi har formået at skabe et system der støtter
plejeren med at tage sig af umistelige ting. Vores resultater peger i retning af at registereringen
af genstande i Familiearkivet har gjort modtagere mere opmærksomme på nogle genstande
og de har ydermere fået mere viden om dem. Det tyder på at Familiearkivet formår at støtte
plejeren i at overbevise modtagere om vigtigheden af de registrerede genstande. Det må dog
tilføjes at den korte periode for systemets brug som har været muligt i dette projekt, skaber
en begrænsning i forhold til at vurdere i hvor stor udstrækning Familiearkivet støtter plejere
af umistelige genstande. Dette skyldes at systemet er tiltænkt som et system der bliver mere
betydningsfuldt med tiden da det netop er designet til at historier og minder om genstande
bliver bevaret også efter at personen der nu kender historierne er gået bort.

ii



Contents

1 Introduction 2
1.1 Problem statement . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3

1.1.1 Work process . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3
1.1.2 Reading guide . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4

2 Understanding 5
2.1 Related work . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5

2.1.1 People and their objects . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5
2.1.2 Storytelling . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 7
2.1.3 Preserving memories and stories . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 8
2.1.4 Summary . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 9

2.2 Problem area . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 9
2.3 Interview . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 10
2.4 Analysis . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 12
2.5 Findings . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 12

2.5.1 Which objects can become inalienable? . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 13
Family history . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 14
Reminiscence . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 15

2.5.2 How are inalienable objects experienced? . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 16
2.6 Summary . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 18

3 Envisionment 21
3.1 Design context . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 21
3.2 Sketch . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 23
3.3 Point of origin . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 23
3.4 The exploratory phase . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 24
3.5 The clarification phase . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 27
3.6 The resolution phase . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 29

3.6.1 Final design idea . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 30
3.7 Summary . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 31

iii



4 Design 32

4.1 Familiearkivet . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 32

4.1.1 Mobile application . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 33

4.1.2 Digital picture frame . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 34

4.2 Actors . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 34

4.2.1 Use cases . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 35

4.3 Graphical User Interface . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 38

5 Implementation 42

5.1 Firebase . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 43

5.2 Create and save artifacts . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 44

5.3 List of registered artifacts . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 46

5.4 Show and edit artifacts . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 48

5.5 Present artifacts in the picture frame . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 50

5.6 Usability Evaluation . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 51

6 Evaluation 53

6.1 Pilot test . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 53

6.2 Field Deployment . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 54

6.3 Findings . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 56

6.3.1 How was Familiearkivet used? . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 56

6.3.2 How did the caretakers select the objects to register and how were they

experienced by the receivers? . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 59

6.3.3 How do objects become inalienable through Familiearkivet? . . . . . . . . 61

7 Discussion 63

7.1 Limitations . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 65

7.2 Future work . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 65

8 Conclusion 67

Bibliography 67

A Appendix A 71

B Appendix B 73

C Appendix C 74

iv



Preface

Dette speciale er lavet i perioden fra februar 2022 til juni 2022 på uddannelsen IT Design og

Applikations Udvikling.

Vi har igennem dette projekt søgt en dybere forståelse af umistelige genstande i familier

og deres plejere samt at udvikle et system der støtter plejerne i at passe på genstandene. Tak

til Birte og Sara for at gøre os opmærksomme på dette spændende emne.

Vi vil gerne benytte forordet til at takke de personer vi har fået lov til at interviewe samt

familierne der testede vores system. Vi har lært meget af jeres deltagelse og feedback, tak.

Desuden vil vi gerne takke vores vejleder Dimitrios Raptis, der har støttet og udfordret os

under udformningen af dette speciale.

Tak til Magnus og Mikkel for at kigge med faglige øjne på vores system, og tak til Valdemar

for at læse korrektur.

