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Abstract

Capturing lived experience in HCI is often approached through mea-
surement, sampling, or sensing, privileging externally triggered or
data-driven accounts of what people feel, notice, or experience. In
this provocation, we question this orientation and explore an alter-
native stance: designing for noticing rather than measuring. We in-
troduce Micro-Experience Bingo, a playful, paper-based interaction
artifact that invites participants to log experiential micro-moments
when they occur. It is designed to scaffold attention, reflection, and
metacognitive awareness of subtle sensory, affective, and cognitive
shifts. Drawing on its use in a situated interdisciplinary workshop,
we reflect on how event-based, participant-initiated logging re-
shapes what becomes visible as “experience” in HCI. We do not
propose this approach as a replacement for existing methods, but
as a provocation that invites a rethinking of how experience is
captured, valued, and made discussable through interaction design.

CCS Concepts

« Human-centered computing; - Human-computer interac-
tion (HCI); « Interaction design;

Keywords

Embodied experience, Noticing, Reflective interaction, Event-based

logging, Playful design

ACM Reference Format:

Katja Thoring, Roland M. Mueller, and Martin Steinert. 2026. Micro-
Experience Bingo: Rethinking How Experience is Captured in HCIL. In
Designing Interactive Systems Conference (DIS Companion °26), June 13-17,
2026, Singapore, Singapore. ACM, New York, NY, USA, 5 pages. https:
//doi.org/10.1145/3802974.3809427

1 Rethinking How Experience Is Captured

In human-computer interaction (HCI) and interaction design, lived
experience is most often captured through measurement. Sensors,
logs, prompts, and sampling techniques promise access to what
people feel, think, or do by translating experience into data. While
these approaches have produced valuable insights, they also rest
on a particular assumption: that experience becomes knowable
primarily when it is measured, detected, or externally triggered.
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This orientation has consequences. Many experiential moments
that shape how people engage with technology, space, or one an-
other are fleeting, situational, and difficult to anticipate. A brief
sense of discomfort, a moment of resonance with another person,
an unexpected shift in attention, or a subtle feeling of being “out
of place” may never register as data points, not because they are
insignificant, but because they do not align well with predefined
metrics or sampling schedules.

In this provocation, we ask what might change if capturing
experience were approached differently. Rather than asking how
experience can be measured more precisely, we explore what it
might mean to design for noticing. Noticing here refers to the act of
becoming aware of experiential micro-moments as they occur, and
of treating this awareness itself as a meaningful interaction. From
this perspective, reflection is not a post-hoc activity that follows
experience, but something that can be scaffolded in situ through
design.

We introduce Micro-Experience Bingo as a concrete instantiation
of this stance. It is a playful, paper-based interaction artifact that
invites participants to log experiential moments when they per-
sonally deem them relevant. It does not aim to capture experience
comprehensively or objectively. Instead, it foregrounds attention,
interpretation, and metacognitive awareness, allowing participants
to decide what counts as an event worth noticing.

We propose Micro-Experience Bingo as a provocation that in-
vites a rethinking of how experience is captured, valued, and made
discussable in HCI. By shifting focus from measurement to noticing,
Micro-Experience Bingo raises broader questions about what kinds
of experiences current methods privilege, which remain invisible,
and how interaction design itself can participate in shaping what
becomes perceptible as experience.

2 Conceptual Framing

Much of HCI’s engagement with lived experience has focused on
making experience measurable, observable, or recordable through
technical means. Experience Sampling Methods (ESM), diary stud-
ies, and sensor-based approaches have been widely used to capture
affective or cognitive states while attempting to minimize recall
bias [1, 2, 8]. These approaches have produced important insights,
yet they also tend to privilege experiences that can be anticipated,
quantified, or externally prompted.

At the same time, a substantial body of work has argued that
experience is not only cognitive or representational, but embodied,
situated, and affective. Phenomenological perspectives emphasize
that perception is grounded in the lived body and unfolds through
active engagement with the world [6, 16]. In HCI and design, this
has informed theories of embodied interaction [4], somaesthetic
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design [9, 17], and experience-centered design [20], all of which
highlight the importance of bodily sensation, affect, and context in
shaping interaction.

