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Sammanfattning 
Att besöka museum är ett populärt nöje, och ett sätt att erhålla ny kunskap. Tidigare studier har visat på 
positiva resultat av att öka meningsfullheten av besöken genom användning av teknologi. Denna 
forskning introducerade en design som framtagits genom deltagande design. Forskningen visar på 
möjligheten att förstärka upplevelsen av museibesöket genom digitalt gåvo-givande beteende. 
Deltagarna besöker ett museum som ett par, där den ena parten agerar gåvogivare och den andra 
mottagare. Under besöket ritar deltagarna sketcher, hittar objekt, svarar på frågor angående 
utställningsföremålen och samlar därigenom ledtrådar för att avkryptera gåvan. Denna forskning 
förklarar hur gåvo-givande beteende bidrar till den sociala upplevelsen mellan romantiska par och hur 
denna bidrar till upplevelsen av museibesöket. Resultatet erbjuder möjligheter för vidare forskning om 
hur nära förhållanden påverkar meningsfulla upplevelser. 

Nyckelord: Museum besök, Erfarenhet, Betydelse, Deltagande design, Presentgivande 

Abstract 
Museums are popular among people to relax and obtain knowledge. Prior studies showed great efforts 
on increasing meaningfulness of the museum tour with the support of technology. This research 
introduces a design created through participatory design practice. The interaction presents its potential 
of enhancing the museum visiting experience for visitors in intimate relationships through digital gift-
giving behavior. Participants visit the museum as couples, with one party acting as the gift giver and the 
other as the gift receiver. During the visit, participants draw sketches, find objects, answer questions 
related to the objects and collect the clues to decrypt the given gift. This research explains how gift-
giving behavior enhances the social experience between the intimate couple and how social interaction 
between intimate couple enhances the museum visiting experience. This research suggests the 
opportunity for research on the effect of the close relationship on meaningful experiences. 

Key Words: Museum Visit, Experience, Meaningfulness, Participatory Design, Gift-giving 
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1. Introduction 
The museum is a place responsible for the collection and preservation of precious cultural and historical 
artifacts (Taxén, 2004), acting as an agent for visitors to interact with objects that they have never seen 
or known before (Falk & Dierking, 2016; Finlay, 1977; Hein, 2002) It is also viewed as a popular 
destination for people to acquire knowledge and spend their leisure time in modern society (Cosley et 
al., 2008; Falk & Dierking, 2016; Finlay, 1977; Taxén, 2004). As the audience to the museum gradually 
expands, museum organizations have greater needs to make the museum visiting experience more 
meaningful with the help of technology. In the third wave of HCI, researchers focus more on the 
interaction that relates to topics such as culture, emotion, and meaning (Bødker, 2006). As one of the 
goals in the third wave of HCI research is increasing meaningfulness in experiences, the increasing 
demand for enhancing the visiting experience in the museum context draws the attention of researchers 
in HCI.  

Besides looking at the interfaces such as audio guides (Wakkary & Hatala, 2007), digital displays and 
touchable screens that turn the knowledge into other forms of materiality, HCI researchers had spent 
efforts to extend the museum visiting experience in varied directions. Researchers introduced and 
implemented new technologies such as Virtual Reality and Augmented Reality with the intention to 
improve the interactivity of the exhibits (Bellucci, Diaz, & Aedo, 2015; Carrozzino & Bergamasco, 
2010; Keil et al., 2013; Liarokapis et al., 2004). Personalization has been used as a method to optimize 
the visit with higher relevance to the visitors’ interest (Antoniou et al., 2016; Kuflik et al., 2011; Pujol 
et al., 2012). It was suggested by the researchers that new approaches to present knowledge, such as 
storytelling and gamification improve the presentation of the information (Champion, 2008; Ioannidis 
et al., 2013; D. Petrelli, Lechner, & Building, 2014; Vayanou et al., 2015). Researchers greatly discussed 
the combination of the physical affordance (Dourish, 2004) provided by the museum itself and the 
technology, namely “hybridity” (Ciolfi & Bannon, 2007; Fosh, Benford, Reeves, Koleva, & Brundell, 
2013; Kortbek & Grønbæk, 2008; Daniela Petrelli, Dulake, Marshall, Kockelkorn, & Pisetti, 2016; 
Spence, 2019). Moreover, multiple research projects applied a variety of means to increase visitors’ 
engagement in a museum (Ali, Koleva, Bedwell, & Benford, 2018; Stock et al., 2007; Taylor et al., 
2015; Wakkary & Hatala, 2007).  

The attempt to enhance the museum visiting experience was suggested to be advantageous in an 
individual visitor’s perspective. However, the social interaction among visitors did not gain as much 
attention as the interaction between museum visitors and the technology or the museum. Among studies 
that dealt with social interaction, most of the discussions on the involvement of social interaction halted 
at the interaction among visitors as strangers (Ali et al., 2018; Bellucci et al., 2015), and very few studies 
applied the context within friendship and family (Kuflik et al., 2011; Rennick-egglestone et al., 2016). 
The unawareness of social interaction among visitors shows a contrast to the argument that visiting a 
museum is a social activity (Fosh, Benford, & Koleva, 2016). General belief suggests that people often 
visit museums within a group with different interpersonal relationships (Fosh et al., 2016; Rennick-
egglestone et al., 2016) rather than visiting alone, as visiting museums is viewed as a leisure time activity 
that is supposed to be experienced with others (Falk & Dierking, 2016). This observation indicates a 
strong research potential in relating social interaction during a museum visiting experience with the 
context of close relationships, such as family, close friends, and intimate couples. Among all other 
relationships with similar closeness, the intimate relationship between couples involves more frequent 
interpersonal interaction due to couples’ unselfish willingness to care about the other and to make a 
sacrifice for the other (Reis & Rusbult, 2004). With this regard, it is promising to see how the museum 
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visiting experiences would be improved through engaging social interaction between people in an 
intimate relationship.  

With the intention of putting social interaction on stage, the GIFT project (Spence et al., 2019) 
introduced gift-giving behaviors in their research as an exploration on how the museum visiting 
experience would be enhanced with the involvement of gifting rituals among visitors. The GIFT App, 
designed by professionals through the research, suggested its ability to enhance visitors’ museum 
visiting experience through providing new perspectives of understanding an exhibited object (Spence et 
al., 2019). Though this was a significant phase in the exploration, the interaction did not put much 
emphasis on visitors’ demand. In this sense, it could be designed in a different manner, for example, 
through a participatory design process. Furthermore, the research focused generally on all types of 
relationships and thus, the context of the research could be more specified with a narrower definition of 
the interpersonal relationship among visitors, as the gift-giving behavior brings diverse effects to 
different social relationships. Thus, it would be interesting to see how a design, that is generated through 
another design process, could improve the museum visiting experience through gift-giving behavior 
with a specified target audience to the museum. 

2. Research Question 
With the growing demand for improving the museum visiting experience and the remarkable 
significance of social interaction taking place in a museum context, the research topic is related to the 
social interaction taking place during a museum visit that potentially enhances the visiting experience. 
Furthermore, the research topic involves gift-giving behavior through the inspiration of the GIFT project 
with a specified group of target audience: visitors in an intimate relationship. 

Combining all the aspects mentioned above, the research question is:  

How can we create a design that enhances the museum visiting experience for visitors in an 
intimate relationship through gift-giving behavior?  

The answer to the research question involves following discussions on: 

1) How does gift-giving behavior enhance the social interaction between intimate couples?  

2) How does social interaction between visitors in an intimate relationship enhance the museum 
visiting experience? 

3. Background 

3.1. Related Work 
Prior research practices laid great emphasis on bringing the museum visiting experience more 
meaningfulness in several aspects, involving changing the delivery of museum content through 
technology, focusing on the personal preferences of visitors, and improving the visitors’ engagement in 
the museum visit.  

3.1.1. Museum content delivery 
Great efforts were spent on changing the delivery of museum content with different emphases. With the 
focus on novelty, new technologies such as VR and AR were introduced to the museum tour. 
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Researchers also made attempts to improve the presentation of museum contents through storytelling 
and gamification, providing a better knowledge acquiring experience. Also, the hybridity of the physical 
environment and technology provided a new perspective for researchers to look at. 

Virtual Reality and Augmented Reality 
The emergence of new technologies such as Virtual Reality (VR) and Augmented Reality (AR) provided 
new solutions for researchers to present the museum content (Carrozzino & Bergamasco, 2010; Keil et 
al., 2013; Liarokapis et al., 2004). The involvement of VR and AR was indicated to form a more 
interactive museum visiting experience for visitors. Apart from the interactivity, VR technology created 
a more immersive experience, which also delivered novelty and surprise to the visitors (Carrozzino & 
Bergamasco, 2010). The novel technology created a better museum visiting experience as it helped 
visitors have better exposure to knowledge from a new perspective, and the information was better 
perceived by the visitors due to the more direct interaction through the technology (Carrozzino & 
Bergamasco, 2010). Also, visitors were less distracted by the museum environment during the 
interaction, leading to the definite enhancement of the visiting experience. 

However, the application of new technology such as VR and AR sacrificed the social interaction among 
the visitors as they had to be isolated when they interacted with the technology. VR forced users to cut 
off their connection to the world outside the VR Gear (Carrozzino & Bergamasco, 2010), and moreover, 
users were constrained to a limited range of area as the VR Gear required cables to stayed charged and 
transfer data. Though the experience was more immersive with VR technology, the VR Gear was poor 
at providing a comfortable and social visiting experience.  

Not as constraining as VR, AR limited the users’ focus to some extent. AR technology relied greatly on 
the digital terminals, which required users to pay attention to the screen throughout the museum visit, 
which resulted in a tiring museum tour (Keil et al., 2013). However, AR technology could be social in 
some way. A see-through museum showcase applied technology similar to Augmented Reality while it 
involved slight social interaction among visitors when they were interacting with the showcase at the 
same time (Bellucci et al., 2015). Though the visitors were not interacting with the interface isolatedly, 
the social interaction among the visitors was barely seen. 

Storytelling and Gamification 
Prior research focused on storytelling and gamification to produce a better presentation of museum 
content (Champion, 2008; Ioannidis et al., 2013; D. Petrelli et al., 2014; Vayanou et al., 2015). 
Researchers suggested that storytelling provided better narratives in the description of exhibited objects, 
which helped visitors have better engagement with the knowledge. Adding storytelling to the museum 
visit was a successful approach to enhance the museum visiting experience because the storytelling was 
an efficient way for visitors to form an immediate connection when listening to stories since their 
childhood (Schiffrin, De Fina, & Nylund, 2010). Comparing with reading texts or listening to 
recordings, involving narratives when delivering the cultural content made it easier for visitors to 
understand and presumably, receive entertainment through the plotted stories. 

Gamification (Champion, 2008; Deterding, Sicart, Nacke, O’Hara, & Dixon, 2011) was another way to 
present a bigger volume of information in a novel manner. The game-based interaction won more 
attention from the visitors and was appreciated due to its recreational property (Champion, 2008). The 
greater efficiency in information delivery and the entertaining effect formed an enhanced museum 
visiting experience for the visitors.  
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However, studies introducing storytelling and gamification still limited the audience to individual 
visitors. The social interaction among visitors was seldom seen throughout the interaction due to the 
limitation of these interactions, which require users to stay focused in an isolated state. Moreover, 
visitors received information from the museum passively from the stories and games provided by the 
museum. Visitors’ connection to the museum is seldom seen (Ioannidis et al., 2013). 