Til sidst vil vi takke vores familier for deres opbakning og støtte.
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Chapter 1

Introduction

Many of us know the feeling of having an object which we take extra good care of. We may

watch our steps carefully when we move it, place it further away from edges, instruct children

not to touch it and so on, depending on the type of object. Some of these objects may be gifts

from family members or family heirlooms which represents a part of the family history or

bring back memories of people, situations or events. This may be the case because memories

can be embedded in objects which enhances the sentimental value of it (Csikszentmihalyi and

Rochberg-Halton 1981, p. 21).

In families there may be objects with great sentimental value for several members in the

family. In these cases the family member who has the object in its care may not feel like the

real owner of the object, because they know that other family members, both living and de-

ceased, would be sad if the object got lost or damaged. Therefore, they do not feel free to do

with the object as they please. In these situations we argue that the person holding the object

is better described by using the term "caretaker". Carolyn Folkman Curasi, Linda Price and

Eric Arnould de�ne a caretaker as a person who possess objects with a sacred irreplaceable

value created by the association it has with a time, place or person which creates an imaginary

power over a group, also called "inalienable objects" (Curasi, Price, and Arnould 2004, p.610).

In this project the terms "caretaker" and "inalienable objects" are central, as we seek to

develop a system that makes objects inalienable in families by supporting the caretaker. In

order for us to examine this area of concern we �rst need to de�ne the two core terms "object"

and "family". We choose to de�ne an "object" as a thing that can be seen and touched, but is

not alive. By this de�nition we only exclude living things. We argue that living animals and

humans can not be inalienable because they do not last, and we therefore �nd the de�nition

�tting for this project. The term "family" may be more complex to de�ne as a family can have

many constellations. We do not wish to exclude any family forms and we therefore, choose to

use a broad de�nition of the "family" term inspired by Anna Woodham et al. "Family" in this

project refers to a group of people with a shared bond or identity. It can be friends, housemates

or blood relatives living together or apart from each other. With this de�nition we are open to

any constellation that people may de�ne as their family (Woodham et al. 2017, p. 206).

Based on the above with this project we seek to answer the following problem statement:
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1.1 Problem statement
How can we develop a system that supports caretakers in taking care of inalienable objects?

1.1.1 Work process
To structure the report and work of this project we use the design process as proposed by David

Benyon (Benyon 2013). Designing a new system can be challenging as it involves identifying

users' needs while addressing them in an interactive system. Benyon proposes four phases to

structure the design process: 1) understanding, 2) envisionment, 3) design, and 4) evaluation

which can be seen in �gure 1.1.

Figure 1.1: Design process by David Benyon (Benyon 2013, p.49)

The understanding phase aims at exploring what the system should do and what user

needs it should accommodate (Benyon 2013, p.50). The envisionment phase serves to clarify

ideas through visualisation techniques (Benyon 2013, p.53). The design phase consist of both

the conceptual and physical design. The conceptual design is the abstract design where the

designer considers what information and functionality are needed within the system. The

physical design is about taking the abstract design and making it concrete, detailing the look

and feel of the system(Benyon 2013, p.53). The last phase is evaluation, as seen in �gure 1.1

this phase is a very central phase, as it should be done during all the other phases to ensure
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that they support the right development (Benyon 2013, p.53). As seen in �gure 1.1 all the

activities are conducted in close relations to each other, thereby creating an iterative process.

This means that information gathered from one activity can affect or reevaluate an earlier

conducted activity (Benyon 2013, p.49).

The �gure also demonstrates that the design process can be started at any point, meaning

that the process can happen in any order (Benyon 2013, p.49). Therefore designers need to

consider how the design process is best suited to support the given task.

1.1.2 Reading guide
We have decided to structure our work process in accordance to Benyon's design process and

is presented in the following order:

In chapter two we present our understanding process. It is composed of an overview of

related work concerning the research area of this project, which serves to provide the theoreti-

cal frame to which this study belongs and provides an overview of our problem area. Chapter

two also contains a description of our analysis of the problem area as we seek to get a deeper

understanding of people and their needs within the problem area.

In the following chapter three we describe our envisionment phase, as we present possible

design solutions for the identi�ed problem area, and it will conclude with a �nal design.