A recurring challenge across these traditions concerns temporal-
ity and articulation. Many embodied or affective micro-moments
are fleeting, pre-reflective, or only partially accessible to conscious
awareness. Micro-phenomenological approaches suggest that such
moments can become articulable when attention is carefully scaf-
folded [3], and recent HCI work has shown how these methods can
be productively applied in design research [15]. At the same time,
theories of tacit knowledge emphasize that what people know or
sense often exceeds what they can readily verbalize [14]. Related
work in HCI has likewise emphasized the need for methods that
support the articulation of experience as it is lived, rather than
only after the fact [12]. From this perspective, the challenge is not
that experience is inaccessible, but that existing tools may not be
well-suited to making it expressible in the moment.

Within design research, probe-based approaches have explored
more open-ended and playful ways of eliciting experiential ac-
counts. Cultural probes deliberately resist standardization in favor
of ambiguity, interpretation, and participant-led meaning-making
[5]. Rather than producing “accurate” data, they are designed to
surface perspectives, values, and sensibilities that might other-
wise remain implicit. Such approaches resonate with affect theory,
which treats affect not as an internal state to be measured, but as
something that emerges relationally between bodies, environments,
and situations [7]. Related work in somaesthetic design similarly
emphasizes how interaction can cultivate sensitivity to bodily and
affective experience rather than simply capture it as data [10].

In summary, prior work highlights a recurring challenge in how
experience is captured in HCI: methods that prioritize precision
and comparability often overlook subtle, situational experiences,
while open-ended and reflective approaches may lack mechanisms
for supporting attention as experience unfolds.

3 Micro-Experience Bingo as an Interface for
Noticing

Micro-Experience Bingo is a paper-based interaction artifact de-
signed to scaffold attention to experiential micro-moments as they
occur. Rather than functioning as a measurement instrument or
structured diary, the Bingo operates as an interface for noticing that
invites participants to become aware of subtle sensory, affective,
cognitive, or social shifts and to decide for themselves when these
moments are worth marking. From an embodied cognition perspec-
tive, artifacts actively shape what becomes salient and noticeable
in a situation [11].

The artifact takes the familiar form of a Bingo card, organized
as a 4x6 grid with short prompts distributed across four experien-
tial dimensions: sensing, resonance, disruption, and reflection.
Each prompt is phrased in everyday language (e.g., “You sense a
temperature change,” “You hesitate to speak,” “You feel connected
to someone”) and is intentionally open to interpretation. The Bingo
format was a deliberate design choice. Its recognizability lowers
the threshold for engagement, while its playful connotations soften
the act of reflection and reduce the pressure to respond “correctly”
Beyond familiarity, its grid structure distributes attention across
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multiple experiential dimensions without requiring linear use, al-
lowing participants to move between prompts as moments arise.
The playful expectation of filling rows also introduces a gentle mo-
tivational pull, while the open layout leaves room for unevenness,
ambiguity, and partial engagement. In this sense, the format bal-
ances structure with interpretive freedom, which was central to
the design intention. More broadly, this positions the Bingo within
a family of canvas-like design artifacts that structure engagement
through spatial arrangement, prompts, and degrees of openness
[19]. The prompts were developed iteratively to balance recogniz-
ability with openness, so that they would cue attention without
prescribing meaning.

The paper-based form is intentional as well. Unlike digital inter-
faces that demand focused attention or impose temporal structure
through notifications or timestamps, the analog sheet can be car-
ried, glanced at, or ignored without friction. Participants can mark
prompts during ongoing activity, annotate them later, or leave them
blank. In this way, the artifact supports peripheral and intermit-
tent engagement, allowing reflection to remain embedded within
lived experience rather than interrupting it. Figure 1 shows the
paper-based Bingo sheet and Figure 2 illustrates an exemplary user
entry.

Micro-Experience Bingo does not aim to exhaustively capture
experience or to access pre-reflective states directly. Instead, it
acknowledges that the act of noticing is itself transformative. By
offering prompts as attentional cues, the Bingo shapes what partici-
pants attend to without prescribing what those experiences should
mean, deliberately embracing ambiguity. Different participants
may interpret the same prompt in divergent ways, and even the
same participant may respond to it differently across situations.
In this sense, the Bingo is not a neutral recording device but an
interaction that actively participates in the construction of expe-
rience, externalizing fleeting moments just enough to make them
discussable without stabilizing them into fixed data points. It aligns
with probe-like and somaesthetic approaches while foregrounding
noticing as a central interactional practice.