Hybridity 
Researchers combined the physical environment with technology, creating a hybrid experience for 
visitors at the museums (Ciolfi & Bannon, 2007; Fosh et al., 2013; Kortbek & Grønbæk, 2008; Muntean 
et al., 2017; Daniela Petrelli et al., 2016). It was suggested by the researches that a museum visit was an 
embodied experience where visitors were provided with the physical affordance (Dourish, 2004) 
provided by the museum environment and all the objects that were exhibited, and thus researchers sought 
to create embodied interaction in a museum context with the intent to make the experience more 
meaningful.  

The hybridity helped visitors form an experience that was more engaging (Ciolfi & Bannon, 2007). 
Through the combination of the technology and the physical affordance, visitors had deeper 
communication with the environment and the information that was related to the objects. The 
engagement and the greater volume of information brought visitors a more enhanced museum visiting 
experience. However, the attempt to relate hybridity to a museum still lacked a social context, limited 
social interaction was documented through the research. 

3.1.2. Personalization 
Besides focusing on the delivery of the cultural content, researchers also laid emphasis on the quality of 
the visits by introducing personalization to the museum visit (Antoniou et al., 2016; Kuflik et al., 2011; 
Pujol et al., 2012). In most common cases, visitors are tourists so it is difficult for them to spare an 
adequate amount of time for visiting a museum (J. K. Smith & Smith, 2001). The situation receives 
more tension when the visit takes place in a huge museum, resulting in the issue that visitors spend less 
time focusing on individual objects (J. K. Smith & Smith, 2001; L. F. Smith, Smith, & Tinio, 2017). 
Moreover, the inevitable willingness to avoid missing any single piece of art makes visitors exhausted 
easily (J. K. Smith & Smith, 2001; L. F. Smith et al., 2017), which lowers the museum visiting 
experience. 

Facing this problematic situation, researchers designed systems that provide personalized museum 
visiting plan for the visitors based on their preference and their answer to the related questions. The 
systems were able to analyze visitors’ preference through their social network profile and their answers 
to the questionnaire-like quiz (Antoniou et al., 2016). Based on the analysis, the system provided specific 
museum content to the visitors thus helping them decide which objects to visit. The CHESS Project 
combined personalization and storytelling with the purpose to create a museum tour with better quality 
and more information (Pujol et al., 2012), which successfully formed a more structured museum visiting 
experience that met the visitors’ preference and needs. With the assistance of personalization, the 
museum visiting experience was demonstrably endued with higher quality. However, the 
personalization was limited to an individual, which inevitably disregarded the social interaction among 
the visitors. 
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3.1.3. Engagement 
Several projects focused on increasing the visitors’ engagement during a museum visit in varied ways 
(Stock et al., 2007), for instance, introducing playfulness (Taylor et al., 2015), inviting visitors’ to make 
contributions (Ali et al., 2018), and designing new interfaces (Wakkary & Hatala, 2007). The researchers 
suggested that the increased engagement strongly enhanced the museum visiting experience as it 
provided more interaction between the visitors and the cultural content (Stock et al., 2007). With the 
deeper engagement, visitors received more than bare knowledge. The entertainment during the museum 
visiting experience emerges as visitors engaged more deeply. By involving playfulness, visitors were 
able to “play with the museum” during the tour, rather than barely “visit the museum”, which indicated 
greater meaningfulness than a regular visiting experience. 

The act of inviting visitors to engage more deeply with the museum environment and the cultural content 
brought visitors new viewpoints during the visit, which enhances the visiting experience. From most of 
the cases mentioned above, social interaction was rarely discussed as the engagement connected the 
museum to the visitors as individuals, rather than the relationship among visitors.  

3.2. Sociality of Museums 
Museums are public places often visited by big audiences. The involvement of people in the same place 
demonstrates the social characteristic of visiting museums as an activity. Additionally, the museum 
visiting experience is usually enjoyed with the company of family, friends, and partners (Fosh et al., 
2016; Rennick-egglestone et al., 2016). Such observations provide a concrete indication that social 
interaction is unreplaceable in the museum context. 

Prior research also made explorations in the social aspect of the museum by focusing on visitors as 
families (Rennick-egglestone et al., 2016). It was suggested that family groups are the key element of 
visitors to many museums and based on that fact, observations were carried out to find out how families 
interacted with the technology and formed their visiting experience through a bespoke tablet (Rennick-
egglestone et al., 2016). During the visit, the family members frequently interacted with each other. The 
bespoke tablet, acting as an agent of technology, provided channels for visitors to communicate and 
interact together. Though social interaction was not the main focus of the research, the sociality emerged 
during the museum visit was a researchable target. 

Apart from the social interaction among family members, researchers shifted their focus on visitors as 
strangers. The Artcode project provided an interaction to share the understanding of the object through 
hybrid artifacts (Ali et al., 2018). The visitors were encouraged to create Artcode markers with paper 
and pen, following with an audio recording that expressed something personal about themselves or 
relating to the museum environment. Other visitors could scan the Artcodes to listen to an interpretation 
or a story from a stranger’s perspective, which brought them new insights.  

For visitors who scanned the Artcodes, they received more information than visiting alone, which added 
more meaningfulness to their visit. For creators of the Artcodes, they made contributions through the 
visit, turning their work into a part of the exhibition, which made their experience unique and more 
meaningful. The research indicated that the social interaction among the visitors was the key element 
bringing enhancement to the museum visiting experience, and was irreplaceable in this context, which 
provided great potential for research in social interaction during the museum visits. 
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3.3. Gift-giving Behavior 
Gift-giving is a well-appreciated method of interpersonal interaction as a part of human culture 
(Malinowski, 1920). It is commonly seen that during special events in a year such as Christmas in 
Western society and Chinese new year in the East, people spend time and money selecting, wrapping 
and giving their gifts to their loved ones (Aknin & Human, Lauren J., 2015). A gift is given with the 
purpose of enhancing the social relationship between the giver and receiver (Belk, 1977; Davies, 
Whelan, Foley, & Walsh, 2010; Kizilcec, Bakshy, Eckles, & Burke, 2018). Different from sharing, 
gifting requires the gift giver to make some effort voluntarily to provide another person or group with 
physical things or service (Belk, 1976, 1977; Belk & Coon, 1993), showing more personal connection. 
Gifting is a key method to communicate, socialize and exchange (Davies et al., 2010) and is done with 
the expectation that the person who receives the gift would provide something “in return to” the gift 
given (Davies et al., 2010).  

Whether a gift-giving behavior is meaningful relates closely to the characteristic of the given gift. A 
good gift is required to have key qualities such as “surprise”, “suspense”, and “sacrifice” (Clarke, 2007). 
The surprise feeling can be related to the emotions when a gift is received and seen by the gift receiver, 
while the sense of suspense takes place before the surprise feeling is received. The willingness to make 
sacrifice indicates that gift-giving behavior is supposed to be unselfish (Belk & Coon, 1993). The perfect 
gift never binds the gift giver and receiver while it focuses more on the emotional rather than the 
monetary value (Belk & Coon, 1993), which provided a solid conclusion that the devoted sacrifice made 
by the gift giver is calculated by how much effort is involved in the gift. 

The definition of a meaningful gift still applies when the gifts are no longer limited to physical forms as 
the technology develops. Digital gifts emerge as people gradually interact with each other through the 
social network. Giving experiences as gifts becomes a trend as a result of the development of services 
of hospitality, tourism, and entertainment (Clarke, 2007). It is believed that no matter what form of 
materiality does a gift has, it is necessary to have the key qualities in order to form a meaningful gift-
giving experience. Moreover, the change of materiality indicates a closer approach to lower the 
monetary value of the given gift, which adds more significance to a gift on its meaningfulness (Belk & 
Coon, 1993). 

Generally, the less close relationship leads to more rational gifting behavior, which can be explained 
according to the Economic Exchange Model. However, when people are closer to each other in a 
relationship, the willingness to “sacrifice” gets higher (Belk & Coon, 1993; Clarke, 2007), and people 
rarely look forward to getting something as return when gifting in a closer relationship. Gift-giving is 
also studied in HCI with different intentions from the Economic Perspective. Instead of focusing on the 
rational aspects of giving gifts as a manner of transaction and exchange (Belk, 1977; Belk & Coon, 
1993), in the field of HCI, there is much interest in looking at how gift-giving would affect the social 
interaction among people with the involvement of technology. 

3.3.1. Intimate gift-giving behavior 
Among all types of interpersonal relationship, the gift-giving behavior between people with an intimate 
relationship tends to be more frequent as they have more interaction with their partners (Aknin & 
Human, Lauren J., 2015; Kelly, Gooch, Patil, & Watts, 2017) than other types of relationships that are 
less close. An intimate relationship is one of the closest social relationship types (Kelly, Gooch, Patil, 
& Watts, 2017; Thieme et al., 2011)and people in such relationship care about each other, showing 
warmth, love, and closeness (Grau, 2003; Kelly et al., 2017; Thieme et al., 2011).  
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People are ideally closer to each other in an intimate relationship, the intention of giving gifts altered 
from literally “getting something back” to “making the other one happy” (Belk & Coon, 1993; Davies 
et al., 2010) and the willingness to sacrifice is greater (Belk & Coon, 1993). In some way, the intention 
to please a partner can also result in receiving something emotional from the partner, but the difference 
would be that it is an attempt to bring more positive effects and trust to the relationship (Davies et al., 
2010; Kaye, 2006). The gifting behavior between people within an intimate relationship provides a good 
picture of making a sacrifice with the purpose of enhancing the relationship, but it also changes due to 
the length of the relationship (Belk & Coon, 1993): more stability appears in the relationship as it gets 
longer and more mature (Belk & Coon, 1993; Thieme et al., 2011). It takes time to make people become 
willing to make sacrifices in a relationship.  

Besides the general qualities of a meaningful gift, uniqueness is what the gift givers in the intimate 
relationship value most, and gift givers have the willingness to spend anything at a cost to provides as 
much uniqueness as possible (Belk & Coon, 1993; Spence, 2019). To achieve uniqueness, gift givers 
are suggested to provide gifts conveying self-verifying information because it would bring more benefits 
to their relationship (Aknin & Human, Lauren J., 2015; Spence, 2019).  Uniqueness can also be 
interpreted by “Inalienability” (Spence, 2019), in this case, the gift is prepared by the gift giver with 
effort and sacrifice with the intention of strengthening the relationship (Spence, 2019). For people in an 
intimate relationship, the uniqueness depends largely on the personal message and emotional expression 
created with love (Belk & Coon, 1993), rather than the materiality and the monetary value of a gift. The 
pursuit of immateriality is a significant approach to give the perfect gift in an intimate relationship, as 
the sentiment is the main purpose of giving a gift, and it goes beyond the material form and monetary 
value of the gift itself (Belk & Coon, 1993). 

With the emergence of new communication methods and the social network, affection and love can be 
expressed through the internet (Kizilcec et al., 2018), which shows great potential exists in the research 
on how technology enhances the social interaction between people with an intimate relationship through 
gift-giving behavior.  

3.3.2. The GIFT Project 
With the understanding of motivation and outcome of gifting, the GIFT Project (Spence et al., 2019) 
was focusing on enhancing museum visitors’ experience by introducing social interaction among 
visitors via gift-giving behavior. The GIFT Group carried out an artist-Led research through design 
practice (Zimmerman, Forlizzi, & Evenson, 2007), and designed the GIFT App (Spence et al., 2019).  

During the museum visit, visitors were encouraged to use the app to create a museum-related gift. 
Visitors were supposed to capture three objects that interested them by taking a photo, and then they 
were asked to record their feelings towards the objects into audio memos and finally, select a song that 
can express their feelings. The picture, voice-memo and the song were wrapped into a gift for someone 
else in the museum. The gift receivers received the gift through the same app, and they experienced the 
gifts as they visited the museum. When visiting the same objects wrapped in the gift, they listened to 
the gift givers’ feeling towards the object, which brought them new insights. After visiting the whole 
museum, gift receivers listened to the song wrapped in the gift, forming a complete museum visiting 
experience with the enhancement brought by the gift. 