Chapter four contains a description of our design phase where we present our design

solutions, this is where we present a de�nition of our system and identify the users and

functionality within the system. The section concludes with an overview of the graphical user

interface and navigation.

In chapter �ve we present how we developed the system and implemented the functionality.

Chapter six presents our evaluation of the system, here we will present one test and a �eld

deployment that was used to collect data in order to evaluate how the system was used.

The next chapter seven consist of a discussion that is based upon our �ndings from chapter

six.

The last chapter seven present our conclusion where we will present how we may answer

our problem statement.

4



Chapter 2

Understanding

In our study we aim to understand how we may develop a system that supports the care-

taker in taking care of inalienable objects. To achieve this goal we are going to conduct the

understanding process as proposed by Benyon (Benyon 2013, p.138). The understanding pro-

cess aims to explore and gain knowledge of humans, activities and the context in the problem

area which we need to understand in order to develop a system that accommodates the needs

found(Benyon 2013, p.50).

2.1 Related work
We have decided to start the understanding process by gaining knowledge of our problem

domain by examining prior research that focus on how people relate to objects and how family

objects are experienced.

2.1.1 People and their objects
People's relations to objects have been a subject in many studies, among these we �nd Mihaly

Csikszentmihalyi and Eugene Rochberg-Halton with their study of objects outside of their

material meaning and value (Csikszentmihalyi and Rochberg-Halton 1981, p.190). Through

their research they found that people build an identity through interactions with their pos-

sessions (Csikszentmihalyi and Rochberg-Halton 1981, p.190), and add feelings and emotions

which gives a symbolic meaning to the objects. Even the most utilitarian objects are dif�cult

to disentangle from the symbolic meaning, because they socialise a person to a way of life

(Csikszentmihalyi and Rochberg-Halton 1981, p.21). Csikszentmihalyi and Rochberg-Halton

found that there are many types of relationships as people experience objects differently de-

pending on age and gender (Csikszentmihalyi and Rochberg-Halton 1981, p.119). They state

that people, consciously or unconsciously, interpret objects that means something to them, in

the context of past experiences (Csikszentmihalyi and Rochberg-Halton 1981, p.21). Likewise,

John Gillis has stated that an essential part of personal identity is family objects displayed in

the home. He further argued that people have a desire to represent themselves, which has

turned homes into mini-museums for displaying and preserving family heirlooms, mementos,

and souvenirs (Gillis 1997, p.xvi).

This gives reason to examine how family objects are experienced, viewed upon and pre-

served. In this line of study we �nd Liz Gloyn, Vicky Crewe, Laura King and Anna Woodham
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who studied the concept of the family archive, which they de�ned as 'archival and curatorial

practices that takes place outside formal cultural and heritage organizations'(Gloyn et al. 2018, p.158).

It consist of both physical objects, photos and documents which all play a role within the

memory and history of the family (Gloyn et al. 2018, p. 157). They stated that the family

archives are a conscious act to curate an organized collection of items valuable to the family

(Gloyn et al. 2018, p.158).

Agreeing with Csikszentmihalyi and Rochberg-Halton (Csikszentmihalyi and Rochberg-

Halton 1981), they also found that interactions with objects makes people develop a relation

to them (Gloyn et al. 2018, p.163). Furthermore, they argued that a family archive is not static

as it changes in accordance to the relations between family members (Gloyn et al. 2018, p.171).

The practices identi�ed in the family archive has also been the subject within the world

of Human Computer Interaction(HCI) as scholars such as David Kirk et al. have studied the

possibilities of integrating these practises within interactive systems (Kirk et al. 2010). For

this purpose they developed an interactive tabletop which allows users to display pictures of

objects and photos onto the tabletop. The users could move these objects around and make

virtual boxes to 'store' these objects in (Kirk et al. 2010, p.263). The tabletop was developed to

contradict the old and complex traditions of archiving by not only being the center of every

home but also offering a playful and simple interaction (Kirk et al. 2010, p.262). The conclusion

to their study was that the device supported a wide range of activities, from playful interaction

to managing more serious archival practises. Kirk et al. found that different members of

the family had different reasons and intentions for using the device, as it was used both

collaboratively with the whole family but also individually (Kirk et al. 2010, p.268). In addition

to the different of use Kirk et. al concludes that if an archiving device is to be used to manage

content, it must conform to important functionality that supports the archival practises such as

registering and preserving objects, thereby deviating the system from the chaos of play (Kirk

et al. 2010, p. 269).

