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DESIGN PROCESS
Before following the Aesthetics of Interaction course, I hoped to
be introduced to what an effortless interaction is, how to design
such an interaction and what methods to use.
My expectations were met, several papers on interaction design
were addressed, starting with the Interaction Frogger [1]. This
paper impressed me a lot, especially since it is so close to my
vision on design. The paper learned me what an intuitive
aesthetical interaction is and how it can be established.
To get inspired and explore several possible ways to create such
an intuitive interaction, a few papers about Experience
Prototyping [2], Interaction Relabeling [3] and Movement-Based
Design [4] were addressed. The diversity of these papers got me
to discover and explore that there are more creative techniques of
ideating than just sketching or brainstorming. Moreover, they
showed me that other external factors can also influence design
choices. An interaction with a design could turn out completely
different than expected when context and experience are involved
[2]. The interaction relabeling method [3] taught me about values
and characteristics a design can get when different interactions
and functions are combined. Furthermore, interaction gives
meaning [4]. By experimenting and exploring, by just doing and
making without limits, different tangible prototypes and creative
ideas can be generated. This is what we did in iteration 1. We took
a stapler and tried to give different interactions a different
purpose. After trying out and discussing, we made a few models
that represented interactions with the stapler, for instance an
aggressive slam on the snooze button, as can be seen on the left
of figure 1.

since appreciation is developed by personal experience and
without context, systems cannot be designed [6]. This can restrict
design choices, but it can also give a lot of new opportunities. By
even specifying goals and characteristics of the user, we tried to
push the target group and context of use to an extreme. This gave
various potential solutions and new insights about the design. A
significant design choice we made as a result was applying limited
snoozes, since our depressed person is able to train that way.
Proceeding with iteration 2, we used different materials to bodystorm [4], as seen in figure 2, since interaction is too rich &
complex to explore with any non-interactive medium [7]. This
gave new unexpected insights. We tried out several interactions
with the alarm and documented the interesting and potential
ones. From this we learned that our user should be awakened
subtly, but after several snoozes he or she must turn off the alarm
aggressively and energetically, in order to freshly start the new
day. This agrees with the findings of the interaction relabeling.

Figure 2: Body-storming experience prototyping. Waking
up energetically.
With the values and requirements obtained from the bodystorming we made some new experience prototypes, which can
be seen in figure 3. The upper 2 prototypes can be linked to the
energetic value, since they have parts that have to be pulled apart.
The lower prototypes possess the subtle wake up value.

Figure 1: Experience prototyping interaction relabeling.

Figure 3: Experience
prototyping based on
body-storming
and
interaction relabeling.

Next to the different creative ideating techniques we got several
other papers about different aspects of interaction design. This
made me overthink how such a design might or might not look. I
tried to combine these papers with the ideating techniques and
implement them in the design.
Next to the interaction relabeling we tried the Movement-Based
Design technique [4]. We specified the context around our design,

In iteration 3 we started
to refine the design and
prototype. We looked at
the material for example.
Material can be incredible
valuable [8], since the use of specific materials can awake different
experiences, which can result in new ideas and functions on its

turn. As a result, we added a fluffy soft fabric on the outside of the
design. To give the user an image of what is happening outside
we implemented nature sounds, to provide a continuity and
coherence in time and space [5]. We also chose the design to be in
bed on the pillow. This suggest, together with the fabric, that it is
a precious design. This adds up to the thought that an artifact is
different for different people and everyone would give different
meaning to it [8]. Our depressed user would give a more positive
meaning to his alarm clock and would get out of bed less gloomy.
To give an accurate image about the usage of the product in
context we also made a video [10].

Figure 4: The final prototype
All in all I think, whilst I learned a lot from Aesthetics of
interaction, there are still a lot of things that our design could
improve. To critique and reflect this, starting with giving context.
Even though we could sympathize a bit with a depressed person,
every user is different [8] and we probably cannot completely
understand the way such a person thinks. Without talking to users
or experts, we were limited in designing.
Furthermore, we did not pay attention to the roles of shape and
the user in operating the design [5]. Why should the bottom of the
design not contain a fluffy soft fabric? Why is there even a bottom
if the device is meant to be kept in bed.
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CONCLUSION
Bearing the Interaction Frogger [1] in mind, our design does not
have a natural coupled action and reaction in all aspects.
From a personal perspective, that is something I really want to
keep in mind. When I read the Interaction Frogger [1] for the first
time, I was amazed how accurately the paper supports my vision
on design.
For design to be a tool to simplify life, the designer should aim for
a clean, simple and smooth look, an seamless integration in one’s
life. The product can be in the center, but improves life without
bothering the user. Here, look, feel and function have a reason and
contribute to the seamless integration of the product.
In order to design such a product, an intuitive interaction is
absolutely necessary. When I pay much more attention to the 6
different practical characteristics of coupling action and
information, I can design much more smoother integrated systems
and aesthetically intuitive interactions. For example, our
prototype’s buttons can be felt, to know if they are on or off, but
other kinds of feedback and feedforward are not thought of and
thus not present in the design.
A thing that would really add up to this, is looking more carefully
at the value of haptics in an interaction, since they can indicate a
specific interaction for the user [9].
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