The idea was well received by the participants in the study, which provided the gift receivers with new 
perspectives of understanding and perceiving the exhibition. Through the gifting process, the social 
interaction among the visitors (between gift givers and receivers) was strengthened, and also, more 
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information was received through the interaction with the gift, which was a strong indication that the 
gift-giving concept thrived in the museum visiting context with the purpose to enhance the experience. 

The GIFT project provided an implication on how digital gift-giving behavior would enhance the 
museum visiting experience by involving social interaction from a general perspective. The same gifting 
idea could be implemented with a more specific type of audience, and with more limitations. During the 
research, the gift giver and gift receiver were not asked to go through the experience together, and thus 
the social interaction was indirect during the museum visit. In this sense, it would be interesting to see 
whether the gift-giving behavior could be introduced when both the gift giver and receiver are physically 
experiencing together as museums are more frequently visited by visitors in groups or couples rather 
than alone. Also, due to the fact that the application was designed from the professionals’ perspective, 
there could be gaps between the researcher/designer and the actual visitors.  

The GIFT project provided a good picture of the research topic and research direction. With the visitors 
to the museums acting as experts in pointing out problems and providing design ideas, the researchers 
interpret the knowledge into the scientific design language, and the design involving participants’ 
knowledge and scientific methods comes as the final result of the research. It would be interesting to 
apply participatory design methods to discover how the museum visiting experience would be enhanced 
through gift-giving behavior.  

4. Methodology 
This research was carried out through participatory design, as it took place with a human-centered 
perspective (Bødker, 2006; Taxén, 2004). The purpose of the research was to explore how technology 
brings change to people’s behavior in a familiar activity through participatory design method. Rather 
than finding a solution to an existing problem through observation, the research focus was laid on 
generating new technologies (Adams, Fitzgerald, & Priestnall, 2013; Benford et al., 2013; Rogers, 2011) 
and observing how people alter their behavior due to the change brought by the new interaction (Crabtree 
et al., 2013).  

Visitors, as participants, have more closeness to daily activities (Crabtree et al., 2013) such as giving 
gifts, staying in an intimate relationship and visiting a museum. Thus, the participation of the target 
audience was crucial to the research practice due to their experiences in gifts, love, and museum visits 
and also due to their irreplaceable significance in the exploration. It was encouraged by Schön that 
studies can be carried out in the wild and involve participants and practitioners into the whole 
exploratory practice with the support from the professional that can apply theories to the context (Donald 
A. Schön, 2017).  

The research was weaved by qualitative research practices both in data gathering and data analysis as 
the research put great value on how people experience and observe an activity through their arguments 
(Glesne & Peshkin, 1991; Patton, 1990). Also, the design process required participants’ creativity, which 
was desirable during a qualitative research practice (Glesne & Peshkin, 1991; Patton, 1990). During the 
participatory design practice, participants were invited to provide opinions and ideas on given topics 
through focus group discussions and brainstorming sessions. To analyze the qualitative data, thematic 
analysis (Boyatzis, 1998) and content analysis (Cavanagh, 1997) methods were applied for data analysis. 
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5. Method 

5.1. Participatory Design 
Participatory Design is a mature method originating in Scandinavia (Bødker & Kyng, 2018; Bratteteig 
& Wagner, 2016; Kensing & Blomberg, 1998; Taxén, 2004), with an intention to relate opinions from 
common people (Bratteteig & Wagner, 2016). Through Participatory Design, the participants have a 
greater potential to provide perspectives that are different from HCI researchers’ point of view based on 
the ethnographic observation (Bratteteig & Wagner, 2016; Muller, 2009), which is one of the most 
powerful advantages of Participatory Design. Moreover, through Participatory Design, researchers are 
able to create user-centered information technology with satisfying qualities (Taxén, 2004). 
Participatory Design is most suitable for research practices with the intention to introduce new 
technologies to an activity that people are familiar with (Taxén, 2004). In this sense, it is more difficult 
to get insights from researchers’ observation than acquiring information from the participants’ 
perspective. Thus, Participatory Design is suitable for the research context presented in this paper, which 
involves museum visiting experience, gift giving experience and intimate social interaction, that 
participants are more like experts than mere users.  

In a Participatory Design practice, researchers are responsible for interpreting the information gathered 
from participants into the design, scientific and analytical languages (Benford et al., 2013). Though 
participants are more experts in bringing valuable perspectives, they are not trained to relate the 
knowledge to theories and then, provide a solid theoretical background of the design. In this case, 
researchers equipped with research skills play a critical role in the design aspect of the research practice. 
With this premise, the participants in the research were required to provide insights on how gift-giving 
behavior enhanced the social experience, and how social interaction in the museum enhanced the 
museum visiting experience. The Participatory Design practice in this paper was constructed with data 
gathering workshop, data analysis, and prototype evaluation.  

5.1.1. Data gathering 
A four-hour workshop was designed for gathering data, and it was constructed of an introductory 
session, two focus group discussions, a brainstorming session, and a finalizing session. The introduction 
session provided all participants with the basic background knowledge of the research and the purpose 
of the workshop (Appendices I), and the atmosphere was supposed to be warmed up during this session. 

The researcher held 3 workshops among 11 participants, including a pilot study. All participants were 
selected based on their experience in gifting, museum visiting, and intimate relationship. As the goal of 
the research was to discover how gift-giving behavior would enhance museum visiting experiences for 
intimate couples, there were no specific requirements on participants’ profession. However, all the 
participants were supposed to have given gifts to others more than once in the past year, and also, have 
visited museums more than once in the past year. With these selection criteria, the participants were able 
to provide insights during the workshop.  

The participants aged from 20 to 36 with a majority of university students and were recruited through 
the researcher’s personal relationship, according to the researcher’s observation on how they shared 
their experience with their partner in their daily life. Generally, the participants were willing to share 
their life with their partner through social networks, and it could be indicated from their posts that they 
gave and received gifts to/from their partners quite often. It could also be indicated from their sharing 
of experience in the museums that they were interested in visiting museums. 
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The participants invited to the pilot study were people with experiences of being in an intimate 
relationship and they were not required to be in a relationship at the time of participation as the aim was 
to test the structure of the workshop. The pilot study involved 4 participants: two persons in an intimate 
relationship and two persons single but had been in a relationship. The first workshop involved 3 
participants: a couple and a person in an intimate relationship; and the second workshop involved 4 
participants: two couples. Participants were encouraged to take part in the study in couples in order to 
bring more details in the discussion and create more design ideas. However, the partner of the participant 
taking part in the first workshop alone was not available for the workshop but was able to participate in 
the evaluation study. 

In the pilot study, the flow of the workshop was tested, and the brainstorming ideas were gathered as 
the generation of the idea was not greatly affected by personal experiences and the ideas were as 
important as the ones created from the workshops. The structure of the workshop was changed based on 
the feedback from participants in the pilot study, the two brainstorming sessions were deducted to one. 
Other activities in the workshop remained. The information gathered from the pilot study had great 
potential because the participants provided important ideas for designing the interaction.  

All focus group discussions and finalizing sessions were audio-recorded with data collection and 
analysis purpose (Kvale, 2008). All physical materials related to the workshop were collected and 
preserved for further research purpose. 

Focus group 
The two focus groups were themed with “gifting experience” and “museum visiting experience”, with 
the intention of gathering a broad volume of insights and encouraging the participants to inspire and 
empower one another to make discussion about similar or different opinions and to come up with new 
opinions (Eklund, 2015; Landauer, 1988). The focus group strengthens the exploration of how 
experiences are enhanced by common activities that people are most familiar with, and besides, the 
participants turn into the experts that can provide much knowledge based on their experience (Eklund, 
2015). The topic for a focus group discussion is not supposed to be related to sensitive and controversial 
contents, and there is a limitation of the number of participants (Landauer, 1988). It can be difficult to 
receive results that can be generalized through a focus group discussion and there can be a struggle on 
filling enough suitable participants in a focus group (Eklund, 2015).  

The topics for the two focus group discussions were friendly and had no violation to sensitive personal 
privacy, and the participants were targeted as people in an intimate relationship and had experience of 
giving gifts and visiting museums. All participants were invited as couples, and at least one person in 
the couple could be contacted through personal social relation, lowering the risk that emerges when 
arranging the schedules.  

Brainstorming 
A brainstorming session followed up the focus group discussions, where the participants were given 
chances to quickly produce as many ideas as they could (Wilson, 2013). The brainstorming session also 
made it possible to expose unexpected ideas with simple material resources (Wilson, 2013). There is a 
possibility that participants get their inspiration restrained due to information provided in the 
introductory session and cannot jump out of the given context. To cope with this drawback, the 
participants were invited to take a warm-up activity to stimulate their imagination and a comfortable 
and familiar place was selected for the activity (Wilson, 2013). In this sense, participants were invited 
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to the interaction lab in Ekonomikum, Uppsala University and were provided with drinks and snacks 
during the session. Participants were familiar with the lab environment and were satisfied with the 
setting, which guaranteed a suitable place for brainstorming. Besides the physical setting, a rule was 
made to guarantee the productiveness of ideas, that all ideas were encouraged and equal (Wilson, 2013). 

Following the brainstorming session, a finalizing session was arranged where participants presented 
their ideas and shared their positive feedbacks. The finalization helped with forming solid and applicable 
ideas. When ideas were presented, the ones with similarity were gathered and wrapped into one final 
idea with details noted. Participants also provided comments on their favorite ideas and specified the 
reason. All presented ideas (from brainstorming session) were analyzed along with participants’ 
requirements and expectation (from focus group discussion) through convergent thinking (Landauer, 
1988), which formed design with communication that “talks back” to the context (D. A. Schön, 1992; 
Donald A. Schön, 2017). 

5.1.2. Design 
The researcher built a paper-prototype based on the analysis and evaluation of the transcribed data and 
the ideas gathered through a brainstorming session. The interaction involves the ideas of drawing and 
guessing, item searching and question answering, which met the design objective that combines gift-
giving, intimate relationship, and museum visiting experience. To structure the museum tour, the 
researcher constructed a museum visiting.  

The design solved critical problems, such as when the gift giver was supposed to make the puzzle; when 
the gift receiver was supposed to make the guess and search; when both the gift giver and gift receiver 
were supposed to answer the question; how many rounds of puzzle solving interaction were supposed 
to happen; and how the gift was supposed to finally be presented. 

5.1.3. Usability evaluation 
The researcher carried out evaluation studies with 4 couples. In all, four evaluations were conducted. 8 
participants (4 couples) took part in the evaluation including all 7 participants who took part in the 
workshops except the pilot study. Also, the partner of the participant who went through the first 
workshop alone attended the evaluation as well.  

Each evaluation consisted of an in-situ experience evaluation and a follow-up structured interview for 
gathering relating information towards the experience and the interaction (Kvale, 2008). The evaluation 
took place in Biotopia, a local Nordic animal museum in Uppsala, Sweden, with permission from the 
museum. The participants were informed about the museum and the basic rules of the experience before 
experiencing the interaction. Consent forms (Appendices II) were signed before the evaluation began. 

The evaluation was carried out based on a paper-prototype with the researcher acting as the technology. 
The evaluation involved an in-situ experience. During the experience, participants were provided with 
support when there were any problems or questions. After the experience, each couple of participants 
was invited to take an interview and discuss the interaction. All interviews were audio-recorded, and the 
participants’ mark on the prototypes were photographed for further study.  