The studies of Gloyn et al. and Kirk et al. offer perspectives to understand how even

unremarkable objects may be valuable due to the role they play in a family event, anecdotes

or as a connection to an individual in the family (Gloyn et al. 2018, p. 160).

This concept is also described by the term "Inalienable wealth", which Annette B. Weiner

describe as objects"imbued with affective qualities that are expressions of the value an object has when

it is kept by its owners and inherited within the same family or descent group"(Weiner 1985, p.210).

She stated that age and the ability to keep the object for generations add value to an object,

but the main value is the power an object has, as it brings the past into the present, and to lose

this kind of object would mean to lose a part of oneself (Weiner 1985, p.224).
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To further elaborate the concept of inalienable objects and examine it in the context of

the family, we use the research by Carolyn F. Curasi, Linda Price and Eric Arnould (Curasi,

Price, and Arnould 2004) (Price, Arnould, and Folkman Curasi 2000). They have examined

cherished objects meaning to people and how individuals cherished objects become part of a

family's inalienable wealth (Curasi, Price, and Arnould 2004). In a study about older adults

practices and concerns regarding disposition of special possessions, they found that the worth

of cherished possessions increase over time and identi�ed a dilemma people can have; a desire

to hold on to cherished objects but also wanting to transfer those to others in order to pass on

history and traditions (Price, Arnould, and Folkman Curasi 2000, p.189). This is also supported

by a desire to keep things in the family for generations (Price, Arnould, and Folkman Curasi

2000, p.190). They found that people use different tactics to decide who should receive what

and when (Price, Arnould, and Folkman Curasi 2000, p.190). In later research they have

identi�ed the role of caretakers to affect inalienability (Curasi, Price, and Arnould 2004, p.609).

They distinguish between ownership and possession, as a caretaker may possess an in-

alienable object, but not own it. The reason for this is that it is the family that have the rights

to sell it, not the caretaker unless there is an extra ordinary reason to sell it (Curasi, Price, and

Arnould 2004, 610). They found that the caretaker is responsible for passing objects onward

along with the stories and the rituals regarding the use and preservation of it. The researchers

describe the rituals as re�ecting the objects' inalienable status and they are often passed on to

the next caretaker along with the stories (Curasi, Price, and Arnould 2004, p.617). By doing

so, the inalienability can be maintained (Curasi, Price, and Arnould 2004, p.618). Inalienable

objects possess a sacred irreplaceable value created by the association it has with a time, place

or person which creates an imaginary power over a group (Curasi, Price, and Arnould 2004,

p.610).

Therefore, according to Curasi, Price, and Arnould, caretakers fear to lose inalienable ob-

jects, as it would also impact the group rather than just themselves. However it is also a burden

and an obligation to be the caretaker of inalienable objects because of the responsibilities that

follows (Curasi, Price, and Arnould 2004, p.618).

2.1.2 Storytelling
As stated in the research of Curasi, Price, and Arnould, storytelling is used as a mean to

both establish and maintain inalienability, by attaching oral stories to objects (Curasi, Price,

and Arnould 2004, p.616). Therefore, it is relevant to examine how storytelling is practiced in

families. The scholars Jasmine Jones and Mark S. Ackerman have studied storytelling practices

in order to �nd out how to design systems that implements storytelling in a family context,

where stories are passed on from generation to generation (Jones and M. Ackerman 2018,

p.10)(Jones and M. S. Ackerman 2021). They understand family stories as a co-construction
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by members of the family in the roles of tellers, who are the persons with a story to tell, and

listeners, who are the persons who wish to listen and learn about the family (Jones and M.

