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Abstract

This thesis explores practices and experiences of using photography to support
remembering. While the increasing use of photography is well documented, we have
limited theoretical understanding of how we approach the taking, organising, and
sharing of personal images in relation to memory, and of the opportunities and risks
that are created through technological change. Two studies were conducted in which
a total of 21 participants were interviewed in front of a sample of their photographs.
Study 1 explored photography and remembering around a single, specific event: a
wedding. Study 2 explored longer-term patterns of photographic and remembering
activity across a range of contexts and events. The analysis showed that the ways that
participants engaged with other people and technologies were significant in
determining the kinds of photographs that were produced, and the engagement with
those photos. Photographic practices were also heavily influenced by the situations in

which they were performed and the beliefs and preferences of individuals.

The existence of photographs could lead to thinking about particular aspects of the
past, but the taking of photographs also altered the experience of what was being
photographed. This could be seen as disruptive, depending on the participant’s
beliefs about whether photography was a legitimate part of experience. When taking
photos, participants pursued a mix of aesthetics, objectivity, and personal meaning,
and perceptions of these qualities could influence the way that photographs were
used in cueing recall. However, while most participants had produced large
collections of photographs, there had been limited engagement with these and taking
or having photographs could be more important than looking at them. The thesis
concludes that there is value in redefining memory as a kind of activity that emerges
through the performance of remembering and that is dependent on the tools used to
support it and the situations in which it is performed. From this perspective,
photography and autobiographical remembering are parts of the same wider activity,
an inseparable blend of internal and external processes. As such, attempts to support
our memories should consider both the features of technology and the experience of

using it, as well as the ways that we work with tools and people when remembering.
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1 Introduction

1.1 Background

Some time ago, while travelling, I noticed a change between how I felt before and
after taking a photograph. It was as though it was at once easier to relax, believing
that the scene would not be forgotten, but more difficult to pay close attention to my
surroundings. I supposed that some of my attention was taken up with thinking about
the photograph I had taken and whether I should take another. I also worried that the
photograph might become the foundation of my memory of the scene. Of course, I
did pay a kind of attention to my surroundings by deciding what aspect of the scene
to capture, but this seemed to be an indirect sort of engagement that involved seeing

the world as a potential photograph.

I had recently bought my first digital camera and I felt a temptation to take
photographs of everything I saw: people, architecture, scenery. Digital memory (I
will return to this term in Chapter 7) was still relatively expensive and, sometimes, I
was forced to decide between buying more space and deleting photos. This was an
economic trade-off between money, the value of my photographs, and the time and
effort needed to sort through them. I was also mindful that there were photographs I
had not taken. Sometimes, I would forget my camera, or the battery would run flat.
There were also situations in which taking photographs felt inappropriate. I
wondered if, as a consequence, elements of experience would fade from my
awareness and be forgotten. This issue took on extra significance because I was

travelling by myself most of the time and did not have anyone to share my stories.

The factors leading to the emphasis on, or neglect of, an occasion or detail within my
photographic record seemed somewhat arbitrary, yet powerful. This sparked an
interest that has not faded and that permeates this thesis: how do photographs and
memory work together? How are those workings influenced by technology and
culture? During my research, I have spoken to people with diverse perspectives on

these issues. I have noticed that everyone, regardless of who they are or what their



interest in technology is, has had something to say on this topic, often with a very
specific focus that interests them. Examples include cognitive overload, dementia,
the different numbers of photographs of each of their children, the inability to
maintain an organised photograph collection, and the uncertainty of who can and
does look at photos on social networking sites. All of these possible avenues are
fascinating to me. Ultimately, I have chosen to investigate how people go about
photographing, what they do with those photographs, and how this relates to the way
they remember the important events of their lives. Further, I have explored how
developments in technology might change the possibilities and the reality of what we
do with photographs. By understanding more about the ways we use photography to
remember, we may learn how to make good use of available technology, how to
design technology that we find helpful, and how to avoid the risks that might

accompany any change to that most fundamental of abilities: remembering.

1.1.1 The focus of this thesis

In their book Total Recall, Bell and Gemmell (2009) implied that technologically-
enhanced memory is both desirable and inevitable. Bell’s MyLifeBits lifelogging
project is an attempt to realise this potential by recording, reviewing, and analysing
huge quantities of data about his life. Others, such as Carr (2010), have argued,
equally inevitably, that increased engagement with ubiquitous, networked
technologies is leading to a degradation of both memory and the capacity for
reflective and meaningful thought. Bell and Gemmell positioned technology as
enhancing or extending human abilities, whereas Carr positioned it as usurping and
conflicting with our capacity for certain kinds of thinking. For Bell and Gemmell,
memory is located in the combination of brains and tools; for Carr, it is located

inside our heads.

To some extent, these positions mirror the dominant perspectives of cognitive
psychology (Carr) and distributed cognition (Bell and Gemmell). Cognitive
psychology has tended to view memory as something that is located inside our heads.

Natural ways of remembering may be interfered with, or affected by, external



sources, but such influence has been difficult to identify and measure because of the
inaccessibility of internal memory. Distributed cognition has tended to consider the
output of systems that are composed of the combination of internal and external
resources (i.e. brains, bodies, tools, and environments), without paying much
attention to qualitative differences between components or to the experience of
engaging in such systems. This thesis addresses what I perceive to be a gap in our
understanding of how autobiographical memory works in relation to the technologies
we use to support it. I take an interdisciplinary approach that draws on literature from
psychology, distributed cognition, human computer interaction, and media studies to
inform the analysis of two studies in which I interviewed people about their

photography practices and how these related to issues of memory.

Remembering can be examined in relation to a range of different media, including
video, diaries, history books, or souvenirs. I have chosen photography because of its
ubiquity, its historical relationship with notions of truth, its embedded position in
cultures of remembering, and its profound evolution in relation to technological and
cultural developments. Since the emergence of digital photography, there has been
an explosion of image culture. In lifelogging, for example, there is a focus on the
visual, suggesting the importance of photography and video in recording and
reviewing experience. New forms of online communication such as social
networking have also become dominated by imagery and trends of self-portraiture
(“selfies”), Instagram filters, likes and comments form an intriguing contrast with
traditional photographic presentations of the self. Photography is also interesting
with respect to its long and complex relationship with notions of objectivity and
truth, in which its twin capacities to directly reflect, and subjectively portray, past
material reality seem to co-exist. The sustained relationship between photography
and reminiscence positions it well for considering long-term changes in practice and
understanding, yet certain fundamental properties of photography have been brought
into question by the emergence of digital formats, as have the ways in which people

take photographs, organise, share, and view them.



The primary contribution of this thesis is a theory of memory as the inseparable,
integrated blend of internal and external processes in which both behaviour and
subjective experience are important in determining what and how we remember. This
theory reconsiders memory in terms of remembering activity that is distributed,
situated, and emergent. I have used this view to examine long-term patterns of
photographic practices, considering issues of authenticity, disruption, coherence, and
control around remembering and experiencing, before exploring the extent to which

people are able to change and learn ways of distributed remembering.

1.2 Thesis roadmap

In Chapter 2, I present a review of the literature that informed my thinking about the
evolving state of photography and the ways in which it has been practised. I also
consider what has motivated and influenced these practices and how photography
has been perceived in relation to its capacity to reflect past reality. Chapter 3
contains a review of memory from both cognitive psychology and distributed
cognition literatures. I consider established views concerning the content and
subjective experience of memory before discussing the functions that are served by
remembering and forgetting. In doing so, I consider notions of accuracy and false
memory. I then review how the relationship between photography and memory has
been researched, including a discussion of moves toward studying everyday memory
in “real world” or ecologically-valid settings (Neisser, 1978). From here, I give a
brief introduction to notions of distributed cognition and how they might be
reconciled with important elements from cognitive psychology. Chapters 2 and 3
involve examining the literature across disciplines, including psychology,
philosophy, sociology, cultural and media studies, and human computer interaction.
The challenge of combining these diverse works into a coherent basis for my
research is discussed in Chapter 9. At the end of Chapter 3, I consider gaps in our
understanding with a particular focus on the relationship between memory and our

use of technology.



In Chapter 4, after stating my research questions, I explain the methodological
position that has informed this research, paying particular attention to aspects in
which the area of enquiry overlaps with epistemological concerns. I then consider
general issues of studying memory before coming to the particular approach taken in
my studies. In explaining my approach, I discuss what I see as the key issues for this
research in conducting interviews and analysing the resulting transcripts. I discuss
the population and sample and consider the potential risks and ethical implications of
involving these people in my research. Finally, I describe my overall analytic

approach and provide details of how I conducted the analysis.

Chapters 5 and 6 begin with details of the specific methods of each study, followed
by a presentation of important characteristics of the participants. I then present the
results of each study. These chapters are structured according to the frameworks
developed through the analysis and are constrained by what I learned from analysing
the interviews. In Chapters 7 and 8, I move beyond the contexts of my participants to
make sense of my analysis in relation to the wider literature. In Chapter 7, I draw on
the results presented in Chapters 5 and 6 to argue for a theory in which memory is
understood as the distributed activity of remembering, rather than the content or the
makeup of the memory system. I then consider how remembering is structured,
prospectively and retrospectively, through photography practices before examining
some challenges of such structural activity. Chapter 8 uses the theory developed in
Chapter 7 to consider issues of technological determinism and the relationship
between technology and the authenticity, autonomy, coherence, and disruption of

memory.

Chapter 9 explains the key findings of the research and how it has answered the
questions set in Chapter 4. I suggest some implications of these answers and how
they might inform approaches to researching memory and productive avenues for
further study. I also reflect on how my understanding and perspective has developed
through conducting this research. As such, I have included the most useful examples
and explanations of the challenges I faced and the lessons I learned through the

production of this thesis.






2 Technologies and practices of photography

In this chapter, I describe the changing technological and cultural landscape in which
we have engaged with photography since its inception. It is complicated to
summarise photographic development because, as Sarvas and Frohlich (2011) noted,
photography involves a range of different activities and, in recent times, the
infrastructures around it have changed and overlapped with that of other digital
technologies. Thus, although photography is generally described as the process of
taking photographs, it is broadened within this thesis to include other important
practices of organising, sharing, and viewing in which the technologies of
photography are not only those of production but also of distribution and
consumption. Both photography and the fields in which it has been studied have
evolved considerably over time, necessitating an examination across disciplines to
construct a comprehensive picture. As such, I have drawn on accounts from

sociology, media studies, and Human Computer Interaction (HCI).

People have engaged with photography in diverse and idiosyncratic ways and the
review begins with a historical summary of what I consider to be the most popular or
significant trends across different photographic practices. Next, I consider a range of
motivations of, and influences upon, photographic behaviour. I then discuss how the
perceived relationship between photography and reality has changed in relation to
digital technology. I finish the chapter with some conclusions about the importance
of examining the use of photography and the ways in which this use is influenced by

technological possibilities and contextual factors.

Note that, while photography has always been tied up in some sense with memory
(Barthes, 1981; Batchen, 2006; van Dijck, 2008a), the focus of this chapter is on the
practices of photography—whether they are related to memory or not—and the
intentions, motivations, and external influences that surround these practices. My
intention is to use this review as a way of grounding the following chapter’s
examination of memory. That review takes a primarily psychological perspective

which, though very informative about the cognitive processes of memory, is



somewhat lacking in terms of the richness of everyday situated activity. My hope is
that the reader will take from this chapter a sense of the complexity and diversity of
photographic practices that will contrast with the general approach of cognitive
psychological research into photography and memory. I will argue that this contrast
highlights a need for memory research that takes a more complex perspective on

photography as a diverse range of connected, day-to-day activities.

2.1 A history of photography

To understand how photography is currently used, it is useful to look back at how it
has been used in the past. A key conclusion of Keightley and Pickering’s (2014)
recent, large-scale study into photography practices was that, despite significant and
diverse technological and cultural changes in photography practice, there are
important patterns of use that continue across long periods of time. Both continuity
and change are, those authors suggested, important in considering how technology
and culture play a role in what we can do and, more importantly, what we actually

do, in relation to photography.

Keightley and Pickering (2014) summarised the most prominent developments that
have arisen with digital technology as “greater frequency of camera use, larger
volume of photographs, higher level of discards and cheaper cost of production” (p.
581). However, as we will see, there are many less obvious, but nevertheless
important, changes that have taken place as part of the fast-paced evolution of digital
technology. Further, the history of photography contains a large number of
significant advances in pre-digital technology along with important changes to the

ways analogue photography has been practised and used in the service of memory.

It is not straightforward to pinpoint the invention of photography. As Preitz (2011)
wrote, “photography has never been a single technology, but rather part of nearly
two centuries of competing technologies and innovations” (p. 195). Jeffrey (1981)
suggested that photography might not be considered an invention at all but a

discovery around which inventions, such as Niepce’s heliograph in 1826, Daguerre’s



Daguerreotype (1837), and Fox Talbot’s Talbotype (1840), were based. Each of
these inventors discussed virtues, such as detail, speed of production, or the
permanence or durability of the resulting image, to justify their creation as the true
breakthrough (though none called this “photography’). Perhaps, though, if
photography is a discovery, then it should be placed around 1802 with the
publication of Wedgewood and Davy’s account of the photographic action of light
(Trachtenberg, 1980).

So far, however, what I have described is really the invention of the photograph; the
actualisation of a photographic image as a stable, material object (Batchen, 1997). As
Batchen suggested, a form of the camera had already been invented many centuries
before. The camera obscura, used before photographers by artists and scholars,
caused light to resolve onto a surface in a way that produced an image similar to that
seen by the eye. The simplicity of this device was perhaps the key to its association
with capturing reality or truth, though as Batchen has pointed out, it was also a way
of converting the physical reality of a scene into pictorial form. In any case,
discussions of the origins of photography tend to centre around the origins of what
might be considered a photograph, rather than the process of producing photographic
images (e.g. Batchen, 2006; Bate, 2010; Jeffrey, 1981).

It was not until the early 1850s, with the carte de visite (a small paper photograph
mounted on card, see Figure 1) and then the cabinet card (similar to the carte de
visite but in a larger format, see Figure 2), that family portraits were popularised
(Burge & Marzolf, 2013). This popularisation, however, was largely restricted to the
emerging middle class (Preitz, 2011) and it was not until later that the general public
had access to the luxury of family photography. In the 1880s, George Eastman
brought out the portable Kodak box camera, which used a 100-exposure film-roll.
Once the roll was finished, the camera was sent to Eastman’s factory where the
photographs would be developed, the camera reloaded with film, and everything
would be sent back to the owner (Jeffrey, 1981). The process became faster with the
development of new paper material and automatic printing machines, with the related

development of paper-based albums superseding cards (Burge & Marzolf, 2013).



During this period, cameras also became smaller and less cumbersome (Jeffrey,
1981). Such changes opened up photography to a large population of amateur
photographers who needed little training or expertise (Munir & Phillips, 2005;
Sarvas & Frohlich, 2011). Yet photography generally remained a middle or upper
class pursuit. These developments did, however, represent a significant step towards
the later democratisation of photography as manufacturing processes improved and

costs began to decrease (Jeffrey, 1981).

Figure 1 (left): Carte de visite of Napoleon 111 by Disdéri (1859).

Figure 2 (right): Cabinet card photograph of a wedding party (c. 1880).

The technologies and infrastructures of photography have affected the kinds of
photographs that have been taken. Very early photographs (heliographs,
Daguerrotypes, Talbotypes, etc.) required exposure to light over several hours, which
greatly restricted what could be reasonably captured. In 1851, Frederick Scott
Archer's wet collodion process allowed 1-3 second exposures and a shift began from
motionless architecture, landscapes, still life, and static portraiture, to scenes in
which ideas of movement were possible (Jeffrey, 1981). While earlier portraits had
generally contained formal and stable poses, by the 1860s, photography was

“sufficiently responsive to catch quickness of expression in a glance or a frown”
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(Jeffrey, 1981, p. 42). Other changes have gradually widened the scope of what can
be photographed. For example, although some photographers had success with
magnesium flash powder at the end of the 19th century, the commercial manufacture
of single-use flashbulbs in 1929 significantly aided photography in low-light settings
(Wightman, 1955). Flash technology gradually improved, allowing faster shutter
speeds, multiple uses, red-eye reduction, and a number of other features that
improved the capacity for photographing dark or dimly lit scenes. Colour film

became widely available after the end of World War II (Jeffrey, 1981).

This post-war period saw other sorts of photographs being taken, including less
formal elements of everyday life (Proitz, 2011). More than ever, travel and tourism
acted as a driver of photographic culture and technology. Destinations were
promoted through photographs that allowed people to see places they had never
been, enticing them to witness those sights first hand and to take their own
photographs (Jeffrey, 1981). To Beloff (1985), this stemmed from the photograph
provoking a curiosity it could not itself satisfy, compelling people “to have the real
experience, to travel and see it for ourselves, and to make our own reproduction” (p.
202). Similarly, when choosing a destination, Slater (1995) suggested that tourists
might take into account the sort of photographs that they themselves could produce,
echoing Sontag’s (1977) concern that “travel becomes a strategy for accumulating
photographs” (p. 9). Sontag worried about what she saw as a tendency to commodify
the world through photography, arguing that “technology made possible an ever
increasing spread of that mentality which looks at the world as a set of potential

photographs” (p. 7).

For Sontag (1977), photography’s influence was not neutral and acted in two
directions. Photographs were taken of our more profitable relationships, activities,
and environments. At the same time, potential photographic value influenced our
choices as, in part, we sought activities and destinations that generated good
photographs. Slater (1995) found that both tourist and family photographs tended to
emphasise action, happiness, and popularity and to exclude unhappy, risqué, or

mundane activity. Like Sontag, he suggested that this worked both ways, that we also
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sought photo-worthy activities in our leisure time, concluding that “we construct

ourselves for the image and through images” (1995, p. 134, original emphasis).

Meanwhile, Chalfen (1979) suggested that while some tourist photographers may
have sought to re-create pictures they had already seen, others wanted authenticity
and novelty. For him, people’s photographic practices and motivations were diverse
and many of our generalisations about the motivations of tourists were, at least at
that time, unfounded. Nonetheless, Chalfen (1984) acknowledged that photography
was governed by complex rules, rituals, and etiquette. In an analysis of 55 letters to a
newspaper columnist, asking for advice about photographic etiquette, Chalfen gave
examples of complex questions such as: who should be included in family
photographs where both previous and current spouses are present, whether it is
appropriate to photograph deceased people during an open-casket viewing at a
funeral,1 and whether it is acceptable to refuse to be photographed at social events.
Thus, people’s construction of themselves through images (Slater, 1995) is mediated
by complex conventions of photography etiquette, or what Beloff (1985) called the
“rules of the ritual” (p. 206).

An example can be seen in the photographing of children, which has been an
important aspect of being seen to recognise and celebrate their value (Sontag, 1977).
Sontag portrayed family photography as a perceived moral imperative, in which “not
to take pictures of one’s children, particularly when they are small, is a sign of
parental indifference” (p. 8). Family photography was, to an extent, politically-
motivated, and while photographic constructions of personal and family life can be
taken as clear evidence of past activity, they are selective and biased towards a
particular view or identity (Chalfen, 2002). As Hirsch (1997) suggested,
“photographs locate themselves precisely in the space of contradiction between the

myth of the ideal family and the lived reality of family life” (p. 8).

1 Chalfen’s newspaper columnist claimed that it is common practice to take such
photographs of the deceased. According to Chalfen, this indicates that some photography
practices are common but seldom spoken about.
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Such attempts to produce a sanitised or appropriate picture of personal history are
influenced by a range of factors, both within and outside of the photographer’s
control. For example, Musello (1979) showed that parents took fewer photographs as
their children got older, and fewer of each successive child, presumably due to a
reduction in both available time and in the novelty of photographing children. Slater
(1995) found that, for many families, taking photographs was a much greater part of
everyday life than looking at them or organising them. Despite almost half of his
participants rating their family photos as their most treasured possessions, people had
difficulty finding the time to do anything with them. Most photographs remained in
the envelopes they were placed in by a developer and were not looked at more than
once per year. He concluded that people’s engagement with their photographs was
generally sporadic and unstructured, or non-existent. There are, however, clear
examples of people spending significant time and effort creatively constructing
pictorial personal and family histories, such as the trend of scrapbooking which

became popular in the late 1980s (Burge & Marzolf, 2013).