As a provocation, the artifact foregrounds three issues that mat-
ter in the sections that follow: how structure shapes reflection,
how playfulness influences engagement, and what becomes notice-
able when experience is approached through attention rather than
measurement.

4 A Situated Encounter with Micro-Experience
Bingo

To explore how Micro-Experience Bingo functions in practice, we
introduced the artifact during a three-day interdisciplinary research
workshop. The workshop brought together 14 participants in total
(including the three authors) from design, HCI, psychology, ar-
chitecture, information systems, and engineering, and combined
presentations, discussions, and informal activities. It took place in
a former monastery in Bavaria, a setting that offered a rich variety
of spatial, social, and sensory conditions.

Participants received the Bingo sheet at the beginning of the
workshop along with a brief introduction. We emphasized that
there was no “right” way to use the artifact and that engaging
with it was entirely voluntary. The Micro-Experience Bingo was
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Figure 2: : Exemplary Bingo Sheet with logged entries from one participant (used with consent; any names anonymized)
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Your heart rate
increases.
where, when, why?

—

You feel tension
in your body

where, when, why?

You shift posture
unconsciously
where, when, why?

—

You get
hyped-up

where, when, why?

r

You notice a sound-
scape
where, when, what?

-

You sense a tem-
perature change
where, when, what?

—

You laugh out loud

You make unex-

You feel connected

You smile without

You feel touched

You find a spot that

where, when, why? pected eye contact to realizing by a story feels just right
where, when, w/who? where, when, w/who? where, when, why? where, when, what? where, when, why?

You feel a strong You feel You feel rushed or Something pulled You feel confused You hesitated to

urge to get outside overstimulated pressured by time you out of focus where, when, why? act or speak

where, when, why?

—

where, when, why?

-

where, when, why?

-

where, when, what?

—

-

where, when, why?

-

You feel aesthetic

pleasure
where, when, why?

You thought of some
related research
where, when, what?

You pause to
reflect
where, when, why?

You get a new idea
where, when, what?

You find unexpected
beauty in the everyday
where, when, what?

You have an
Aha-Moment
where, when, what?

1: : Bingo sheet with 24 prompts clustered into 4 categories (Sensing, Resonance, Disruption, and Reflection).
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framed as a playful prompt for noticing rather than as a task to
complete. No examples were provided to avoid steering partici-
pants’ interpretations of the prompts or what they might consider
worth logging.

Participants engaged with the Micro-Experience Bingo in differ-
ent ways. Some carried the sheet with them throughout the day,
marking prompts during discussions, transitions between spaces,
informal conversations, or outdoor walks. Others interacted with
it more intermittently, returning to it during quieter moments of
pause or reflection. Because the artifact was paper-based and light-
weight, it could be consulted, ignored, or revisited without inter-
rupting ongoing activity. In this sense, interaction with the Bingo
often remained peripheral, woven into the flow of experience rather
than standing apart from it. Participants occasionally referred back
to their sheets in later group conversations, using them as prompts
for discussion or reminders of moments that might otherwise have
been forgotten. In this way, Micro-Experience Bingo operated not
only as a private reflection aid but also as a boundary object [18]
that supported shared reflection without requiring agreement on
interpretation.

This situated use illustrates the core intention of the provocation.
The value of Micro-Experience Bingo does not lie in the complete-
ness or comparability of what was logged, but in how the artifact
shaped what participants noticed, when they noticed it, and how
experience became available for reflection and conversation.

5 What Became Noticeable (and What Did Not)

The observations discussed in this section draw on the completed
Bingo sheets and follow-up reflections returned by 11 participants.
Using Micro-Experience Bingo in the workshop did not produce a
shared account of experience, but rather revealed patterns in what
participants found easy, difficult, or surprising to notice. These
observations do not function as results in an evaluative sense; in-
stead, they highlight how designing for noticing reshapes attention,
behavior, and reflection.

A first observation concerns which kinds of experiences were
readily acknowledged, and which were not. Prompts related to
sensory shifts or emerging ideas were frequently marked, whereas
prompts pointing to discomfort, hesitation, or bodily tension were
often left blank. This was particularly visible in the Disruption
category. The absence of marks did not necessarily indicate the
absence of such experiences. Rather, it raised questions about what
participants felt willing or able to externalize in the moment. As
one participant later reflected, they noticed moments of tension or
hesitation but “didn’t always feel like marking them,” suggesting
that noticing does not automatically translate into articulation.
Designing for noticing, in this sense, also exposes thresholds of
vulnerability, social appropriateness, and self-awareness.

