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How to know whether a specific technology has been properly incorporated in a user’s daily life? Usability and domestication approaches are two different ways to do it.  The former focuses on the adjustment between design and cognitive and physical traits of potential users, while the latter focuses on how meanings and everyday practices transform objects and users. But despite those differences, in both approaches the result is always the same: a sort of identification in which it is hard to separate the user and the object. When an object is finally incorporated into a user’s everyday life, a new identity comes up and it is also hard to distinguish between the user and the artefact. The artefact becomes invisible for the user and acts as a representation of the very user. This is a very widespread manner of explaining how new technologies are incorporated into users everyday life. But we are not satisfied because this domestication process is a never-ending one. The sameness between user and object is never fulfilled and neither the identity becomes stable and fixed nor the object has a single use or meaning. Given that, we suggest that we should talk about intimacy instead of using the concept of identity in order to understand the process of appropriation of a certain technology. We must distinguish between identity and intimacy. Through a brief analysis of the relationship of a home telecare user and her alarm pendant, and inspired by the proposals of José Luis Pardo (a Spanish philosopher), we are going to argue that this object becomes intimate, rather than part of a single or multiple identity, because it continually maintains open rather than closed the question about the user’s identity. So, we want to put forward counter-intuitively that a home telecare pendant is incorporated in the user’s daily life when it objects any answer about his or her identity. 
