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ABSTRACT 
Attending to the challenges of describing frst-person experience, 
this article illustrates diferent uses of the Focusing method in inter-
action design and HCI, ofering a systematic way of accessing the 
subtle qualities of lived experiences for design use. In this approach, 
the implicit bodily knowledge -or felt sense- becomes the material 
capture of aesthetic experiences used to inform data collection, 
ideation and prototyping. We ofer a high-level, yet systematic cov-
erage of Focusing applied to two case studies, informing both a set 
of instructions to use the method and a series of design considera-
tions to adopt this understudied tool of introspection in interaction 
design research and practice. 
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In the context of somatic-oriented design, our subjective engage-
ment with materials, technologies, and context represents just the 
frst step towards understanding the nature of the experiences we 
are designing for [39]. However, insights emerging from our frst-
person explorations need to be described and communicated to 
others to be meaningful for design use [39, 66, 101]. This articu-
lation of experience is challenging for a series of reasons. Firstly, 
our bodily knowing -the information captured through our somas-
is primarily implicit, making the communication of those insights 
difcult to articulate [81]. Secondly, embodied experience carries 
nuanced aspects that escape from our habitual ways of being in 
the world, demanding the use of methods for defamiliarisation [99]. 
Finally, by describing direct experience, we might end up disrupting 
the fow of our actions [46]. Attending those challenges, this article 
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describes diferent uses of the Focusing method in the context of 
interaction design and HCI, ofering a systematic way of access-
ing detailed descriptions of lived experiences for design use [38]. 
Emerging from phenomenology, the Focusing method considers 
our bodily knowing fundamental for meaning-making and creativity 
[26]. Particularly crucial in Focusing terminology is the concept of 
felt sense, which can be defned as a complex bodily sense of implicit 
knowing consisting of sensations, feelings, memories, thoughts and 
other manifestations difcult to label [26, 29]. The incorporation of 
the Focusing method in the design process deals with articulating 
these complex, somatic, unexpressed feelings that could serve as 
relevant materials for design use. By bodily knowing, we are not re-
ferring to those qualities such as patterns of movement or gestures, 
which have informed a myriad of methods and views in Third Wave 
HCI [9, 20, 41, 59, 60, 64, 65, 76, 87, 95]. Instead, we refer to what 
some might recognise as gut feelings, a kind of intuitive, implicit 
understanding that is surfaced spontaneously in everyday experi-
ence or purposely through specialised methods [26, 79]. Although 
it is impossible to access all the information encapsulated in our 
bodies [84], the Focusing method opens the door to insights and 
self-revelations through guided introspection [26]. 

To situate Focusing for Design as a research practice, we refer 
to Vermersch [96] distinction between the epistemological dimen-
sion of research (Are we studying the subjective or the objective 
perspective of a given situation?) and the methodological dimen-
sion (What is the researcher’s point of view?). Taking into account 
this distinction, Focusing epistemologically falls into frst-person 
research, methodologically performed from a second-person per-
spective. Second-person methods can be broadly characterised as 
using verbal and non-verbal information to access detailed informa-
tion from participants [75]. In these methods, the researcher actively 
helps to bring subjective lived experience into research [63]. Lately, 
we have seen the adoption of phenomenologically-oriented second-
person methods -as Focusing-, such as the explicitation interview 
method applied in a study supporting kinesthetic awareness of 
micro-movements [20] and micro phenomenology in the context 
of VR [82]. Focusing is also a somatic practice [29] which requires 
a particular type of facilitation, that as pointed out by Schiphorst, 
"requires skills of empathic mediation, resonance with the experi-
ence of others and personal familiarity with the various possible 
subtleties of participant experience, based upon the intimate prepa-
ration generated cumulatively from the experience of living deeply 
within the design process." [86]. Practices framed within the scope 
of somaesthetic-oriented design require instances of somatic fa-
cilitation, including teaching soma design [94], the practice of Tai 
Chi with drones [52], or aerobics as part of a session for design 
ideation [65], amongst others where movement and kinesthetic 
experience are key materials for design. However, the approach of 
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Focusing as a somatic practice is introspective in contrast with the 
aforementioned performative approaches, an aspect that will be 
further elaborated on in the following sections. 

From the standpoint of its theoretical orientation, Focusing -and 
by extension, Focusing for Design- is situated within the tradi-
tion of phenomenology, which can be understood as the study 
of subjective experiences [93]. Experiential themes such as the 
concept of embodied interaction [18,42,51,56], meaning-making 
[24,42,67] and the generation of values through design [21, 50] are 
some of the central topics concerning our current phenomenolog-
ically situated Third Wave HCI paradigm [33]. In this scenario, 
philosophies and approaches acknowledging the situated role of 
our bodies in interaction have emerged as a more widespread area 
of research, including phenomenologically inspired theory applied 
to design [37, 61, 91], movement-based inquiry [20, 41, 59, 60, 64], 
pragmatist aesthetics [12, 17, 58, 66, 78], and somaesthetic design 
[6, 19, 35, 38–40, 45, 54, 92, 94, 98]. The situated nature of this par-
adigm is also refected in the use of performative ideation methods 
that acknowledge the body as a source of meaning-making. Meth-
ods such as bodystorming [76, 87, 95]; experience prototyping [9], 
embodied sketching [65], and others that incorporate props on the 
body [98, 99], build knowledge employing refection through action 
(or doing) [51], which focuses on the body as actively performing 
within a situated space and context. The phenomenologically ori-
ented paradigm has also brought the use of experiential methods 
to understand experiences more focused on subjective and self-
reported accounts, such as body maps [22], cultural probes [23, 25], 
and frst-person design research methods [15, 35, 69]. 

Nevertheless, there are two noticeable gaps we aim to fll by 
introducing Focusing for design: (1) A focus on movement has 
bypassed chiefy the importance of a more refective stance on bod-
ily self-awareness and its knowledge for design. It is important to 
consider that (2) action and description are somewhat difcult to 
perform simultaneously [46, 76]. Therefore, although performative 
methods get us closer to experiences, these are not necessarily efec-
tive to explain how these infuence us. The presentation of Focusing 
recognises the role of our introspective experience as an active con-
tributor to design and research. Our premise is that bodily knowing 
is more than something intrinsically tacit or linked exclusively to 
movement and action but also fundamental for conceptual meaning 
[13, 14, 47, 48, 53]. For instance, our linguistic patterns are deeply 
ingrained with our bodily interaction [53]. However, at this point, 
our feld has not adequately explored the full potential of this type 
of embodied knowledge as a contributor to the design of aesthetic 
experiences. 

The structure of the paper is presented as follows. First, it situ-
ates Focusing as a practice of introspection. Then, it explains what 
Focusing is and how the felt sense -or the state of articulating 
experience through embodied awareness- is accessed. Then, we 
draw some necessary distinctions between the felt sense versus 
emotions and Focusing and Mindfulness meditation practices. Next, 
we describe the steps of a regular Focusing protocol, including how 
it has been adapted to design workshops. While explaining how 
we have adapted the original Focusing steps, we ofer some direc-
tions to elaborate a script for design and research use. Then, we 
present the two case studies, describing their respective method-
ology, results and discussion of research questions. The frst case 

study Focusing ideation, integrates human-centred design tools into 
the sessions. The method has proven benefcial to unveil experien-
tial concerns through ideas frmly grounded in deep motivations 
emerging from felt sensing. The second case study Designing from 
the granter’s experience is a prototyping method infuenced by the 
fndings emerging from previous studies where we used Focusing 
in conjunction with props r. Our prototype -Soul- is an installa-
tion designed to elicit an inner dialogue with the audience while 
transmitting the nuances of aesthetic qualities extracted from a 
particular piece of Focusing narrative [74]. After presenting the 
case studies, we articulate some of the considerations from the 
application of Focusing in interaction design, including ethical as-
pect involving Focusing for design. Finally, we outline some future 
directions dealing with some unexplored areas for the use of the 
method. 