Cognitive walkthrough 
The cognitive walkthrough (Nielsen, 1994) was selected as the evaluation method as it allocated space 
for participants to understand the process of the design and to see if participants’ intention could lead 
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them to the next correct action (Nielsen, 1994). Whether participants could make a correct action 
decided whether the design concept was valid. A Formative testing process was done with a paper 
prototype with the assistance of the researcher acting as the technology, which met the main purpose of 
exploration and evaluating the design concept (Landauer, 1988; Snyder, 2003). The paper prototype was 
a low-cost interface that could be iterated rapidly and was thus selected due to the time limitation of the 
study (Landauer, 1988; Snyder, 2003).  

Interview 
Following the evaluation, participants were invited to take a semi-structured in-depth interview in 
couples to share their opinions and feelings after the experience (Kvale, 2008; Landauer, 1988; Patton, 
1990). Each evaluation was carried out with one intimate couple, and thus it was more efficient to hold 
an interview for the participants to discuss their opinions towards the experience. Several questions 
towards the experience were designed as the structured part of the interview was supposed to provide 
critical information towards the experience, which avoided restricting participants thoughts during the 
interview. 

Besides inviting participants to express their thoughts towards the design, they were also welcomed to 
address the topic that they valued a lot. This corresponds to the principle of participatory design, and the 
design conversation between the design and the environment (D. A. Schön, 1992; Donald A. Schön, 
2017). The interview following the evaluation was an efficient attempt to gather the first-hand 
information from the participants as they were able to recall what happened during the immediate 
experience.  

5.1.4. Data analysis 
Qualitative data was collected through data gathering methods, and thus Thematic analysis was selected 
for analyzing the collected data (Boyatzis, 1998; Gibbs, 2018). The thematic analysis method was one 
of the most common methods for analyzing qualitative data, and through the thematic analysis, the 
meaning indicated in the conversation was pointed out. The thematic analysis allowed researchers to get 
the interpretation of themes supported by the data, providing a large set of themes that could be worked 
with (Boyatzis, 1998). Due to the fact that the research presented in this paper was qualitative and that 
participants were invited to express their opinions with a certain topic during the data gathering process. 
Thus, the thematic analysis was suitable for analyzing the data in this research practice. 

The researcher collected 9 audio recording files from all 3 workshops and transcribed them manually 
into document files for closer analysis purpose (Kvale, 2008; Rapley, 2008). The transcription was done 
exactly according to the speaker’s words except for modality with no meaning. Before being analyzed, 
all transcriptions were gone over again with the audio files to ensure reliability and validity (Kvale, 
2008; Landauer, 1988). All transcribed content was analyzed based on the meaning and themes of the 
opinion (Gibbs, 2018; Kvale, 2008; Landauer, 1988) and the meaning was condensed for categorizing 
purpose (Kvale, 2008). The data was coded based on the focus of discussion and was categorized 
accordingly. The categories were “Opinions towards gifting experience” and “Opinions towards a good 
museum visiting experience”. All content that was related to the themes was collected, regardless of its 
positiveness towards the research goal. 

The paper notes and the ideas generated during the brainstorming session were also analyzed according 
to their practicality and possibility of being executed. A pre-analysis was done during the finalization 
session in the workshop, where the ideas were categorized and gathered based on their similarity. The 
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ideas were evaluated based on the comments from the participants and the closeness between the ideas 
and the opinions given in the focus group discussion.  

The researcher applied the same method for analyzing data collected through the evaluation. 4 audio 
files were collected and transcribed for analysis purpose. The data was coded with three themes, “feeling 
towards the experience”, “enhancement of the experience”, and “suggestions”.    

5.2. Limitations and Ethics 

5.2.1. Limitations 
The participants were encouraged to share their opinions based on other own experience in museum 
visiting and giving gifts. They were also encouraged to discuss the opinions given to the table. They 
were provided with the freedom of coming up with the ideas that were thought to be related to the topic. 
Risk emerges when the research is relying on participants in the wild: People get more easily distracted 
when they are provided more freedom (Benford et al., 2013; Rogers, 2011); the research practice may 
result in inefficiency (Crabtree et al., 2013); the tension between the intention of the study and 
participants’ experience emerges (Benford et al., 2013), and the status of theories in the study get 
challenged (Benford et al., 2013; Rogers, 2011). Besides, a professionally designed solution, with a 
rigorous act of conceiving and evaluation, has turned out to be under great challenges because of its 
production of side effects to the society that would make the situation even worse, making professions 
easily exposed to suspense and thus, gain less trust in their professional judgment (Donald A. Schön, 
2017). The change of the environment suggests that the technical rationality (Donald A. Schön, 2017) 
pale in significance because the study in the wild no longer consists of controlled experiments. Being 
out of control, people tend to shift their focus frequently and the uncertainty of where the study would 
go to is surfaced (Benford et al., 2013; Rogers, 2011). 

The participants were also encouraged to come up with ideas that were related to the context, regardless 
of the operability of the ideas. The final design was made based on the ideas valued by the participants 
and was tested among the participants. How the design would be done was not known at the beginning 
of the study, either whether the design would meet the desired goal of the study. The blurred picture of 
the direction and the destination of the study provides positiveness to the practice in some way. The 
uncertainty is what an exploratory experiment is intended for (Donald A. Schön, 2017), as the study that 
looks at a new type of design for a context, that is embodied in the world, is determined to provide no 
clue where it would lead to, but the possible change it produces is what all effort is paid for (Donald A. 
Schön, 2017). The distraction can be taken advantage of as it provides more potential outcomes in the 
context, providing access to a greater volume of the potential design approach. The exploratory 
experiment in the wild forms a conversation between the design and researchers (Donald A. Schön, 
2017). The interaction, which is embodied, “talks back” when a change in any sector emerges and also 
presents unexpected outcomes due to the change, providing insights for researchers. The “talk back” 
gets more frequent when it is taken place with “wildness”: the environment in the wild brings 
participants more familiarity and closeness to their usual behaviors (Adams et al., 2013; Benford et al., 
2013; Crabtree et al., 2013) and with the assistance of closeness, the quality of the interaction raises 
(Adams et al., 2013), and the iteration gets more frequent and targeted (Benford et al., 2013), comparing 
to a laboratory environment. Transferring the control of the study promises more multi-dimensional data 
with greater variety and from further perspectives (Rogers, 2011), which brings the participants and 
researchers together in the exploration, rather putting them in opposite roles. 



17 

 

There could be risks in selecting focus group discussion and Brainstorming as data gathering methods 
because the focus group discussion required an experienced moderator to lead the discussion into a right 
direction, and participants would easily get distracted when they focused on one topic and kept 
discussing. Participants would provide similar ideas through brainstorming and also, they could provide 
a great number of inoperable ideas, which would bring greater difficulties to the finalizing session. When 
discussing evaluation methods, the formative testing was informal as more communication between 
evaluation moderator and participants would emerge, which would lower the effectiveness of the 
evaluation process (Landauer, 1988; Rubin & Chisnell, 2008). It was difficult for participants to provide 
feedback and criticism towards paper prototype as it was not a completed interface, which would affect 
the evaluation result (Landauer, 1988; Snyder, 2003). The semi-structured interview following the 
evaluation could have a limitation as participants could provide inaccurate information towards the 
topics and the interview could be out of control as participants were given the freedom to discuss 
unrelated content (Legard, Keegan, & Ward, 2003). 

The study was qualitative, which involved the analysis of qualitative data. The analysis could be affected 
by bias because the participants were involved in both the workshops and the evaluation and knew more 
about the design concept as the research moved on. Thus, they might tend to provide feedbacks with 
more positiveness towards the design (Landauer, 1988). Efforts were made to mitigate the bias by 
focusing on the reasons behind participants’ comments rather barely focusing on the compliments that 
met the hypothesis of the research. However, the bias was never removed but minimized. Through 
thematic analysis, it could be difficult to distinguish nuanced data, and due to the flexibility of the data, 
more difficulty emerged when concentrating on the aspects of the data that was supposed to be in focus 
(Boyatzis, 1998). 

5.2.2. Ethics 
All participants were informed about the purpose of the study and the practical basic information of the 
workshop when they were recruited. The workshops were not related to sensitive topics or controversial 
contents in order to avoid harm. The consent forms were prepared for each participant with two copies 
before the workshop, and the consent was gone through with all participants at the beginning of the 
workshop. The workshop was held under the participants’ agreement on the consent, and all signed 
consent forms were collected. All research related data was preserved before, during and after the design 
practice with regard to the protection of privacy (ACM Council, 2018; Landauer, 1988). At the end of 
the workshop, all participants were informed that a follow-up evaluation study would be conducted with 
further notice, the agreement was made during the workshop. All participants were informed before the 
evaluation study was carried out and signed consent forms before the actual study began, the data 
collected through the evaluation study was also preserved with the same regard to the ethical guidelines 
provided by ACM Council.  

During the focus group discussion, brainstorming session and evaluation interviews, participants were 
arranged with a safe and comfortable environment to express their opinions. During the evaluation, 
participants were informed about the potential risks and were provided assistance when they requested. 
The evaluation environment provided participants safe feeling and freedom to carry out their own 
actions (Landauer, 1988). 
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6. Result and Analysis 

6.1. Opinions towards gifting experience 
Participants discussed different types of gifts apart from physical ones. According to their opinion, 
digital gifts and experience gifts were analogous to physical gifts when mentioning how they brought 
enhancement to their intimate relationships. It was agreed by all participants that giving gifts would 
enhance the social experience between people in an intimate relationship. Participants selected different 
types of gifts depending on their physical location. When there was a distance between the gift giver 
and receiver, digital gifts were better at expressing their affection and care. When it was a daily small 
gift for couples who lived together, physical ones would be more frequently selected.  

On the other hand, participants laid great emphasis on experience gifts that could allow them to 
experience something physically together, for instance, traveling or visiting a place. Participants 
expressed their eagerness for engaging in an experience physically together, as couples in an intimate 
relationship tend to be attached to each other, and being physically together belongs to a type of 
attachment (Castellano, Velotti, & Zavattini, 2014). Participants agreed with the argument that the social 
experience would be enhanced by enjoying the gift together as they were given the chance to create 
beautiful memories from the experience, adding more enhancement to the experience itself.  

“I used to send her a lot of digital gifts. When I was in Australia, then she was in University, so I used 
to send her a lot of digital cards, and some of what she said, cartoon characters …For me, I think I 
prefer to go somewhere physically together, so we can both enjoy the place and so on… I like to travel, 
so to a nice place or something, when I was, I never went to something like that. I want definitely want 
her, to take her there, and enjoy that place together… and create memories together” - Participant 9 

“For some months, this is okay. But sometimes, it feels like, okay he should be here to see these things 
with me, sometimes it feels like okay he should be here to watch this movie with me. Digital gifts are not 
always accepted. But yeah, in some way okay he's sending me these things, that means he is 
remembering me… Like I'm still there for you” - Participant 8 

Through the discussion, participants expressed their opinion that gift-giving behavior enhanced their 
intimate relationship due to the key elements that were involved in the gifts, for instance, surprise, 
personal message, novelty, entertainment. The sense of surprise and excitement came as the first element 
of a good gift, as it corresponds to the four key qualities of a meaningful gift (Clarke, 2007). According 
to the participants, a surprising and exciting gift would enhance the social experience between intimate 
couples. 

Besides surprise and excitement, the personal message and care were also mentioned by the participants, 
which corresponded to previous research that gift receivers value more on the personal message and the 
care brought by the gift givers through a gift in an intimate relationship (Belk & Coon, 1993). As 
previous research indicated, gifts that recall transactive memories and convey personal messages bring 
more closeness to the relationship between the gift giver and receiver (Aknin & Human, Lauren J., 2015; 
Reis & Rusbult, 2004). By recalling the good memories, the relationship between the couples gets more 
closeness and enhanced the social experience (Aknin & Human, Lauren J., 2015). 