In the early 1990s, Kodak introduced the first commercially available digital single
lens reflex (DSLR) camera. Once again, costs began to swiftly decrease and access
widened to non-specialist audiences (Sarvas & Frohlich, 2011). This brought with it
a rapid increase in the number of photographs taken and the extent to which events
could be recorded. Analogue photography involved expense, limitations on the
number of photos that could be taken, and waiting—both for film rolls to be used up
and for development processes (Sarvas & Frohlich, 2011). The necessity in analogue
photography of an intervening process of development meant that specialist skills
and equipment were required (with the notable exception of the polaroid; see Buse
[2010] for an informative comparison of polaroid and digital photography). Between
Eastman’s Kodak development service and the introduction of digital photography,
this generally meant waiting between capturing and viewing and even longer before
sharing. The quality of photos could not be judged until well after they were taken,
and practice, experimentation, and visual feedback, in the form of the resulting
image, were extended processes (Buse, 2010). Digital photography made it easier for

people to experiment and refine their practice, as well as to take multiple
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photographs of the same thing in an attempt to create a visually-appealing image.
The release of the popular photo-editing software Photoshop in 1990 opened up more
opportunities for enhancing the creative and aesthetic aspects of photography by

enabling complex manipulation of digital images (Sarvas & Frohlich, 2011).

In the late 1990s, people started using camera phones (Miller & Edwards, 2007).
This was one of the drivers of a shift toward photographing more ordinary objects
(Lindley et al., 2009; van House et al., 2005) in part because mobile phones are more
portable and tend to be carried anyway, and in part because the phone’s connectivity
lends itself to communicating through photographs (Gye, 2007; Sarvas & Frohlich,
2011). Rather than replacing photographs of special occasions and holidays, pictures
of mundane or playful aspects of life came to coexist with traditional themes, the
main difference being the larger volume of photographs and the capturing of
everyday activity with a more candid approach (Keightley & Pickering, 2014). The
phone camera was also significant for the curation of personal photograph
collections because, while printed photos are generally considered family (i.e.
shared) property (Keightley & Pickering, 2014), mobile phones are typically owned
and used by a single individual who controls access to its photographs (Durrant et al.,
2009; Gye, 2007). According to Durrant et al. (2009), this is one of a number of
ways in which digital technology is facilitating a shift away from a traditional role of

the mother in curating family photograph collections.

The location in which photographs are displayed and consumed is important to the
experience of sharing and the ways in which memory narratives are constructed
(Swan & Taylor, 2008). In 2004, van House et al. argued that traditional
arrangements of photographic images were designed to facilitate oral production of
narrative and storytelling. In pre-digital times, photographs would traditionally be
shared in comfortable social spaces (Sarvas & Frohlich, 2011) in the form of albums
and prints in ad hoc displays (van House, 2009). However, the locations in which
photos are viewed have changed along with technology. Early digital photographs
were often viewed around a desktop computer in an office or working space. This

did not always make for comfortable sharing (Lindley & Monk, 2006; van House,
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2009). The increasing popularity of portable laptops (van House, 2009) and mobile
devices (Sarvas & Frohlich, 2011) has allowed us to share digital photographs in

more comfortable settings similar to those in which we used to share analogue ones.

Around 2005, photo sharing websites such as Flickr emerged and with them new
practices of sharing (Miller & Edwards, 2007), including both remote and co-located
sharing (van House, 2009). These tools provide access to large photo libraries
whenever we are connected to the Internet and, with phones and other mobile
devices, we can easily and spontaneously share photographs of a wide range of
significant events in cafes, restaurants, public spaces, and other people’s homes
(Stelmaszewska et al., 2008). As Sarvas and Frohlich (2011) have argued, the
combination of access, communication, and higher-quality screens has allowed photo
sharing to return to comfortable social settings. Further, whereas analogue
photographs on display in homes and offices have served as reminders of family
members, using digital versions as screensavers and backgrounds for mobile devices
and computers now means that we can have constant reminders in all locations

(Keightley & Pickering, 2014).

Different media appear to have different functions in the sharing of photographs. For
example, van House (2009) found that photos on phones were used to punctuate and
illustrate conversation, while home computers were used to view larger collections.
While traditional prints and albums were still valued, van House wrote of
participants who valued screen quality over camera quality on mobile phones
because co-located sharing was, on these devices, more important than printing or
remote sharing. Indeed, the initial expense of printing digital photographs may have
led to an increase of on-screen sharing (Sarvas & Frohlich, 2011). Recently,
however, it has become relatively simple to produce aesthetically-pleasing, digitally-
designed, physical photo books (van House, 2009). Easier-to-use hardware, software,
and 3rd-party services have encouraged the display of printed photographs on coffee
tables, walls, and desks in homes and offices, co-existing with older forms of printed

display (Burge & Marzolf, 2013; Keightley & Pickering, 2014). Van House (2009)
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has suggested that because digital photographs can be viewed on screen, only

particularly important digital images are likely to be printed.

Printing also seems to have a function in the preservation of photographs and the
prevention of loss. Van House (2011) highlighted a perception among her
participants that printed photographs are more stable and durable than digital ones
that can be lost through transferring between storage devices, user error, or other
technical failures. Fear of losing digital photos results in practices of backing up;
duplicating photographs in different places so that if one set is deleted, other copies
remain. As such, printing is more than an alternative method of display, it is a

method of backing up or securing photographs (Keightley & Pickering, 2014).

Though backing up seems relatively common, other organisational practices appear
to be limited for many people, an issue associated with the digital expansion of
photography. For example, in 2009, van House found that participants seldom
labelled or organised digital photos and were “quickly overwhelmed by the size of
their collections and the opacity of computer-based storage, with indecipherable
filenames” (p. 1078). Whittaker et al. (2010) found that most personal photographs
remained on the camera or were downloaded to a hard drive and then forgotten. In
2013, Sas and Whittaker found that families simply allowed photos to “passively
accumulate on personal hard drives or in social media applications” (p. 1823). Sarvas
and Frohlich (2011), while commenting that people seem to expend minimal effort in
filing and annotating, reminded us that such problems are not exclusive to the digital
domain, claiming that “parallel archives of print and digital photographs were kept

by families in roughly the same state of disarray” (p. 107).

A study of 12 participants by Kirk, Sellen, Rother, and Wood (2006) suggested that
large collections may be less of a problem than is often supposed because searching
and browsing tended to be done within single subsets, such as particular events, that
are created through rudimentary structuring and labelling conventions. Whittaker et
al. (2010), on the other hand, found that their 18 participants could not find over a

third of the images they looked for because their photos were too numerous, poorly
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organised, and distributed across folders, computers, hard drives, and storage media.
While Kirk et al.’s participants mostly reviewed photographs in preparation for
sharing and to delete poor images, Whittaker et al. (2012) found that when their
participants did take the time to organise photographs, it was difficult to delete them,
even if they were “near duplicates of others in their collection” (p.42). This finding
adds credence to Mayer-Schonberger's (2009) claim that, through digital technology,
it has become easier to take a photograph than to delete one. However, this may not
be fundamentally different from analogue practices in that it can also be difficult to
get rid of printed photographs and other physical mementoes (see, for example,

Petrelli & Whittaker, 2010).

Practices of capturing, organising, sharing, and viewing are not always performed
independently. For example, Rodden and Wood (2003) found that organising
practices tended to be motivated by intentions to share photographs with others.
Sarvas and Frohlich (2011) suggested that photography in general is no longer done
in isolation but in relation to infrastructures that also do other things, such as
communication, and interact with a range of other media. By connecting to the
Internet, camera phones and mobile devices allow photos to be shared across the
world immediately, and photo-sharing websites combine storage and sharing
functions. While pre-digital photography involved discrete processes of production,
distribution, and consumption (photographs were taken, then developed, and then
shared or organised), digital developments have integrated and compressed the
traditional practices of capturing, organising, sharing, and viewing (Buse, 2010;
Fawns, 2014). For example, the possibility of reviewing photos on a camera allows
consumption to happen immediately after production, facilitating immediate sharing
as well as experimentation and re-taking (van House, 2009). This immediacy has
also disrupted more traditional practices and rituals around anticipation and sharing.
Slater (1995) has pointed out that while taking analogue photos was a legitimate part
of a leisure event, looking at them constituted or required its own event. Now, both

taking and looking can be part of the event being photographed.
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As a consequence of such integration of practices, issues of ownership, control, and
privacy have become much more complicated (Durrant et al., 2009). For example,
digital image sharing creates a tension between the ephemeral and the perpetual,
where images created for communication in the present proliferate across networks
to be found in various places in the future (Proitz, 2011). Further, as Sarvas and
Frohlich (2011) pointed out, new ways of distributing personal photographs involve
a mixing of public and private images, leading to increasing concerns about privacy
(Stelmaszewska et al., 2008). Online sharing practices include sharing with strangers,
sometimes in the form of dynamically generated collections of photographs based
not on personal, subjective associations but on nominal aspects of content (tags,

textual descriptions and annotations, etc.) (Miller & Edwards, 2007).

Since the earliest times, photographs have been accompanied by metadata in the
form of captions or annotations that have helped to contextualise them (van House,
2011). As Chalfen (2002) explained, through such annotations viewers gain access to
“the accepted and verbalized interpretation of what is seen” (p. 144). However, other
metadata such as tags are increasingly used by search filters and algorithmic
processes of selection that may obscure the original context of the picture (Mayer-
Schonberger, 2009). By placing a photograph alongside others with an artificial,
rather than a personal, association, such processes can threaten traditional ways of
memory construction (van House et al., 2004) while simultaneously opening up new
ones (Falci, 2013). Thus, through some digital practices, the ownership and personal
value of images may be weakened. However, this might apply to individual images
rather than to collections as a whole, since, like analogue images, digital photographs
are often cited as people’s most valuable possessions and the first thing that would be

saved in the event of a house fire (Keightley & Pickering, 2014).

Practices are further complicated by the emergence of sophisticated tools for
automatically recording, organising, and sharing photograph collections. For
instance, automatic cameras, in combination with automatic syncing with cloud-
based services, are accelerating a trend towards lifelogging (Chalfen, 2014) or the

attempt to “digitally capture everything we do and see” (Sellen & Whittaker, 2010, p.
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70). An extreme example is Gordon Bell and his project MyLifeBits in which he
attempts to record and organise every aspect of his working and family life in order
to correct the flaws in human memory (Bell & Gemmell, 2009). Along with
capturing huge amounts of information, Bell’s system allows for algorithmic analysis
that, he claims, can assist in maintaining health, social relationships, and much more.
Deb Roy's HouseFly technology provides another example of the algorithmic
analysis of personal data. Roy recorded over 90,000 hours of home video over three
years to create rich data visualisations of his family’s behavioural patterns (DeCamp
et al., 2010). Among other things, this technology allowed him to observe the way
that particular locations within his home supported his son’s learning of different

words (Roy, 2011).

For people such as Bell and Roy, extensive recording does not just provide the
ability to look back at recorded footage but to perform computational analysis on it.
Beyond memory, lifelogging allows people to learn about their patterns of behaviour,
appearance, relationships, etc., that they would not otherwise know. Yet some
authors have criticised approaches to lifelogging. Dib (2013), for example, cautioned
against neglecting the critical role that biological memory plays in making
meaningful sense of lifelog data. In retrieving a collection of images or other
documents that are related via commonalities in metadata rather than subjective
meaning (as is the case with algorithmic analysis and search filters), there is a risk
that individual artefacts are stripped of context (Mayer-Schonberger, 2009).
According to Sellen and Whittaker (2010), lifelogging seeks to be effortless and
unselective, capturing everything without preference or decision-making. This, they
suggest, does not reflect or complement the constructive nature of human memory

and ignores the potential importance of forgetting aspects of experience.

2.2 Drivers of photographic behaviour

In covering some of the history of photographic practice in the previous section, I

have touched on some of the factors that have influenced behaviour and culture.
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Here, I take a more detailed look at the internal and external drivers that are part of

our complex and ever-shifting relationship with photography.

Drawing on works such as Chalfen (1987) and Musello (1979), both van Dijck
(2008a) and Sarvas and Frohlich (2011) have argued that the main values or
purposes of photography relate to memory, communication, and identity. These
different functions continue to run alongside each other in the current digital age but
to different extents. Sarvas and Frohlich (2011) also mentioned creative expression
as a motivation but put this under the umbrella of identity functions in relation to
self-expression and representation. Indeed, the selfie, as Suler (2015) noted, is a clear
example of the relationship between identity and creative expression. Sarvas and
Frohlich (2011) noted that there are other, secondary purposes of photography too,
such as the practising of photographic technique or functional purposes (e.g.
documenting a home for insurance purposes or as a replacement for written note
taking of Powerpoint slides in a lecture). Photographs are sometimes taken for a
closer investigation of something. A famous example of this is Muybridge’s (1957)
‘Horse in Motion’, in which he showed with sequential frames that all four hooves of

a galloping horse can be in the air at any one time.

The motivation to use photography to support memory derives from a historical
focus on the documentation or preservation of elements of experience for subsequent
reflection and reminiscence (Batchen, 2006). This can be seen in the construction of
family albums that portray key events and occasions of positivity (Slater, 1995). As
Munir (2005) suggested, traditional practices of recording family images became a
moral imperative, in part through marketing strategies of companies, such as Kodak.
For Chalfen (2002), this was also driven by a desire to produce and accumulate
evidence of our visual past. Sontag (1977) extended this beyond the family archive,

claiming that photographs “tell one what there is; they make an inventory” (p. 22).
This traditional dominance of the memorial function of photography seems to be

shifting with the emergence of communicative cultures. Van Dijck (2008a)

suggested that photo-sharing websites and camera phones have increased the extent
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to which photographs are taken to communicate, rather than preserve, the present.
Much image-based communication is now via services, such as Twitter, Instagram,
and Snapchat, in which images are ephemeral and self-esteem and self-presentation
are affected by comments or the number of likes received (Barry et al., 2015). Sarvas
and Frohlich (2011) claimed that social media are used by younger people, in
particular, to portray “changing identities and affiliations” (p. 133). This appears to
be closely linked with an increase in self-portraiture (Suler, 2015) and, in particular,
the “selfie” which has emerged as part of the shift from documentation to
communication (van Dijck, 2008a). Online, asynchronous sharing practices have
been criticised as an impoverished version of traditional sharing practices (e.g. van
House, 2009) and Gye (2007) has questioned how much online photo sharing, given
its apparent lack of dialogue, is truly communicative. However, Keightley and
Pickering (2014) pointed out that the presence of one type of sharing does not
exclude others. New practices, they argued, sit alongside and support traditional ones
by facilitating face-to-face conversation and reminiscence. There is clear overlap
between memorial and communicative photography, and identity construction seems
to be done through both. In addition to the construction of collections of images for
future recollections, functions of self-expression and self-presentation are tied up in

photographic acts of communication (van House et al., 2005).

2.3 Photographs and reality

Photography’s relationship with memory, or the way that photographs are used to
evoke, reconstruct, represent, or stand in for the past relates to the perceived
relationship between photographs and reality. Beloff (1985) wrote that a photograph
“is a representation that cannot possibly be made, or have been made, without the
presence of the matter represented” (p. 2). This reliance of the photograph on the
matter being photographed was based on the mechanical process of generating an
impression of a scene through the activation of chemicals in response to the light that
reflected off the objects within it. As Barthes (1981) wrote, “the photograph is
literally an emanation of the referent. From a real body, which was there, proceed

radiations which ultimately touch me, who am here” (p. 80).
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Barthes and others have conceived of the photograph as indexical, indicating a direct
physical link between referent (what is photographed) and image. For Barthes (1981)
the photograph shows that “that-has-been” (p. 77) or, in other words, that those
things in the photograph existed at the time it was taken. The contrast between this
mechanical process and the artistic process of painting has been used by some as an
argument that photography results in an objective portrayal of past reality (Bazin &
Gray, 1960; Benjamin, 2008). As Fineman (2012) explained, a common belief has
been that the automatic duplication of a scene imbued photographs with objectivity
and “a special evidentiary authority” (p. 23). A number of scholars, however, have
pointed out the influence of the photographer in what and how something is
photographed, and that photographs show a contrived representation of reality. A
clear example can be seen in one of the first photographs shown in Fox Talbot’s
book of photographs The Pencil of Nature. Bate (2009) pointed out that, in his
photograph entitled The Library, Fox Talbot actually placed a row of books outside
of the library to better catch the light. Bate (2009) claimed that all photography is
staged and subjective: “The idea that one picture is more objective than another only
really means that one has hidden its ideology within a rhetoric of neutrality and

description, while the other flaunts its codes of subjective investment” (pp. 53-54).

Further, Szarkowski (1980) claimed that the omission of everything outside of the
edges of a photograph and the two-dimensional representation of objects (preventing
the viewer from seeing what is behind anything) highlights a fundamental departure
from reality, since each photograph captures only the space between two moments,
only the view from the angle of the lens, and only the quality of colours and shapes
produced by the camera’s mechanics. As Fineman (2012) suggested, whether or not
they have been manipulated by a photographer, cameras and lenses create distortions
in perspective, tonal values, colours, and so on. Batchen (1997) proclaimed
considerations of lighting and chemical development as evidence of subjective
intervention. Indeed, early developments of photography are revealing about how

photographs capture reality. Fox Talbot’s iterative manipulation of chemicals and
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papers to produce different likenesses, for example, highlights a trial and error

process of subjectively producing the most objective-looking image.

In digital cameras, light reflecting off objects, instead of directly inscribing its image
on a photographic medium, is reacting with silicon-based sensors that artificially
divide it into pixels. These are, generally, algorithmically compressed into a
standardised format, such as JPEG (see Jackson [2009] for more detail). Further,
digital images are both independent of the medium through which they are viewed
and dependent on such media for temporary realisation. In one sense, they are made
up of the ones and zeros of binary code. In another sense, they consist of the material
of whichever device calls them up (Jackson, 2009). As Breitbach (2011) has put it,
they are “dependent on solid matter, though clearly under accelerating and

‘promiscuous’ conditions” (p. 32).

These extra layers of mediation have led some to claim that the digital photograph
has lost the indexical link of its analogue counterpart (e.g. Mitchell, 1994). For
Murray (2008), it is not the composition of digital images per se but the potential for
manipulation that makes them non-indexical. On the other hand, some authors claim
that digital and analogue photos are not fundamentally different in terms of their
truth value (e.g. Bate, 2009). Although digitisation processes cannot maintain the full
integrity of the original qualities of the light (Buse, 2010), it might be argued that the
different materials and chemicals used in analogue photography indicate a related
limitation. Further, Fineman (2012) countered the manipulation argument by
showing over a century of artifice and untruthfulness produced through analogue
photography. An example is the “spirit” photo, produced by combining multiple
negatives within a single image. Similarly, to emphasise that photographs were
doctored before Photoshop, he cited a photograph of four monks, taken in 1846, the
negative of which was later found to contain a fifth monk. However, while van Dijck
(2008a) also acknowledged that photographs have been manipulated throughout the
history of photography, she argued that it is the increased possibilities for
manipulation that are perceived as the significant difference (and, indeed,

manipulation seems to be increasingly becoming the norm as mobile apps such as
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Instagram make enhancements and filters relatively easy to apply [Hu et al., 2014]).
What is perhaps most important to this thesis is that, as Murray (2008)
acknowledged, despite the potential for digital photos to be manipulated, people do

not appear to regularly question their representation of the truth.

2.4 Summary

This chapter has presented a diversity of practices emerging alongside changing
technological, cultural, and economic conditions. These conditions have played a
role alongside personal goals in determining people’s behaviour. Though there are
many differences between digital and analogue photography, the lasting cultural
changes and the importance of these remains to be seen. According to Sarvas and
Frohlich (2011), photography practice is still in a period of disruption from which
“the dust has not yet settled ... There is no obvious dominant design such as the
former symbiosis of cameras, film, and photo-finishing, and no homogeneous

practice and culture like the snapshot culture of the twentieth century” (p. 140).

The literature points to a few key themes: overload from an increase in the number of
photographs and the sorts of things that are photographed; a corresponding decrease
in selectivity caused by reduced constraints around the difficulty and cost of
producing and distributing photographs; and the fluidity of photographic collections
(and related issues of control and privacy) resulting from ephemeral, communicative,
and metadata-driven networks. On the other hand, there is also significant continuity
in the purposes for which photographs are taken and shared and the underlying
motivations to use them in supporting memory. For example, despite changing
perceptions of the value of individual digital photographs, perception of the value of
overall photograph collections and general perceptions around the relationship

between photographs and reality seem to have remained relatively stable.
In this chapter, I have presented some sense of the complexity of present and past

photographic practices and the factors behind these behaviours. Chapter 3 reviews

what we know about memory from the perspective of psychological research and
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then considers the shortcomings of this knowledge base in relation to the complexity

and diversity of what has been presented here.
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3 Autobiographical memory and distributed cognition

This chapter considers some key concepts involved in autobiographical memory, or
memory of one’s own previous lived experience (Tulving & Szpunar, 2009). The
evidence on which I have based my account comes primarily from cognitive
psychology. There are, however, significant gaps in our psychological understanding
of how memory works in relation to the environments in which we operate. As
Sutton (2010) has argued, a number of productive avenues of recent psychological
research are interdisciplinary in nature and so, towards the end of the chapter, I draw
from philosophy to consider how theories of distributed cognition might open up

ways of reframing memory as not only distributed but situated and emergent.