1 ARTICULATING EMBODIED EXPERIENCE: 
INTROSPECTIVE METHODS AS A 
POSSIBILITY 

Like many others, we believe that by describing our lived experi-
ences in detail, we are better equipped to transfer emerging qualities 
into meaningful design outcomes [39, 66, 101], albeit this is not 
an easy task [5]. Polanyi [81] recognised that we know more than 
we can tell, which, far from being a problem in everyday life, al-
lows us to efciently navigate this world of perception without 
overwhelming our awareness with unnecessary information. For 
instance, we can easily recognise a familiar face amongst a million 
others; however, we cannot easily explain what makes this face par-
ticularly memorable [83]. Taking this example a step further, when 
we see a face that looks familiar, yet we cannot remember where 
we have met this person before, this recognition comes as physical 
discomfort, a precognitive knowledge telling us that we should know. 
The body is able to feel this situation directly, in non-conceptual 
ways [16, 26–30, 44, 48, 68], giving everyday experiences part of 
their complexity. Without even noticing, our bodies perceive these 
experiences and respond accordingly, becoming the liminal inter-
face between the implicit (the inner) and the explicit (the outer 
dimension) [29]. 

Through Focusing, we access a kind of introspective knowledge 
that is unusual to most methods used in design. Usually, we ac-
cess knowledge through making as the active way designers refect 
while engaging in activity and materials [51, 88, 99]. Although the 
importance of action as a source of expertise for design has been 
discussed, in everyday tasks, our attention is mainly absorbed by 
the content and outcome of each action, rather than on the struc-
ture -or the how- of experience [79, 80]. In contrast, the Focusing 
uses inner presence as materiality, referring to knowledge accessed 
through introspective methods, allowing designers to stop, become 
aware, and then articulate the results of their experiences [70]. Al-
though the body is not moving or performing during introspection, 
it still extends the feld of attention and connects with past lived 
experiences [7] and with our muscle memory [89]. Methods that 
take advantage of performativity and action (such as theatrical 
performance-based ideation methods, for instance) allow designers 
to experientially connect with situations that otherwise might be 
difcult to recall [76, 87, 95]. However, it does not necessarily aid 
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in describing its nuanced and rich qualities, as the body is busy in 
action [70]. Although they have proven useful to evaluate experi-
ence, the use of hybrid methods involving telling as we perform 
involves a strong cognitive load. 

As an example of this, evaluation methods such as think-aloud, 
where participants perform evaluation and solve simultaneously, 
have shown this disadvantage, requiring well-planned warming up 
sessions to work as intended [46] 
Introspective practices have not been adequately explored in in-
teraction design and HCI, despite their potential as a valid source 
of knowledge both in the domain of creation and evaluation [76]. 
One reason why introspection remains understudied might reside 
in the still prevalent suspicion against subjective experience [39]. 
Through Focusing, meaning-making is accessed by fltering out 
concepts through the body [73], as bodily self-awareness directs 
the dialogue between body and mind during the exercises. Fur-
thermore, by using imagery combined with Focusing, we connect 
with our somatic memory by activating the same areas of the brain 
that participate during everyday tasks, although without physically 
engaging in the activity [55]. 

The applicability of Focusing has started to be recognised in HCI 
literature. For instance, it has been referred to as a method that 
carefully considers the experiences of others as a tool for design 
[3] or as a body-centric design method [71, 73, 91]. Gendlin’s ideas 
about the body as the door for meaning has also been acknowledged 
by researchers close to somatic-oriented design [63] and micro 
phenomenology in HCI [82]. Closer to design theory, the felt sense 
-the state of embodied consciousness derived from the practice of 
Focusing- has also been referred to as a tool for design thinking 
[57]. However, the practice has also been mistakenly referenced 
as a method for merely recalling information [77], which does not 
do justice to the potential of this introspective practice, where the 
emergence of new meaning and description of aesthetic qualities 
surpass this retrospective-oriented view. 

As a point of clarifcation, by advocating for introspection as a 
material to access inner representations, we are not claiming the pri-
macy of introspective over performative methods. On the contrary, 
methods that take into account the aesthetics of movement and a 
more hands-on type of experiencing are fundamental to connect 
with materials, which in sum represent the crux of design as a disci-
pline. Instead, we contribute with a method that integrates somatic 
sensibility in the design process. Even advocating the importance of 
movement, Höök [38] has already made a case for the importance 
of embodied descriptions to defne with further precision which 
kinds of aesthetic experiences we want to convey through design. 
However, the articulation of such richness to be used as a material 
for design remains a challenge. 

The following section briefy introduces Focusing, a method for 
systematically articulating tacit experiences that recognise the body 
as a source of meaning. As an alternative to design approaches that 
use performative tools to evoke experiences through the act of phys-
ical interaction, our contribution through Gendlin’s phenomenol-
ogy focuses on articulating information already encapsulated in the 
richness of our bodily experiences. 

2 FOCUSING AND THE FELT SENSE 
Focusing is a psychosomatic method that uses inward bodily focus 
to access nuanced meaning around a particular situation [26]. The 
method was created by the Austrian-American philosopher Eugene 
Gendlin, whose contributions have been equally remarkable in the 
areas of psychology and philosophy. When Gendlin was a kid, he 
and his family moved from Austria to the United States during 
World War II, escaping from the Nazi regime. As the twelve-year-
old boy could not speak English, he was allocated to a class with 
younger children. One day, the teacher noted how Eugene was 
repeating to himself the German word ‘sessel’ before translating 
it into the English term ‘chair’. She asked him not to translate but 
instead perceive the object as being a chair from the beginning. 
This particular story was later referred to by Gendlin as the begin-
nings of his interest in the connections between body, language 
and meaning [29]. In addition to this story, the Focusing practice 
emerged motivated by a disagreement in psychological research 
regarding the study of experiences [29, 30]. Positivist psychologists 
believed subjective experience was not worthy of study due to its 
unscientifc character. On the other end of the spectrum, existential-
ist psychologists thought experience was too vast and complex to be 
reduced through its analysis. On the other hand, Gendlin believed 
experiences were vast and complex but potentially examinable [30]. 
As experiences felt through our bodies, he considered the body 
our portal to access the articulation of language connecting with 
experience [29, 30]. 

Focusing practitioners learn how to get in contact with the im-
plicit, attuning their senses to develop an increased awareness of 
the changes and shifts occurring in the body when evoking a situa-
tion. By using the term practitioner, we do not refer to a therapist, 
but more specifcally, the person who works in partnership, in-
volving a horizontal relationship between someone who listens 
and is listened to [11]. Generally, the facilitator is someone who 
knows the method, discussing its application with their partner 
beforehand. Focusing has been successfully applied in areas outside 
therapy, such as qualitative research [94], non-representational ge-
ography [4], business [43], movement-based performance [2] and 
more recently, through Focusing as a method for design [57, 73]. 
Focusing for design research is conducted as either one-to-one 
sessions or public workshops, where participants are invited to 
describe their experiences through notes and body maps [72, 73]. 
These materials are openly discussed within the group, depending 
on the willingness of participants to reveal intimate aspects of their 
experiences. 

Through the practice of Focusing, it is possible to access embod-
ied meaning existing prior to language and representations [26, 30]. 
Taking as an example a writer trying to come up with a precise 
yet elusive word for her verse, the implicit and wholistic sense 
of knowing-without-explicitly-knowing can be considered as a felt-
sense of the situation: the writer somehow knows what she wants 
to say, despite the fact it remains in a non-conceptual form until 
discovered. When the correct word shows itself, a felt shift is gener-
ated, and the writer can carry forward with her process [26]. This 
shift has a solid bodily quality -a physical sense of relief granted by 
fnding the missing word [26, 30]. In another example, when mak-
ing decisions, a person might follow her logic and select one option 
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over another. However, she is not entirely satisfed with her choice, 
although she knows it makes rational sense. This dissatisfaction 
comes with a sense of physical discomfort that is hard to describe. 
These collections of strange sensations regarding a situation are 
felt senses, which are more complex than feelings themselves as 
we do not have any pre-existing specifc symbolic pattern in our 
vocabulary to label them with precision [30]. When trying to ar-
ticulate experiential details through Focusing, the felt sense opens 
up the dialogue with our implicit dimension, unearthing detailed 
and rich meaning, mainly through evocative language, which has 
proven helpful for design, as shown throughout the diferent case 
studies. 