Ackerman 2018, p.10). Like other research (Curasi, Price, and Arnould 2004), they also found

that some felt an obligation to share the stories and knowledge (Jones and M. Ackerman

2018, p.7). When designing systems to support the practice of storytelling, they argued that

the technological platform should facilitate the right timing for storytelling. They found that

storytellers sometimes wait for an ideal moment to tell a story, while listeners wait, out of

respect, for a storyteller to share their stories. This dilemma produces a waiting period that

can extend into a lifetime. This is why Jones and Ackerman argue that the technological

platform should consider both the wishes of the story teller and those of the listener (Jones

and M. S. Ackerman 2021, p.17).

2.1.3 Preserving memories and stories
Several studies have examined ways to design systems incorporating and preserving memo-

ries and stories. In this focus area we �nd the studies that examine the concept of tangible

memories, where memories are stored in physical objects as a form of tangible memory col-

lection and makes memory retrieval easier. This is the focus of the studies 'if these walls could

speak' and 'Slots-Memento'(Mosher 2017)(Li et al. 2019). In the former, a storage system was

developed as a shelf with river rocks which was used as memory tokens where users could

record audio stories into. These memory tokens could then be played by placing it in a certain

spot on the shelf (Mosher 2017, 2). While rocks worked well for this study, they suggest that

future studies could use other objects, e.g. souvenirs for memory storage. They also pro-

pose possibilities to attach several memories to one object and to save those online to allow

the same memory to be played on multiple shelves, thereby sharing memories with others

(Mosher 2017, 4). The latter is designed to look like a slot machine. The user can then pull a

handle to switch memento photos. The machine also enabled users to record stories to these

memento photos.In general Slots-Memento was accepted as a way to reminisce and talk about

memories, but they found that the users wanted to be able to share the recordings by a story

playing function (Li et al. 2019, s.364).

'If these walls would speak' and 'Slots-memento' both made it possible for the user to store

and preserve memory in tangible objects, and enabled users to revisit or share the memories.

Another view on tangible memory is the studies of the memory box and the living memory box

(Stevens, Vollmer, and Abowd 2002) (Frohlich and Murphy 2000) which handle the concept of

tangible memory by developing a device that allows users to record and play stories associated

to objects placed in the device (Frohlich and Murphy 2000, p.238). The bene�ts that 'the

memory box' concludes is that storing memories does not only allow users to revisit them,
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but also to share stories for others to hear (Frohlich and Murphy 2000, p.240). They concluded

that the value in recording and saving stories were to give it to others as a gift or an heirloom,

rather than for themselves to hear. They also found that there were a need to �nd a way to

accommodate bigger items like bicycles and pianos (Frohlich and Murphy 2000, 2).

2.1.4 Summary
In this section we presented previous research related to our area of research. We have ad-

dressed that family objects are essential for peoples identity and how they use those objects

to represent themselves by displaying them in their homes. Furthermore, people interpret ob-

jects in the context of previous experiences, and they develop relations to objects by interacting

with them. Archiving artifacts in families, is a conscious act to preserve those objects impor-

tant to a family, rather than an individual, and it is dependent on the relations between family

members. To describe a speci�c type of objects which have meaning and power to several

persons in a family, we draw on the concept of inalienable wealth. Inalienable objects are kept

in the family, passed on from generation to generation along with the associated stories and

rituals, and it is a caretaker's responsibility to ensure that. As storytelling is used to establish

and maintain inalienability, we have presented research on storytelling practices in families as

a co-construction between family members practiced by tellers and listeners. Lastly, we pre-

sented several studies which examined ways to incorporate memory- and story preservation

within interactive systems.

2.2 Problem area
After having gained knowledge of our related research, we continue the understanding phase

as we now need to further understand users needs (Benyon 2013, p.130). In this chapter we

present how we gained knowledge of our problem area through a data gathering process. This

will conclude in a presentation of our �ndings that will re�ect what needs and context we have

identi�ed in our problem area.