I start by problematising the notion of memory content and argue that memory is
more productively conceived as a functional system that dynamically generates
information and experiences relating to the past. I then explain the importance of the
subjective experience of remembering by discussing the differences between
episodic and semantic remembering. This is followed by an account of memory’s
function, drawing on adaptive perspectives to explain ideas of forgetting and
distortion. At this point, I turn to a consideration of the importance of the
environments and situations in which we remember and our use of external
resources. Finally, I give a summary of empirical work around the psychology of
remembering with photography and present what I consider to be the most important

gaps in the literature.

3.1 Memory content

The term “memory” is used to describe both the system that remembers (e.g. “I have
a good memory”) and its content or output (e.g. “I have a good memory of a trip to
the beach”). As Tulving (1984) noted, this conflation of function and content is
unhelpful in that it obscures the distinction between the act of remembering and what
is articulated in response to remembering (e.g. a story about an event). Tulving and

Szpunar (2009) have suggested that the term “memory” is more appropriately used to
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refer to the functional system that remembers, rather than the content of what is
remembered. An important aspect of this system is that, rather than preserving and
reproducing veridical representations of experience, we dynamically generate
memory output at the time of remembering (Bartlett, 1932). Thus, the notion of
memory content is problematic, since not only is it constructed in the act of
remembering, it is potentially different with each instance of remembering. Further,
when we remember something and articulate it to others, it is transformed into a
form that suits the language of expression. Referring to accounts of what is
remembered as “memories” can hide both the act of construction and the act of

interpretation required to express remembered information to others (Tulving, 1984).

Despite this dynamic construction, the apparent continuity of a subjective self
suggests that something of internal memory must be stored somewhere. Tulving
(1983, 2007) has used the term “engram”, coined by Richard Semon (1921), to refer
to the neurological trace, left over from lived experience, that allows subsequent
mental re-experience. This idea of a memory trace became the focus of an influential
paper by Lashley (1950) in which he described the unsuccessful results of 30 years
of attempting to locate it within the human brain. Even now, clear evidence for the
biological storage of some form of memory is limited mostly to studies of mice (e.g.
Roy et al., 2016) and planarian flatworms (Shomrat & Levin, 2013). The difficulty in
locating the engram may be because it does not exist in a stable form or in a single,
physical location. As Bartlett (1932) proposed, “though we may still talk of traces,
there is no reason in the world for regarding these as made complete at one moment,
stored up somewhere, and then re-excited at some much later moment” (pp. 211-

212).

In any case, according to Tulving (1984, 2007), engrams are not, themselves,
consciously remembered but form a basis for constructive remembering. What we
think of as “a memory”—the concoction of imagery and sensory and semantic
information that forms the content of what is remembered—does not exist inside the
brain. It is dynamically reconstructed via a coming together of encoding and retrieval

information in a process Tulving (1983) called “synergistic ecphory.” I return to this
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concept later in the chapter when discussing how we use tools, people, and elements

of the environment to help us remember.

Tulving (2007) proposed that the engram is “a dynamic, changing, malleable entity
... rather than a ‘fixed, lifeless’ sort of thing” (p. 66). The implication is that memory
is not just constructive at the point of remembering but also during the re-encoding
of subsequent remembering or consolidation (Michaelian, 2011b; Tulving, 1983).
Hence, construction is, to some extent, cumulative in that every time we recall an
experience, we introduce further change the nature of the memory (Newman &
Lindsay, 2009). Among other things, this cumulative process causes a levelling and
sharpening effect as some neglected details fade into the background while others
become emphasised through rehearsal (for an excellent account of this principle, see
Koriat et al.’s [2000] description of the Gestalt principles of memory distortion).
This effect can be linked to identity regulation as negative emotional aspects are
reduced in accounts of memory over time relative to positive aspects (Pasupathi,
2001). Presumably, this helps us to move past negative experiences and to feel more
positive about ourselves by viewing our past in a more positive light. McLean and
Pasupathi (2011) took the position that the details of an event are less important than

the way in which the event is connected to the self.

3.2 Memory experience

Alongside what we remember, the experience of remembering is important. The
most influential characterisation of different ways that autobiographical
remembering is experienced is Tulving’s (1972) distinction between episodic and
semantic systems. Episodic memory is concerned with subjective experience,
including a feeling of familiarity, without which memory representations are not
attributed as having happened to oneself (Jacoby et al., 1989). It requires an
awareness of one’s subjective self in time and space—a feeling of being present
within the relevant moment as an entity separate from the environment—during both
the original experience and at the point of remembering (Conway, 2005; Tulving,

1983). As Wheeler et al. (1997) put it, episodic memory’s essence is located “in the
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subjective feeling that, in the present experience, one is re-experiencing something
that has happened before in one’s life” and the “belief that the self doing the

experiencing now is the same self that did it originally” (p. 349).

Episodic recall involves rich contextual information about an experience. For
example, it is accompanied by a sense of the personal or subjective time at which an
event occurred rather than chronological time (Tulving, 1983). The subjective
experience of being placed at an earlier point in time is often referred to as “mental
time travel” (Suddendorf & Corballis, 2007), a concept that has recently been
extended to account for the projection of oneself into the future, thereby aiding

prediction and decision-making (Szpunar & Tulving, 2011).

Semantic memory pertains to generalised knowledge about the world. Information
about one’s past can also be recalled using semantic memory, but this differs from
episodic memory in that it contains only the details of what happened, not the
subjective, personal connection to those details (Conway, 2005; Wheeler et al.,
1997). As Wheeler et al. (1997) explained, semantic memory provides knowledge
from the perspective of an observer rather than a participant. In contrast, “real”
remembering is often positioned, either explicitly or implicitly, as episodic. Indeed,
Tulving (1985) proposed that remembering could be classified as episodic or

semantic by asking people whether they “remember” or “know” something.

There is an implication that episodic remembering plays an important role in
connecting people with their subjective reality. It is considered to be important for
maintaining self-esteem (Westerhof et al., 2010), enhancing the ability to connect
socially with others (Alea & Bluck, 2003; Newman & Lindsay, 2009), and
facilitating decision-making and the development of identity and goal-systems
(Conway 2005). The emotional connection present in episodic remembering was
thought by Boyer (2008) to be linked to the calibration of impulses and decisions.
Indeed, Glannon (2011) raised concerns that the weakening of the emotional
connection with memory (e.g. through drugs or neurosurgery) might reduce our

capacity for morally-consistent action. Patients with frontal lobe damage associated
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with impairments in episodic memory have been shown to lack self-reflection and, in
some cases, despite awareness of their cognitive deficits, to also lack concern at their
condition (Wheeler et al., 1997). This is consistent with the inability to connect
semantic knowledge of their condition with a subjective sense of their situation
(Conway, 2005). In contrast, by examining a patient with retrograde amnesia,
Rathbone et al. (2009) showed that the self-concept was not lost in the absence of
episodic remembering but was maintained through access to stable semantic
autobiographical knowledge. Questions remain, however, as to whether this is a
different sort of self-concept from someone with a healthy episodic memory, or

whether identity-development is impaired.

Even in people with healthy memory systems, semantic memory can be used as a
shortcut for episodic memory, increasing efficiency but decreasing emotional
connection (Wheeler et al., 1997). For example, it is important to quickly recognise
dangerous situations without having to remember the events that led to that
knowledge (Lachman & Naus, 1984). Sherman and Bessenoff (1999) have shown
that if there are sufficient semantic details available to solve a problem, we are less
likely to go to the effort of re-experiencing a memory, particularly in distracting
circumstances. Semantic memory can also give the appearance of episodic memory,
for example when constructing episodic-like narratives based on semantic

autobiographical information (Pauly-Takacs et al., 2011; Wheeler et al., 1997).

Despite a large body of research, there remains debate as to whether the episodic and
semantic systems should be considered to be physically distinct entities (albeit ones
that may work closely together) or theoretical systems that can be used to aid our
thinking about qualitative differences in the subjective experience of remembering
(Glenberg, 1997; Szpunar et al., 2014; Tulving, 1984, 1985). It is possible that these
two systems do not correspond to physically identifiable locations within the brain.
Instead, episodic and semantic memory may be realised as dynamic combinations of
functions in which different mental processes are recruited according to the situation
(Hassabis & Maguire, 2007). The implication is that there may be no a priori,
physical memory system at all. As Tulving (2002) put it, “yes, we can talk about
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memory systems and memory processes ... but we have little idea how ‘real’ these
systems and processes are” (p. 323). Brockmeier (2010) went further, claiming that
“we only have a vague idea about memory as a whole. We cannot even say if there is
such a thing as memory (or a memory, or specific memory systems) at all” (p. 5).
Such views imply the possibility that “memory” is just a convenient label for activity

that emerges as a coincidence of cognitive processes at the point of remembering.

Whether or not episodic and semantic memory correspond to different physical
systems, it can be problematic to isolate them in relation to any particular instance of
autobiographical remembering since episodic memory seems to be structured in
relation to elements of semantic or conceptual knowledge (Conway, 2009; Tulving,
1983). It seems likely that, as Irish and Piguet (2013) proposed, “semantic memory
may underlie most, if not all, forms of episodic memory” (p. 1) through its role in the
construction of schemas and knowledge structures involved in autobiographical
remembering. Arguing against a clear distinction between the two systems, Lachman
and Naus (1984) responded to Tulving’s (1983) book Elements of Episodic Memory
by claiming that “any memory can be located somewhere on a trajectory from highly
episodic ... to highly semantic” (p. 245). Similarly, Szpunar et al. (2014) argued that
autobiographical memory should be located within an episodic-semantic continuum
rather than a divide. Renoult et al. (2012) also suggested that there are “intermediate
forms of memory”, such as “personal semantics” (p. 550), that indicate idiosyncratic

and intimate knowledge of one’s past without the subjective sense of re-experience.

The combination of episodic and semantic systems is vital to our capacity to act and
think as humans (Tulving, 1983). Both generalised knowledge and subjective
experience work together in complex ways as part of the overall functioning of
autobiographical memory. For example, it seems that strong episodic connection to
past experience is often a temporary phenomenon and progressively remembering
the same events over time seems to compromise the highly-detailed and relatively
accurate episodic remembering that is often accessible immediately after an
experience (Lachman & Naus, 1984). A sense of the time and location of the

experience, feelings of familiarity, emotive memory, and sensory information can
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seemingly be replaced by semantic knowledge over time. Tulving (1983) posited the
explanation that episodic memory is processed into semantic memory via the
abandoning of context. Personal reference is slowly disassociated so that generalised

knowledge can be used in a variety of contexts (Conway, 2009; Tulving, 1983).

3.3 Memory function

Until the last few decades, the majority of memory researchers (most famously
Ebbinghaus, 1885) focused on attempts to measure accuracy and ease of recall. An
important exception was Bartlett who, in 1932, undertook an important exploration
of the way recall changed on different occasions. In coming to understand the
constructive nature of remembering, he concluded that “in a world of constantly
changing environment, literal recall is extraordinarily unimportant” (Bartlett, 1932,
p- 204). This was an important step in recognising empirically that memory is
malleable and developing ideas of what this might mean for the function of memory

and, conversely, notions of memory impairment.

Psychologists with adaptive perspectives have suggested that memory must be about
guiding action in the present (e.g. Glenberg, 1997; Glenberg et al., 2013). Indeed, a
number of memory psychologists are now in broad agreement that episodic recall of
the past is probably an incidental part of this (e.g. Conway, 2009; Nairne &
Pandeirada, 2008), with the amount of detail or specificity that is remembered
varying according to need (Koriat et al., 2000). Conway (2005) suggested that for
every experience there is an “optimum level of retention” (p. 596) in relation to
fitness for survival and that, in many cases, the gist is sufficient. If remembering is
not, itself, a primary goal, then the subjective re-experiencing of the past must have
some other function in the service of decision-making or the maintenance of identity
or goal systems. Boyer (2008) proposed that, by being able to re-experience the past,
we reduce the sense of detachment from it that would otherwise accompany the
passing of time. An alternative account that has received recent attention is that
subjective re-experiencing of episodic memory may simply be a requirement of a

process of simulation referred to as “episodic future thinking” (Atance & O’Neill,
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2001; Suddendorf & Corballis, 2007; Szpunar, 2010; Szpunar & Tulving, 2011). A
large body of evidence has been produced in the past decade to show that many of
the mental processes involved in remembering (and episodic memory in particular)
are also involved in imagining the future (e.g. Conway, 2005; Schacter et al., 2007;

Suddendorf, 2010; Suddendorf & Corballis, 2007; Szpunar & Tulving, 2011).

Hassabis and Maguire (2007) developed the theory of “scene construction” to
explain the link between past and future thinking. They proposed that in episodic
memory, just as in our fantasies, our dreams, and our projections of the future, we
use creative processes of “mentally generating and maintaining a complex and
coherent scene or event” (Hassabis & Maguire, 2007, p. 299). The constructive
nature of remembered scenes can be seen in phenomena such as “boundary
extension”, in which objects that were outside the field of view are remembered as
having been seen (Hubbard et al., 2010; Intraub & Bodamer, 1993), as well as in the
shift from field (first person) to observer (third person) perspectives in episodic recall

over time (Nigro & Neisser, 1983; Siedlecki, 2015; Sutton, 2014).

Scene construction and other constructive memory processes rely on the
simplification and abstraction of information. It is inefficient to store and
subsequently process all perceived details of related memories at the moment that we
need to respond to a given situation (Hassabis & Maguire, 2007; Schacter et al.,
2011); the sheer number and similarity of memories make it impractical to approach
each one as a separate entity (Pillemer, 1998). Pillemer (1998) suggested that
selectively remembering specific episodes can have a profound effect on our identity
and decision-making. On the other hand, a number of researchers have suggested
that, rather than necessarily remembering specific, individual episodes in detail, we
simplify past experience by merging similar events into a unified representation of
that type of event (e.g. Conway, 2009; Neisser, 1981). Neisser (1981) coined the
term “repisodic memory” to describe the amalgamation of different events into a
single, representative memory that could be confused for a memory of a single
occasion. The term “blended memory”, used with a different meaning in the title of

this thesis, has featured in research into eyewitness testimony to describe the
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combination of different episodes into a single recalled memory (e.g. Metcalfe,
1990). More recently, Conway (2009) has described the merging of different
episodes into representative or “summary” memories. These help the rememberer to
quickly form ideas of what related experiences have been like and how they should

be approached in future.

3.4 Forgetting

Forgetting, defined simply by Tulving (1974) as “the inability to recall something
now that could be recalled on an earlier occasion” (p. 74), is often portrayed as a
weakness of memory. For example, a fear of dementia and age-related memory
deterioration may reinforce associations of forgetting with memory impairment
(Cutler & Hodgson, 2001; Schacter, 2001). Yet, like almost every aspect of memory,

there are multiple explanations of how and why we forget.

Ebbinghaus’ (1885) influential work focused on the notion of memory decay,
suggesting that the memory trace disintegrates over time without rehearsal. However,
in his deliberate use of the word “now”, Tulving’s definition (above) does not
assume that forgetting is permanent. An alternative explanation to the theory of
decay is that forgetting is a question of access rather than availability (Tulving &
Pearlstone, 1966). By showing that the presentation of images could help an amnesic
patient to remember things that had previously been forgotten, Loveday and Conway
(2011) claimed that forgetting is linked to problems in generating appropriate cues
for a particular experience. Another possibility is that similar experiences interfere
with each other (Tulving, 1974). New experiences can interfere with the
remembering of old experiences (retroactive interference), or old experiences can
interfere with the remembering of new experiences (proactive interference) (Ebert &
Anderson, 2009). This can be the case, for example, when one remembers a previous
experience of remembering, since the original experience and the remembered
experience are similar. As complicated as it seems, it may be that this process is key
to creating distance from experiences that are no longer relevant to our lives

(Schacter, 2002). These different accounts of forgetting are not mutually exclusive
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and it is possible that they are all involved in forgetting to various degrees. Altmann
and Gray (2002), for example, suggested that forgetting is made up of both decay
and interference, and that, indeed, some decay is necessary to prevent untenable
levels of interference through competing memories (see also Storm [2011] on

forgetting as a way of avoiding interference).

Although cases of amnesia clearly show the disastrous impact of excessive
forgetting, some forgetting is not only normal but adaptive (Bjork & Bjork, 1988;
Nairne & Pandeirada, 2008) and seems to play a role in inference and decision-
making (Schooler & Hertwig, 2005). One illustration of this is Goldstein and
Gigerenzer’s (2002) “recognition heuristic.” This idea is based on empirical evidence
that, when comparing pairs of American and German cities, recognising too many
city names impaired participants’ ability to correctly guess which had the larger
population. They claimed that partial ignorance (not recognising all items) is helpful
to strategies of inference because the knowledge that something is familiar can be a
useful differentiator. Remembering everything that we perceived would make it
more difficult to distinguish salient elements. Through such selective processes,
forgetting allows the privileging of more relevant information (Bjork & Bjork, 1988)
and the focusing on current, rather than redundant, goals (Altmann & Gray, 2002;
Conway, 2005). This does not necessarily mean that, even in healthy memories, the
amount we forget is optimal for any given purpose, since memory involves multiple,

potentially-competing functions (Schooler & Hertwig, 2005).

Parker et al. (2006) drew on the case of AJ to show that forgetting acts as a filter,
protecting our memories from overload. AJ has “hyperthymesia” or the ability to
remember abnormally large amounts of past experience. Her exceptional memory
causes her to focus on the past, rather than the future. Michaelian (2011b), describing
the same case, suggested that excessive remembering obstructs the performance of
other important cognitive activities. Dwelling on negative past experience has also
been shown to be associated with depression, anxiety, and stress (e.g. Kinderman et
al., 2015). Being able to forget allows us to move on from difficult experiences

(Conway 2005) and avoid Schacter’s (2002) “sin of persistence”, the inability to
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forget events. Forgetting, then, may be critical to developing a positive sense of self.
As McLean and Pasupathi (2011) explained, “selectively appropriated past events ...
are woven together to form a broader story of how one came to be the person one is”
(p. 136). In the next section, we will see how not only forgetting events, but

changing our memory of them, is important to the development of identity.

3.5 Accuracy

Bartlett’s (1932) controversial conclusion that veridicality is not important to
memory functioning has gained support from researchers such as Conway (2009),
who suggested that episodic memories are not supposed to function as “literal,
veridical, records of experience” (p. 2306) but as representational summaries of
them. For Conway, memory needed to be relevant rather than accurate. According to
Fiske (1993), we tend to allocate only the minimum effort and cognitive resource
necessary to achieve a goal. An adaptive perspective suggests that the accuracy of
memory need only be sufficient for a given purpose (e.g. Goldstein & Gigerenzer,
2002; Nairne & Pandeirada, 2008). As Michaelian (2011a) has pointed out, memory
construction is adaptive rather than arbitrary. It seems that memory’s malleability is
necessary to allow us to reconfigure our understanding of the past to make sense of
our current situation from our current perspective. This allows us to make decisions
based on how we feel and what we know now, rather than at some point in our past.
To help us understand this process, Conway (2005) provided a useful recasting of
accuracy in terms of coherence and correspondence. Along with reasonable
correspondence with what was actually experienced, memory must fit with a

coherent set of beliefs about oneself and the world.

Conway (2005) suggested that when the coherence of memory and self is disrupted,
we must employ strategies to stabilise it. These involve reconfiguring memory to fit
with our concept of our identity or reconfiguring our identity to fit with what we
remember. According to Conway, memory is more malleable than identity and it is

usually our memory that is altered. In cases where core beliefs are challenged by
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events, such as in the case of trauma, we are forced either to re-evaluate ourselves in

light of the evidence or engage in confabulation.

Accuracy involves more than correspondence between the content of what is
remembered and what actually took place. To make sense of a memory, we engage
in source monitoring to judge where a memory came from (e.g. a particular personal
experience, imagination, another person’s narrative) and its spatial, temporal, and
social context (Johnson et al., 1993). As Sherman and Bessenoff (1999) stated, this
is important in grounding our memory in our own lived experience, rather than in
thoughts or dreams or stories told to us by others. Problems of source monitoring can
be relatively innocuous, such as the difficulty of distinguishing whether we are
remembering an experience or a previous remembrance of it (Pasupathi, 2001), or
very serious. For instance, research has shown a link between poor source
monitoring and hallucination through the misattribution of thoughts to external
sources (Debbané et al., 2008). Thus, although memory generally does not need to be
highly accurate, highly inaccurate memory, though potentially coherent and

convincing, can have serious consequences (Conway, 2005).

A number of studies have shown that we can take the idea of an experience that did
not happen and weave it into our existing memories and beliefs. For example, Loftus,
Garry, and Hayne (2008) discussed how many cases of “recovered memory” of
childhood abuse had been falsely implanted by therapists. Further, developments in
DNA evidence have led to numerous studies exposing wrongful convictions based
on eyewitness testimony (Schacter et al., 2008). Some of these studies highlighted
the effects on recall of different elements of questioning, such as leading questions,
emotive adjectives, or whether line-up suspects were shown together or separately
(Conway, 2005). Of particular relevance to photography is the work of Loftus (1991)
that showed that information (e.g. narrative details or photographs) presented after an

event is integrated into memory.