2.1 Emotions versus the Felt Sense 
Felt senses should not be confused with emotions or specifc feelings 
[26]. Emotions contain a set of characteristics that can be individ-
ualised and recognised as ftting to a particular term or linguistic 
representation [26, 27]. For instance, when we say ’I feel nervous’, 
our autopilot mode of awareness has automatically identifed the 
repertoire of characteristics encapsulating this nervousness: for 
instance, my hands are shaking, I am feeling thirsty, a pressure on 
my chest makes me want to escape from this situation, et cetera. 
Our familiarity with these patterns makes us jump directly to use 
this ’nervous’ label without thinking about the features composing 
our nervousness. On the other hand, the felt sense is composed of 
a series of manifestations that difer from emotions as these have 
not been framed under the constraints of a specifc nomination. 
Thus, by accessing the felt sense, we engage in an open dialogue 
with imprecise thoughts, memories, feelings and sensations in their 
free, unconstrained ways, carrying implicit meaning with no spe-
cifc label [29]. This natural phenomenon is physically sensed and 
does not remain static but rather changes and moves around the 
body, particularly through the upper torso [26]. Furthermore, the 
felt sense leaves a general impression of wholeness and complexity, 
which tends to be translated into metaphors and evocative language 
and through expressions such as ’it feels like. . .’ or ’it is similar 
to. . .’ [26]. Examples of how this style of phrasing can be used to 
frame aesthetic experiences for design use will be described later. 
Describing the complexity of the felt sense is challenging, requir-
ing us to suspend our certainty, as the temptation to jump into 
existing assumptions and defnitions is quite predominant. This 
rupture with habitual patterns is not new to interaction design and 
HCI methods, with examples ranging from ambiguity used as a 
tool for engaging design [24], ideation methods [76, 99], the defa-
miliarisation of movement-based interactions [59–61], algorithm 
estrangement [1, 8], and so on. Focusing as a method for design 
can be situated within this tradition. 

2.2 Focusing versus Mindfulness meditation 
There are some clear diferences between the two practices: while 
mindfulness meditation is about letting go and cultivating aware-
ness of the present moment in non-judgmental ways [49], Focusing 
is rooted in the idea of staying with, in dialoguing with emerging 
concepts as these unfold. For example, if we get distracted by a 
thought, instead of putting the distraction aside as we will do during 
a meditation session, we actively interrogate this felt-sense to reveal 

the nature of the distraction. The act of staying with is not static, but 
rather a process of holding for a moment before letting go of what is 
felt, before moving on to explore something else [26, 29, 85]. More-
over, according to Gendlin, the state of deep relaxation induced by 
meditation sometimes can be counterintuitive for the emergence of 
the felt sense [29]. For that reason, when analysing Focusing-based 
data and particularly assessing their closeness with the felt-sense 
narratives documenting relaxation, it should be carefully scruti-
nised. This close examination is to distinguish if the description of 
such a state corresponds with a felt-sensing response or instead 
appears as a misunderstanding of the objectives of Focusing. 

3 IMPORTING FOCUSING FOR DESIGN – 
STEPS AND INSTRUCTIONS 

Our take on Focusing for design has been developed through six 
years of explorations, iterations and refnements. Aspects such as 
the wording of the guided exercises or how to ofer apt instructions 
for people with no experience in somatic techniques have been our 
main concern. In psychotherapy, the Focusing practice requires 
a therapist to introduce the client into the protocol, in the same 
way this is done in micro phenomenology [80]. In this traditional 
setting, Focusing functions as a conversation between two people. 
Although the facilitation of Focusing as a one-to-one therapeutic 
dialogue requires training, we have adapted the use of Focusing 
to facilitate an internal dialogue with a participant engaging in 
public workshops with more people. This modality is inspired by 
the Focusing training one of the authors undertook during three 
years, where the trainer combined collective practice and one-to-
one sessions as part of her teaching modality. In the collective 
sessions, the trainer delivers a script, and trainees silently keep 
insights emerging from their inner dialogue to themselves. After 
the exercise fnishes, they note down their impressions on a piece of 
paper and discuss their insights with others if they feel compelled 
and comfortable to do so. Based on this modality, we introduce 
the steps of Focusing for design and suggested timing for activities 
based on our experience with workshops (Table 1). We then go 
through the steps, including how and why these have been adapted. 

Before delivering the script, there should be clarity about the 
topic of exploration, namely a design brief or a particular experi-
ence to explore. As a general consideration, Focusing is practised in 
a seating position, making it relatively easy to adopt both in a class-
room and as a remote practice. Lying on a mat is not recommended, 
as gravity acts too strongly on the body, diverting our awareness 
from the fuzziness of forming felt senses. For public workshops, it is 
crucial to ensure the space is silent and of appropriate temperature. 
It is also helpful to have prepared materials such as printed body 
maps and coloured markers. Finally, it is crucial to avoid rushing 
through the script when delivering it. We have observed that facili-
tations that use a soft and relaxed tone of voice assists in avoiding 
distractions and resistance in the audience. 

3.1 Body scanning 
It is important to design a brief script for body scanning as a frst 
step. A body scanning consists of a guided set of suggestions to start 
becoming aware of our diferent body parts, slowly and mindfully. 
This brief induction helps participants go through their bodies and 
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Table 1: Focusing for design protocol 

sensitise them whilst gently disclosing the somatic nature of the 
exercise. The following are some suggestions to conduct efective 
body scanning sessions. 

• Make sure to ask your participants to sit comfortably. 
• Ask them to take a deep breath every certain time. Then, 
remind them to focus on their breathing. 

• Go briefy through the general sense of the body, asking 
them to feel gravity, temperature, weight, balance, et cetera. 

• Concentrate in the upper torso, where the felt-sense is gen-
erally perceived [26]: Throat, chest, abdomen. 

• Feel as you give the instructions. 

3.2 Felt sense 
In therapy, this step is called clearing a space [26, 29] and consists 
of attending to diferent body sensations towards holding them for 
a moment and then letting them go. This holding and letting process 
generates an inventory of sensations. In our approach, however, 
we have observed that directing the script towards generating an 
inventory of qualities is too intensive for beginners and that it is 
better to concentrate on connecting with the general sense of the 
situation or felt sense. This wholistic general sense is already com-
plex, imprecise and fuzzy, containing plenty of tacit information to 
be potentially explored through other research instruments later on. 
We have observed that some participants still elaborate inventories 
of sensory information when describing their experiences, some-
thing we will describe later. Perceiving or feeling the wholeness of 
the situation is essential because opening the door for a myriad of 
rich, descriptive details and transformative insights that are useful 
either to spark new ideas or to evaluate experiences in detail. In this 
step, it is important to allow our bodily sensations to form without 
forcing them into specifc defnitions. We suggest the use of the 
following phrases: 

• Now that we are feeling our bodies, I will ask you to bring 
awareness to the moment of [connected the situation to 
explore] 

• Make sure to focus on the general sense of the situation. . . 
• Don’t rush to make interpretations. Just make sure to get 
immersed in the wholeness of the situation. 

• I will give you a minute / a moment 

3.3 Handle 
After allowing the strangeness of the felt sense to form in the body, 
we ask our participants to fnd a word, a phrase, a metaphor, an 
image, a gesture or any type of representation that could somehow 
match the wholeness and impreciseness of this distinct, complex 
sense of intricacy. Here, can be used the following phrase: 

• Could you come up with a word, a metaphor, or a gesture 
representing [the situation]? 

3.4 Resonating (the handle) 
We ask our participants to feel if the representation they found 
previously (namely image, word, metaphor, et cetera) makes sense. 
If that is the case, a sense of physical relief and/or certainty may 
accompany the act of resonating. On the other hand, if the repre-
sentation does not feel entirely right, we allow the body to look for 
diferent handles until something makes sense. This step requires 
some time for participants to establish this inner dialogue. 

• As soon as you have a word, phrase or metaphor, verify if 
that makes sense with your body. Otherwise, keep searching 
for something diferent. 