Participants were looking forward to novelty and positiveness, including entertainment and avoidance 
of pain. Besides, the gift givers wanted to show how much they cared about their partner by giving gifts 
that met their partners’ taste. The gift was meaningful because it brought the couple with good memories 
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and because it was experienced together, and thus the action of giving gifts provided people in an 
intimate relationship to express how much they understood each other. Through giving gifts with key 
elements mentioned above, the social experience between people in an intimate relationship will 
definitely be enhanced. 

“It's the excitement and that sort of surprise… Yeah, that's the best thing. You don't know what game it 
is or something like there is a surprise over there...Maybe something that is new for the person that 
something they haven't experienced yet...Something fun…I would like you to know this band, I know you 
are gonna like it.” - Participant 6 

6.2. Opinions towards a good museum visiting experience 
As participants expressed their willingness to share the experience with each other physically, they 
shared their interaction with each other when they were visiting museums as couples. Participants 
believed that with the social interaction taking place during visiting museum the whole visiting 
experience would be enhanced.  

The importance of communication during a museum visit was pointed out by participants. According to 
the participants, it was important and they appreciated talking with each other in order to share their 
feelings and understanding. On the other hand, the lack of communication brought tension to the 
participants, affecting the visiting experience negatively. Participants had different ways of visiting 
museums, some would stay with each other throughout the whole experience while others would 
separate for a while and then some back together. The way of visiting the museum, according to the 
participants, did not affect their experience, even though one might have to wait for the other to finish 
the object when they were visiting together.  

“...like you said that you get to talk about things you maybe wouldn't have talked about for example, 
like I said nature science museum if you suddenly discuss dinosaurs and you wouldn't have talked about 
dinosaurs if you just went to the park,  so maybe it can provide topics or... And maybe you don't talk 
what was there but something that was there that reminded you of something else, so I think that's it's 
about impressions.” - Participant 7 

Different interaction between intimate couples emerged during the museum tour according to 
participants’ statements, such as sharing information, discussing, and making fun of the objects. 
According to the participants, it was usual for them to share some knowledge or information with their 
partner when they were visiting the museum together, as the knowledge comes not only from the 
exhibition (Falk & Dierking, 2016; Finlay, 1977) but also from the visitors. The information could be 
the knowledge that was not delivered through the description of the exhibited objects, or on the other 
hand, participants would discuss some personal feelings towards the objects that might interest the other, 
which showed a sign of care and understanding.   

“He tries to add some stories, histories, so it increases my interest and also knowledge... Because you 
can share things because XXX reads a lot, whenever he has time, he reads a lot like history, astronomy, 
and everything, even the maps… Yeah, of course, strengthens the bondings… Yeah, it's like omg XXX 
knows so many things...How fool I am…” - Participant 8 

Another type of interaction that happened between participants and their partners was making fun of the 
objects that were exhibited in the museum. As discussed before, one purpose of visiting the museum is 
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to have entertainment (Falk & Dierking, 2016). Making fun of the objects could bring entertainment to 
the couples during their visit, which could enhance the visiting experience according to the participants. 

“When you say some stuff, I remember in the church, he would kind of make fun of you, that thing is 
funny. I know something is not true, but he would make fun of it, so I think it's funny.” - Participant 10 

The interaction between intimate couples during a museum visit also brought meaningful outcomes that 
would also enhance the whole experience. When the knowledge was shared by the partner, the sense of 
admiration emerged, according to the participants, as they were surprised that their partner knew so 
much and that would also bring an enhancement to their visit because they had a chance to know 
something that was unknown before. On the other hand, participants mentioned experiences that they 
enjoyed the visit in the museum that was recommended by their partner, and their partner felt appreciated 
when the other enjoyed it, which added more enhancement to the visit, as it came with a sense of 
accomplishment. 

“I think mostly we split because we like different things, and when we find something that we want to 
share to the other, it was like, hey look at this … I study art, I took some courses about art history, so 
when I know something about the particular thing, I go over him and tell him” - Participant 5 

“I think if you know the person is with you when you are visiting the museums especially with your 
partner, and you know what she likes or what he likes. You see something, like I know she's gonna be 
interested in this you know. Or when it's very cheesy or very fun… I was not very excited about it but I 
knew that she really wanted to do, I was like okay I'm gonna go, and at the end, I was enjoying it quite 
a lot.” - Participant 6 

6.3. Design 

6.3.1. Brainstorming ideas 
The ideas from the brainstorming sessions in all three studies including the pilot study were introduced 
in this section. Each idea was marked with the workshop number where they were created.  

Draw and guess (Pilot) 
During the museum visit, the gift giver selects several objects that can interest the gift receiver or both 
the giver and receiver, and the gift giver draws the sketch of the objects and then sends the sketch images 
to the gift receiver. The gift receiver needs to guess which objects are sketched by the gift giver, and 
search for the sketched objects. When the gift receiver points out the correct objects that were drawn in 
the gift giver’s sketches, the gift receiver would receive a gift. 

Question and answer (W1, W2) 
During the museum visit, the gift giver provides questions that are related to the museum object and the 
gift receiver. The gift receiver needs to answer the questions to get the gift or to get a hint to the gift. 

Puzzle (W1) 
The gift giver uses the information from the object to create clues. The gift receiver needs to get the 
clues from the objects through answering questions or other activities. When the gift receiver collects 
all the clues, the clues can form a gift, or provide the gift receiver with a hint to the gift. 
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Face swap (W1) 
The gift giver provides the gift receiver with a painting that the faces of the main characters are swapped 
with the face of the gift giver and receiver. The gift receiver needs to find out where the painting is, and 
a gift will be given when the painting is found. 

Painting screen (W1) 
The surprise is the gift. A big screen is placed in the museum and the gift giver can post their favorite 
photo of the gift receiver or both of them on the screen, and when the gift receiver sees the picture, they 
would be surprised and that is the gift. 

6.3.2. Description 
The ideas from the brainstorming sessions were evaluated based on the participants’ discussion about 
gifts and museum visits. Several ideas described in the last section were selected based on the 
requirement and expectation suggested by the participants. The interaction was created with the 
combination of the ideas of drawing and guessing, question and answer, and puzzle.  

Procedure 
The interaction is constructed by the following order:  

1) Decide:  

The couples decide who is the gift giver and receiver. The gift giver is supposed to prepare a “gift” for 
the receiver, and the gift can be a short poem, a message, a compliment, the name of a song or a part of 
the lyrics of a song. The gift is prepared and presented in a written text form. 

2) Prepare:  

The gift giver prepares the gift on the interface for the receiver and then decides which information is 
missing and what are the clues. When the gift giver decided what type of gift they would like to give, 
they write the text down and prepare the clues.  

For gifts such as a poem, a message, a compliment or a part of the lyrics, the gift giver selects up to four 
words in the gift text as the clues to the gift. Accordingly, the four selected words in the gift text are set 
to blank in the gift receiver’s view, which requires the gift receiver to discover missing words through 
the museum visit. 

For gifts such as the name of a song, the gift giver comes up with up to four keywords that are related 
to the name of the song as the clues to the gift. Accordingly, the name of the song is not shown to the 
gift receiver and the gift receiver need to discover by collecting the clues through the visit. 

3) Receive:  

The gift receiver receives an incomplete gift from the giver and is required to collect clues from the 
museum tour in order to discover what the gift is. The gift receiver would either receive a gift text with 
several blanks or a message saying that “you received a song from your partner”, and on the interface, 
there are areas for them to collect the clues. 

4) Visit:  
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Both gift giver and receiver are given an interface before beginning the museum visit and are required 
to read the rules presented on the interface. The gift giver receives a drawing pad with four areas where 
they can sketch the object that they think would interest the gift receiver or both the giver and receiver. 
The gift receiver is given a collecting pad with four areas where they can collect the four clues during 
the visit. The areas are corresponding to the clues prepared by the gift giver. 

During the visit, the gift giver is supposed to draw the objects on their drawing pad. The gift receiver 
can visit around while the gift giver is drawing the sketches. However, it is recommended that the gift 
receiver doesn’t see what the gift giver is drawing. When the gift giver completes one sketch, the gift 
receiver is invited to guess which object is drawn and point it out. When the gift receiver successfully 
finds out the object, both the gift giver and receiver are required to answer a question about the selected 
object. When the question is successfully answered, the gift receiver receives the corresponding clue, 
and the clue is collected on the collecting pad. The drawing-guessing-answering activity is repeated until 
the gift receiver collects all the clues.  

5) Decrypt: 

When the gift receiver successfully collects all the clues to the incomplete gift, they are supposed to try 
to figure out what the real gift is. For gifts such as a poem, a message, a compliment or a part of the 
lyrics in a song, the gift receiver needs to fill the words in the blank in the gift text. For gifts such as the 
name of a song, the gift receiver needs to infer the name of the song with the clues. When the decryption 
is completed, the gift receiver receives the complete gift. 

Concept 
The gift in the interaction was designed to be a small gift similar to a small love letter or a small personal 
note. The types of the gifts are a poem, a message, a compliment, the name of a song or the lyric from 
a song, which can be written into short texts but with a lot of personal meanings as the personal meaning 
and sense of care were well valued according to the participants. The gifting concept was involved due 
to the finding that gifting behavior enhances the social experience between intimate couples. 

The drawing and guessing activity in the interaction design meets the definition of giving a gift, that is, 
the gift giver is supposed to make some sacrifice, such as thinking about the gift and drawing sketches 
of the objects, and answering the question in order to help the gift receiver to get the clues. The gift 
receiver would feel suspicious when receiving an incomplete gift at first sight, and through the visit, as 
the clues are collected, the completed gift would provide the gift receiver with surprise. Both gift giver 
and receiver are given more chances to communicate with each other, and through drawing and 
guessing, they can share and discuss interesting objects in different ways. 

Besides applying the gifting theory, puzzle solving and clue collecting activity was added in order to 
introduce novelty to the experience and to make the experience more challenging. The clue collecting 
activity was also designed based on human’s interest in finding things and collecting things. The puzzle 
promises that the gift giver and receiver to have time that can be spent together. When all clues are 
collected, the gift giver will stay with the gift receiver when they are discovering the gift, which 
improves their communication during the experience. 

In order to make the experience more connected to the museum and avoid making the actual museum 
visiting experience overwhelmed by the interaction experience, the question and answer activity was 
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designed with the intent to help the gift giver and receiver to gain some knowledge from the museum as 
well as to help them have the experience something new or strange together.  

Prototype 
A paper-prototype is built based on the design concept. The paper-prototype has three sections: The gift 
preparation component, the gift giver’s drawing pad, and the gift receiver's collecting pad. 

 

Figure. 1 Gift Preparation Component 
 

The gift preparation component presents the gift giver options of types of gifts to give and an area where 
the gift giver can write down the gift text and the clues. 
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Figure. 2&3 Gift Giver’s Drawing Pad(Top: Rules and Examples; Bottom: Drawing areas) 

 
The gift giver’s drawing pad has two sides, with one side assigned four drawing areas for drawing 
sketches, and the other side presenting the rules of the interaction and an example of designing a gift.  
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Figure. 4&5 Gift Receiver’s Collecting Pad(Top: Rules and Incomplete Gift; Bottom: Collecting areas) 

 
The gift receiver’s collecting pad has two sides as well, with one side assigned four collecting areas for 
collecting clues, and the other side presenting the rules of the interaction and the incomplete gift from 
the gift giver. 
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6.3.3. Museum visiting model 
As the participants suggested, during the museum visits, some couples would prefer to stay with each 
other all the time, while others would separate sometimes and then come back together. The interaction 
allowed couples to visit in both manners: for couples who would like to visit together, the gift giver is 
supposed to draw the sketch in the same area where the gift receiver is located. In this case, the gift giver 
is encouraged not to let the gift receiver know which object is drawn in order not to decrease the 
challenge in guessing the objects. On the other hand, when the couples are visiting separately, the gift 
giver can finish the sketch when visiting alone and ask the gift receiver to come back and guess. The 
museum visiting model is shown as follows: 

 

Figure 6. Museum Visiting Model 

As indicated in Figure. 6, the museum visiting model corresponds to the five procedures of the 
interaction based on the timeline of the visit. Visiting couple first decide on the roles in the interaction, 
and then the gift giver prepares the gift. Following up the preparation, the gift receiver receives the 
incomplete gift. Both the gift giver and receiver take part in the drawing-searching-answering activity 
four times during the whole visit, helping the receiver to get the clues. When all clues are collected, the 
gift receiver decrypts the incomplete gift with the company of the gift giver as the final stage of the 
interaction.  