As presented in section 2.1 in this project we examine people's relations to their objects

in the context of inalienability. To be able to develop a system that supports caretakers in

taking care of inalienable objects we need to explore how people experience inalienable ob-

jects and what challenges and needs they may have in relation to this. In order to obtain an

understanding of this, we formulated research questions as our analytical framework.

Our research questions are based on our need to �rst of all investigate a possible presence

of inalienable objects and afterwards identify participants experience with this types of objects.

With this in mind we de�ned the following research questions:

• Which objects can become inalienable?
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• How are inalienable objects experienced?

In order to answer these questions, we decided to use a qualitative approach to get different

participants subjective experience with inalienable objects.

2.3 Interview
For the interviews we decided to target people who had reached the retirement age because

we estimated they may have gathered and inherited inalienable objects while they also may

have started to consider which objects they want their descendants to inherit. We found eight

people to interview, three men and �ve women, in the ages between 54 and 84 years, see table

2.1.

Gender Name Age Children

Female Grethe 54 3

Female Ditte 69 3

Female Ingrid 72 5

Male Henrik 73 5

Female Jytte 73 2

Male Kurt 80 3

Male James 84 2

Female Britta 84 2

Table 2.1: Demographics of �rst interview

To get answers on what objects are inalienable, we assumed it would be best if the partic-

ipants had time to think about their answers. We therefore asked the participants to prepare

for the interview by selecting �ve to ten objects that are important to them and take pictures

of these objects with their smartphone, if possible, so they could bring them to the interview.

We chose the word "important" instead of "inalienable" because we wanted to use a broad and

understandable word that the participants could interpret themselves.

We prepared an interview guide(see Appendix A) based on our research questions to con-

duct semi-structured interviews. After the �rst interview we learned that it would be more

�tting for the interviews to be less structured, as some of the answers and stories we got were

very personal and often touched sentimental and sensitive topics about the participant. This

made it dif�cult and sometimes insensitive to hold on to the prede�ned questions. Further-

more, some questions were only relevant for some objects, while at other times there was a
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need for getting more in depth and ask other questions that emerged from the conversation.

We kept the interview guide to check up on the received information during the rest of the

interviews, but we conducted them as more unstructured interviews than �rst planned.

The interviews took between 30 minutes to an hour, and we decided to interview people

individually because we reckoned that the stories could be very personal. The participants

were informed that the interviews would be made anonymous. The names in the analysis are

therefore �ctional.

During the analysis we found gaps in our data and decided to conduct some additional

interviews where we focused on the role of the caretaker and how they experience inalienable

objects(see Appendix B). We planned interviews with one of the former participants, who we

believed were a motivated caretaker, and her two daughters, in order to get a better under-

standing from different perspectives.

Gender Alias Age

Female Britta 84

Female Oldest daughter 61

Female Youngest daughter 60

Table 2.2: Demographics of second interview

We gave the mother the task to gather the objects she had selected for the �rst interview.

Furthermore, we asked her to choose about �ve other important objects, which could not be

heirlooms, and tell us about them. We did this to �nd out more about the different experiences

of the objects. Afterwards, the daughters were asked individually to tell us all they knew

about those objects, without the mother being in the room. This could provide more data from

another perspective and data on if/how the mother succeeded as a caretaker. Lastly, we asked

the mother to point out objects in a speci�c room, which she wished her descendants would

keep. Afterwards we asked the two daughters, one by one, to point out, in the same room,

which objects they would be interested in inheriting. In this way we could �nd out if there

were differences between what a caretaker might want to pass on and what the descendants

actually want to inherit. We were also interested in �nding out how they experienced this kind

of task.
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2.4 Analysis
To analyse our interviews we decided to conduct a thematic analysis which is "a method for

identifying, analysing and reporting patterns within data."(Braun and Clarke 2006, p.6). Our

thematic analysis was deductive, top-down driven we where supported by Curasi et. al (see

section 2.1) to identify themes. Though some may argue that it provided us with poorer

interpretation of our overall data set (Braun and Clarke 2006, p.12), we believe it gave us a

more detailed analysis on the important aspect of our data.