• Try to feel what your body tells you 
• I will give you a minute 

3.5 Receiving and closing 
In the original Focusing protocol, before the act of receiving was 
the step of asking, which refers to inquiring about the crux of the 
situation, to discover new qualities to explore through therapy [30]. 
In our workshops, we skip this step and instead give space to the 
body to make sense of the emerging meanings (see the previous 
step). Sometimes a shift comes, which is identifed with a sense of 
relief. However, it is common that the process might have shown 
some pending features. The participant is invited to welcome or 
acknowledge those senses in both cases. 

• If something comes, acknowledge it and stay with it for a 
moment. 

• I will give you some time. 
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Table 2: Participant’s sample narrative 

• When closing the exercise, it is essential to do it gently, 
allowing participants to slowly bring the awareness back 
to their surroundings. We suggest the use of the following 
phrases: 

• We are about to fnish the exercise soon. . . 
• Take a deep breath. . . 
• When you are ready, open your eyes. 

3.6 Articulating 
We consider the articulation process an active part of Focusing for 
Design and not necessarily separated from the guided experience. 
Describing experiences through writing and completing a body 
map become the spaces where the inner dialogue becomes explicit, 
potentially unearthing insights or confrming the presence of some 
fuzzy sensations. The process of writing helps (1) to flter out what 
was meaningful for the participant and (2) to make explicit those 
aspects that might remain uncertain. Body maps add another di-
mension to their description, anchoring their impressions to their 
bodies while describing where the felt sense was perceived. 

4 THE FOCUSING NARRATIVE SAMPLE 
The following example in Table 2 shows a typical description emerg-
ing from a Focusing session where the participant successfully 
connected with the exercise. It encapsulates some of the typical 
traits found across diferent studies, including (a) a narrative that is 
candid, detailed and intimate, (b) a clear interconnection between 
bodily sensations and emotions, and (c) the use of inventorying (or 
listing of a series of adjectives to defne a state of being). The text 

shows the interconnection of body and emotions in the narrative, 
which we have underlined for clearer visibility. In addition, the 
listing of adjectives is highlighted. Some of these dimensions also 
overlap. The sample narrative provides some clues on why Focus-
ing refections difer from those generated by other means, such as 
journaling. In Focusing, the starting point in developing insights is 
corporeal. If we examine the method procedure, we will notice that 
the facilitator asks the participant to make space for their sensa-
tions, even before labelling them. As a result, descriptions reveal a 
direct infuence of the body in the participant’s meaning generation 
process. In other words, the method foregrounds a sensory dimen-
sion that is generally neglected by other methods. In addition, the 
Focusing process –including the pacing of the instructions and the 
fact is facilitated by someone else– is helpful to scafold discoveries 
and perspectives that tend to remain unexamined otherwise. 

5 STRUCTURE OF A FOCUSING FOR DESIGN 
WORKSHOP 

Figure 1 shows how we have conducted a regular Focusing-oriented 
introductory workshop for beginners. It starts with a necessary 
theoretical induction, which is intended to explain Focusing, par-
ticularly the nature of the felt sense, drawing distinctions between 
this state and everyday feelings. We perceived the importance of 
these inductions after our frst explorations when we discovered 
that some participants remained in the evaluative realm, closing the 
door for strangeness, therefore missing the opportunity to discover 
something new. 
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Figure 1: A basic structure of a Focusing workshop 

Drawing a distinction between Mindfulness meditation and Fo-
cusing also helped our participants who were closed to contempla-
tive practices to adjust their attitude towards establishing a more 
controlled dialogue with their bodies. Once the theoretical induc-
tion is fnished, participants are prepared to be guided through the 
Focusing guided exercise. Finally, they are asked to note down their 
impressions and complete body maps. 

6 CASE STUDIES 
In this section, we introduce some applications of Focusing in the 
context of design, including (a) detailed description of experience, 
(b) ideation and problem articulation and, (c) experiential proto-
typing. These are illustrated through two case studies: Focusing 
Ideation and Designing from the Granter’s Experience. For the sake 
of clarity, each case study will be discussed as self-contained units, 
including description, methodology, results and a brief discussion of 
some of the most salient points. By presenting these cases, we aim 
to show the diferent dimensions in the applicability of Focusing 
for interaction design throughout the diferent stages of the design 
process. At the end of this paper, these cases will inform a set of 
considerations for the informed application of the method. 

7 CASE 1: FOCUSING DESIGN IDEATION 
Focusing ideation combines our take on group Focusing with design 
methods more traditionally employed in human-centred design. Un-
derstanding that Focusing is useful to unearth sensory and detailed 
qualities of experience, we used Focusing to elaborate a design 
brief-specifc guided exercise around the generation of new spaces 
for healthy workplaces. This case study’s presentation describes 
the nature of ideas under the concept of fltering out through the 
body, in line with the idea of cognition as bodily and sentience as 
cognitive as proposed by Gendlin [30]. This approach resists the 
binarism still prevalent in current discourses of creativity in the 
feld, where body and mind, or movement and cognition are still 
seen as two opposite approaches on the generation of meaning. 
As a result, ideas generated through a Focusing-oriented process 
sometimes difer from traditional ideation and articulation meth-
ods, including tools more in line with conventional imagination 
perspectives, including enactive methods. As a research question, 
we wanted to understand: How would Focusing Ideation difer from 
more conventional methods for creativity or experience-articulation? 

Focusing as an ideation tool is conceived to be incorporated 
into design team dynamics, ofering a space for designing from 
frst-person experiences amongst small groups of people who trust 
each other. This partnership process -derived from the practice 
of Focusing in its original setting – is intended to reinforce the 
appearance of personal discoveries or potential bits of creativity 
to be used later during the process. In the partnership modality, 
designers are asked to work in pairs, although collective ideas are 
not the primary goal. On the contrary, to avoid the dilution of 
meaningful insights, designers help each other articulate their own 
ideas, respecting the integrity and full formation of felt-sensing 
information before concepts are assessed and selected based on 
other merits, such as feasibility and impact. In the case of somatic 
oriented methods for ideation, it is essential to allow some space 
to articulate personal insights, suspending the early infuence of 
collaborative thinking, defying more conventional approaches in 
design and HCI. We grounded our ideas on the concept of com-
bodying as a theoretical justifcation of our position. Combodying 
is a term coined by Ikemi [44] and refers to the notion that our 
embodiments are holistically interconnected in a delicate and im-
plicit communicative balance. He uses the example of a school of 
sardines or a group of sunfowers pursuing the sunlight to illus-
trate something essentially shared in our embodiments, allowing 
us to communicate despite our apparent diferences. The premise 
is that concepts and ideas built through detailed articulation would 
resonate with peoples’ Gestalts of meaning-making. This systemic 
view on subjectivity contests the misguided view that somatic prac-
tices are self-absorbed, a criticism that somaesthetic refection has 
received in the past [89] 

7.1 Study methodology 
Our Focusing Ideation workshop was part of the Master of Interac-
tion Design at the University of Sydney, Australia. Thirteen students 
(six women and seven men) participated in the sessions. Ten stu-
dents participated in the frst session, and three participated in a 
catch-up workshop for those who could not attend. As some ac-
tivities were done in partnership, one student who attended the 
main session volunteered to participate twice. As a result, 14 sets of 
data (including text, body maps, recordings and sketches) were col-
lected. Participants did not have any previous experience in somatic 
practices of introspection. We set the design task around the brief 
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Table 3: Summary of activities / Focusing Ideation 

Activity 1 2 3 4 5 6 
Focusing Refective Inventory of Generation of Sketches Presentation to 
workshop listening notes ideas the team 

Individual or Individual Partnership Individual, and Individual, and Individual, and Collective 
partnership presented to presented to shown to partner 

partner partner 

of sustainable bodies and healthy workplaces. Students (hereafter 
referred to as ’participants’) were commissioned to ideate a piece 
of interactive technology, taking into account the centrality of their 
felt senses as a governing principle for their design concepts. 

In this study, we fused traditional design thinking tools with 
group Focusing. Table 3 shows a summary of activities of Focusing 
as ideation method, including when such activities are performed 
individually or in partnership. 