A false memory can seem convincing because we construct complementary details to

enhance its authenticity (Loftus, 2003). In fact, false memories have been shown to
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have clear behavioural consequences. Loftus (2003) found that participants in whom
they were able to introduce a false childhood memory of being sick after eating a
hard-boiled egg were more likely to avoid hard-boiled eggs in the future. Bernstein
and Loftus (2009) also claimed that researchers have started to compare the qualities
of “veridical memories” with those of false memories, with few differences
emerging. It is, however, worth asking what constitutes a veridical memory and how
we might recognise one. Conway and Loveday (2015) have recently proclaimed that
all memory is false to a greater or lesser extent and this seemingly bold statement is,

in fact, intuitively true if all memory is reconstructive (Bernstein & Loftus, 2009).

3.6 Photography and the psychology of memory

As discussed in Chapter 2, photography has a long tradition of use within
remembering and photographs may be particularly powerful memory aids because of
the prominence of visual imagery within episodic recall (e.g. Conway, 2009;
Greenberg & Knowlton, 2014). The focus of psychological research into
photography and memory has been mostly on the effects of using photographs as
cues for recall. Examples include Loveday and Conway’s (2011) study showing that
the presentation of external cues, such as photos, can aid remembering of previously
forgotten experiences and Koutstaal et al.’s (1998) study showing that reviewing
photographs and written descriptions can improve recall of recent, everyday events

in older adults.

Photographs have been shown to aid recall even in those with severe memory
impairment (Berry et al., 2007), although HCI researchers Lee and Dey (2007)
added a note of caution that, in their experience, the number of cues that people with
episodic memory impairment can meaningfully engage with is limited. Further, as
beneficial as memory aids would appear to be, particularly for those with memory
impairment, there is very limited research into the types of memory these
innovations are supporting. There is a risk that providing an abundance of memory
cues reinforces semantic memory but not episodic memory. For example, Pauly-

Takacs et al. (2011) claimed that using an automatic camera (the Microsoft
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Sensecam) helped a 13-year-old boy with profound memory impairment to construct

personal semantic memory but failed to support episodic memory.

Koutstaal et al. (1999) found that, although photographs can increase the accuracy of
remembering, they can also shape what is remembered in powerful ways. For
example, looking at photographs can reinforce memory for related events at the
expense of other events for which photos are not reviewed. Further, the details
present in a photograph have been shown to distort memory through the introduction
of “misleading postevent information” (Koriat et al., 2000). For example,
Deftenbacher et al. (2006) showed that exposure to police photographs reduced the
accuracy of witnesses in correctly identifying perpetrators from a line-up (see also
Loftus [1991], mentioned earlier). Thus, despite the potential for photographs to

support recall, they do not stop the constructive processes of memory.

Henkel (2012) claimed that people can come to believe that the objects and actions in
a photograph were part of their actual experience. For her, photographs acted as “a
subtle form of persuasive suggestion” (Henkel, 2012, p. 774). Specifically, she
described the “photograph inflation effect” where “viewing photos of completed
actions led people to falsely claim to have performed those actions” (p. 774).
Similarly, looking at photographs can, for example, lead people to “recall” being

somewhere they have not been (Henkel & Carbuto, 2008).

False memories have been shown to be strengthened by doctored photographs in
addition to a false narrative (Lindsay et al., 2004). For example, Wade et al. (2002)
found that, by presenting doctored photographs, half of their participants believed
that they could remember a false event. The effect of false photographic evidence is
particularly strong, at least for 10-year-olds, where participants and their families are
present within the photographs (Strange et al., 2008). Sacchi et al. (2007) showed
that the content of photographs could induce different emotional connections to an
event. Showing different versions—unedited or doctored—of the same events to
different groups produced accounts that differed in content, emotional valence, and

attitude towards the event.
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In a rare study into the effects of taking photographs, Henkel (2014) found that
taking photographs of objects in a museum impaired recall for visual details of those
objects. If the participants zoomed in on a part of their object, their recall was
improved. Henkel concluded that different ways of photographing produce different
ways of paying attention to a scene and that this affects the processing of that scene
into memory. Her study, though, did not explore the effects of actually using the

photographs as cues for recall.

3.7 Distributed, situated, and emergent memory

Glenberg (2006) has argued that to understand remembering (and thinking in
general), we must understand the physical and social situations in which it takes
place. Developments within psychology to study memory in real world settings have
gained ground in recent years. Neisser (1978) was important in recognising memory
from an ecological perspective and this work has led to a better understanding within
psychology of how we use memory in everyday situations (Alea & Bluck, 2003).
However, the general picture provided by cognitive psychology literature of the
relationship between photography and memory is largely based on a narrow
conception of remembering in decontextualised settings. It is in stark contrast with
the rich and diverse picture presented in Chapter 2 of the different ways that people
have engaged with photography.

An important feature of memory as a system for informing action and decision-
making is that it draws from both current internal perspective and the external
environment. Tulving’s (1983) influential concept of synergistic ecphory explains
the convergence between internally encoded information (the engram) and external
retrieval information or cues. Tulving (1974) proposed that cues are necessary for
remembering, in that “we remember an event if it has left behind a trace and if
something reminds us of it” (p. 74). He defined a cue as “information present in the
individual’s cognitive environment at the time retrieval occurs” (Tulving, 1974, p.

74). Cues can be internally generated (e.g. one memory can lead onto another), but
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they often take the form of external prompts or stimuli without which we are less
likely to actualise the potential to remember a given event (Tulving, 1983). Donald
(2010) used the term “exogram” to describe external memory information, analogous
to the internal engram, that provides a basis from which we can construct memory.
This, he has suggested, is something that we have cultivated since prehistoric times,

such as the use of painted or carved objects.

Alongside the material context, it is important to consider the social context in which
remembering takes place (Bietti et al., 2014). Theories of social remembering gained
some prominence with Wegner’s (1987) notion of “transactive memory” in which
people were shown to produce different memories when remembering together or
individually. Extending Wegner’s work, Harris et al. (2014) have examined both the
contents and the processes of shared remembering in conversation and showed that,
for some couples, recall was improved by collaboration, while other couples showed
inhibited recall when remembering together. The authors suggested that the
particular style of communication and the strategies couples used were key to the
effectiveness of collaborative remembering. In other words, it was not just who was

involved but how they interacted that shaped the outcomes of remembering.

Sutton and colleagues (2010) considered material elements to be part of the social
context. This perspective reflects an interdisciplinary development that has drawn
from both psychology and philosophy to explain how the activity of remembering is
shared across brain, body, and environment (Clark & Chalmers, 1998; Hutchins,
1995; Sutton, 2009; Sutton et al., 2010). As Singer and Conway (2014) put it, “the
locus of memory is no longer the individual but a socially distributed system” (p.
387). The way that external resources are used within distributed systems has
important implications. For example, Sparrow et al. (2011) tested students’ recall in
relation to whether or not they expected to be able to look up the relevant
information on a computer. Their students tended to remember how to find the
information rather than recalling the information itself, suggesting that they had
efficiently allocated internal resources to make effective use of expected external

resources. Indeed, this finding may relate to those of Henkel (2014), mentioned
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earlier, in that Henkel’s participants’ knowledge that they would be able to refer to
photographs of museum objects might have reduced their motivation to pay attention

to the details of the scene.

According to Donald (2010), there are important differences between internal and
external resources. For example, exograms can be directly shared between people
and across time, thus facilitating the social and temporal distribution of remembering
in ways that would not be possible when relying only on internal memory processes.
However, Donald has been accused of not giving enough attention to how internal
and external resources are differently used (Sutton, 2010). Here, Sutton’s perspective
provides a useful contrast to that of Clark and Chalmers’ (1998) extended mind
hypothesis in which they proposed that an artefact, such as a notebook, could be used
to remember in the same way as biological memory. Sutton (2010) argued that
internal cognitive resources are importantly different from external artefacts, and that
these differences allow them to work together in complementary ways. In contrast to
Donald (2010), Sutton positioned these differences as not fundamental or fixed
properties of being internal or external. Indeed, for Sutton, the distinction between
internal and external was not always clear. For example, external resources can be
internalised such that they contribute to our thinking even when they are not
physically present. Internal thoughts can also be externalised and other people’s
memory narratives can serve as our own exograms (Sutton, 2010). A critical element
of Sutton’s position is that external resources are recruited in ways that complement

what is already present within a distributed system.

Importantly, the presence of external cues or resources is not necessarily sufficient
for remembering. Tulving’s (1983) theory of encoding specificity suggests that the
likelihood of successful remembering is increased if the context of remembering is
similar to that of the experience to be remembered. Highly-familiar environments,
such as homes or offices, become extremely rich components of distributed memory
systems (Singer & Conway, 2014). The ways in which people actively construct
environments to support these patterns of remembering has become an interesting

area of research (e.g. Dahlbéck et al., 2013).
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3.8 Summary and knowledge gap

An important conclusion of this review is that external information should not be
considered “memory.” It is made meaningful through interaction with internal
processes. Equally, while memory may be enabled by different parts of the brain
working together, and while traces of lived experience seem to be stored in the brain,
memory is not something that resides inside our heads. Memory is a situated,
distributed, and emergent system that recruits and integrates internal and external
resources. The primary function of this system is to facilitate present action and
future planning, not to accurately recall the past. We remember not veridically but
subjectively in ways that take into account intervening experiences, current priorities,
and the present situation. Adaptive explanations of forgetting and distortion allow the
possibility that what are generally considered to be memory problems or weaknesses
may be adaptive features, and that there may be varying optimal levels of forgetting
and distortion for different purposes. As Pillemer (1998) wrote, “accuracy is only
one part of a functional explanation of personal event memories, and in some

circumstances it plays a relatively small part” (p. 17).

Autobiographical memory research within psychology has mostly focused on
individual, internal cognitive processes, such as episodic or semantic recall (Tulving,
1972). These concepts are useful in helping us understand some of the underlying
processes of memory and their relationship to identity, goals and decisions, social
functioning, and mental wellbeing. Psychology has also provided valuable insights
into some of the ways that photographs and, to a lesser extent, photographic
behaviour can influence remembering. However, this research has focused on a
narrow understanding of photography (mostly cued recall in laboratory settings) and
a narrow understanding of remembering (linking single instances of recall with
single instances of looking at photographs). By considering remembering as
individual and internal, and by considering photographic practices in isolation rather
than as part of wider, interconnected activity, this body of research has not yet

adequately explained the different ways that people use objects, other people, and the
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environment in remembering. It has not sufficiently examined photography and
remembering from an ecological perspective where activity is situated in complex

physical and social environments.

Chapter 2 showed that photography can be used in many different ways to support
memory. When viewed in relation to the literature cited in this chapter, it becomes
clear that psychological research has not adequately covered the range of behaviours
and situations in which photography and memory interact. There is evidence that
distributed views of memory are gaining traction within psychology, such as Singer
and Conway’s (2014) introduction to a special issue of Memory Studies on
“remembering in context” in which they acknowledge that “memory extends to the
body, the couple, the group, the community, and the larger culture” (p. 391). In the
context of digital technologies, however, these authors positioned distributed
remembering as significantly different and potentially troublesome: “more unsettling
is our awareness that memory is beginning to merge with technology in ways that
leave the boundaries of human and non-human increasingly unclear” (Singer &
Conway, 2014, p. 391). Their choice of the word “beginning” is interesting here. As
Donald (2010), Clark and Chalmers (1998), and others have suggested, we began to
merge with technologies thousands of years ago in the sense that our processes of
thinking have intimately intertwined with our uses of tools. Remembering is often, if
not always, distributed. The obfuscation of boundaries between memory and
technology that appears to be a result of advances in digital technology is not new at
all. Nonetheless, digital technologies open up new possibilities for practice that may
have important implications for remembering and it is important to understand how

and why we take up, or do not take up, these possibilities.

While there has been some recent empirical research into processes of distributed
remembering (e.g. Sutton et al., 2010), there remains a need for closer examination
of how different kinds of external information are used within these processes.
Rather than considering remembering as a unified process in which one sort of
remembering is equivalent to another, we need to take account of different kinds of

remembering and the different situations in which remembering happens. In a recent
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paper, Harris et al. (2015) gave a nod in this direction: “the concept of memory
reconstruction is used in a variety of contexts and may encompass a variety of
different processes in autobiographical memory retrieval” (p. 204). The distinction,
for example, between direct and generative retrieval used by those authors and others
(e.g. Conway & Pleydell-Pearce, 2000) indicates a recognition that there are different
ways to go about remembering something. However, those particular concepts focus
on the effort involved in generating internal cues rather than on the different ways

that external information can be used in constructing memory.

Thinking back to Chapter 2, we have limited understanding of the significance of
different photography practices for memory or of how the combinations of practices
that people engage in over time affect how they remember personal experiences.
There is a need for empirical research into the situated and distributed nature of
memory that considers the complexity of diverse, overlapping, and interdependent
photography practices and that takes into account the contexts in which they are
performed. Further, while distributed cognition has informed recent developments
into contextualised, socially- and materially-distributed remembering, our
understanding of what it is like to remember in distributed ways is very limited. To
address this issue will require a more complex understanding of the experience of
remembering in general. For example, while episodic and semantic memory have
been shown to play important and distinct roles in autobiographical memory, the
different ways in which they combine during remembering are, as yet, poorly

understood.

46



4 Methodology

In this chapter, I set out methodological issues relevant to the overall thesis, covering
considerations that are common to the two empirical studies presented in Chapters 5
and 6, respectively2. I begin by stating the research questions in response to the
shortcomings of the literature described at the end of Chapter 3. I then consider the
epistemological challenges of studying the relationship between photography and
memory. Next, I outline a philosophical position that has both guided and been
changed by the research presented in this thesis, and which is manifested in the
discussion in Chapters 7 and 8 and reflected on in Chapter 9. I move on to discuss
some methodological challenges of studying memory, arriving at an overview of my
own method before describing how I determined who would be the participants in
my research. In the next part of the chapter, I talk about the research setting and

consider the research materials. Finally, I outline my process of data analysis.

Ethical approval for each study was granted by the School of Education Ethics
Committee at my University. However, ethics are not a distinct issue that can be
separated from any part of the design, implementation, or reporting of the research
(Cousin, 2009). They permeate all facets and, as such, I hope that much of what I
describe in this chapter contains a degree of reflexivity pertaining to ethical issues
and considerations of “trustworthiness” (Cousin, 2009). The most important ethical
issues in my research involved consent, anonymity, use of photographs, emotional
risk to participants, the potential to distort participants’ beliefs about memory, the
dynamics between researcher and participant, and the challenges of studying
memory. Rather than presenting a separate section on each of these, I have, where
appropriate, discussed them throughout the chapter. For a full account of these and
other ethical issues of this research, the reader must take into account the detailed
discussions of the methods and limitations in this chapter as well as the reflections
presented in Chapter 9 where I reconsider some important issues after having done

the research. Indeed, many aspects of this chapter represent a beginning to which I

2 The particulars of each study and its methods are given in the two chapters that follow.
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return at the end of the thesis. What is presented here is an account of how I went
about my studies and why I chose to approach them in these ways, but without the
benefit of the lessons learned through conducting the research. Those lessons are
presented in the final chapter as a way of helping the reader make sense of my

findings and conclusions.

4.1 Research questions

At the end of Chapter 3, I argued that there has been limited research into how
different ways of engaging in photography practices influence autobiographical
memory. By characterising memory not as a system that stores and retrieves stable
information but as one that dynamically reconstructs information through activity, I
also set the scene for an exploration that takes into account socially and materially-
situated processes and performances of remembering. Chapter 3 highlighted some
unknowns about how people adapt their photographic practices and remembering
activity to the contexts in which they take place. I have summarised this area of
enquiry through the following, simple-sounding, but actually very complex, research

question:

How do people use photography to remember experience?

This broad question was broken down into the following, more specific questions:

1. What is important in determining how people remember with photography?
2. What roles do photography practices play in remembering?
3. To what extent do features of technology determine how people remember?

4.2 Epistemological issues and this thesis

Memory and knowledge are intimately linked. In this thesis, ideas of reality, truth,
and objectivity are closely examined. In considering different arguments,
counterarguments, and alternative explanations of memory, I have often found

myself questioning my epistemological stance. This may be an important element of

48



studying memory. Some of the work of Michaelian (2011b), for example, that [ have
found useful, has involved presenting different epistemological views of an aspect of
memory (forgetting, distortion, etc.). It is perhaps unsurprising that, in doing this
research, my epistemological position has shifted as my understanding of how we

remember and make sense of the world has changed.

A further point to note is that, while this thesis has been built upon a base of
cognitive psychology research, it departs from that field in drawing on the theory of
distributed cognition. Allowing research to cross traditions may open up new
avenues of thought. Sutton (2010), for example, advocated studying cognition both
“scientifically and culturally at once” (p. 328), claiming that non-scientific
explanations can, particularly in complex situations, be more effective in producing
understanding. However, a risk of crossing disciplines is that different definitions
and methods can be difficult to reconcile (Keightley, 2010). To this end, a careful
explanation of how my results relate to the literature across multiple fields is
required. In Chapters 7 and 8, I have taken care to draw those multiple literatures
together in a way that I hope is respectful to each discipline yet reveals productive

contrasts and overlaps between them.

4.2.1 Memory, photos, and reality

A challenge for this chapter is to present a defined position that allows readers to
judge the extent to which my conceptualisation of memory is consistent with the
different arguments presented. To begin with, my discussions of memory accuracy
have implications for the possible realities against which accuracy can be judged. For
instance, Wells et al. (2014) argued that memory creates an understanding of the
world based on subjective experience:
Memories are not of objective external events—*‘reality”’—rather they are of
our experience of reality. Our experience is the mind’s nonconscious and
conscious construction of reality. Memory details are the product of
constructive and attentional processes active during the actual experience and

also later during their consolidation in long-term memory when they become
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integrated with existing autobiographical memory knowledge structures.

(p. 1259)

This is a perspective in which only subjective experiences of reality can be
remembered. If this is the case, then what we know of the world must be based on
subjective experience rather than objective reality. An implication of this view might
be that, without recording our full, subjective experience, technology cannot
completely remember experience for us. We must interpret what it does record such

that it makes sense in relation to our experience of reality.

At the same time, in considering memory as adaptive and primarily for guiding
future action, I have adopted ideas based on the theory of evolution, which suggests
an underlying, shared reality that governs biological development. Similarly, the
notion of an indexical link between photograph and reality (discussed in Chapter 2)
seems to support this view, where elements of that reality can be captured in a
photograph and recognised by different people, even if their perception of it is not
identical. Consider Barthes’ well-known quote: “I call ‘photographic referent’ not
the optionally real thing to which an image or sign refers but the necessarily real
thing which has been placed before the lens, without which there would be no

photograph” (1981, p. 76).

My understanding of both the theory of evolution and the indexical link must be
reconciled with my portrayal of memory and knowledge as materially and socially
distributed and dynamically constructed. It must also make sense alongside my
assumption, aligned with the comments of Wells et al. (2014), that people do not
have direct access to a shared reality but an understanding of it that is always
meaning-laden and contextual. Ultimately, for me, this comes down to a practical
point: although it is impossible to know whether different people can have an exactly
identical and direct understanding of reality, it is reasonable to say that we often
behave as if we do. As I will go on to discuss later in the thesis, people can see
photographs as unrealistic and subjectively understood and, at the same time, they

can use them as if they were objective holders of truth. It is this latter capacity that
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gives photographs a general sense of reliability that, in many circumstances, seems to
be justified by virtue of not being contradicted. On those occasions in which photos
are seen to be discrepant with other, convincing evidence, their subjectivity rises to

the surface and they can be seen differently.

Thus, while I have taken our understanding of reality to be constructed, I do not
accept that all ways of understanding are equally valid. There is a danger in
assuming that because experience and understanding are influenced by prior
knowledge, we are living in entirely individually constructed realities, that social
activity can only be understood in relation to its specific context, and that
understandings cannot be compared across contexts. For me, our individual realities
are made up mostly of broad social consensus. In the main, we behave as if things
can be objectively known and as if we are all talking about the same things. Only

when there is disagreement does the constructed nature of things become visible.

However, dealing in constructs allows us to question, even after thousands of years
of studying a particular thing, whether that thing really exists as we have conceived
of it. This allows for the possibility that there are better ways to think of it. Memory
is an excellent example of this. As Chapter 3 showed, it has been thought of
differently at different points in history (see also Tulving [1979] for a review). None
of these changes in the way we have thought of memory have shifted any
fundamental, underlying physical reality of memory. Instead, they have simply
allowed us to look at it and understand it in different ways that, hopefully, are slowly
bringing us closer to being able to make useful predictions about how we experience

the world.