Throughout the whole interaction, the gift giver and receiver are not forced to stay with each other all 
the time during a museum visit, instead, they are required to be together when they are supposed to 
answer the questions and to decrypt the gift puzzle. This meets the expectation of two museum visiting 
habits described in previous results. The gift giver and receiver are encouraged to have the experience 
together and sometimes visit separately, as the gift giver has time and space to draw sketches, avoiding 
affecting the guessing activity. In this sense, the gift giver doesn’t have to be prepared before the visit.  

The key concept of the museum visit model is the intent of encouraging visitors who are in an intimate 
relationship spend their time together and experience the museum together. This is supported by the 
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discussion in this section that couples value having the experience together and spending time with each 
other so that more memory is created. 

This is notably important for the couples who prefer visiting the museum separately, as it guaranteed 
the couples to have enough time that is actually spent between the couples. On the other hand, the GIFT 
App (Spence et al., 2019) was not able to support people in an intimate relationship to actually visit the 
museum physically together, as the gift giver could be absent when the gift receiver is visiting the 
museum after receiving the gift.  

6.4. Evaluation 
Four couples who took part in the two workshops were invited to the evaluation and they expressed their 
opinions through an interview following the evaluation. 

6.4.1. Positive emotional feedbacks 
All participants shared their affection for the interaction after the evaluation, and most of them expressed 
their opinion that the interaction was funny and entertaining. Participants were interested in having the 
interaction during a museum visit and they would like to have a second experience if it was possible. 
Participants mentioned novelty as another highlight of the interaction. The interaction was never 
experienced before the evaluation, and they felt surprised and were curious about how it would work.  

The interaction brought participants a sense of surprise when they experienced it during the evaluation, 
which met their expectation on a good gift that brought enhancement to the experience. The surprise 
could come from seeing how the gift receiver decrypted the gift and could be the moment when the gift 
was finally known. Besides surprise and entertainment, the personal message conveyed in the gift was 
also well perceived by the participants.  

Participants acting as both gift givers and receivers showed their excitement during the experience. 
According to the participants, the excitement was brought by their interaction with their partners. 
Participants felt excited when trying to make the other suffer a bit when drawing things, or when they 
received a clue and tried their best to think about the information behind the clue. The excitement also 
supported the entertainment and fun that emerged from the experience. The positive emotional 
feedbacks indicated that the design successfully conveyed the previously discussed key elements that 
could bring enhancement to the experience.  

“I really liked it because it was fun… But I had a lot of fun, and you were very good at this...It was very 
beautiful to see you putting all the words together, but it was very easy for you, I'm surprised, I wanted 
to make you suffer a little bit, it was so easy...I was excited, and the same time I was like, Ah I really 
want to make him suffer a little bit, I don't want him to find all the clues so fast, so I was…” - Participant 
5 

6.4.2. Enhancing the experience 
Participants expressed the opinion that the interaction enhanced the museum visiting experience in 
several ways. Besides strengthening their interaction with the museum content, some participants 
viewed this museum tour as a love tour where they could express their personal emotion and feelings to 
their partners, and moreover, they were given chances to know the hidden qualities of their partners, 
which also brought them a surprise. The interaction like this enhanced the whole museum visiting 
experience as it provided a new perspective for the intimate couple to enjoy the tour. 
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Participants also suggested that the whole experience was the gift rather than the gift given at the 
beginning of the experience. The gift given at the beginning of the experience was indicated by the 
participants as an entrance to the experience gift. This corresponded to the previously discussed 
argument that gift-giving behavior enhances the social experience between intimate couples as the whole 
experience was gifted within the couples.  

A stronger connection between the design and the museum was experienced by the participants in the 
first place, as they were required to answer question-related to the objects exhibited in the museums. 
Different from passively receiving information from the objects, participants found themselves able to 
get in touch with the knowledge actively. Also, the experience successfully found a suitable place 
between the interaction experience and the museum visiting experience, where the actual visit was not 
completely replaced by the interaction, instead, the visiting experiences were enhanced by the 
interaction. 

Participants were also given more exposure to the interaction between each other during the visit, and 
on the other hand, they also had more interaction with the museum. Participants mentioned that the 
interaction was a good tool to help visitors who were bored with the museum, and it would help find 
something interesting for the bored visitor through the interaction. During the guessing and the question 
answering activity, participants had more discussion and conversation on the museum objects and the 
drawn sketch.  

Besides the enhanced interaction with the museum as participants interacted with the museum content 
more actively, more closeness was seen after the experience as a result of giving and receiving the gifts, 
which was regarded as the enhancement of the museum visiting experience. Participants mentioned that 
the experience as such provided chances for people in an intimate relationship to create meaningful 
experience gifts that were with no monetary value but with more meaningfulness. Apart from this, 
participants saw the creation of closeness during the experience, helping them figure out the love in their 
relationship, and discover their closeness to their partner, which indicates that more meaningfulness was 
seen during the experience because of the closeness created by the participants. 

“I was thinking about to write or to give you a message that is lovely, but also I wanted to make you 
laugh… you are encouraged to read the text and to learn about the animals... I'm pretty sure that I'm 
never going to forget about that fact for example because I thought like oh yeah, they are all the same 
color, oh no the tip is black! ... it was personal and full of feeling, and also more love” - Participant 5 

“Also like because we know each other so well, like oh if I know you really well, I should have 
understood it just with one clue. I need four clues to figure out. I didn’t think that much, just like…I 
would prefer the paper ones because this is something really nice to save and adding closeness and it 
was really nice and pretty...I would view it very positive, especially if you gave it to me” - Participant 
12 

6.4.3. Suggestions 
Participants made suggestions that could potentially further enhance the experience. Some of the 
participants expressed their confusion at the very beginning of the interaction, as they felt it a little bit 
difficult to move on to the next step, but the problem was not critical as the moderator provided 
instructions to continue the activity. Though the interaction had high learnability as participants were 
able to continue the interaction with no confusion at all when they successfully completed the first 
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drawing-searching-answering activity, more effort was required in order not to lower the enjoyment of 
the whole experience. 

The experience was not as challenging and long as participants had expected. Thus, a more complicated 
experience was called for by the participants, as they believed that more difficulty and clues would make 
the experience more exciting and more meaningful, which would enhance the museum visiting 
experience to a large extent. On the other hand, participants were also asking for proper hints when a 
drawing was difficult to recognize and when they had difficulty in finding the correct object. With 
several failures in finding the correct drawn object, it would be possible for participants to randomly 
point to all the displayed objects negatively, which would lower the experience as it provided negative 
emotions continuously. 

Participants gave several suggestions on transforming the interaction into an App. During the evaluation, 
participants were interacting with paper prototypes, which were not as efficient as digital applications. 
Thus, they would like to add more features such as map navigation that made it clear in which room or 
area the objects were located, integrated information library and a comprehensive system that could 
make the drawing-guessing-answering experience more smooth and easier to handle. Also, due to the 
limitation of the evaluation, participants felt limited when visiting the museum, and they asked for more 
freedom during the visit, rather than making it a quest solving experience.  

When the evaluation came to an end, participants were fond of the paper that documented their trace of 
visiting. They suggested that a souvenir was supposed to be given at the end of the museum tour so that 
they could take the memory of the experience with them, which would bring more enhancement to the 
museum visiting experience. When talking about the materiality of the souvenir, participants suggested 
paper souvenirs at the first place, while digital links would also work as it could be shared by visitors.  

“You kind of confused, but when you start, you kind of understand, and then now you think about it, it’s 
so easy” - Participant 11 

“The only thing I will do is I will make it longer, but that's it...And also I think that's gonna be a little 
bit more challenge to it…Yeah, a little bit more complex as well, make it a little bit more 
challenging/rewarding. Not too much though, just a little bit… you can even print a little map, with 
circles, or whatever you think it can serve like, hey there is a clue here, there are two clues there… you 
keep the paper, the person maybe is not next to the receiver but is sending clues through messages, like 
you have the paper, you are filling out, he sends a picture, and say that hey I did this, what's next.” - 
Participant 6 

7. Discussion 
The research got much inspiration from the GIFT Project and was an extended research practice on 
introducing the gift-giving behavior into museum visiting experiences, with the intention of making the 
experience more meaningful with more enhancement. With a similar focus on the social interaction 
frequently seen during a museum tour, the research in this paper applied a different design method, that 
is the Participatory Design method.  

Through Participatory Design method, the design was closer to participants, who were actual visitors to 
the museums, gift givers, gift receivers, and lovers. The focus on the intimate relationship in this research 
practice provided a suitable context for applying Participatory Design as the design method. Also, 
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participants were more willing to express their opinions and share their experience with these topics 
closely related to their daily life. In this sense, the data is more comprehensive and valuable. 

As discussed in the Introduction section, a meaningful museum visiting experience involves not only 
visitors’ interaction with the museum content but also the social interaction among visitors. In this 
research, participants were given chances to seek the knowledge actively, which was an enhancement 
of their connection to the museum. However, more focus was laid on the interpersonal relationship 
between visitors in an intimate relationship. A museum visiting experience is embodied, indicating that 
both physical affordance and social connection are critical for creating meaningfulness (Dourish, 2004). 
It was suggested from the Result and Analysis section that the relationship between intimate couples 
enhances the whole museum visit, which provided a solid indication that the design created more 
meaningfulness in the museum context. 

Also, the research was trying to focus more on the “sacrifice” introduced in the ground concepts of 
gifting behavior. In a gift-giving perspective, the sacrifice is related to the effort made by the gift giver 
when preparing a gift(Clarke, 2007). In this research, the action that involved participants’ effort was 
believed to be a gift-giving behavior, as participants unconsciously spend efforts in their interaction with 
their partners. During the Participatory Design practice, participants were encouraged to look for the 
“sacrifice” in a common action and to re-define a normal action with a new gifting perspective. With 
this context, it was believed by the participants that the drawing activity and the gift designing activity 
involved in the interaction design required gift giver to make a “sacrifice” as the gift giver spent effort 
on drawing things for the gift receiver. 

Though the interaction was well received by the participants taking part in the evaluation and was 
believed by the participants to be a good answer to the research question, there are several limitations 
in the research. First of all, as an outcome of a Participatory Design practice, the design limited the target 
audience to the participants who took part in the whole design process. Participants were becoming 
experts through the process and thus they were biased to some extent. Though the design was believed 
to have great potential, further studies have to be done with evaluations of the interaction with another 
group of audiences who are intimate couples. On the other hand, several participants pointed out after 
the evaluation that the interaction could be targeting visitors in other types of relationships, such as 
families and close friends, which involves evaluation with a bigger range of audiences. 