7.1.1 Focusing and Reflective listening. After introducing the brief, 
participants were asked to follow a Focusing guided exercise that in-
vited them to evoke a moment of working in an ofce environment. 
As part of the Focusing workshop protocol previously described, 
participants had to complete a body map and note down their im-
pressions and discoveries individually. Once fnished, they were 
asked to work in pairs and collect further impressions through 
an interview technique called refective listening (also known as 
active listening) [26, 84] to assist each other to crystallise their 
impressions and discoveries. This interview style is helpful for em-
pathically accessing the interviewee’s afective world [97], eliciting 
additional content from the guided exercise. In this technique, the 
interviewer (listener) tries to capture the essence of what the in-
terviewee (speaker) is saying. It requires making a genuine efort 
to pay attention and deeply empathise with what the speaker is 
communicating. When the essence or meaning of what was ex-
pressed is captured, the listener ’refects back’ to the speaker as 
a way to communicate that he or she has been paying attention 
and connecting with the situation. Additionally, the listener should 
adopt a receptive and non-judgmental attitude when trying to make 
sense of what the other person is saying. After a 10-minute inter-
view, speakers and listeners were instructed to switch positions. 
Participants took notes of new personal evocations that emerged 
as a result of the refective exchange. 

7.1.2 Creating an inventory of notes. For this task, participants 
had to use two sets of coloured sticky notes representing two dif-
ferent dimensions of experience: (1) Felt sensing qualities and (2) 
contextual information, as illustrated below. 

Felt sensing qualities: Green notes. Following the principle of 
inventorying and assisting in articulating felt-sensing qualities, par-
ticipants were given ten minutes to note down their bodily sensa-
tions, thoughts, ideas, memories triggered, metaphors and insights 
emerging from both Focusing and refective listening exercises. In 
addition, some rules were provided to ensure the generation of 
more informative notes: 

• Each note should be worded as a frst-person description: The 
use of notes to articulate felt-sensing is inspired by afnity 
diagramming, particularly by the frst-person style of the 
wording of afnity notes [37]. In the practice of Focusing, it 
is pretty common that phrases such as ’I noticed, ’I felt’, or ’It 
felt like’ are mentioned during the description of felt senses. 
Openly enunciating statements in frst-person is intended to 
help designers translate emerging and sensing qualities into 
potential insights and then share with others as a starting 
point for idea generation. 

• Notes should be specifc: Instead of describing the general 
aspects of the felt-sense (for instance: ‘I remembered lots 
of things about my workplace’), notes should illustrate the 
uniqueness of each situation (‘I remembered that although 
I was always thirsty, I rarely stood up from my desk to get 
some water’). 

Before working in pairs once again, participants had to explain 
the content of the notes to each other, discussing whether they 
discovered something new by trying to articulate their experiences 
through this format. 

Contextual qualities: Yellow notes. This step was planned to bring 
more external contextual information back to the exercise. In this 
step, participants work in pairs and context is explicitly acknowl-
edged through the articulation of yellow notes. These notes should 
contain the following: 

• Distinct characteristics of the physical space where things 
happened. 

• Everyday practices in the space where the action occurred. 
These can be personal as well as interpersonal. 

• Any other contextual information of relevance. 

7.1.3 Creating ideas from felt-sensing and context. In the follow-
ing step, green and yellow notes should be combined to inspire 
ideas -documented later in orange notes. First, each member of the 
partnership works individually, generating connections between 
both sets of notes. After that, ideas are shared to get inspiration to 
refne them individually. Participants were encouraged to generate 
as many ideas as possible. 

7.1.4 Selecting, sketching and sharing. Finally, sketches [32] were 
used to articulate and communicate their resulting ideas more ef-
fectively and designerly within the group. Participants were asked 
to develop one of their ideas further through sketches describing 
the interactive fow. They were also given the option to either work 
in collaboration if they felt more comfortable that way, potentially 
guarding those participants that could have been not so open to 
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reveal their personal stories. To fnalise the exercise, each team 
presented their ideas before the class, identifying the felt-sensing 
qualities inspiring their ideas. 

7.2 Analysis 
The resulting materials (including Focusing narratives and ideas for 
future workplaces) were analysed by combining open coding [31] 
and theory-driven coding [10]. Open coding allows us to obtain 
predominant patterns of response. In contrast, theory coding frames 
the research within the boundaries of the phenomena of importance: 
how the felt-sense contributed to the generation of ideas. 

7.3 Results 
Next, we summarise the most salient fndings from Focusing for 
Ideation. As in the application of the general protocol, the pro-
cess of inventorying qualities became slightly more situational than 
sensorial, compared to previous studies where Focusing has been 
used as a tool for data collection [71]. This response pattern might 
have been related to participants’ lack of experience with somatic 
practices, which makes the link between the emotional and sensory 
less apparent. Still, as usual, narrations showed candidness and 
meaningful discoveries when applying the method. In addition, the 
main themes we describe here that are particular to the ideation 
process are (a) the generation of insight-driven ideas and (b) the 
use of sensory metaphors and qualities. 

7.3.1 Insight-driven ideas. In some cases, participants experienced 
revelations linked to somatic sensations confrming the certainty 
of their insights. For example, in Table 4, we see how the partici-
pant/designer articulates his experience of transporting himself to 
a previous work environment to describe the context and physical 
sensations (the strained body, the stress and nervousness). At the 
end of the description, he discloses his revelation -not wanting to 
disappoint his family- which felt-sensing concept then translated 
into his design idea. With the revelation, we can follow the partici-
pant’s felt-sensing process, including his inner dialogue, combining 
somatic and emotional elements. 

His idea is described as an "appreciation reminder" (as illustrated 
in the storytelling piece on Table 4), consisting of a dashboard 
showing photos of family and friends as soon as the user stands up 
from their ofce chair, inviting him to keep in mind their priorities. 
It also contemplates a list of achievements in the workplace. The 
proposal seems simple but is based on strong feelings of self-doubt, 
which are common to others who work in competitive environ-
ments. Focusing here functions as a trigger to uncover an unspoken 
design issue, relevant to explore later in detail. 

7.3.2 Sensory metaphors. Although the ofce space is often as-
sociated with stress, it is also linked to values such as friendship, 
collaboration, sense of achievement and other positive aspects. 
These feelings are commonly brought to attention through the Fo-
cusing guided exercises, taking the shape of memories, sensations, 
insights and revelations, which are potentially transferred into de-
sign ideas. A metaphorical approach to idea generation materialises 
positive features into a proposal, as exemplifed in Table 5. In her 
manuscript, the participant describes how the calming presence of 
others was also connected to her sense of belonging. This sense of 

belonging is also inspired metaphorically through sensory elements 
representing how diferent people around her workspace made her 
feel. 

7.4 How would Focusing Ideation difer from 
more conventional methods for creativity 
or experience-articulation? 

One of the issues challenging the adoption of Focusing-oriented 
methods resides in a dominantly held view of subjectivity as in-
valid, discouraging many designers from considering their personal 
experiences as relevant in the design process. More specifcally, 
using personal accounts integrated into the design process has 
been deemed biased and contradicting the elemental principles of 
user-centred design [69]. Although the role of designers is to focus 
on the needs of others, purposely denying personal experiences as 
a possible factor infuencing design outcomes might be closing the 
door for the exploration of meaningful life themes. As emerging 
concepts are close to people’s experiences, they can be pretty de-
tailed and rich, revealing the essence of what makes an experience 
meaningful. 

In most design methods dealing with ideas, including those 
that use somatic knowledge, team collaboration is pivotal. In this 
Focusing-oriented approach, idea generation and problem articu-
lation are intimately connected with the obtention of meaningful 
descriptions of subjective experience. Comparing Focusing ideation 
with other methods with a strong subjective focus such as embodied 
sketching, co-design tactics are still used as resources for ideation 
and engagement [65]. On a diferent example, such as somaesthetic 
ideation, personal experiences emerging from bodily exploration 
through Feldenkrais are shared in group ideation sessions [54], 
which might weaken the revelatory character given by personal 
discoveries. Context and setting are inseparable from artefacts and 
people, making methods such as bodystorming [76] and experience 
prototyping [9] eminently team-based. Instead of emphasising col-
lective group engagement, Focusing ideation exercises are practised 
in the modality of partnership. In that way, we try to guard as much 
as possible the richness of aesthetic description and the integrity 
of insights whilst using collaboration to stimulate the appearance 
of personal discoveries. 