For Tulving (1979), the purpose of memory research was to refine theories such that
they better explain what happens when we remember. For him, each new
development constituted a more useful approximation rather than a truth. Though I
believe Tulving to have taken up a different philosophical stance from mine, I share
this belief that the validity of a view relates to the extent to which it is useful and is

convergent with the ways that different people experience the world. To me,
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constructs are not independent and endlessly flexible but are based on social
consensus and empirical evidence. The research presented in the literature review,
much of which is based on measurements of aspects of memory, is useful because it
helps to explain our experiences and observations rather than because it reveals

actual truths about the world.

The philosophical position from which I approached the design and analysis of the
two studies presented here has itself been examined through the production of this
thesis. My stance on how we understand the past and present is implicit within the
discussion of how my participants remembered, and I attempt to draw out elements
of this more explicitly when reflecting on my findings. To go into too much detail
here would involve jumping too far ahead, to argue for my conclusions without the
support of my analysis and synthesis of the data. A further discussion of
epistemological issues, with the benefit of hindsight, having done the studies, can be

found in Chapter 9.

4.3 Studying memory

Although the studies cited in the literature review have been extremely useful in
establishing an understanding of important aspects of memory, there are a number of
important limitations to the way memory has typically been studied in cognitive
psychology. Firstly, what should be remembered has often been chosen by the
researchers, rather than the participants, and there has been a heavy reliance on
remembering word lists, rather than meaningful experiences (Cohen & Conway,
2008; Tulving, 1979). Along with this, there has been insufficient attention paid to
the context and conditions in which remembering has been studied. Single instances
of remembering have frequently been studied in isolation, often with short intervals
between encoding and retrieval. In contrast, several researchers have highlighted the
importance of ecologically valid (situated, complex, naturally-occurring) memory
research (Cohen & Conway, 2008; Neisser, 1978). It can, of course, be argued that

all remembering, including the kind that happens in experimental studies and
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interviews, is ecologically valid as long as the ecology in which it occurs is

appreciated within the analysis, conclusions, and reporting.

Relatively recently, there has been a shift towards studying more complex aspects of
autobiographical memory that relate more closely to our day-to-day activities. At the
same time, a number of tools have been produced to measure phenomenological
characteristics of memory output, including the Autobiographical Memory Interview
(Kopelman et al., 1989), the Autobiographical Memory Questionnaire (Rubin et al.,
2008), and, perhaps most influentially, the Memory Characteristics Questionnaire
(MCQ). Developed by Johnson et al. (1988), the MCQ has been used to investigate
the effects of true or false memories (Laney & Loftus, 2008); emotional valence
(D’Argembeau & van der Linden, 2006); belief of accuracy (Rubin et al., 2003);
reality, virtual reality, and imagined experience (Hoffman et al., 2001); and rape and

other negative life experiences (Boeschen et al., 2001; Koss et al., 1996).

Despite featuring in studies by prominent memory researchers, some scholars
suggest that the validity and reliability of such tools remains unclear.
Phenomenological measures of memory characteristics are problematic because they
cannot be compared between two people without a clear benchmark. Loveday and
Conway (2011), for example, pointed out that an individual’s perception of
“vividness” of recall is not only subjective and changeable but influenced by that
participant’s understanding of what counts as vivid. Further, self-reporting carries an
assumption that the memory is still accessible after it has been remembered. If self-
rating the qualitative aspects of an instance of episodic recall involves asking
participants to re-remember it and concurrently analyse this experience of recall, they
are producing a report that is actually a best guess about the original remembering
experience. As I found when conducting a test of the MCQ), a further issue is that
these tools can, themselves, be powerful aids to remembering and the associations
that are evoked in answering the questions can aid remembering in subsequent

questions, influencing the characteristics that are being measured.
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4.4 Interviews

Tools like the MCQ can help us think about a range of aspects of memory, but the
measurement of memory through such means is problematic. Instead, the interview
was chosen as a way of exploring accounts of the behaviour, experiences,
motivations, and beliefs of the participants in relation to photography and memory. I
have attempted to negotiate memory, not as something that can be extracted and
studied, but as something that is realised in interaction and can be articulated to
others in some form of expression, such as a narrative. I do not see this expression as
the memory itself, but nor do I believe that there is a “memory itself.” Memory is
characterised here as activity, realised through talking, practising, and experiencing.
Further, the troublesome distinction between true and false memory, which might
impact on the perceived reliability of the accounts produced in interview, is
negotiated by taking the position that all memory is false to some extent (Conway &
Loveday, 2015) and that memory may also be understood in terms of coherence with
other beliefs or in terms of “narrative truth” (Neisser, 1981) in which accuracy is not

critical beyond what is required to serve a functional purpose.

In each interview, I asked participants to talk about some of their photographs as
stimuli to memory and conversation. In Study 1, participants provided me with their
full set of photographs from a wedding. In Study 2, participants selected—during the
interview—a range of photographs for discussion. My understanding of how
photographs contribute to remembering is relevant both for my analysis and for my
approach of conducting photo-elicitation interviews. Photo-elicitation is based on
assumptions that this thesis brings into question: that photographs increase the
accuracy of recall and that photographs increase the emotive connection to prior
experience (Harper, 2002). Collier (1957) did a controlled study aimed at examining
such assumptions. He found that using photographs produced accounts that were
much more precise but also more focused on the content of the photographs,
suggesting that the selection of photographs plays a significant role in the outcome of
the interview. It seems that, in Collier’s study, photographs produced more precise
(though not necessarily more accurate) information at the cost of freer association

and certain kinds of intuitive or reflective insights.
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As well as helping participants to remember, photo elicitation is thought to aid
communication between participant and researcher by providing a common frame of
reference to talk about (Cupchik, 2001). This was probably the most important
reason for using photo elicitation in my research. It would have been strange not to
look at the photographs we were talking about and they provided much needed
context for me to make sense of the participants’ accounts. Nevertheless, the
question of whether using photos as prompts produced richer, more accurate, or
somehow more valuable information is very close to the area of enquiry of the thesis
itself, and the same challenges that my participants faced in relation to remembering

with photographs would presumably be present within this research process.

As part of my preparation for interviews, I conducted a pilot with one of my
supervisors. This was useful in highlighting a number of issues that I was likely to
face with my participants. The most important of these related to the nature of
talking about photographs. For example, photographs could distract participants from
the line of enquiry because telling the story of the photograph was easier and,
possibly, more interesting than discussing how the photograph supported the
remembering of that story. The pilot interview also showed that it was important to
impose a clear structure around participants’ selection of photographs because it was
tempting to start talking about particular photos as they browsed during the process
of selection. The risk was that, without careful monitoring, there might be
insufficient time to discuss their choices and reflect on the beliefs, motivations, and
practices relating to these selections. The pilot interview also highlighted practical
issues, such as the challenges of audio recording while moving around different parts

of a participant’s house (relevant for Study 2).

4.4.1 Research materials

I transcribed all interview recordings from Study 1, and used a transcription service
for Study 2. This was a pragmatic decision to save time that could be used instead on

analysis and writing up. While transcription involves paying close attention to the
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data, there is no clear evidence that this produces a better overall sense of the data for
everyone. From my experience, transcription is a stilted, stuttering process of
listening, pausing, and typing unconducive to clear thinking or oversight of what has
been said. My process of listening to recordings without having to type, then pausing
to write down a potentially useful thought, seemed to me to better facilitate
familiarisation and analytical thinking. Ross (2010) argued that the process of
transcription involves important choices that impact on the meaning taken from the
transcripts, and so it is possible that having someone else transcribe might introduce
important differences. In an effort to mitigate this, I checked each transcript against
my own understanding of the interview during the process of familiarisation (see 4.6
Data Analysis). Rather than having two different styles of transcription within the
thesis, I converted the excerpts into a style consistent with Study 1. It might be
argued that what appears in the thesis is not what was analysed. However, the
differences between the styles were very minor (examples of each style can be seen
in Appendix 6). It is also worth considering the value to me, as a novice researcher,
of seeing another style of transcription and understanding the gains and losses of

having someone else do my transcription.

In Study 1, I collected digital copies of participants’ photographs. In Study 2, as part
of my generation of research materials, I took photographs of participants’
photographic media and devices. My earlier epistemological discussion is important
to the extent that it might imply that the authority of photographs would be
privileged above that of interview transcripts in terms both of the past that the
participants described in interview and as indicators of the photography practices that
they have engaged in. This tension, in fact, lies at the heart of this thesis:
photographs as both support and competitor to memory. I return to this issue in
Chapter 9. Here, I will simply acknowledge that as well as using participants’ photos
in the interviews to stimulate discussion, I used them to aid my own memory of the
interviews and to support my analysis. Yet photos were not privileged above
narratives. Following Keightley (2010), I was not concerned with hierarchies of data
types but in how discrepancies and overlaps could inform new insights into

photographic and remembering activity. My observations of the way that participants
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interacted with their photographs were not directly analysed as part of my data,
although participants sometimes described these interactions within their accounts.
However, I acknowledge that my observations of these interactions necessarily had
an influence on the way that I understood the interviews. A clearer account of these
issues might have resulted from making observation a more explicit part of the

research method.

4.4.2 Retrospective accounts

An important limitation of the interviews was that I could not be sure how the data
corresponded to the actual events and behaviours being discussed. As van House
(2006) wrote, “an enduring problem with interviews as a research method is the
potential slip between reality and retrospective accounts” (p. 1464). The position |
came to during the analysis was that [ was examining potentially flawed
retrospective accounts that were produced through actual remembering that took

place in the interviews. This tension is discussed in depth in Chapter 9.

Just as the accounts given in the interviews relied on the memory of my participants,
the analysis of the transcripts relied, to an extent, on my own memory. Along with
photographs, the audio recordings and transcripts acted as references to what
happened in the interviews, yet what I remembered and what I interpreted from them
may be different from what another researcher would. Even if my remembering of
the interviews was not radically different from how other researchers would
remember them, the constructive nature of memory is a consideration that adds to the

subjectivity inherent in the process of analysis.

While the decision to use interviews limited the number of participants and generated
subjective accounts that relied on memory, I felt that the depth of the accounts
produced was necessary to develop a meaningful framework that could explain the
interconnecting functions and contexts of remembering. Indeed, asking participants
to talk about past photographic behaviour was instrumental in uncovering what they

could remember about the practices involved in the construction of and engagement
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with their photograph collections. I was reassured by the fact that semi-structured
interviews have been successfully used to elicit accounts of remembering practices in
a number of studies that have influenced my thinking (Drazin & Frohlich, 2007;
Durrant et al., 2009; Keightley & Pickering, 2014; Petrelli & Whittaker, 2010; Swan
& Taylor, 2008; van House, 2011; Whittaker et al., 2012).

4.4.3 Consent, anonymity, confidentiality, and emotional risk

Every participant completed and signed a consent form (see Appendix 3) allowing
me to interview them, to record and transcribe the interview, and to use anonymised
transcripts in my research and excerpts from them in future publications. Before
taking consent, I explained the aims and context of my research and clarified that

participation was voluntary and that consent could be withdrawn at any time.

Consent to collect the participants’ photographs and to use these to aid analysis was
also asked. The possibility of using photographs in this thesis and in subsequent
publications was raised prior to interviews, but I did not ask for consent at that point
because I did not feel confident that participants could make a decision that took into
account all of the photographs they might show me and all of the uses that I might
put these to. Instead, I explained that they, the participant, owned the copyright for
their photographs, that I would ask for consent each time I wanted to include any of
their images in a publication or presentation, and that my research did not rely on the

inclusion of these photographs.

A further risk was that it might not be feasible to obtain the permission of all people
appearing in the photographs. The risk of publishing images of people without their
consent or knowledge was, therefore, minimised through careful selection of which
photographs to include, as well as the pixelation of faces where appropriate. For
example, images with few people in the background, or in which precise details of
those in the background are difficult to make out, were favoured for inclusion in this
thesis over those in which many incidental people can be seen. Where faces were not

important to understanding an image, they could be blurred using Photoshop. Further
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checks were made with the owners of included photographs prior to publication to
establish any concerns they may have on their own behalf or on the behalf of those
shown in the photographs. This follows the British Sociological Association’s (2006)

Statement of Ethical Practice for visual research.3

In the transcripts, each participant was assigned a pseudonym and these were used in
all references to individual participants. In Study 1, I used initials. In Study 2, I used
false names, thinking that these were easier for the reader to relate to. I considered
renaming those in Study 1 for consistency but I found it useful in Chapters 7 and 8,
where both studies were discussed together, to be able to tell at a glance which study
a participant belonged to. Recordings, transcripts, and photos were encrypted,
password-protected, and stored on the University network. They will be retained
until two years after the final acceptance of my thesis (expected viva date is 2017) to
allow for any relevant outcomes to be published. Therefore, data will be kept until
2019 after which they will be destroyed. Concerns may be raised about anonymity
and confidentiality when using a transcription service as I did for Study 2. Even
though pseudonyms were used in filenames sent to the service, identifiable
information may have been present within what was said. A service was chosen on
the basis of its memorandum of agreement to preserve confidentiality and the quality
of its security. Files were transferred over a 256-bit SSL-encrypted channel and
stored on a secure server. The service automatically deletes audio recordings after a

few weeks and the transcripts on request or after one year, whichever is sooner.

Although it is critical to preserve anonymity of my participants, at times, I found
myself constrained by what I felt able to put into the thesis. My research involved
personal accounts of people’s meaningful experiences and some issues of a
potentially sensitive nature arose. For example, there were mentions of unhappy or

ended relationships, negative experiences and emotions, traumatic events or life

3 As it turned out, at the time of writing the thesis I did not feel able to include pictures of
people at the wedding in Study 1, despite gaining consent, because I felt that—even with
pixelation—they might deanonymise the event and, therefore, all of the participants and
those they spoke about. However, a compromise had to be made as it was impossible to
remove the images from the published paper which is included at the end of the thesis.
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periods, etc. To protect the identities of my participants, I had to omit contextual
details that might have helped readers to interpret my results and decide what

conclusions could be generalised or transferred to other contexts.

The potential to discuss important life events brought with it other risks for the
participants. In both studies, participants were warned that they could experience
minor discomfort when discussing aspects of their past or in sharing personal
photographs. They were not obliged to talk about painful or traumatic experiences, as
these were not necessary to the development of a framework. I expected that those
people who did not wish to discuss personal issues would not volunteer to participate
in the study or would not select sensitive photographs for discussion. It was made
clear that, should a participant become distressed during an interview, we would take
a break before deciding whether or not to continue. At such a point, a reminder could
be given that participants were free to withdraw themselves, their photos, and their
interview recordings and transcripts at any time. Despite all of this, the risk that
sensitive, personal experiences might arise unexpectedly in the interview

conversations remained and this is discussed in more detail in Chapter 9.

4.5 Population and sampling

In Study 1, I interviewed six people about their practices around a shared event: a
wedding. In Study 2, I interviewed 15 university staff about their practices in general

and how these have developed over time.

Photography and memory are relevant to many populations. While photography was
initially restricted to the elite and the rich (Jeffrey, 1981), technological evolution has
brought with it a reduction in expense and a widening of access, almost to the point
of ubiquity in some countries. For my purposes of exploring how different ways of
engaging in photography might influence memory, any population with a reasonably
diverse range of practices could make an appropriate place to begin. That is not to
assume that everyone photographs and remembers in the same way, nor does it mean

that the choice of population is unimportant (Polit & Beck, 2010). For example,
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different groups are likely to differ in terms of access to technology, photographic
literacy, cultural norms and taboos, etc. Yet there is no clear reason to think that the
practices of one population will be more or less important than those of another in

relation to establishing the roles that they play in remembering.

I could have chosen to explore the practices of children, teenagers, young adults,
older adults, or parents. Ultimately, my choice was guided by practicality. The first
study came about because I was able to gain the cooperation of a key participant who
could arrange access to guests at their wedding. For the second study, I drew from a
similar population, reasoning that this would make it easier to reconcile the results of
the two studies and that sampling from existing networks would make recruitment
easier. Since four of the six participants from Study 1 were professionally affiliated
with a university, I chose to recruit from a population of university staff. More detail

on these samples is given within the description of each study in Chapters 5 and 6.

Despite sharing aspects of socio-economic status and education, university staff are
diverse in characteristics of cultural background, health, engagement with
technology, etc. The age range of my participants (25-60) meant that all participants
had experience of both pre-digital and digital photography, allowing insights into
significant perceived differences between these categories. However, a criticism of
this choice of both population and sample might be that it favoured convenience over
a theoretical basis. This was mitigated to an extent for Study 2 by the fact that, while
they might be considered a convenience sample of a wider population of interest,
there were over 12,000 staff at the university in question at the time of writing.
Although they did not all have equal chance of being recruited, the size of the pool of
potential respondents meant that I was able to adopt a purposive sampling approach
within this wider group. Qualitative studies often use a combination of sampling
approaches to allow the researcher to be responsive, rather than prescriptive, in

seeking the most productive approach (Marshall, 1996).

In Study 1, I interviewed the first six people who volunteered. In part, this was

because [ was unsure of my approach and wanted to begin by exploring whether this
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event and these interviews would produce data that seemed useful. I also felt that
those six represented a useful set of participants, including the bridal couple, the Best
Woman, the professional photographer, and two guests. In Study 2, I recruited with
the aim of creating a broad range of perspectives, or “maximum variation sample”
(Marshall, 1996). After an essentially arbitrary initial sampling (I recruited via a
message to a journal club that had nothing to do with photography), I began to
purposively recruit participants who seemed likely to elucidate my emerging
theoretical framework both by complementing it and by producing counterarguments
to it (Marshall, 1996). This included people who felt they had unusual profiles in
relation to photography4 (deviant sample) and people who engaged in specific
practices (critical case sample), such as constructing physical albums. Using a varied
sample, in terms of engagement with photographic practices, provided a breadth of

ideas for developing the theoretical framework.

An important trade-off in conducting interviews is that, due to the time required for
transcribing and analysing rich interview data, it is not practical to include a large
sample. Rather than reaching theoretical saturation (Morse et al., 2008), I stopped at
the point where more data would have made it too onerous to analyse the complexity
across my interviews to a satisfactory level. Regardless, to me, theoretical saturation
is a troublesome concept because, rather than indicating that all important ideas have
been found, it might suggest that the researcher has run out of ideas or energy.
Equally, while there may be no new codes worth applying, there may still be
important ideas to understand about the codes that have already been applied
(Hennink et al., 2016). For the purposes of my research, I believe that the diversity of
views and experiences of my participants was sufficient. In combining the sampling
processes discussed above, I was able to build a theoretically-informed sample
(Barbour, 2001) which I hoped would increase transferability to other contexts (Polit
& Beck, 2010). The extent to which this is the case is discussed in Chapter 9.

4 An issue with this is that it may actually be common to feel unusual.
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4.5.1 My position in relation to participants

Alongside convenience, recruiting through my own university networks for Study 2
simplified the establishment of trust and rapport (McConnell-Henry et al., 2010).
This is essential for effective interviews (Cousin, 2009) and may be even more
important when discussing personal memory. However, in such situations,
clarification around the role of the researcher is critical (McConnell-Henry et al.,
2009). I made clear my position within the university and reassured participants that
the selection of photographs and stories they told in the interview would be left up to
them and that these should relate to their personal, rather than professional, life.
Although they may, within these parameters, have chosen to talk about issues
relating to their work, I did not anticipate any need to talk about issues to do with

their professional capacity that they might find uncomfortable or compromising.

In general, I avoided interviewing colleagues with whom I have any direct working
relationship, hoping to reduce the likelihood of power relationships with my
participants or political motivations (McConnell-Henry et al., 2009). I did, however,
allow one exception. In the wedding study, a key participant (referred to in this thesis
as JI) was well known to me and was acquainted with my research. She had been
party to a number of early discussions in relation to this thesis and her
preconceptions may have influenced both her own responses during interview and
the selection of wedding guests she recommended for interview. This familiarity
allowed me to discuss with her the research design and the sensitivities, ethics, and
logistics of carrying out a study of her wedding. It also helped me, I believe, to build
a rapport with the participants more easily than if I had been a complete stranger.
Thus, while interviewing someone I already knew well risked increasing my
influence on the data, I believe that this risk was outweighed by the overall benefit to

my research of securing the wedding as an event for exploration.
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4.6 Data analysis

4.6.1 Framework analysis

Developed by the National Centre for Social Research, framework analysis is a
systematic variant of thematic analysis that focuses on making the analytic process
clear so that readers can follow how the reported results were produced from the data
(Gale et al., 2013), including how the full set, rather than a selection, of data was
dealt with. Both a priori and emergent themes can be included, which allows an
initial framework to be validated in terms of “fit” with real world cases through
application to the data. This method allows for both within and between case
comparisons, meaning that [ was able to observe and compare different behaviours
by the same person in different contexts, as well as by different people under similar
contexts. Since I had derived categories of photographic practices and some
conceptions of influencing, contextual factors from the literature, framework analysis

seemed like a systematic way to test and develop my ideas against the data.