Secondly, the research was carried out with the context of a small museum with only five main 
exhibition area. The evaluation was more easily controlled within a smaller exhibition, while more 
problems would emerge when the context is changed. In this research, the museum visiting experience 
with the interaction covered the whole museum tour. However, if the interaction is going to be 
introduced to a bigger museum, the length of the interaction experience needs to be re-designed to fit 
the museum tour and also to avoid lowering the museum visiting experience with redundant interaction. 
More questions will be asked such as whether the interaction experience is supposed to cover the whole 
museum tour, in which state is the interaction supposed to take place and when it should end. To answer 
these questions, more studies on the connection of the interaction and the museum, are supposed to be 
carried out. 

Thirdly, the evaluation in this research halted at evaluating design concepts of the interaction, and thus 
the cognitive walkthrough was selected as the evaluating method. Though the design concepts were 
believed to be applicable, the form of the interaction still needed to be defined with consideration of the 
context. Suggestions were made by the participants that the interaction could be presented in a digital 
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form, and with this regard, more study is supposed to be done on discovering whether a digital form fits 
the museum context. 

Apart from the limitations, the research also provided insights on connecting meaningfulness and social 
interaction. Firstly, people in close relationships are an important group of research audiences. In this 
research, the focus was on intimate relationships rather than general social relationships as it was 
supported by prior researches that in this context, gift-giving behavior could make the social experience 
more meaningful. This leads to an indication that close relationships could have more influence on 
creating a meaningful experience through social interactions. As visitors to public facilities are often 
composed of people in closer relationships such as families and intimate couples, which implies great 
potential in research on people in close relationships.  

Secondly, the gifting concept still has great potential in researches on meaningfulness in other contexts 
besides museum visits. Social activities are meaningful because of people’s participation, which implies 
the potential of gift-giving behavior. It can be exciting to see how further studies apply the gifting 
concept in other fields with the intent to increase meaningfulness. 

8. Conclusions 
It was discovered through the research that gift-giving behavior enhances the social interaction between 
people in an intimate relationship. Apart from general emotion, such as surprise, brought by gifts, 
intimate couples experienced a greater volume of love and care through the personal message conveyed 
by the gifts from their partners. Moreover, more closeness was seen when they enjoyed the gifting 
experience together. As indicated in the previous discussion, intimate couples had a strong willingness 
to share the experience physically together, which provided more chances for them to show love and 
care. 

Also, it was indicated from the study that the social interaction taking place during a museum tour 
brought great enhancement to the whole museum visiting experience for people in an intimate 
relationship. When intimate couples visited the museum together, they interacted with each other quite 
frequently. The discussion and communication brought them chances to know each other better and 
discover the partner’s hidden qualities. Through sharing knowledge to the other, intimate couples had 
chances to learn about the exhibition more comprehensively. The museum tour could be more 
entertaining when couples have fun related to the objects.  

The two discoveries answered the sub-questions of the research question and thus, they provided design 
concepts on how to create an interaction that enhances the museum visiting experience for visitors in an 
intimate relationship through gifting behavior.  

The design practice was carried out in a participatory design method that the participants involved in 
the study were responsible for providing ideas and requirements, and the researcher took the 
responsibility for interpreting the knowledge into the theoretical design language. As an outcome of the 
design practice, interaction with the ideas of drawing and guessing, item searching, and question 
answering was designed through the interpretation of participants opinions towards gifting behavior and 
social interaction taking place in a museum tour.  

The interaction was evaluated in a cognitive walkthrough manner with the same participants. The design 
concept was well received by the participants, and the result of the evaluation provided an answer to the 
research question, that the gift-giving behavior enhanced the museum visiting experience for visitors in 
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an intimate relationship as it improved both the social experience between the intimate couple and the 
visiting experience in the museum.  

The interaction provided participants with a greater volume of positive emotions, such as entertainment 
and excitement, and additionally, the novelty of the interaction brought participants much surprise. With 
the support of the gifting concept, intimate couples saw more love and care through the personal 
messages conveyed in the gift, which was rarely observed in a common museum tour. The drawing and 
finding concept helped participants experience more closeness through the museum tour as they were 
given more chances to communicate and express their opinions, which helped them know about their 
partner better through the tour. The question answering concept strengthened the connection between 
the experience and the museum was also strengthened as participants could interact with the knowledge 
actively rather than passively receiving information.  

Though several suggestions were pointed out by the participants as the interaction could have more 
potential in enhancing the museum visiting experience, it was generally agreed by the participants that 
the interaction made their museum tour more meaningful through the gift-giving behavior.  

9. References 
ACM Council. (2018, June 22). Code of Ethics and Professional Conduct. Retrieved April 7, 
2019, from ACM website: https://www.acm.org/code-of-ethics 

Adams, A., Fitzgerald, E., & Priestnall, G. (2013). Of Catwalk Technologies and Boundary 
Creatures. ACM Transactions on Computer-Human Interaction: A Publication of the 
Association for Computing Machinery, 20(3), 15. 

Aknin, L. B., & Human, Lauren J. (2015). Give a piece of you: Gifts that reflect givers promote 
closeness. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 60, 8–16. 

Ali, S., Koleva, B., Bedwell, B., & Benford, S. (2018). Deepening visitor engagement with 
museum exhibits through hand-crafted visual markers. Proceedings of the 2018 on. Retrieved 
from https://dl.acm.org/citation.cfm?id=3196786 

Antoniou, A., Katifori, A., Roussou, M., Vayanou, M., Karvounis, M., Kyriakidi, M., & Pujol-
Tost, L. (2016). Capturing the Visitor Profile for a Personalized Mobile Museum Experience: 
an Indirect Approach. Presented at the 24th ACM Conference on User Modeling, Adaptation 
and Personalisation (UMAP 2016), Workshop on Human Aspects in Adaptive and Personalized 
Interactive Environments (HAAPIE), Halifax, Canada. Retrieved from 
http://eprints.gla.ac.uk/143234/ 

Belk, R. W. (1976). It’s the Thought that Counts: A Signed Digraph Analysis of Gift-Giving. 
The Journal of Consumer Research, 3(3), 155–162. 

Belk, R. W. (1977). Gift-giving behavior. College of Commerce and Business Administration, 
University of Illinois at …. 

Belk, R. W., & Coon, G. S. (1993). Gift Giving as Agapic Love: An Alternative to the Exchange 
Paradigm Based on Dating Experiences. The Journal of Consumer Research, 20(3), 393–417. 



33 

 

Bellucci, A., Diaz, P., & Aedo, I. (2015). A See-Through Display for Interactive Museum 
Showcases. Proceedings of the 2015 International Conference on Interactive Tabletops & 
Surfaces, 301–306. New York, NY, USA: ACM. 

Benford, S., Greenhalgh, C., Crabtree, A., Flintham, M., Walker, B., Marshall, J., … Row Farr, 
J. (2013). Performance-Led Research in the Wild. ACM Transactions on Computer-Human 
Interaction: A Publication of the Association for Computing Machinery, 20(3), 14. 

Bødker, S. (2006). When Second Wave HCI Meets Third Wave Challenges. Proceedings of the 
4th Nordic Conference on Human-Computer Interaction: Changing Roles, 1–8. New York, NY, 
USA: ACM. 

Bødker, S., & Kyng, M. (2018). Participatory Design That Matters—Facing the Big Issues. 
ACM Trans. Comput. -Hum. Interact., 25(1), 4:1–4:31. 

Boyatzis, R. E. (1998). Transforming Qualitative Information: Thematic Analysis and Code 
Development. SAGE. 

Bratteteig, T., & Wagner, I. (2016). What is a participatory design result? Proceedings of the 
14th Participatory Design Conference: Full Papers-Volume 1, 141–150. ACM. 

Carrozzino, M., & Bergamasco, M. (2010). Beyond virtual museums: Experiencing immersive 
virtual reality in real museums. Journal of Cultural Heritage, 11(4), 452–458. 

Castellano, R., Velotti, P., & Zavattini, G. C. (2014). What Makes Us Stay Together?: 
Attachment and the Outcomes of Couple Relationships. Karnac Books. 

Cavanagh, S. (1997). Content analysis: concepts, methods and applications. Nurse Researcher, 
4(3), 5–16. 

Champion, E. M. (2008). Otherness of Place: Game‐based Interaction and Learning in Virtual 
Heritage Projects. International Journal of Heritage Studies, 14(3), 210–228. 

Ciolfi, L., & Bannon, L. J. (2007). Designing hybrid places: merging interaction design, 
ubiquitous technologies and geographies of the museum space. CoDesign, 3(3), 159–180. 

Clarke, J. (2007). The Four “S”s’ of experience gift giving behaviour. International Journal of 
Hospitality Management, 26(1), 98–116. 

Cosley, D., Lewenstein, J., Herman, A., Holloway, J., Baxter, J., Nomura, S., … Gay, G. (2008). 
ArtLinks: Fostering Social Awareness and Reflection in Museums. Proceedings of the SIGCHI 
Conference on Human Factors in Computing Systems, 403–412. New York, NY, USA: ACM. 

Crabtree, A., Chamberlain, A., Grinter, R. E., Jones, M., Rodden, T., & Rogers, Y. (2013). 
Introduction to the Special Issue of “The Turn to The Wild.” ACM Transactions on Computer-
Human Interaction: A Publication of the Association for Computing Machinery, 20(3), 13. 

Davies, G., Whelan, S., Foley, A., & Walsh, M. (2010). Gifts and Gifting. International Journal 
of Management Reviews, 12(4), 413–434. 



34 

 

Deterding, S., Sicart, M., Nacke, L., O’Hara, K., & Dixon, D. (2011). Gamification. Using 
Game-design Elements in Non-gaming Contexts. CHI ’11 Extended Abstracts on Human 
Factors in Computing Systems, 2425–2428. New York, NY, USA: ACM. 

Dourish, P. (2004). Where the Action is: The Foundations of Embodied Interaction. MIT Press. 

Eklund, L. (2015). Focus group interviews as a way to evaluate and understand game play 
experiences. Game Research Methods. Retrieved from 
https://dl.acm.org/citation.cfm?id=2812786 

Falk, J. H., & Dierking, L. D. (2016). The museum experience. Routledge. 

Finlay, I. (1977). Priceless heritage: the future of museums. Faber & Faber. 

Fosh, L., Benford, S., & Koleva, B. (2016). Supporting Group Coherence in a Museum Visit. 
Proceedings of the 19th ACM Conference on Computer-Supported Cooperative Work & Social 
Computing, 1–12. ACM. 

Fosh, L., Benford, S., Reeves, S., Koleva, B., & Brundell, P. (2013). See Me, Feel Me, Touch 
Me, Hear Me: Trajectories and Interpretation in a Sculpture Garden. Proceedings of the SIGCHI 
Conference on Human Factors in Computing Systems, 149–158. New York, NY, USA: ACM. 

Gibbs, G. R. (2018). Analyzing qualitative data (Vol. 6). Sage. 

Glesne, C., & Peshkin, A. (1991). Becoming qualitative researchers. Retrieved from 
http://knowhowtoloseweightfast.com/becoming-qualitative-researchers-an-introduction-read-
new-pdfbooks-corrine-glesne.pdf 

Grau, I. (2003). Emotionale Nähe. In I. Grau & H.-W. Bierhoff (Eds.), Sozialpsychologie der 
Partnerschaft (pp. 285–314). Berlin, Heidelberg: Springer Berlin Heidelberg. 

Hein, G. E. (2002). Learning in the Museum. Routledge. 

Ioannidis, Y., Raheb, K. E., Toli, E., Katifori, A., Boile, M., & Mazura, M. (2013). One object 
many stories: Introducing ICT in museums and collections through digital storytelling. 2013 
Digital Heritage International Congress (DigitalHeritage), 1, 421–424. ieeexplore.ieee.org. 

Kaye, J. ’jofish'. (2006). I Just Clicked to Say I Love You: Rich Evaluations of Minimal 
Communication. CHI ’06 Extended Abstracts on Human Factors in Computing Systems, 363–
368. New York, NY, USA: ACM. 