As in any ideation method, ideas derived from Focusing ideation 
are the frst step towards further exploration; however, these are 
grounded on our bodily knowing as a liminal interface between the 
explicit and the tacit dimension. The frst attempts shown through 
this study are grounded on meaningful motivations such as afec-
tive memory, as illustrated in the previous examples from Table 4 
and 5. Other examples allude to deep desires, the reminiscence of 
playful moments in the workplace, or even deep discomfort against 
the status quo. To facilitate a candid description of such situations, 
Focusing redirects attention from external design constraints to 
more existential, subjective and socially-oriented issues. The artic-
ulation of the problem based on felt-sensing insights becomes the 
centrepiece or guiding principle from which primary ideas can be 
later iterated and perfected. 

Another important aspect of this articulation process relates to 
rigour in using subjective experience to inspire design. In methods 
that use frst-person perspectives, a systematic documentation of 
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Table 4: Example of an idea based on an insight 

each step is key for the communicability of research fndings [96], 
helping us to make sense of the design decisions generated through 
subjective experience. In Focusing for design, communicability us 
express through a specifc process combining individual articulation 
and partnership to elicit further discoveries and ideas. Each stage of 
the process is carefully documented so that others can make sense 
of -and critique- the design decisions deriving from the exercises. 

8 CASE–2: DESIGNING FROM THE 
GRANTER’S EXPERIENCE 

This case study derives from previous research involving wear-
able devices, sensory perception and Focusing. In these studies, 

vibration and heat were explored as materials to shape and infu-
ence the felt sense [71, 73] by using props designed to evoke ideas 
through bodily sensing in an open-ended manner [100]. As a result 
of such explorations, it was discovered that while heat functions as 
an enhancer of positive sensations by capturing the physicality of 
the felt-sense, vibration generates a calming and grounding feel-
ing of expansiveness, contradicting the initial premise that haptic 
stimulation could disturb bodily awareness [71]. 

To inform our study, we collected a series of narratives through-
out two years of workshops on Focusing with props and actuators 
on the body under the theme of Blissful Memories. Most of them 
were revealing and detailed, showing some interesting connections 
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Table 5: Example of idea metaphorically connecting felt sensing concepts with materials. 

between sensory information, situations, environment and feelings, 
the elements composing a living system, according to Gendlin [27]. 
The vividness of the narrations motivated us to ask for possible 
ways to transmit the complexity of felt sensing through sensory 
perception and storytelling, from frst to third person engagement. 
The research questions arising from this idea were: Is it possible to 
transfer felt-sensing qualities through technologies for self-refection? 
How are these qualities interpreted and embodied from one subjectiv-
ity to another? To answer these questions, we crafted an immersive 
art installation towards materialising the values emerging from one 
specifc felt-sensing narrative granted by one of our participants. As 
an artistic aim, Soul: Storytelling the Felt-sense uses storytelling and 
controlled vibration on the body to generate a space for refection 
and self-inquiry on participants’ moments of bliss. 

In terms of this case study’s contribution, by showing what is 
transferred and what is missing from the granter’s experience in 
connection with other people’s embodiments we demonstrate how 
Focusing contributes with rich narratives where others can closely 
relate, even when these stories are highly subjective and specifc. 
Moreover, this relatedness is expressed through the committed 
responses given by our participants, who were –in some cases— 
able to identify the missing experiential gaps between the granter’s 
and their experiences. In sum, Focusing-informed designs function 
as generative tools for rich evaluative feedback. 
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Figure 2: SOUL, the installation. 

8.1 Design through design process 
In this study, the prototype embodies a Research through Design 
process towards theory generation [102]. In the same way of Focus-
ing Ideation, this process is inspired by the concept of combodying, 
where all bodies are connected to the universe in complex rela-
tionships of implying and occurring, as discussed by Ikemi [44], 
drawing from Gendlin’s philosophy. Adopting this principle as 
a governing philosophy for design implies something essentially 
shared in people’s subjective experiences that others can transfer 
and understand. In this case, the aesthetic experience of a granter 
(a particular participant) was metaphorically represented by the 
electronic installation as a medium to connect with the audience. 
We call this participant the granter, refecting how she has permitted 
us to use her intimate story as a design tool. 

SOUL is an installation consisting of a vibratory surface or mat 
programmed to react to pre-recorded sounds. The granter’s nar-
rative was assembled in a composition combined with drumming 
sounds, which activated the vibratory surface. This surface was 
placed on a small empty room, surrounded by a dimmed light sculp-
ture activated by proximity (Figure 2). Participants would lay on 
the mat and be given a pair of headphones to listen to a felt-sensing 
narrative from the granter. The selected description was collected 
as part of a study of Focusing and wearable props. Table 6 shows 
the chosen story, as described by the participant during her Focus-
ing session involving vibration on the body while being guided to 
recreate a moment of bliss. Here, she relives a situation where she 
attended a Japanese Kodo drum session as an aesthetic experience 
with plenty of sensory and emotional details. We selected this nar-
rative based on the following criteria: (a) Evidence of rich sensory 
qualities through the narration, including clarity, description of 

insights, bodily engagement and the explicit role of vibration in the 
construction of her aesthetic experience, (b) a harmonious match 
between the story and the external stimuli, and fnally (c) technical 
feasibility. 

Through a follow-up interview, the granter was required to in-
troduce the story -by briefy describing the scenery where the story 
happened-, giving some extra clues for the audience to connect and 
visualise with her memory. Despite this addition, the rest of her 
narrative was kept unaltered to refect a capture of her felt sense, 
vividly described during the Focusing session. Once the text was 
ready, the granter was asked to contribute to the recording session 
with her own voice. Although we could have used a voice actor for 
the installation, we wanted to capture the nuances of the granter’s 
intentionality through her voice. As a result, we could obtain a 
more candid narrative tied to her voice’s colour and its variations 
during more dynamic passages. 

Figure 3 shows a systematic view of the design process, which 
started with (a) the data collection process through Focusing work-
shops, where we selected a narrative. Then (b) we have identifed 
predominant aesthetic qualities to transfer. It is essential to point 
out that we did not aim to mimic the full range of the granter’s 
sensory experience but rather capture specifc traits within this 
aesthetic experience that could stimulate the power of suggestion 
in our audience and their connection with the story. In this case, we 
decided to capture the increasing nature of vibration, from subtle to 
intense, which would lead to a sense of anticipation in the audience. 
We also agreed to highlight the importance of sound over visual 
elements, which seemed less signifcant in her description. Tak-
ing these traits as directing our design process (c), we created the 
SOUL prototype. Finally, (d) we evaluated the prototype with the 
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Table 6: The participant’s narrative (excerpt): Bliss, vibration and Focusing. 

I was in a concert hall that was dark and silent, with anticipation of the performance of Japanese Kodo drummers. There was a big drum 
on the stage. A drummer approached it and started drumming. It started so gently, like a futter of butterfy’s wings and the vibration was 
gradually building up, even so slowly and smoothly; until it became as loud as a thunder, and it shook my whole body. I felt the vibrations 
in the air, in my chest, in my arms and legs, in my feet and in my hands. I felt an overwhelming joy inside - it felt like my spirit was 
moved. I felt I am one with the vibration, with the air, the chair on which I was sitting, with the drummers, with the entire hall. I felt 
connected on an atomic level. I felt I am a part of the whole. When I placed the device on the palm of my left hand I felt the feeling of 
connectedness intensifed. It was very pleasant. Both palms were pleasantly vibrating, and the vibration "climbed up" my arms and to my 
shoulders. When the felt sense session ended, I felt more grounded. I felt gravity more intensifed. 

Figure 3: The design process of SOUL 

granter and other participants. We were interested in discovering 
the diferent embodied relations emerging from the transference of 
an aesthetic experience and the possibility of transmitting somatic 
qualities. 