According to Lacey and Luff (2007), framework analysis consists of the following
five steps: familiarisation with the data; identifying an initial thematic framework;
indexing (coding data by identifying transcript sections that corresponded to the
themes in the framework); charting (evidencing themes by placing coded excerpts
alongside them, allowing a thematic view across interviews); and mapping and
interpretation (visualising themes through diagrams, searching for patterns, and
generating theory. Rather than following these in a linear fashion (e.g. by generating
data before starting the analysis), data generation and analysis were performed
concurrently and the initial framework was revised as new data revealed gaps and

redundancies. See Appendix 7 for snapshots of each of the five steps.

Immediately after each interview, I noted down ideas about what the participant had
said and done. This informed my understanding of how the different excerpts of a
particular interview related to each other and helped to guard against drawing
conclusions about a person’s general attitude or behaviour from single excerpts

viewed out context. This process also informed productive lines of questioning for
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the next interview. As such, it did not make sense to familiarise myself with all data
before producing an initial framework. Instead, for each study, I developed an initial
thematic framework from existing ideas and from the literature before engaging in
familiarisation. I drew these frameworks up in Microsoft Word and they formed the
basis for coding the transcripts. These initial frameworks, as well as an example of

post-interview notes about each participant, can be seen in Appendix 7.

For Study 1, I began the process of familiarisation with each interview by
transcribing. For Study 2, I employed a transcription service and familiarisation
began by reading through the transcripts, only listening to the recording to check or
correct sections that seemed to warrant it. After this initial difference, the process of
familiarisation was consistent across interviews in both studies. I familiarised myself
further with each interview by reading through the transcript while listening to the
recording. As I did this, I looked through the relevant photographs to reinforce
associations between the sounds and images of the interview experience. I hoped that
this approach would help me to remember some of the experiential aspects of the
interview when I was later dealing with the text of the transcripts. I did not code the
transcript at this stage but wrote general memos in Microsoft Word (see Appendix 7

for an example of familiarisation memos).

Once I had familiarised myself with a transcript, I began indexing, in Dedoose
according to the framework. Dedoose is an alternative to the more prominent Nvivo
qualitative analysis software. It allows a flexible view of the codes that have been
applied and makes it relatively simple to modify those codes. It also makes it easy to
see what codes have been applied to particular excerpts and what excerpts have been
associated with particular codes (see Appendix 7). I started out being overly
inclusive in the codes I would apply. It was easier to go back and remove and merge
codes than to add new ones, although this was unavoidable to some extent as it was
possible to forget about potentially relevant codes as my mind focused on particular
aspects of the framework at particular times to the neglect of others. An alternative

approach might have been to code each transcript according to a particular subset of
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codes and to then go back and code according to the next subset, but such an

approach might limit the application of ideas that sat outside of those subsets.

In each study, the evolving framework was used to listen for particular behaviours,
influencing factors, motivations, etc. It was a way of organising but not necessarily
interpreting the data (Parkinson et al., 2016). Keeping an open mind and not forcing
data to fit existing categories was important for producing an analysis that might
inform research into other contexts (Cousin, 2009). At different intervals, I would
chart particular codes to see whether interesting patterns could be identified. I
normally did this after reaching the end of a transcript during the indexing process
and this gave me the opportunity to review the coding framework. I also checked the
co-occurrence of codes to look for relationships and redundancies (where one code
was adequately covered by another). In such cases, I checked to see whether this
relationship seemed to exist across participants or mostly within one, and whether
the distinction should be preserved or the difference in that particular participant’s

account might prove to be informative in some way.

Charting was done mostly in Dedoose, but twice per study I exported all excerpts,
organised by code, into a Microsoft Word document. This allowed me to review the
extent to which my coding had been consistently applied across interviews and
whether I should add or remove any categories. I added memos in the form of
comments to the text. By changing applications, [ was able to view my coding from a
somewhat different perspective, albeit one constrained by the features of Word rather
than Dedoose. During each of these reviews, a number of new codes emerged.
Through this iterative process of analysis and review, the codes of the framework
continued to be refined until all transcripts had been analysed. Appendix 7 provides a

snapshot of these different analytic processes.

4.6.2 Mapping, interpreting, and writing: from analysis to reporting

Framework analysis is based on the premise that its process makes it easier for

readers to follow what the researcher has done and how conclusions have been
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reached. However, a risk of framework analysis that I felt during Study 1 was that it
can lead the researcher to try to force every aspect of the data into categories. I felt
that it was useful to consider the data in relation to the established categories (e.g. by
asking to what extent a particular excerpt fits with these categories and why) but not
to categorise everything. As Cousin (2009) warned, exceptions are an important part
of generating theory, including particular instances in which a participant or

circumstance resists categorisation.

Further, I found that after I had completed the first four stages of framework
analysis, the final stage—mapping and interpretation—was not clearly bounded or
transparent and my ideas continued to develop throughout the process of writing the
thesis. Ultimately, the “systematic and visible stages to the analysis process” (Lacey
& Luff, 2007, p. 13) promised by framework analysis were, for me, insufficient.
While framework analysis helped me to organise and support the way I understood

my data, I felt that it also limited the depth of this understanding.

In writing about the results, I came to understand the gaps and weaknesses in my
analysis and took steps to address them. The same was true for Chapters 7 and 8 as I
returned to the literature to contextualise what I had found. This, for me, was not a
flaw in my approach but an essential part of my process of sense-making. Writing
allowed me to reach further in my thinking, building on the systematic but heavily
constrained process of framework analysis to construct a richer and more meaningful
synthesis. | have included the final frameworks in Chapters 5 (Study 1) and 6 (Study
2) in the interests of transparency, but I must acknowledge that the presentation of
the results diverges from these by virtue of the structure of the chapter and the links
between ideas that emerged during my writing process. By having an imagined
audience, writing helped me focus not on what was prominent within my data but
what was most important, interesting, and relevant to my research question. The
implications of this for the research are explored further in Chapter 9 where I also
consider the limitations of my analysis and the particular challenges of coding

excerpts in relation to my frameworks.
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5 Study 1. A complicated marriage: memory and
photography of a wedding

5.1 Methods

5.1.1 Aims

The first study was designed to understand more about how people approach the
photographing of events they wish to remember. In Chapter 3, I identified a need for
empirical research into the diverse ways in which people engage with photography
practices and their connection to autobiographical remembering. As such, I wanted
to explore photographic behaviour and remembering that took place in a setting with
limited influence from my research framework and where participants were not
aware that they would be asked about the experience later. The best way to achieve
this seemed to be to ask people about something that had already taken place, where
photographs had been taken and then shared with others. By interviewing people
who attended the same event, I could understand how different people’s practices
related to each other and how different aspects of the event led to different practices

of photography and remembering for different people.

This study relates to the overall research question by first establishing the different
kinds of practices of photography relating to an event, then investigating the role of
these practices in remembering experience (research question 2). The study begins to
address the first and third research questions by considering how different functions
of technology are appropriated and the extent to which practices are influenced by

the context in which they are performed.

5.1.2 Setting and participants

A civil partnership wedding, held in late 2010 in the United Kingdom (UK), was
chosen as an event to explore the relationship between photographic behaviour and
remembering. The wedding was a self-contained event where all participants were

involved in a common set of episodes (ceremony, speeches, dinner, dancing, etc.),
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allowing me to explore the diversity of when, how, and why people took

photographs within a similar setting.

Eighty guests attended the wedding ceremony and another 20 evening guests
attended only the reception. Eighteen months later (early 2012), six participants
provided their collections of photographs of the wedding and, using these as a
stimulus, were asked about how they came to have these photographs, what they had
done with them, and what it had been like to engage with them through various
technologies. Participants included the bridal couple (JI and AE, both women), the
official photographer (KA, known to the bridal couple but paid to take high-quality
photos of the occasion), a couple who attended as guests (YS and IO, who was the
“Best Woman”), and another guest (PJ) who was not part of a couple. This sample
was chosen for convenience and, although it provided a variety of perspectives
within the wedding, it was a homogenous group in terms of gender (all female), age
(30-45 years old), and socio-economic status (well-educated, professional). Table 1

provides characteristics of each participant.

Table 1: Characteristics of participants at time of interview (Study 1)
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JI | IT Europe | Couple | Bride No | Home
AE | Researcher UK Couple | Bride No | Home
10 | Lecturer UK Couple | Best Woman No | Office
YS | Health professional | UK Couple | Guest (with IO) | No | Office
PJ | Lecturer UK Single | Guest No | Office
KA | Photographer UK Single | Professional No | Office

photographer
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5.1.3 Interviews

Interviews lasted between 30-60 minutes, depending on the flow of the conversation.
Semi-structured interview scripts evolved during the study as it became apparent
what sort of questions generated the most productive responses. Example questions
can be found in Appendix 4. One interview was shared between two participants (10
and YS) for their convenience. This turned out to be important because, while all
interviews involved social exchange between participant and researcher, the shared
interview demonstrated remembering as a social exchange between participants.

Implications of this shared interview are presented in Chapter 9.

Each participant also gave me their full set of digital photographs from the wedding,
consisting of both photographs they had taken themselves and those given to them by
others. Counting duplicates, I collected a total of more than 4,000 photographs across
all participants. This included 2200 from the professional photographer (participant
KA) as well as those collected from other, non-participant guests. Only three of the
participants (KA, YS, and PJ) had taken photographs during the wedding.

Participants were given the choice of location for interview, provided it was a quiet
space and we could access their photographs. Four participants (PJ, IO and YS, KA)
were interviewed in my office. JI and AE were interviewed separately within their
home. The main difference between the office and the home setting was that the
home seemed to have a more relaxed and familiar atmosphere for the participants.
The office setting involved each participant (or, in the case of the shared interview,
both participants) sitting beside me in front of a large-screen (27 inch) iMac
computer. In each interview, we looked at a large number of photographs. I had pre-
loaded the photos they supplied into iPhoto. In the case of the home interviews with
JI and AE, we used their shared Mac laptop with their own version of iPhoto.
Participants selected which photographs we looked at in more depth. On their own
laptop, JI and AE each operated the computer themselves. On my iMac, each
participant decided whether they would operate iPhoto or simply point out how they
wanted me to navigate. In all cases, this turned out to be a shared process where

sometimes I would have the controls and, at other times, participants would have the
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controls. In the case of the shared interview, IO did not operate the computer but

made suggestions about which photos to look at.

Participants were asked about how they had come to have these particular
photographs in their collection and what they had done with them. A particular
emphasis was placed on how photographic practices contributed to their
remembering, and this was understood both in terms of the reflections of the

participants and via the construction of memory narratives during interview.

5.2 Results

The analysis generated a framework (Table 2) of photography practices, motivations
behind these, the contextual factors that influenced them, and the ways that

photography supported the construction of memory narratives during the interviews.

5.2.1 Practices

In discussing photographic behaviour with participants, it was clear that photography
concerned more than just the taking of photographs. There were many other, relevant
photography practices, including putting photographs into physical or digital
collections, editing, deleting, annotating, viewing and sharing. Photographic
behaviour was mapped to four categories of practice derived from the literature:
capturing, organising, sharing and viewing. These categories were generated at the
start of the analysis and changed very little,s although my understanding of them and

how they related to remembering evolved significantly.

s “Viewing” was originally called reviewing, but I felt this sounded more effortful and
attentive than was necessarily the case.
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Table 2: Study 1 final framework

Practices Interaction with photographs

Capturing Taking photos

Organising Sorting, copying, deleting, editing, annotating
Sharing Showing or distributing photos, talking about photos
Viewing Looking at photos

Motivations Purpose of interaction

Memorial To remember the past

Communicative To communicate about the present

Creative To contribute to a project or express creativity

Contextual factors

Barriers and drivers to behaviour

Technological Design and functionality of media, software, and
hardware

Cultural Conventions, social pressures, formality, privacy

Economic Time, money, storage capacity

Environmental Lighting, movement, obstacles

Idiosyncratic Competence, reluctance, loss aversion

Cueing Processes

Ways that photography informed memory narratives

Recognition

Recognising as familiar, people, settings and objects
within a photograph

Cued recall

Episodic or semantic recall prompted by photographic
stimulus

Remembering photography
practice

Producing memory of photographic behaviour

Inference Deducing narrative details from information in or
relating to photo
Revelation Learning new details from photo
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Capturing

Only three of the six participants (KA, YS, and PJ) had taken photographs at the
wedding. For those three, capturing was the practice they spoke about most and this
seemed to reflect the large number of photos taken. A common goal of photography
at the wedding was to capture intangible and ephemeral aspects, such as “moments”
or “the essence” of the event. This was generally expressed in terms of preserving,
within a photograph, subjective qualities that conveyed meaning beyond the activity
portrayed. There were a variety of strategies in the service of this goal. For KA and
YS, for example, this involved taking photographs of natural action rather than posed

or staged scenes:

KA: I don’t like posed photographs because | don’t think it captures the
essence of what’s going on.

YS: Very often the shots where people aren’t looking at you tend to have a
quite a good outcome because it’s not such a staged photograph. It’s
more of a— you’re catching a moment in time.

Though capturing an essence or a moment was generally expressed as a desirable
outcome, there were times when captured moments provoked a negative reaction. It

seemed that some moments should not be preserved within the photographic record:

JI: You know you get that moment where she would, like, capture something
where, ‘Oh god, that is my mum stressed’, or something like that.

Within the wedding, some things seemed more likely to be included in the
photographic record than others. To an extent, this could be attributed to how
conducive situations were to being photographed. For example, it was difficult to
produce good photos that involved moving people or low lighting. There were also
times when photography was socially appropriate (e.g. the speeches) or inappropriate
(e.g. JI did not want pictures taken during the meal). There were also times when
technology did not work as expected. YS had been unable to take what she
considered to be a good photograph of the signing of the register. Despite being

disappointed, neither she nor IO considered collecting photos of this important
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moment from other guests. They claimed that this was not necessary because they

could remember the experience:

YS: There was a bit of a bombing out of the camera for the signing of the
register which is a bit of a shame — 1I’m slightly disappointed because |
wish I had them. But | wouldn’t seek to complete the library by going out
to get some.

10: Yeah, and | just wouldn’t think of it. I’d just look at the ones we had and
think, *‘Oh, we didn’t get a good one of them signing the register.’

It was notable, however, that difficulties did not always lead to fewer photographs.

Indeed, they may sometimes have resulted in more:

YS: The camera settings don’t ever seem to work as well indoors as outdoors,
which is why sometimes there are so many, cos you try and catch the one
that isn’t slightly blurred.

In general, the capturing of important aspects of the wedding seemed to be achieved
not through an intentional and systematic approach but through taking a large
number of photographs and then recognising important moments after the fact.
Similarly, producing aesthetically-pleasing images seemed, for the three participants

who took photographs, to be approached by prolific photo-taking:

PJ: There’s an awful lot in here but I think that’s the nature of this type of
photography — you assume most of it’s going to be rubbish or not mean
much to anybody, but there might be just a few pictures that end up being
important.

IO also spoke of the difficulty of judging what would be important later, indicating
that the quest to produce salient images could be approached via unselective and

undiscriminating photo-taking:

10: The situation where 1’d take 500 photos is where I’m anxious about
missing ‘the good photo.” So you take 500 photos to compensate for that.
Whereas if you’re confident that you know that you’re capturing
moments you only need five photos. But who knows what turns out to be
the photo you look back at and go, ‘Oh, yeah, that was the key.’
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In fact, 10 did not take any photographs, nor did the other two participants with key
roles in the wedding: JI and AE. All three claimed not to habitually take photographs
but, perhaps more importantly, they were too busy during the wedding. Their central

roles also meant that they were highly visible and extensively photographed.

Photography seemed to be thought of, at least by JI and AE, as external to the
experience of the wedding. Part of the role of photographers at this event was to be
unobtrusive or, if possible, invisible. For JI, on her wedding day, the risk was that
photography would intrude on the experience of those being photographed. She
expressed the tension between capturing aspects of the day and allowing herself and
her family to experience the wedding without intrusion. She had specifically asked

KA - the professional photographer - to be as inconspicuous as possible:

JI: All [KA] needed to do for me was not be seen all day and she did that
beautifully. I promised my family the photos for the family would take
minutes. | don’t know if there is a timeline at the back end of any photos,
but if there was, you would see there is about seven minutes. That was it.
They put their drinks down on a wall. Photos. Back up. That is the
photographer | wanted. That is what | got.

KA had tried not to be photographed at the wedding. Her own desire, and that of JI,
that she be invisible during the event, extended to being absent from the
photographic record, suggesting that she was not considered a legitimate part of the

wedding. PJ, who did have a photograph showing KA, explained further:

PJ: So this one does capture the official ‘match photographer’, KA, in the
background there. She’s great about getting into little corners and taking
really interesting photographs of people, but she’s not often
photographed herself — which is exactly what you want someone to be
— capturing everything but unobtrusive.

KA was mindful of photography’s potential to be intrusive. She had photographed
what felt like a private moment between two guests yet rationalised that the physical
distance between the camera and its subjects reduced the intrusion. This suggests that

she felt that it was not the taking or subsequent sharing of the photograph that was
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the more problematic aspect, but the potential disruption of the lived experience; of

the moment being photographed:

KA: | felt a little like 1 was intruding, | have to say, but I took it anyway — |
felt that | was far enough away that |1 wasn’t going to be intrusive.

In the following excerpt, PJ described AE and JI smiling and posing for the cameras
in front of them while betraying a different attitude to those who could see them
from another angle, demonstrating the sense of performance that was sometimes

brought about by the taking of photographs:

PJ: You could see there was a lot of private chat going on between them as
well. It’s interesting because the front of their bodies were doing the
smiling and the public face but there was quite a lot of — yeah, they were
sort of holding hands and things and stuff that was actually more visible
from the back, little intimate things that were more visible from the back
than the front. So sometimes the back of people can be as interesting as
the front of people.

Photography could also disrupt the experience of those doing the capturing. For
example, AE felt that acting as photographer could distract her from feeling part of

the moment:

AE: I gave up ages ago taking lots of photos cos I get distracted from being
present at the event by the fact of taking and framing photos.

KA’s role, and to some extent the role of photography in general, was to capture
moments without becoming part of them. However, the appearance of KA in PJ’s
photograph collection and the ability of participants to recall the circumstances of
taking photographs provide clear evidence that photographers and photography were

part of the event rather than passive, external recorders of it.

Organising

The extent to which participants had organised photographs of the wedding in ways

that facilitated future sharing or viewing was limited. There had been some attempts
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at integration into larger photographic archives and some selection of images for
later use. Organisation, rather than capturing, seemed to be where selectivity was
exercised. Photos were chosen for display, to put into thank you cards, or for use in
creative projects. Looking through photographs or organising them almost always
occurred in response to a social trigger. For example, the deadline of a party helped

JI and AE organise their photos into a slideshow:

JI: Just after the wedding, we uploaded everything onto this laptop and
brought [it] on honeymoon. We wanted to show those that didn’t attend
at a party in Ireland a week later. So there was a deadline on us.

While most participants spoke of having had intentions to sort, annotate, or delete
photos, these practices had rarely been carried out. Such practices seemed to require

social pressure, without which, intentions were not realised:

PJ: At some point, | probably should just delete [my ‘rubbish’ photos], but,
you know...

Figure 3: A ‘rubbish’ photo.
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There were times when particular aspects of organising were simply not considered
to be worthwhile, as summed up by YS in relation to the annotation of photographs:
“Oh no, life’s a bit short for that.” In many cases, the investment of time and effort

required was too much, even for JI and AE:

AE: KA did offer to make us up a book, but we were like, “No, it’d be nice to
do it ourselves, make sure we’ve got all the people included.” Have we
done it ourselves? No, we haven’t. Hopefully we will get to do it at some
point.

AE had felt that she and JI should construct a wedding album themselves, rather than
have it done for them. This stemmed from a desire to feel a sense of ownership of the
resulting album, as well as a desire to configure it to what AE felt was important in
terms of her understanding of the event and the guests. Participants generally seemed
to aspire to organising their collections but rarely engaged in such practices due to
constraints of the time and effort required, particularly in light of the large numbers

of photographs that had been taken.

Sharing

Another important aspect of photography was showing or distributing photos to
others. Like organising, sharing tended to be reported as taking place in response to a
social trigger. Sometimes, photographs were shared to provide access or to
contribute to a larger collection, with very little attention paid to viewing. For
example, the day after the wedding, a number of guests visited JI and AE and copied
their digital photographs onto JI’s laptop without looking at the images. Most
significant instances of sharing, however, were directed at facilitating the viewing of
photos by others. AE described a significant form of coordinated sharing that took
place at the party after the wedding:

AE: The week after the wedding we [had a] family event because the kids
hadn’t been at our wedding and at that event we put, like, the first cut of
[KA]’s photos — just all of them without having sorted them at all — on
the projector and just projected them, which was really great fun actually
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... we got all sorts of random stories from different people ... Different
pictures tweaked different memories for people.