The result of the thematic analysis is an overview of the collected themes found in our data

which can be seen in the summary in this chapter. We de�ne a theme as a repeated phrase

that "Captures something important about the data in relation to the research question and represent

some level of patterned response or meaning within gathered data set"(Braun and Clarke 2006, p.10).

With these themes we identi�ed useful paragraphs and searched for repeating commonalities

which we organized into larger themes. The wording of the theme was decided based on

how communicable it was. Meaning it should make sense and be understandable by other

researchers having access to the same data (Auerbach 2003, p.84).

2.5 Findings
In this section we �rst describe which types of objects our participants brought with them

to the interviews, to show the kinds of objects that potentially could be inalienable. After-

wards we describe how objects can become inalienable and how caretakers can live up to their

responsibilities in order to insure that objects become or stay inalienable.

Our participants brought 55 objects in total with them to the interviews. In general the

selected objects were literally everything between a tractor from 1959, to a book with pho-

tographs of a deceased son who died only three months old, and a preserved salmon which

won the price as the largest �sh in a contest. Table 2.3 is a list of the objects divided into

categories.
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Object categories Amount

Adornments 12

Jewellery 9

Books 4

Photographs 4

Textiles 4

Furniture 3

Plants 3

Other 16

Table 2.3: Objects participants brought with them

Figure 2.1: An example of an inalienable object. Jytte inherited the painting from her parents. When she

was a little girl, she used to play on the beach imaged in the painting, and it therefore reminds her of her

childhood

2.5.1 Which objects can become inalienable?
Similarly to earlier research (Curasi, Price, and Arnould 2004) we found that a large part of

the inalienable objects selected by the participants were heirlooms inherited from relatives with

family history and/or memories embedded in them.

We draw on the studies of Weiner and Curasi, Price and Arnould to de�ne family history

as including domestic history, achievements of ancestors and special events (e.g. national

history colliding with family achievements) (Weiner 1985, 210) (Curasi, Price, and Arnould

2004, 610).
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Figure 2.2: The apple tree in the pic-

ture comes from a tree which was planted

from apple seeds brought back from the

First World War.

We distinguish between family history and remi-

niscence, as we found reminiscence to be established

by using or displaying objects, rather than represent-

ing certain historical aspects within the family. This

aligns with earlier research that argue objects become

meaningful by people interacting with them (Csik-

szentmihalyi and Rochberg-Halton 1981). Thus, this

type of objects are embedded with general memories

of the family such as ones childhood, ordinary daily

habits, moments with the family and much more.

Some of the objects may clearly represent either family

history or reminiscence, but several of them represents

both.

Family history

An example of an object which represents family his-

tory is a bible which James inherited from his father,

who had inherited it from his father:" It is the founda-

tion which my life is built upon. It was my father's bible

and now it is mine. That is why it has been preserved and why it will continue to be preserved. [...]

There is a thread to the past. [...] we have no chance of knowing them [ancestors], but they have marked

my ancestors' descendants and their descendants, and their descendants, and so there is a thread to us.

There's a line to the past, that's how I experience it." James does not use the bible, but there are

written some dates for speci�c events in the family like weddings and christenings and names

in it, so he wish to preserve it because it is a family heirloom and a connection to his ancestors.

A christening gown which Ingrid had selected is an example of an object which represent

both family history and reminiscence. The gown has been used by 75-80 children in Ingrid's

family, and they have made a 'book' about who had worn it through the time. Ingrid told us:"

It reminds me of my grandmother, I can remember her, and the family. And my daughter say, that it

is curious that her great-grandmother sewed the dress and her mother, her self, and her children have

worn it. Those are the thoughts I have, family. It means something to many people in the family." The

gown reminds Ingrid of the christening of children in the family and of her grandmother, thus

representing both family history and reminiscence.
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