8.2 Results 
Twenty-two participants (seven men and ffteen women) interacted 
with the prototype. Approximately half of the participants sponta-
neously mentioned that they had previously practised meditation, 
and some of them were part of the Focusing community. Data were 
analysed according to principles of grounded theory, [31] allow-
ing the data to be openly categorised rather than fnding guidance 
through theory-driven coding, as in the case of our previous studies 
where fnding the presence of the felt-sense was relevant. In this 
paper, we only present the granter’s impressions concerning the 
responses generated by other participants to answer the question 
of what is transferred and what is missing from the facilitated mem-
ory. Regarding the results concerning participants, these have been 
discussed in detail somewhere else [74]. 

8.2.1 The granter’s meta-experiencing with SOUL. As part of the 
evaluation process, the granter was invited to register for an inter-
active session as with the rest of the participants. After entering 

the room, she took of her shoes immediately and lay down on the 
mat unassisted. After the interaction with the artwork was fnished, 
she expressed having felt deeply moved by the experience. Once 
back to the debriefng room, she revealed some extra information 
about her experience: 

• She listened to herself as being there from a third-person per-
spective. Listening to her own voice rendered some unfamil-
iarity to the situation, which was translated into perceiving 
herself from a slightly strange angle. 

• She confrmed that the visual component of the original 
narrative was not relevant for its re-interpretation, an aspect 
that it was correctly assumed and represented through the 
selected setup and interactive components (audio, haptic 
stimulation instead of more visual elements). 

• Regarding vibration, it enhanced her feelings of being there, 
generating a pleasurable sensation on her body. However, 
she pointed out an important diference between our inter-
pretation and her memory, as illustrated in Table 7 

Interestingly, the need for a much stronger stimulation on the 
body to match her afective memory was also detected by some 
participants who connected with their story as being there. One 
participant (illustrated in Table 8) pointed out: 
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Table 7: The granter’s description of her aesthetic experience compared to the artwork’s representation 

I noticed that that was the diference between this one and the original experience. The anticipation...’ it’s how to describe how the drums 
were so gentle... they were building up from silence. So it was silence and then... vibration... and bigger and bigger. And the drums that I 
heard were almost like a heartbeat. There were pauses in between, but it didn’t have this... crescendo, like... sound and then... louder... and 
I missed that, because it was the most exciting thing. And the vibration followed it.... just like a breeze on your skin... and then it became 
really violent... you know? You felt the beating of the drums on your chest and it wasn’t violent enough, it was too gentle! That was sort 
of... the only thing that could have enhanced the whole experience. [. . .] But apart from that, I loved everything... the vibration that was 
there, and my skin was so tingly. After it stopped, I still could feel my body vibrating... it was very enjoyable. 

Table 8: A participant’s response compared to the granter’s 

I have experienced that kind of drumming when the body becomes a kind of another instrument during the performance, and ... it just 
has resonated because our bodies do resonate. So I really jumped into her world, and even though the feeling in the mat was small, I kind 
of imagined it how I know it, where it is just like waves going through your body, just similar to the waves in the beach, and it becomes 
very... I am not sure if ’transcendent’ is the right word, but it became... I don’t know if ’overwhelming’ is the right word, but it’s 
something in the line when your body becomes dominant and your mind becomes minimal. And your body likes that. 

Impressions regarding the quality and intensity of vibration 
on the body varied, with most participants pointing out that its 
presence contributed favourably to the materiality of the story, 
strengthening self-identifcation with the granter. However, the 
previous testimony -as some few others- noted that what was de-
scribed in the story was far more powerful than our representation, 
in line with the granter’s impressions. 

8.3 What is transferred, and what is missing? 
This study brings to the fore the importance of prototypes as gen-
erators of theory [102] and, more specifcally, aesthetic qualities. 
These qualities become more or less calibrated and close with the 
real experience recreated through Focusing and imagery. The way 
this study was set up takes advantage of the prototype as a catalyst 
of meaning-making and even disagreement towards promoting 
an active conversation. In the introduction of this case, we asked: 
Is it possible to transfer felt-sensing qualities through technologies 
for self-refection? How are these qualities interpreted and embod-
ied from one subjectivity to another? By presenting a version of 
the granter’s feelings, we wanted to fnd out precisely the most 
prominent aspects missing in our solution. That is one reason the 
granter is not a co-design partner, giving her space not to fxate or 
build emotional ties with the prototype at the early stages of the 
design process. This way, she easily identifed the missing pieces 
lacking connection with her version of the story. As a result, the 
tingly quality of vibration allowed the granter to connect back to 
her original story. However, its intensity was insufcient to bring 
out the transcendental nature of her experience. Some participants 
noted this; however, some others did not, openly connecting with 
what was given. Participants who expressed rejection towards the 
experience actively opened up to ofer their alternative scenarios 
of bliss. 

The meaning represented through the artefact designed from 
the granter’s experience works as a polyphonic novel described by 
Wright and McCarthy [66], where the story articulated through 
artefacts is designed to connect with others. Artefacts created from 
felt-sensing qualities should introduce participants or users to their 

inner conficts and capture nuanced aspects of humanness to refect 
on. In that sense, designing from the granter’s experience works 
as a literature piece; the novel speaks to the reader from a specifc 
position or confict, which can be either embraced (mirroring the 
self) or left behind (by scafolding diference). 

As such, potentially homogeneous reactions to the artefact were 
not intended for this study, as this would have prescribed meaning 
instead of facilitating it. The connection between the granter’s ex-
perience and the participant resides in how felt-sensing qualities 
presented through an artefact opened the door for raw and intimate 
meaning-making manifestations. The philosophical premise behind 
the artwork is that when connecting with our meaning generation 
process through the body, we connect with something essential 
that shapes how our environment is constructed [28, 44]. Mate-
rialising a subjective position through design leads participants 
to carry forward their meaning-making process by mirroring the 
self or scafolding new meaning. Ikemi’s combodying concept [44] 
appears once again a relevant governing concept to make a case 
for the generation of design starting from subjective experience, 
in this case, facilitated through a second-person encounter with 
the designer. The idea that we are all connected systemically was 
echoed by some participants unfamiliar with the granter’s experi-
ence. The need for a more potent stimulus to match her speech’s 
nature was mentioned by those participants who connected closely 
with her story, particularly those who related the granted narrative 
with their own concerts and events. For those who felt like being 
her, the stimulus was perceived as in sync with their listening. On 
the contrary, vibration appeared violent and highly disruptive for 
those who could not connect with the granter’s moment of bliss. 

We have presented a summary of each case study, including a 
discussion of some salient points. In the next section, the general 
discussion will take shape as considerations for design towards 
informed applicability of this method to the feld. 
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9 FOCUSING FOR INTERACTION DESIGN: 
CONSIDERATIONS AND DESIGN 
OPPORTUNITIES 

In light of the results emerging from the case studies, this section 
introduces a series of considerations and opportunities for Focusing 
as an introspective method for design. Somatic-oriented agendas 
in design have placed the body as the centre of the discussion, 
representing knowledge generated through kinaesthetic awareness 
and movement. However, somatic awareness can also occur under 
more contemplative settings, namely through meditation, body 
scanning and Focusing. The type of awareness promoted through 
Focusing puts us in contact with the intimacy of our feelings, in 
conversation with how the body feels while we examine the topic 
of relevance. 

9.1 Its applicability requires a somatically 
sensible facilitator. 

The felt sense is a holistic and somatic way to connect with the 
complexity of our feelings and meaning-making process. As such, 
the emergence of the felt sense is a spontaneous occurrence in 
everyday living. However, if the felt sense is actively sought af-
ter as part of an exercise, a facilitator must guide participants to 
unpack what is hidden. We tend to wrongly assume that describ-
ing the procedural elements of an experience is an efortless act 
[7, 75]. However, connecting with our self-awareness is an act of 
active defamiliarisation [29]. The guidance allows participants to 
"focus" on their bodily awareness towards establishing an inner 
dialogue [29, 75, 80]. When guidance is well conducted, this leads 
to the extraction of aesthetic qualities from routinely experiences, 
including an inventorying of sensory information. Practices such 
as micro phenomenology also elicit access to this kind of inventory. 
Nevertheless, in Focusing, this process leads to a subjective sense 
of insight that helps identify the most meaningful instances of the 
experience. This possibility of accessing focused awareness argues 
favourably for the inclusion of contemplative practices into interac-
tion design, as it brings a type of refection that is simultaneously 
somatic and contemplative. Performing or making is not enough 
to articulate fne qualities associated with experiencing. Some at-
tempts to combine action and description have been demonstrated 
to be cognitively demanding [46], disrupting the documentation 
and fow of experience. This gap opens up spaces for contempla-
tive practices such as Focusing as a method for documentation of 
experience, as the brain areas involved during the guided exercises 
and imagery are also activated during the evoked action [55]. 