For AE, sharing in this format was very engaging because it led to storytelling.
Further, this sharing of photos and stories allowed people who had not been at the
wedding to form an externally-sourced memory of it. In contrast to the rich social
interaction that occurred around the slideshow, when JI uploaded images to the photo
sharing website Flickr (www.flickr.com), no subsequent communication was

apparent and JI had little interest in whether people had looked:

JI: I don’t really know from that who actually went online ... I actually
never looked at views on my set, | didn’t care, really, who viewed what.

Flickr was simply a channel for providing access to shared photos after the wedding.
A more selective and potentially significant form of remote sharing involved the
inclusion of physical photos (along with a link to the Flickr collection) in thank you

cards sent out to the wedding guests:

JI: In the thank you cards everyone got photos printed — a photo, two
photos, three photos — not like — “‘Here’s 25 photos’ ... cos in every
thank you card there was a sticky that just said ‘the photos are online at
this URL.”

Through sharing practices, different participants ended up with copies of the same
photographs. Some of these seemed to gain exaggerated prominence, presumably
through the conversations that emerged. For example, a particular photograph taken
after the onset of rain had caused the ceremony to be moved inside, showed the
bridal couple walking in as the sun reappeared and shone down through a skylight.
This photograph was emphasised in the accounts of different participants and had
taken on pronounced significance for JI and AE because of the moment that it had

“captured” and its unlikely source:

JI: It is the one shot that the sun is just coming in via the light. And she took
like no other photos that are worth really keeping — But this photo
makes me smile because it is, like, the person that took this photo and
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just, like, the chance that this is a photo that we really like. It wasn’t
front of thank you card stuff, but it is a beautiful photo of us ... She had
to get her settings fixed later and everything. But it makes me smile.

AE: Almost all of her photos were blurry and totally unviewable, but ... this
one she got as we walked in to the ceremony ... And at that point we
walked into the room, the sun came down into the skylight and I just
looked up and was like, ‘Oh, Sod’s law’, you know. We just got that half
hour of rain and that was the only half hour of rain for the whole day. So
that one. I really like that.

In fact, the person who had provided this photograph had also taken others that had
been flagged by JI and AE for inclusion in the slideshow. Yet, the accounts of
different participants converged around this photograph, suggesting that the story of
the photograph had been established through discussion. This story also highlighted
that the circumstances around the taking of the photograph had become part of the

greater narrative of the wedding.

Viewing

Viewing photographs of the wedding did not seem to occur for its own sake but as
part of another practice. For example, organising photographs often involved
reviewing them at the same time, such as KA’s practice of deleting “rubbish”

photographs after the wedding or AE’s sorting of thank you card photographs:

AE: I suppose that’s the last time I looked at the photos ... when we were
getting them together to put them in the thank you cards.

Viewing also took place as part of sharing practices. The slideshow was a clear
example of this, where co-located viewing and talking were central to the motivation

around sharing.

Since participants were showing me their photographs, the research interviews
themselves were largely made up of practices of viewing and sharing. This viewing
involved different ways of appreciating photographs. Some participants claimed to

like particular pictures because they were well-composed or attractive, or because
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they represented people in a favourable aspect. To a large extent, this seemed to be a
matter of personal preference. For example, YS showed a very different appreciation

of the aesthetic and technical quality of a set of images from 10:

10: These are all very similar to me — just photos of people.

YS: Yeah, some of them look better though. Like that one is blurred and a bit
rubbish, technically, but that one is quite good because it’s nice and
clear. The focus of the picture is right in the centre.

Although the previous example shows that technical issues, such as composition or
exposure, played a role in how images were valued, aesthetics were not the only
consideration of quality. JI commented on how an aesthetically-pleasing photograph
taken by the professional photographer (KA) was less valuable and meaningful due

to her lack of contextual knowledge:

JI: It is a gorgeous photo of them. But beside them on either side are the
actual couple’s partners. And KA is not to know who is partners.

On the other hand, some photos that were technically poor were valued because of

their perceived capturing of some ephemeral or intangible quality:

PJ: I quite like that because it kind of captures a little bit of her personality
as well, whereas someone just looking and smiling doesn’t, you know. So
I quite like, even though they’re not perfect but there’s a little bit of
character, a little bit of personality in them as well, and a bit of
movement. Which means they’re a little bit blurry [laughs] as well
because people obviously were moving around rather than standing
posing.

In some cases, the large number of photographs produced at the wedding devalued
images both individually and collectively. A saturation effect, evident in the
following excerpts, clearly reduced engagement with photographs and with the

practices of viewing and organising them:

AE: It’s not hugely important to me to see lots and lots of photos — |
probably got a bit photoed-out.

82



JI: I got bored. | mean it’s thousands — you get to a point where you are
like ok, that is enough for now, they are much the same now. At this stage
those five look very alike.

10: When we were looking through them, it was like, “Skip, skip, skip skip
skip, these are all the same boring crap.’ It annoys me slightly.

It is striking to note that the first two are statements by the bridal couple and the third
is from the Best Woman. Despite being intimately involved in this experience, these
people became disengaged with what would normally be considered to be highly-
relevant and personally meaningful photographs of an important life event. Such
statements also show that, while it was sometimes the case that participants paid
careful attention to the details of photographs, viewing was often not done with a

systematic, critical, or reflective eye.

5.2.2 Motivations

Based on categories of motivations of photography derived from the literature, the
purposes of photographic practices around the wedding were categorised as
memorial (aiding future remembering), communicative (sharing information in the
present), or creative (as enjoyment or contributing to a project). Another category,
investigative (to aid understanding through using photographic content as evidence),
was abandoned because, although photos were used in this way, this seemed rarely,
if ever, to be the purpose for which a photograph was taken or looked at. Instead,
“inference” and “revelation”, discussed under “cueing processes” below, suggest
how this capacity of photography informed the construction of memory narratives,

whether this was the intention of the participant or not.

Memorial

The primary intention of capturing images at the wedding was memorial: the
preservation of potentially important moments for the future remembering of the

bridal couple. As well as being prompts for conversation and recall, photographs
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generated evidence of the events that had happened and of the fact that the
photographer or the people in the photograph had participated in them. PJ aimed to
produce photographs that would help others (JI, AE, and their families) to remember:

PJ: You’re mainly collecting photographs for the people to whom it means
the most — which is for JI and AE and their immediate families.

This was often done through an ad-hoc, documentary approach, with a number of

people talking about taking photographs “just in case”:

PJ: You never know when you might have captured that person that they
don’t have any other photographs of from the day.

Communicative

While memorial photos might be taken with a view to showing other people in the
future, it was the desire to show something to someone in the present that
distinguished communicative from memorial photography. In other words,
communicative photos were not concerned with memory but with sharing elements
of a current experience. That they might end up being used in the future to look back
was incidental to their production. This purpose of taking photographs seemed rare
for my participants, perhaps because they were too caught up in their experience of
the wedding and their roles within it to send photographs or, indeed, to engage in

practices other than capturing:

PJ: I don’t remember doing anything along those lines, no. I mean certainly
no texting or uploading or anything.

Though some photographs were used to communicate an aspect of the present, such
as one that was posted on Facebook during the event, whether these were taken for
this purpose was questionable. Indeed, the most notable aspect of this category
within the present analysis is its relative absence within the accounts of participants.

It is included in the framework because of its prevalence within the literature; its
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limited appearance in this study potentially indicating something particular about this

event or about these participants.

Creative

Often, the taking of photographs involved creative expression or an intention to use
them as part of a project. The presence of “arty” photographs within participants’
collections showed that photography could, at times, have a creative, artistic, or

playful role within its function of recording the event. YS gave an example:

YS: We had the arty picture of [10] taking a picture of me.

Creative engagement could also come later during editing, such as when KA
converted a selection of photographs into black and white or sepia. The expression of
creativity could be important when photos were viewed, since they were appreciated
for aesthetic qualities as well as for their content. Subtle concerns around the
aesthetics of relatively straightforward images suggested that there was a creative or

artistic aspect even for documentary images:

PJ: That one’s probably a little better actually because the balance of the
people is, you know, is a little bit better with the registrant, celebrant
woman a bit more in the middle rather than right behind JI. As with all
these occasions there are so many people around you’re always going to
get bits of elbow and handbag.

Creative elements seemed, in some cases, to make photographs more effective as
memorial artefacts since the creative process involved reflection around the event
being captured and creative photographs may have been more thought-

provoking. For example, KA suggested that the creative appearance of her close-up

shots might lead people to investigate previously unnoticed detail:

KA: That is maybe why | like close ups. They are less obvious. | kind of like
[when] people look at something they might not have seen ... | quite
often get people saying, ‘What is that?’
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Overlaps and inconsistencies

In reality, most photographs were probably taken for more than one of these
purposes, with no guarantee that the photographer was aware of any of them. The
frequent overlaps between purposes indicated that there was more to photographing
the wedding than simply capturing the details. Further complicating matters, the
purposes for which participants took photographs were often distinct from what was
actually done with them later. For example, independently of the wedding, AE had
taken creative photos of flowers in her garden and later decided to use them in the

design of the thank you cards sent to guests after the event:

AE: Although largely I think they were taken for the purposes of cataloguing
and identifying the flowers rather than actual photography ... they turned
out to be useful.

5.2.3 Contextual factors

The photographic behaviour that took place during and after the wedding, as well as
the content of the photographs themselves, was influenced by a combination of
interacting factors outside of the control of the participants. These are briefly
described below under defined categories, although there was considerable overlap
and multiple categories are discernible in almost every excerpt included within this

chapter.

Technological

Unsurprisingly, photography was greatly affected by the possibilities for interaction
created by the combination of available equipment, media, and software. For
example, the potential for taking a high number of photographs due to large storage
capacity or the ability to quickly and remotely share photographs through online
platforms, such as Facebook and Flickr. In some cases, technology opened up
opportunities for photographic behaviour and in other cases it produced barriers to
engagement. AE described differences in the ease of sharing digital and printed

photos:
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AE:

Digital photos kind of aren’t to hand, like, if someone comes to visit or
something like that, whereas we’ve got, like, a wooden box thing with
inserts that have got pages that you can flick through and that’s kind of
there and it’s kind of — it’s an ornament as well.

AE’s view seemed to be part of a negative perspective towards digital technology

which she blamed for a general decrease in selectivity and engagement:

AE:

I do certainly think that [technology has] contributed to the ‘photo-ed
out phenomenon.” | think that a [pre-digital] photographer at an event
probably wouldn’t have taken as many photos and certainly they
wouldn’t have shown you as many photos. | think they would have been a
lot more selective about what photos got printed. And it’s probably
contributed to the fact that we haven’t sorted them yet.

The extent to which different technologies acted as drivers or barriers seemed to be a

matter of perception. In stark contrast to AE’s position, PJ’s view that digital photos

were more accessible than printed ones highlights the idiosyncratic nature of beliefs

about the characteristics of different media:

PJ:

My memory of film photographs was usually they would just stay sitting
in their envelope, so, for me, although I don’t formally present my
photographs in any way, the digital does work because you never know
when there’s a whim that you might want to look through or you might be
talking about something with somebody and you might say, ““Look, I’ll
show you.” I like the immediacy of it all being there.

Technological issues often interacted with other factors. The following example

shows the issues of using flash and the related technical challenges resulting from

environmental conditions. These had clear consequences for photographic practices

and the resulting photographs:

YS:

Most of the time 1’d turn the flash off because the flash is too bright and
it gives very artificial-looking photographs cos the colours are wrong, so
you have to have a very, very steady hand which, when you’re taking
pictures of people [who are] walking down stairs, just doesn’t happen.
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Cultural factors

Photography practices were affected by wider norms, taboos, and feelings of
appropriateness, as well as more direct social factors, such as requests, modelling of
behaviour, or a sense of obligation to take photographs on behalf of JI and AE. The
following examples show that photographs seemed inappropriate in some situations

and expected in others:

10: I mean, | wouldn’t take pictures at the meal anyway, | mean, | don’t —
people do, | suppose, but 1’d be a bit focused on the food.

YS: You had to be there [to photograph the entrance of the bridal couple] cos
... itwas announced to you, you had to be poised.

Technology interacted with the participants’ cultural understandings of different
forms of communication. For example, JI’s use of the online photo-sharing platform
Flickr amounted to a form of broadcasting, because she did not know or care who
looked at them. Technological factors also created both triggers and barriers to
behavioural practices around ownership and privacy, with evidence of specific

conventions arising around different technologies:

YS: I probably wouldn’t [put a photo of the wedding on Facebook] unless
actually I’d asked JI and AE because | didn’t know what — feel that it’s
not — probably wouldn’t be right, I suppose.

In talking about a photograph that had been posted online by someone at the
wedding, JI echoed YS’ sentiment that she and AE should have control over the

online distribution of photographs, at least during the event:

JI: It wasn’t hers to put up, on Facebook of all things where people that
weren’t invited — if they were meant to see this photo they should have
been at the wedding.

This view was not shared by 10, who claimed that people posting photographs to

Facebook of her own ceremony would not have bothered her. This suggests that
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concerns of privacy and ownership around photograph distribution were a mixture of

idiosyncratic and cultural.

Economic factors

Photography practices required an investment of time, money, attention, or effort. As
such, economic factors played a significant part in influencing photographic
behaviour. For example, the following excerpt shows the limited time JI and AE had

invested in organising their collection of photographs:

JI: We haven’t even taken the time to rotate them properly.

Organising practices were perceived to require more time than was usually available.
There were numerous examples of participants aspiring to be more organised with
their photograph collections but having been unable to invest the time and effort. JI
expressed the challenge of creating the thank you cards, which involved selecting
photos relevant to each guest, printing them on card, and sending them via post, as

much in terms of effort as time:

JI: The thank you cards took 9-10 months because you’d do a few and you
were [exhausted].

The investment of attention and effort was often expressed in terms of selectivity—
the decision-making that occurred around whether or not to take a photograph or
what, if anything, to do with it later. This was clearly influenced by the storage
capacity of digital cameras. KA, a professional photographer, took a large number of

photographs of the wedding and was the only participant to mention deleting any:

KA: I took 2200 so the first thing | do is delete the ones I think are absolutely
rubbish.

10 described what could happen when, in important moments during the wedding,

there was insufficient time to be selective:
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10: You’re clicking almost at random. Things are happening quite quickly
and people are moving all the time so that’s why they’re kind of blurry.

PJ suggested that not being selective (or, in other words, photographing copiously
with, as she described it, a “low positive yield”) was a way of ensuring that some
valuable photographs (in terms of their representing meaningful moments or
constituting aesthetically-pleasing images) were taken. This was, in part, made

possible by the decreased cost of digital storage.

Environmental factors

The physical environment was significant in determining the type and quality of
photographs taken. For instance, scenes with movement or low lighting were
difficult to photograph. In the following example, Y'S suspected that she stopped
taking photographs due to the difficulty of obtaining good results indoors, although it

may also have been to do with technological issues:

YS: It could have run out of battery, but what I suspect is that | probably got
annoyed at the fact that | couldn’t get any good ones indoors and |
thought, “Oh well, bugger it, someone’ll get some nice pictures.’

The dancing was seen as ill-suited to photography because of the complications of

lighting and movement in combination with the shortcomings of technology:

PJ: When the lights go down for the dancing to all start, the opportunities to
take nice photographs diminish because there’s not enough light and
then your camera takes that bit longer to respond when you see a
moment and people moving about quickly and there’s lots of people in
the way.

In this way, environmental factors were closely related to the effectiveness with
which a participant could use their technology. A combination of competence and
camera functionality either could or could not overcome environmental challenges.
Where PJ and YS had difficulty with a number of the wedding scenes, KA was able

to configure her equipment to compensate for the conditions:
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KA: The majority of these would be taken on a Canon 50mm 1.4 lens which
means that you can pretty much use it in low light indoors and get a
really nice shot.

Idiosyncratic factors

There were factors particular to the personality, tendencies, preferences, or beliefs of
the individuals involved that seemed to influence photographic behaviour. For
example, some people at the wedding were reported as reluctant to have their
photographs taken, while others were happy to pose. The following excerpt shows
that idiosyncratic factors were not necessarily stable traits but may have been

influenced by the situation:

PJ: [My friend], for some reason, was very reluctant to be photographed that
day. She doesn’t seem to be someone who’s normally reluctant to be
photographed but she did — | remember on several occasions trying to
take a photograph of her and she ended up turning away at the last
minute and laughing it off, so there aren’t actually very many of her.

Others had long-lasting preferences that affected their behaviour as well as their
engagement with different practices. AE’s view that printed photos were better for
sharing than digital was perhaps a consequence of a personal preference for
traditional forms of face-to-face storytelling. Likewise, beliefs about the relationship
between photographs and memory shaped the motivations and practices of the
participants. For example, YS and IO felt that, while it would have been nice to have
a photograph of the signing of the register, it was not essential to the remembering of
that experience. On the other hand, JI and KA talked about photographs as being
potentially critical to the preservation of memory. For them, photographs were a way

of retaining access to elements of the past:

JI: I am not saying the memory would go, but I just didn’t want to feel like
you had lost that one photo; like you had pressed delete and you could
never have it again.

KA: It is memory, it is there. Whereas if you didn’t have [the photo] to
actually trigger that memory, | think you probably wouldn’t remember.
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KA, in fact, described photographs as “memories” that could be exchanged or

transferred:

KA: I like capturing things and I like being able to give people a memory or
something that says, ‘I was here.’

In contrast, AE believed that memory and meaning did not reside within photos but

had to be constructed around them in the form of stories:

AE: I’m much more interested in stories and stuff and I’d much — for me you
don’t really get those from — photos can bring back memories and stuff
like that but seeing them without the story behind them I don’t find
particularly interesting.

As mentioned above, competence with technology had an impact on both what
people did and what photographs were produced. Some participants and guests were
described as good photographers, while others were not. The following excerpt
shows that YS had become the nominated “family photographer” due to a preference

on her part and a reluctance on the part of her partner (I0) to take photos:

YS: [10 has] never been interested in it, and I’ve always really rather liked
it, so ... it’s been an easy division of labour.

5.2.4 Cueing processes

In talking about past activity, participants drew on a combination of different kinds
of information. Though it was not an explicit aim of the study, an analysis of these
yielded a tentative framework for differentiating processes of mediated remembering

that were combined in the construction of memory narratives.
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Recognition

In order to talk meaningfully about elements shown in a photograph, participants
needed to be able to locate these in their past experience. The following example

shows how recognition was tied up in the recall of the people in a photograph:

AE: That’s a friend of [JI]’s from our end. [Lady’s name] — one of [JI]’s
brothers” mother-in-law.

The significance of this process becomes clearer when considering the relatively rare
instances in which things were not recognised within a photograph. For example, PJ
did not recognise some photos that were taken by people who borrowed her camera,
nor some taken later in the evening when both the clarity of the photographs and the

general capacity for remembering seemed to deteriorate:

PJ: Particularly as the series of photographs goes on and obviously the
evening do commenced, there are a few [laughs] that you’re probably
thinking, ‘What on earth is that?’ ... this is [female guest] showing us
something quite unusual that she can do with her tongue. 1 don’t know, |
presume a few drinks had been imbibed by this stage.

Without recognition, use of these photographs in the construction of memory
narratives was limited to what could be inferred from the visible details and

knowledge of the context in which they were taken.

Inference

Sometimes, participants used evidence shown in their photographs to interpret what
“must have happened.” Phrases such as “I would have”, “I think™, “it looks like”, and
other suggestions of uncertainty seemed to indicate interpretation and deduction on
the part of the participant. The following excerpt shows a clear example of inference

informing the construction of memory based on visual clues present in a photograph:

PJ: I think they were maybe doing Strip the Willow, eh — The Dashing White
Sergeant or something — just looking at the formation of the three of
them there makes me think of that.
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Participants used a variety of facts and details about what happened, who was shown
in a photograph, or the origins of the photograph in the construction of narratives. On
many occasions, participants were aware of the source of a particular photograph
without any clues from the metadata (file names, creation dates, etc.). At other times,
this could be pieced together from different kinds of evidence in order to deduce

something about the image:

PJ: This looks like an accidental snap. [My friend] took the last couple of
photographs so | would imagine she probably took this one and, with it
being not her camera, you know, maybe you’re more inclined to take the
accidental extra shots.

The shared interview between 10 and YS showed how inference could be done in
negotiation between people. In the following excerpt, YS asked 10O for confirmation

of the setting of the photograph:

YS: So, this was in the kind of lounge area, wasn’t it?
10: Oh yeah, | can’t see that from this angle.

However, there was not always agreement:

YS: That’s actually the last picture that I took of the day...