A second observation relates to how the artifact shaped attention
over time. Several participants noted that Micro-Experience Bingo
heightened their awareness of subtle sensory, bodily, or affective
cues. One mentioned that it “made me a bit more aware of my
surroundings (e.g., the smell) and interactions with others,” while
another noted that it “made me actively look for or reflect on a
soundscape” Importantly, this influence extended beyond moments
of active logging. Some participants described becoming so attuned
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to certain prompts that they noticed changes in their own behavior.
In that sense, the Bingo sheet seemed to support a form of reflective
self-awareness that extended beyond the moment of noticing. This
aligns with research that frames metacognition not as something
to be assessed or quantified, but as an experiential capacity that
can be shaped through material and spatial interventions [13].

Participants also engaged with the artifact in different rhythms.
Some used the sheet spontaneously, marking prompts “frequently
during breaks of reflection or upon a spontaneous impulse.” Others
treated it as a reflective companion, returning to it once per day to
“reflect about the day while doing it” These varied patterns of use
highlight that noticing unfolded on different timescales and did not
require constant interaction with the artifact to be effective.

Several prompts elicited concrete experiential reflection, partic-
ularly those related to bodily or sensory awareness. One partici-
pant commented that “the body aspects (hyped, tension) resonated
nicely... I probably would not have actively reflected on them with-
out the bingo sheet” Others described how prompts such as “pause
to reflect” or “seeing beauty in the everyday” made them slow
down, “like stop to smell the flowers.” Beyond individual reflection,
the Bingo also appeared to sharpen sensitivity to interpersonal
dynamics. Participants noted feeling “more connected to the other
participants” or becoming “more aware of interpersonal dynamics”
through prompts such as “unexpected eye contact””

Finally, the playful structure of the Bingo itself surfaced an ad-
ditional insight. While participants were aware of the implicit
invitation to fill a row or call “Bingo,” none completed a full row or
the entire sheet. Rather than signaling a shortcoming of the format,
this absence highlighted the uneven and fragmentary nature of
lived experience. Experiential moments did not accumulate evenly
across prompts, nor did they resolve into closure. The unfulfilled
promise of “Bingo” thus became part of the provocation, underscor-
ing how experience resists completion even when structured as a
game.

These observations suggest that Micro-Experience Bingo does
more than capture experiential moments. It reveals how noticing
unfolds unevenly, what comes easily into awareness, what resists
articulation, and how attention is shaped by playful structure. For
HCI, this raises the question of whether experience-capture tools
should smooth out such irregularities or treat making them percep-
tible as a meaningful outcome of interaction design.

6 What Can We Do with Micro-Experience
Bingo?

If Micro-Experience Bingo is understood as an interface for notic-
ing rather than a tool for measurement, its value lies less in the
sheets themselves than in what they make possible afterward. The
logged micro-moments do not constitute a dataset to be optimized
or validated; instead, they act as situated traces that can be revisited,
selected, and reinterpreted.

In the workshop, some participants began to treat individual
Bingo entries as starting points for further exploration. Rather than
asking how often a particular experience occurred, they asked what
it would mean to design for that moment. A checked prompt, such
as noticing hesitation in speaking, unexpected eye contact, or a
shift in bodily tension, became a concrete anchor for imagining new
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interaction concepts. These ranged from speculative sensing ideas
to alternative forms of feedback, ambient cues, or interactional
supports that might make such moments perceptible in different
ways. In this sense, the Bingo sheet functioned as a bridge between
lived experience and design ideation.

More broadly, the artifact suggests a different role for experience
capture in HCL. Instead of treating captured moments as endpoints
of analysis, they can be treated as materials for design. Logged
micro-experiences can inform the creation of new measurement
tools, but also challenge what measurement might mean in the first
place. They can inspire interactions that respond to moments of
hesitation, resonance, or reflection without necessarily quantifying
them. They can also support conversations—between designers,
researchers, or participants—about which moments matter, why
they matter, and how they might be supported or transformed.

From this perspective, Micro-Experience Bingo is less about
documenting experience than about cultivating sensitivity to it
and opening space for design response. The provocation, then, is
not only about how experience is captured in HCI, but about how
noticing can become a generative resource for designing future
interactions, tools, and methods, especially those that engage with
moments that resist easy measurement.
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