Keil, J., Pujol, L., Roussou, M., Engelke, T., Schmitt, M., Bockholt, U., & Eleftheratou, S. 
(2013). A digital look at physical museum exhibits: Designing personalized stories with 
handheld Augmented Reality in museums. 2013 Digital Heritage International Congress 
(DigitalHeritage), 2, 685–688. ieeexplore.ieee.org. 

Kelly, R., Gooch, D., Patil, B., & Watts, L. (2017). Demanding by Design: Supporting Effortful 
Communication Practices in Close Personal Relationships. Proceedings of the 2017 ACM 
Conference on Computer Supported Cooperative Work and Social Computing, 70–83. ACM. 



35 

 

Kensing, F., & Blomberg, J. (1998). Participatory Design: Issues and Concerns. Computer 
Supported Cooperative Work: CSCW: An International Journal, 7(3), 167–185. 

Kizilcec, R. F., Bakshy, E., Eckles, D., & Burke, M. (2018). Social Influence and Reciprocity 
in Online Gift Giving. Proceedings of the 2018 CHI Conference on Human Factors in 
Computing Systems, 126. ACM. 

Kortbek, K. J., & Grønbæk, K. (2008). Communicating art through interactive technology: new 
approaches for interaction design in art museums. Proceedings of the 5th Nordic Conference 
on. Retrieved from https://dl.acm.org/citation.cfm?id=1463185 

Kuflik, T., Stock, O., Zancanaro, M., Gorfinkel, A., Jbara, S., Kats, S., … Kashtan, N. (2011). 
A Visitor’s Guide in an Active Museum: Presentations, Communications, and Reflection. J. 
Comput. Cult. Herit., 3(3), 11:1–11:25. 

Kvale, S. (2008). Doing Interviews. SAGE Publications. 

Landauer, T. K. (1988). Research Methods in Human-Computer Interaction. Handbook of 
Human-Computer Interaction, pp. 905–928. https://doi.org/10.1016/b978-0-444-70536-
5.50047-6 

Legard, R., Keegan, J., & Ward, K. (2003). In-depth interviews. Qualitative Research Practice: 
A Guide for Social Science Students and Researchers, 6(1), 138–169. 

Liarokapis, F., Sylaiou, S., Basu, A., Mourkoussis, N., White, M., & Lister, P. F. (2004). An 
Interactive Visualisation Interface for Virtual Museums. VAST, 47–56. researchgate.net. 

Malinowski, B. (1920). 51. Kula; the circulating exchange of valuables in the archipelagoes of 
Eastern New Guinea. Man, 20, 97–105. 

Muller, M. J. (2009). Participatory design: the third space in HCI. In Human-computer 
interaction (pp. 181–202). CRC press. 

Muntean, R., Antle, A. N., Matkin, B., Hennessy, K., Rowley, S., & Wilson, J. (2017). 
Designing Cultural Values into Interaction. Proceedings of the 2017 CHI Conference on Human 
Factors in Computing Systems, 6062–6074. New York, NY, USA: ACM. 

Nielsen, J. (1994). Usability inspection methods. Conference Companion on Human Factors in. 
Retrieved from 
http://www.idemployee.id.tue.nl/g.w.m.rauterberg/lecturenotes/0h420/nielsen[1994].pdf 

Patton, M. Q. (1990). Qualitative evaluation and research methods, 2nd ed. 2, 532. 

Petrelli, D., Dulake, N., Marshall, M., Kockelkorn, H., & Pisetti, A. (2016, April 7). Do it 
together : the effect of curators, designers, and technologists sharing the making of new 
interactive visitors’ experiences. Presented at the Museums and the Web 2016, Los Angeles. 
Retrieved from http://shura.shu.ac.uk/id/eprint/12181 

Petrelli, D., Lechner, M., & Building, C. (2014). meSch-material encounters with digital cultural 
heritage: Reusing existing digital resources in the creation of novel forms of visitor’s 
experiences. CIDOC Annual Conference, Dresden, Germany. 



36 

 

Pujol, L., Roussou, M., Poulou, S., Balet, O., Vayanou, M., & Ioannidis, Y. (2012). 
Personalizing interactive digital storytelling in archaeological museums: the CHESS project. 
40th Annual Conference of Computer Applications and Quantitative Methods in Archaeology. 
Amsterdam University Press. Retrieved from 
http://www.chessexperience.eu/phocadownload/papers/caa2012_paper_final.pdf 

Rapley, T. (2008). Doing Conversation, Discourse and Document Analysis. SAGE 
Publications. 

Reis, H. T., & Rusbult, C. E. (2004). Close Relationships : Key Readings. Hove, UNITED 
KINGDOM: Taylor & Francis Group. 

Rennick-egglestone, S., Brundell, P., Koleva, B., Benford, S., Roussou, M., & Chaffardon, C. 
(2016). Families and Mobile Devices in Museums: Designing for Integrated Experiences. J. 
Comput. Cult. Herit., 9(2), 11:1–11:13. 

Rogers, Y. (2011). Interaction design gone wild: striving for wild theory. Interactions, 18(4), 
58–62. 

Rubin, J., & Chisnell, D. (2008). Handbook of usability testing: how to plan, design and conduct 
effective tests. John Wiley & Sons. 

Schiffrin, D., De Fina, A., & Nylund, A. (2010). Telling Stories: Language, Narrative, and 
Social Life. Georgetown University Press. 

Schön, D. A. (1992). Designing as reflective conversation with the materials of a design 
situation. Knowledge-Based Systems, 5(1), 3–14. 

Schön, D. A. (2017). The reflective practitioner: How professionals think in action. Routledge. 

Smith, J. K., & Smith, L. F. (2001). Spending Time on Art. Empirical Studies of the Arts, 19(2), 
229–236. 

Smith, L. F., Smith, J. K., & Tinio, P. P. L. (2017). Time spent viewing art and reading labels. 
Psychology of Aesthetics, Creativity, and the Arts, 11(1), 77–85. 

Snyder, C. (2003). Paper prototyping: The fast and easy way to design and refine user 
interfaces. Morgan Kaufmann. 

Spence, J. (2019). Inalienability: Understanding Digital Gifts. Proceedings of the 2019 CHI 
Conference on Human Factors in Computing Systems, 657. ACM. 

Spence, J., Bedwell, B., Coleman, M., Benford, S., Koleva, B. N., Adams, M., … Løvlie, A. S. 
(2019). Seeing with New Eyes: Designing for In-the-Wild Museum Gifting. Proceedings of the 
2019 CHI Conference on Human Factors in Computing Systems, 5. ACM. 

Stock, O., Zancanaro, M., Busetta, P., Callaway, C., Krüger, A., Kruppa, M., … Rocchi, C. 
(2007). Adaptive, intelligent presentation of information for the museum visitor in PEACH. 
User Modeling and User-Adapted Interaction, 17(3), 257–304. 



37 

 

Taxén, G. (2004). Introducing participatory design in museums. Of the Eighth Conference on 
Participatory Design: Artful …. Retrieved from https://dl.acm.org/citation.cfm?id=1011894 

Taylor, R., Bowers, J., Nissen, B., Wood, G., Chaudhry, Q., Wright, P., … Bearpark, R. (2015). 
Making Magic: Designing for Open Interactions in Museum Settings. Proceedings of the 2015 
ACM SIGCHI Conference on Creativity and Cognition, 313–322. New York, NY, USA: ACM. 

Thieme, A., Wallace, J., Thomas, J., Le Chen, K., Krämer, N., & Olivier, P. (2011). Lovers’ 
box: Designing for reflection within romantic relationships. International Journal of Human-
Computer Studies, 69(5), 283–297. 

Vayanou, M., Katifori, V., Kourtis, V., Karvounis, M., Ioannidis, Y., Bomers, E., & de Jong, 
N. (2015). Interactive experiences in the Stedelijk Museum a living lab experiment with the 
CHESS framework. 2015 Digital Heritage, 1, 353–356. ieeexplore.ieee.org. 

Wakkary, R., & Hatala, M. (2007). Situated Play in a Tangible Interface and Adaptive Audio 
Museum Guide. Personal and Ubiquitous Computing, 11(3), 171–191. 

Wilson, C. (2013). Brainstorming and Beyond: A User-Centered Design Method. Elsevier 
Science. 

Zimmerman, J., Forlizzi, J., & Evenson, S. (2007). Research Through Design As a Method for 
Interaction Design Research in HCI. Proceedings of the SIGCHI Conference on Human Factors 
in Computing Systems, 493–502. New York, NY, USA: ACM. 



38 

 

10. Appendices I 

Consent form for Workshop 
Consent for Participation in Research 

I volunteer to participate in the workshop, which is conducted by Qilun Chen, master student in Human-
Computer Interaction at Uppsala University. 

 

1. My participation in the study is voluntary. I understand that I will not be paid for my 
participation. I can withdraw from the study at any time without giving a reason. If I decline to 
participate or withdraw from the study, no one will be told. 

2. I understand that if I feel uncomfortable in any way during the study, I can skip any question or 
task, or withdraw from the study. 

3. The study will last approximately 4 hours. I understand that my participation involves the 
discussion in focus groups, carrying out brainstorms and sharing the result of the activities. 

4. I give permission for myself to be audio-recorded and photographed during the study. I 
understand that the recorded data will be coded and stored confidentially and securely. 

5. I understand that I will not be identifiable in any reports and that my confidentiality as a 
participant in this study will remain secure. 

6. I understand that any information which I give will be used solely for the purposes of research, 
which may include written publications. 

7. I have read and understood the explanation provided to me. I have had all my questions 
answered to my satisfaction, and I voluntarily agree to participate in this study. 

8. I have been given a copy of this consent form. 

  
  
  
  
____________________      ______________________     ____________________ 
Name (printed)  Signature                                          Date 
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11. Appendices II 

Consent form for Evaluation 
Consent for Participation in Research 

I volunteer to participate in the workshop which is conducted by Qilun Chen, master student in Human-
Computer Interaction at Uppsala University. 

  
1. My participation in the study is voluntary. I understand that I will not be paid for my 

participation. I can withdraw from the study at any time without giving a reason. If I decline to 
participate or withdraw from the study, no one will be told. 

2. I understand that if I feel uncomfortable in any way during the study, I can skip any question or 
task, or withdraw from the study. 

3. The study will last approximately 1 hour. I understand that my participation involves the testing 
of the paper prototype and being interviewed. 

4. I give permission for myself to be audio-recorded and photographed during the study. I 
understand that the recorded data will be coded and stored confidentially and securely. 

5. I understand that I will not be identifiable in any reports and that my confidentiality as a 
participant in this study will remain secure. 

6. I understand that any information which I give will be used solely for the purposes of research, 
which may include written publications. 

7. I have read and understood the explanation provided to me. I have had all my questions 
answered to my satisfaction, and I voluntarily agree to participate in this study. 

8. I have been given a copy of this consent form. 

  
  
  
  
____________________      ______________________     ____________________ 
Name (printed)  Signature                                          Date 
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12. Appendices III 

Interview Questions 
 

1. How was your experience? 

2. How did you experience it when you/your partner received the gift? 

3. What was your feeling during the whole process? (giftee answers) 

4. How was the experience connected with the museum visit?  

5. Is it a disturbance or an enhancement? If it disturbs somehow, what is the potential solution? 

6. Could it be better connected? 

7. Was the gift meaningful? 

8. Is there any critical failure in the whole experience? 

9. Is there anything that can be improved? 

10. In what case would you think this experience would be more meaningful/entertaining? 
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13. Appendices IV 

Evaluation pictures 
Participant 5&6 
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Participant 8&9 
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Participant 10&11 
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