10: Is that right though, cos I’ve seen other ones of me giving that speech ...
I thought there were more of the actual day. Cos I’m sure we’ve got a
few pictures of me giving the speech. No? I’ve seen them somewhere else
then.

In cases of uncertainty, the photograph collection could be used as evidence to

resolve a particular question, or it could be left unresolved within the narrative.

Revelation

Photographs allowed participants to closely analyse or examine static representations

of scenes. This allowed participants to perceive aspects of the wedding that they
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could not remember or had not seen at the time. In looking back at photographs this
seemed to occur by chance, when participants saw things in the images that they had
not seen at the time of the event or had forgotten about. PJ suggested that, rather than
reminding her that something had happened or cueing a memory of it, the content of
photographs could tell her that something had taken place or that she had been

present at an event, as if it were new information:

PJ: Sometimes people do capture a moment and you think, ‘Wow, that’s
great, but I don’t remember being there.’

A similar process was involved in learning from photographs things that had
happened for which the participant was not present. The following example shows
AE’s surprise at seeing in her photographs that a particular guest had danced with
lots of people:

AE: It was really funny because afterwards we were looking at all the
pictures and [KA] had taken all these pictures of the ceilidh and we were
like, “What on earth are they doing dancing with — you know — with X?’
There’s loads of — [A particular guest] danced with, like, everyone,
which really made me giggle, and there’s loads of pictures of her
dancing with all sorts of people.

Along with inference, revelation contrasted the static nature of photographs with the
ephemeral nature of lived experience and real-time perception. AE’s surprise
discovery had already been made before the interview and was recounted as part of
an established narrative. What had previously been revelation was now recall and
this process had allowed her to construct a more comprehensive picture of the event
than was possible through direct perception. JI pointed out the capacity of
photographs to allow a way into experience that she was not able to witness and

thereby significantly expand her memory of the event:

JI: That is the coach arriving — we did not see that. | mean, it is not very
important that we see people getting off the bus, it is just that they are
there in the mix. We can’t see everything. Photos really help — and it is
really nice to see that everyone is being themselves having a great time
and all that.
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Indeed, photographs created a shared point of reference that facilitated the co-

construction of narratives around witnessed and non-witnessed experiences:

AE: My favourite bit about having photos was putting them up [on the
projector] ... and getting everyone’s stories and memories and things
that we didn’t see there. Cos you can’t be everywhere at once.

Cued recall

This category described instances where the photographic stimulus appeared to elicit
narrative details more directly, for example through episodic or semantic recall. It
was not possible, using the present research method, to know exactly which elements
of a narrative were produced through this process, but it seemed to be recognisable
by a lack of conditional phrases, such as “I think” or “we must have.” It was, instead,
characterised by certainty, by past rather than present tense, and by a first-person
perspective. AE’s description of the sun coming out just after the ceremony had been

moved indoors (mentioned previously) provides an example:

AE: At that point we walked into the room, the sun came down into the
skylight and | just looked up and was like, ‘Oh, Sod’s law’, you know. We
just got that half hour of rain and that was the only half hour of rain for
the whole day.

Thus, this process was identified by an apparent lack of inference or revelation. AE’s
excerpt above places her firmly in the past. She seemed to be able to tell her story
without effort. However, many examples were not as clear-cut. Consider the

following passage about one of the speeches:

PJ: I like this photograph — he’s not someone that | know terribly well, but |
really enjoyed what he said that day and | was glad | sort of had a little
snap of him. And, again, with the flowers in the foreground there looking
very nice and gives you some idea of what the occasion is.

In her narrative, PJ moved from the present (“I like this photograph — he’s not

someone that I know terribly well”) to the past (“I really enjoyed what he said that
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day and I was glad I sort of had a little snap of him”) and then back to the present
(“And, again, with the flowers in the foreground there looking very nice and gives
you some idea of what the occasion is””). The part in the middle, set in past tense,
implies cued recall not of what the speaker said, but that he said something that she
had enjoyed. It is not clear that she had been transported back to the experience of
hearing him speak (which would indicate episodic recall), yet the memory that she
had enjoyed his speech was expressed with certainty, rather than probability. The
elements of the excerpt that were set in the present tense seem to relate more to the
development of associated context. Participants moved between these different
processes frequently within their accounts, as can be seen in the following exchange

between 10 and YS:

10: At this point, | felt like 1 had to be official and I was kind of, you know,
prancing about and trying to decide whether we should move things
inside.

YS: You can see already the raindrops actually. Here and there. And that was

starting to make people’s decisions. They look like little white dots.

10’s articulation of the past appeared to involve cued recall, while YS moved from
pointing out details shown in the photograph (“You can see already the raindrops”)
to recalling the experience (“that was starting to make people’s decisions”). Recall
was not always directly about the experience captured in the photograph but could

involve remembering associated details or stories that were not represented:

JI: These are two best friends. One is married to my sister and one is
married to my best friend ... | met them first before the ladies and
introduced them and they are all married now.

Remembering photography practice

Participants could often describe practices of capturing, organising, sharing, or

reviewing photographs:
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PJ: I remember standing at the bottom of the stairs; there was a group of us
standing there and, you know, just trying to catch a nice shot of them
coming down.

Acts of photography not only produced images that could be used for subsequent
remembering, they could become part of the memory of the event and could have a
significant impact on the original experience being remembered. According to PJ,
the experience of looking at a photograph was enhanced by the experience of having

taken it:

PJ: You do retain that memory of having taken a photograph as well ... yeah,
there probably is more to it when you know that you’ve — you’ve been
involved in the process of taking it.

Through looking at photographs, participants came to be able to remember the
existence of photographs as well as what they looked like, and sometimes

photographs became tied up with memory in interesting ways. In the following
example, JI was not sure whether she remembered the original experience or a

photograph of it:

JI: I talked to you before about my parents waltzing and not feeling like a
ceilidh dance at that time ... | am not sure if there is a photo, or if | saw
it, or if I was just told it. That one for me especially is just such a warm
— It is not really important because | can see, in my head, them waltzing.

Later in the interview, JI stumbled across the photograph she had been unsure of:

JI: That is actually kind of the memory | have for the waltzing part so maybe
that’s where it is from.

5.3 Summary

Four main categories of photographic practice were evident in this study: capturing
(taking photos); organising (sorting into albums, editing, annotating); sharing
(showing or sending photos to other people); and viewing (looking at photos).

Capturing featured much more prominently in this study than the other practices.
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Some organisation of photographs had been carried out, primarily in the service of
sharing (e.g. creation of a thank you card or flagging photos for inclusion in a
slideshow), and only the professional photographer mentioned deleting any
photographs. Sharing and viewing were heavily influenced by previous interactions
(such as how many photographs had been taken and how they had been organised),
the perceived quality and value of the photos, and the functionality of available

technology.

Though the purposes of photography were not always clear, the three main
categories of motivation that had been derived from the literature (memorial,
communicative, and creative) were evident. Since this study explored photography
around a major life event, it is perhaps unsurprising that the emphasis was on
documenting the experience for future remembering (i.e. memorial). There was
limited evidence of photographs being taken for communicating the present, but
playful and creative photographs were present in participants’ collections. The
different purposes seemed to overlap and interact, and participants may not always
have been aware of why they had taken a photograph. There were also a range of
contextual or situational factors that were influential in terms of photographic
behaviour and, consequently, the photograph collections of the participants. Like

motivations, these overlapped significantly and were often interdependent.

Although large numbers of photographs were produced during the wedding, there
was limited interaction with these images over the next 18 months. Despite
considerable variances in the photographic practices of different participants, there
was a consensus that the number of pictures generated at the wedding was
overwhelming and this had created a barrier to subsequent engagement with the
photograph collections. A clear discrepancy between the general approach taken at
the time of the event (taking a large number of photographs) and the limited viewing
or organising that happened afterwards seemed to be explained primarily by a desire
on the part of photographers to capture all the important parts of the wedding and the
challenges of the time and effort required to engage with the resulting large

collections. The approach of taking numerous photographs seemed related to both a
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difficulty judging what might be important later and a quest for valuable photos in

terms of aesthetics and intangible elements (e.g. moments or personalities).

Despite divergent practices, there appeared to be some common ways in which
photography informed the participants’ construction of memory narratives around
the event. These were characterised as cueing processes. In most cases, participants
recognised the content of a photograph. In some cases, photographs also appeared to
cue episodic recall or established semantic narratives (though it was not necessarily
clear which). This could include memories of the practices of capturing, organising,
sharing, or viewing photographs which could then lead on to other, associated
memories. Other times, photos provided clues for deducing what was likely to have
happened. The concepts of inference and revelation acknowledged the possibility of
constructing—with the aid of photographic evidence—memory narratives of
episodes that had not been directly witnessed. These processes presented a
potentially promising way of conceptualising memory in interaction with
photographic media, albeit one that requires further exploration beyond this study.
Further, they showed that photography influenced remembering both by providing
information around which people could make sense of, and remember, the wedding

and by changing the experience that would later be remembered.
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6 Study 2. Patterns and distributions of remembering

6.1 Methods

6.1.1 Aims

Among other things, Study 1 showed that the taking of photos during a wedding did
not align clearly with the subsequent organising, sharing, and viewing of those
photos. Study 2 explored this notion of alignment further by asking a set of
participants about their approaches to photography and remembering across a longer
time period, and incorporating a range of events. The aim was to develop a sense of
their short and long-term patterns of photography, the factors that influenced these
patterns, and the ways in which photography was used in remembering within and
across different contexts. Further, by asking more direct questions about participants’
beliefs about memory and photography and how these impacted on the way they
experienced, recorded, and remembered, the study focused more closely on the first
research question. By paying particular attention to the crossover between beliefs and
attitudes and technology, it also addressed research question 3. Lastly, by
considering the photography practices and motivations developed in Study 1 in
relation to the subjective experience of distributed practices, it developed my

thinking around research question 2.

6.1.2 Setting and participants

For this study, I employed a mixed sampling strategy to recruit 15 university staff,
beginning with five participants recruited from groups with no direct association
with photography, meaning that their engagement with photography was
unpredictable. I followed this with deviant and critical case sampling; I asked for
volunteers with unusual or particular kinds of photographic profiles (Marshall,
1996). I did not recruit on the basis of whether people felt they had a good or bad
memory, hoping that beliefs about memory would vary naturally across different
people. Each participant was required to have at least 10 personally relevant photos

across at least 2 devices or media for discussion in interview.
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All 15 participants were staff at a UK University. Most were of UK background with
three from elsewhere (North America and Europe). There were seven women and
eight men employed as either lecturers (n=6), researchers (n=2), or information
technology (IT) professionals (n=7). All IT professionals were male, whereas all
researchers and all but one lecturer were female. There was a mixture of people who
lived alone (n=6) or with a partner (n=9), were parents (n=6) or not parents (n=9),
and a range of personal circumstances and comfort and competence with technology.
Both John and Henry had worked as part-time, professional photographers. Where

appropriate, these issues are considered within the analysis described in this chapter.

Table 3: Characteristics of participants at time of interview (Study 2)

c
e 2l |3 £ S5 |8 | 5%
2 6/ |0 Z 35 |& |ES
Kate F | 40-50 | Lecturer N. American | Single | No | Home
Ingrid F | 30-40 | Researcher | Europe Single | No [ Home
Lorraine | F | 50+ | Lecturer UK Couple | No | Home
Mary F |50+ | Lecturer UK Couple | Yes | Home
Sophie | F | 20-30 | Researcher | UK Single | No | Office
Jane F | 40-50 | Lecturer UK Single | Yes | Home
Robert | M |50+ | Lecturer UK Couple | Yes | Office
Ellen F |50+ | Lecturer UK Couple | No | Home
Dan M |50+ |IT UK Couple | No | Home
Thomas | M | 30-40 | IT UK Couple | Yes | Home
John M | 40-50 | IT UK Single | No | Office
Henry M | 40-50 | IT UK Single | No | Home
Phil M | 30-40 | IT UK Couple | No | Office
William | M | 50+ | IT UK Couple | Yes | Meeting room
Nick M | 30-40 | IT Europe Couple | Yes | Office
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6.1.3 Interviews

In this study, I conducted 15 semi-structured interviews between June and
September, 2015, each lasting about an hour (see Appendix 5 for an interview
schedule). In Study 1, I found that viewing photographs rarely happened in isolation
but was mostly done as part of other practices. Study 1 also showed that the process
of selection was important to remembering because it involved decisions about what
to capture, organise, and share that had implications for engagement with photograph
collections. The process of selecting photographs was, therefore, expected to be a
strong stimulus for talking about the content and meaning of photographs and related
photographic practices. As such, during the interview, each participant was asked to
select up to three different sets of photos (e.g. those on a particular photographic
device or medium, such as physical albums, digital photo frames, printed
photobooks, mobile phones, or photo-sharing websites) for discussion. For each set,
they were asked to select up to five photos from any time period that they felt
represented different aspects of how they used photography. I was not just interested

in individual photos but also wider collections.

During this process of selection (in which I would often follow them around their
home or office), I asked about their photographic practices, motivations, and what
they valued within their photographs. We discussed these particular photos and
media, the technologies used to capture, organise, share, and view them, and
reflected on the participant’s general beliefs and philosophies of memory and
photography. This was intended to create a way of understanding their behaviour and
exploring the extent to which their practices seemed to fit with their beliefs. To
minimise participants’ preparing for interview (since this might lessen the
advantages of the selection process), the recruitment letter (see Appendix 2) stated
only that we would look at and talk about their photographs in relation to memory.

Full details were given at the start of the interview before asking about consent.
In this research, following a number of studies that have influenced my thinking (e.g.

Drazin & Frohlich, 2007; Durrant, Frohlich, Sellen, & Lyons, 2009; Petrelli &
Whittaker, 2010; Swan & Taylor, 2008; van House, 2011; Whittaker et al., 2012), I
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aimed to conduct interviews in familiar environments where participants were likely
to have routinely engaged in practices of organising, sharing, and viewing. My
preference was to interview participants in their homes, surrounded by their personal
media. As it turned out, the offices in which I interviewed some participants were
also rich spaces of personal media, although these participants may have accessed
different sorts of photographs, particularly when using printed media or hard drives
on desktop computers. In many cases, we looked at photographs on mobile devices
that moved around with the participant, meaning that they were accessible from the
home, office, or meeting room. In this study, participants used their own devices for
browsing to better stimulate discussions about their technology. On a number of
occasions, I followed the participant around the house or office as they looked for

photos on different media.

With the consent of each participant, I selectively photographed the media and
photographs as they appeared during the interview for later reference. Rather than
simply collecting digital versions of the participants’ photos as I had done in Study 1,
I wanted to represent the material environment in which the photos were experienced

during the interview.

6.2 Results

The framework developed in this study was used to organise the data into
experiences of remembering (connections); the subjective valuing of photographs,
experience, and memory (values); distributed remembering practices (activity); and
ways that practices, collections, and contexts evolved over time (trajectories). The
first category constituted a refinement of the cueing processes generated in Study 1
into ways in which photography or photographs featured in the construction of
subjective connections to the past. This was then used as inspiration for an
exploration of the relationship between particular subjective aspects of photography
and memory, including what was important or valued in photographs, how
participants approached the pursuit of such value, and the extent to which what was

valued at the time of taking a photograph related to what was valued in subsequent
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practices. The third section of these findings is about the ways in which photographic
behaviour could be seen as forming part of wider remembering activity and how this
activity was distributed across people, tools, and the environment. The final section
explores the distribution of remembering activity over time, considering the
relationship between specific behaviour and long-term patterns. This structure
allowed for an examination of how participants’ activity made sense within the
immediate situation and across different situations, what the conflicts were between
different goals and functions of memory and photography, what external factors
formed barriers or disruptions to these goals, and how the changing context in which
actions were carried out created challenges for fulfilling plans or intentions or for

developing clear systems for taking, organising, sharing, and viewing photographs.

6.2.1 Connections

The cueing processes proposed in Study 1 related to the use of photographs or the
memory of photographic acts in informing or stimulating processes of remembering.
Although these were interesting, the conclusions that could be drawn were limited
because the interviews were not designed to examine cognitive processes. In this
analysis, | have reframed those ideas to look instead at how participants talked about
the experience of using photographs to link the present with the past and,
consequently, what can be learned about the relationship between memory,
photography, and experience. These experiences were categorised into four kinds of
subjective connections between past and present: surfacing, transporting, associating,

and inference.

Surfacing

The first kind of subjective connection was surfacing, where participants were
reminded of the existence of past experience or previously known information. This
was usually the first element of the experience of cued recall and was related to the
process of recognition from Study 1. Unless the participant was already thinking
about an event or did not recognise what was shown, photographs provided a basis

for starting to think about experience.
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Table 4: Study 2 final framework

Connections

Subjective experiences that contributed to an instance
of remembering in the interview

Surfacing Bringing an idea into awareness

Transporting Bringing the past into the present or the participant
into the past

Associating Connecting to ideas not shown in the photo

Inference Using photo details to work out what happened

Values The balance of what participants felt was important

in valuing photographs and photographic practices

Objectivity vs aesthetics vs
personal meaning

The capacity of a photo to show truth of what
happened, to represent issues of personal relevance
or to be visually pleasing

Experience vs recording vs
remembering

Taking photos as disruptive to experience or as part
of experience

Activity

The parameters that influenced both what was done
(practices) and what it was like to do it (experiences)

Access, materiality and
engagement

The effect of aspects of the photographic media on
practices of viewing

Distributed practices

The balance of functionality, competence, conditions,
relationships and attitudes across people and tools

Trajectories

The ways in which different practices and
experiences related to each other over time

Goals, plans, and
spontaneous activity

The patterns and long-term approaches to
photography.

Habits

Consistencies and inflexibilities of practice

Changing contexts

External factors

Collections

The coherence and chaos of greater archives of
photographs
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However, surfacing could be distinguished from recognition by its focus on the
bringing of different aspects of the past into consciousness. Dan gave an example

when talking about the organisation of old pictures into his digital archive:

Dan: I don’t actually know what’s in here, this set, but we can — oh, so these
are not going to be organised at all, because these are — | just spent a
couple of weeks at some point, stuffing old photographs through —
actually I think they were photographed, re-photographed rather than
scanned.

Dan’s understanding of what he had done with his photos developed as he spoke.
Aspects of his activity seemed to rise into consciousness from not knowing what was
in that particular folder, to realising that the photographs would be disorganised due
to the rapid scanning process, and finally that he did not scan them after all but
digitally photographed them. From there, he was able to articulate the reasons for
this: photographing was faster than scanning. In the example above, surfacing was a
gradual process of realising what had happened. At other times, surfacing
presumably happened instantly and was only evident in that the participant started
talking about something related to a photograph that they had not been speaking
about before seeing it. For example, Dan brought up a hiking photograph and

immediately said the following:

Dan: This was from a backpacking trip into [place name]. So that particular
trip has a lot of memories because the weather was very good.

The surfacing mechanism here was simply that the photograph brought the hiking
trip to mind, and its importance was that without the photograph he may not have
thought about this event. This idea was supported by Ingrid who suggested that
photographs provided a means to facilitate the remembering of experience that might

otherwise not be thought about:

Ingrid: We went through the pictures and then we came to the pictures of the
bread and | was like, oh yeah, there was this piece of bread in the bakery
... and of course, when you see the picture, it — you know, it triggers
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that, whereas — when | came home and the first time we met again, that
wasn’t the first thing I told him. You know ... and I think that actually he
only came over and | then had the picture of the bread. | don’t know.
Maybe I would — I probably would have remembered eventually.

Figure 4: A picture of bread.

Thus, looking at photographs could be a way of accessing memory that might
otherwise remain outside of conscious awareness. A number of participants hinted at
this possibility—that remembering was sometimes reliant on the surfacing of an

experience by looking at photographs:

Thomas: It reminds you of stuff that you hadn’t thought about, was more the thing
— not forgotten. Because, you know, | could remember them, if someone
was to talk about them, I’m sure | could. But it was things that you just
hadn’t thought about in a long time.

Ellen: It wasn’t a photograph you go, ‘Crumbs, | can’t remember this at all’. |
did remember it, although it’s not one | think about.
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Phil: I rely on my photos, and I’m very aware that if I lose my photos, I’ll
maybe struggle to remember a lot of the stuff.

Transporting

Photos were sometimes described as mentally transporting participants into the past.
This often appeared to be manifested as cued recall of imagery, sensory information,
and emotion, in which the participant spoke as if reliving a past experience (see
Study 1). Such remembering was often conveyed either as the past coming into the
present (e.g. by “flooding back™ as in the excerpt below) or as the participant being
transported into the past. There was a strong link between transportive experiences
and emotion. Lorraine was clearly affected by the emotive nature of some of the
remembering she did during the interview. Her description of memories as “flooding

back” suggested that remembering was happening without conscious effort:

Lorraine: That’s me washing an elephant.

Tim: And are thes