Facilitating through somatic sensibility is relevant for the ap-
plication of Focusing for design. By somatic sensibility, we mean 
the capacity to empathically and internally perceive timing, fow, 
tone of voice during the delivery of the script and consider how the 
internal process of the other might be unfolding. This implies hav-
ing the ability to sense how others might be feeling and adapt the 
guidance accordingly. As a psychotherapeutic practice, Focusing 
requires a specifc kind of training to become a connoisseur and, 
therefore, be ready to apply the technique for therapeutic purposes. 
However, as explained previously, Gendlin himself envisioned a 
series of potential avenues for his method, including possibilities 
for adapting the protocol. Design practitioners and researchers who 

have once incorporated the body into their routine practice could 
make sense of this method with ease. Engaging in a design process 
involving defamiliarisation and the lived body equips them with 
a fne sensibility to understand that embodied knowledge is tacit 
and needs some time and space to unfold slowly. 

9.2 A method of staying-with and letting go: 
Those involved in Focusing for design sessions should engage in the 
dynamics of staying with and then letting go. This implies trusting 
the subjective as a primary source of values until concepts are fully 
formed for design use. When comparing Focusing and Mindfulness, 
we described the importance of staying with to establish an inner 
dialogue with our bodies. However, once concepts are formed, and 
somatic and experiential qualities are described, we release them 
in a search for something new. Through Focusing Ideation, we 
have exemplifed the importance of making space for ideas and 
felt-sensing values to be formed subjectively, this way connecting 
with deep motivations and potential insights. However, once these 
concepts are adequately described, these return to intersubjective 
combodying [44] materialised as design critique. In the design and 
evaluation of SOUL, the granter was involved actively during the 
articulation of her experience. However, the granter transfers her 
felt-sense as a material for designers to create a piece representing 
her experience. This letting-go process avoids fxation with the 
proposed idea prematurely and makes space for disagreement to 
appear. We use our views as a starting point for the granter to 
clearly verbalise what is missing. Here, the granter is fundamental 
in the evaluation process, as she is the one who has given shape 
to the narrative. Nevertheless, her very personal story contains 
enough elements to ofer clues for others to self-identify with her 
stance, alluding to the intersubjective nature of her bliss. 

9.3 Somatic versus design dynamics: 
An important point on the tension between somatic and design 
dynamics relates to how Focusing-oriented methods use the raw 
subjective experience as a centrepiece for design, which difers 
from more widespread approaches used in design and HCI, such as 
user-centred design and co-design. Design is considered a social 
activity, an aspect refected in somatic-oriented methods that at-
tempt to integrate team dynamics -perhaps prematurely- during 
the articulation of ideas [70]. Although self-ethnography [35] and 
autobiographical design [69] are becoming increasingly respected 
in HCI and interaction design, these are still underrepresented and 
sources of criticism and distrust [69]. Through the presentation of 
Focusing-oriented methods, we argue that the detailed and nuanced 
articulation of subjective experience is helpful in deeply connecting 
with other subjectivities -such as SOUL and the diferent responses 
generated through the interaction with the prototype. As previously 
discussed, we use the concept of combodying [44] -or embodied 
connection amongst living beings -as a philosophical considera-
tion that highlights our existing kinship with others, making our 
mutual understanding possible if we provide subtle clues. Trusting 
this principle, Focusing-oriented methods are frmly grounded in 
subjective articulation, which opens up to intersubjective valida-
tion only after making sure felt-sensing qualities are set. Focusing 
can also be used purposely as a non-solutionist approach to slowly 
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delve into the design space, resonating with approaches that value 
uncertainty and somatic learning as part of their process, such as 
the case of Soma Design methodology [94]. 

9.4 Diferent somatic sensibilities - Sensory 
versus situational: 

Connected to the previous point, some participants might show 
diferent sensibilities to aspects such as (a) becoming aware of their 
bodies in a contemplative way, (b) showing the ability to connect 
and sense information that is not there to be directly experienced. As 
previously explained, somatic guide is essential to help participants 
connect with their self-awareness because this is neither easy nor 
straightforward. [86]. Participants with more experience in bodily 
practices tend to inventory qualities connected with their bodily 
sensing [71]. In contrast, less experienced participants -such as 
those participating in the ideation sessions- tend to focus more on 
the situations connected with their evocations. If needed, situational 
information is easier to evoke through interviews. For instance, for 
the design of SOUL, the granter was asked to provide some further 
details to provide situational context to her narrative, allowing 
more direct visualisation of her aesthetic experience. In the case of 
needing further information connected with the somatic dimension, 
this might require more active descriptions through body maps 
or follow-up Focusing sessions. As in any other somatic practice, 
access to self-awareness is improved through training. 

9.5 Ethical considerations: 
Focusing is a highly efective technique to access inner experience, 
as exemplifed through the case studies. However, sometimes par-
ticipants might not wish to share their impressions, particularly 
in public workshops. Design workshops should ofer spaces for 
participants to decline openly sharing details of their experience 
that might appear controversial or uncomfortable. Written instru-
ments allow participants to communicate their impressions on the 
study subject more openly and candidly. In the case of Focusing 
Ideation - where we worked with postgraduate students- they were 
not directly evaluated by their responses to Focusing. Instead, they 
were assessed regarding the quality of their refections emerging 
from their experiences with Focusing -and other somatic exercises-
considering how these contributed to their design practice. 

As another ethical consideration, as ideas are examined through 
our bodies -making us more receptive and present- researchers 
should avoid the exploration of distressing or sensitive topics, as un-
trained designers do not have the tools to deal with the emotion 
work involved in this practice [3] . Focusing for design should be 
used to unfold discoveries and somatic information inspiring de-
sign. Although negative emotions cannot always be avoided (in the 
same way these might appear during regular interview sessions, for 
instance), it is better to apply Focusing in the context of everyday 
situations that could inspire design research and practice. Even 
if negative emotions arise, these become manageable tensions to 
bring into the design process if the participant is willing to open 
up to discuss them. 

9.6 Conclusion and Future Work 
This paper has presented Focusing as an introspective method 
for design research, which uses somatic facilitation to access our 
felt-sense -this is a collection of feelings, sensations, and unartic-
ulated knowledge awaiting discovery. The articulation of these 
experiences has been used as materials for interaction design, as 
illustrated through three case studies presented here. At the end 
of the paper, we have introduced a set of considerations for de-
sign emerging from the studies, including (1) the role of somatic 
sensibility as crucial to the process of Focusing, (2) Focusing as a 
method of staying-with and letting go, (3) the diferences between 
design and somatic dynamics, including how Focusing uses raw 
subjective experience as the centrepiece of this design research 
method, in contrast with more widespread design practices, (4) the 
recognition of diferent somatic sensibilities as necessary (5) some 
ethical considerations, including the protection of privacy. 

The application of Focusing in Interaction Design is still very 
nascent yet promising. As part of our future work, we envision 
opportunities for Focusing in conjunction with performative so-
matic approaches. One of the challenges concerning performative 
methods is the difculties emerging from documenting the nuances 
of lived experience. The application of Focusing as a documentation 
method is not only frmly grounded in our bodies as sources of 
meaning-making but also connects our evocations with some areas 
of the brain activated during action. Another pending challenge is 
the further validation of Focusing Ideation as a method for design. 
Although it is strongly suggested as a tool for problem articulation 
and values for design, it needs some more iterations to determine 
further the nature of design briefs better suited for applying this 
method as an ideation tool. Finally, the applicability of Focusing 
as a grounding philosophy for prototyping from subjective expe-
rience not only concerns Focusing-oriented methods but shows 
how subjective experience as the centre of inquiry can be validated 
intersubjectively, ofering an example of our implicit connection 
with others. 
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