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Despite a long history of researchers who combine phenomenology with qualitative or

quantitative methods, there are only few examples of working with a phenomenological

mixed method—a method where phenomenology informs both qualitative and

quantitative data generation, analysis, and interpretation. Researchers have argued that

in working with a phenomenological mixed method, there should be mutual constraint

and enlightenment between the qualitative (first-person, subjective) and quantitative

(third-person, objective) methods for studying consciousness. In this article, we discuss

what a framework for phenomenological mixed methods could look like and we aim to

provide guidance of how to work within such framework. We are inspired by resources

coming from research in mixed methods and existing examples of phenomenological

mixed-method research. We also present three cases of phenomenological mixed

methods where we study complex social phenomena and discuss the process of

how we conducted the studies. From both the research inspiration and our own

studies, we depict the landscape of possibilities available for those interested in

mixing phenomenology with qualitative and quantitative methods, as well as the

challenges and common pitfalls that researchers face. To navigate in this landscape,

we develop a three-fold structure, focusing on (1) the phenomenological frame, (2) the

phenomenologically informed generation of qualitative and quantitative data (tier one),

and (3) the phenomenologically informed analysis and interpretation of data (tier two).

Keywords: phenomenology, mixed method, phenomenological interview, musical communication and absorption,

research in cerebral palsy

INTRODUCTION

How do we investigate consciousness with its manifold nuances and complexities? Philosophers
working within the philosophical tradition of phenomenology have, since its inception, tried
to answer this methodological question, while breaking up disciplinary frontiers and working
in interdisciplinary contexts. Despite this effort, there are fewer examples of working with a
phenomenological mixed method. “Mixing” is here used as an umbrella term to refer to the
multifaceted procedures of combining, integrating, linking, and employing multiple methods
(Creswell, 2003; Creswell et al., 2003). Following Tashakkori et al. work, we define mixed-method
investigations as “research in which the investigator collects and analyses data, integrates the

https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychology
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychology#editorial-board
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychology#editorial-board
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychology#editorial-board
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychology#editorial-board
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2021.602081
http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.3389/fpsyg.2021.602081&domain=pdf&date_stamp=2021-03-03
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychology
https://www.frontiersin.org
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychology#articles
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
mailto:kmartiny@hum.ku.dk
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2021.602081
https://www.frontiersin.org/articles/10.3389/fpsyg.2021.602081/full


Martiny et al. Framing a Phenomenological Mixed Method

findings and draws inferences using both qualitative and
quantitative approaches” (Tashakkori and Creswell, 2007, 3). To
work with a phenomenological mixed method is consequently to
phenomenologically inform both the qualitative and quantitative
data generation, analysis, and interpretation.

One of the few examples of a phenomenological mixed
method is called “Neurophenomenology” as developed by Varela
in relation to the proposal of naturalizing phenomenology
(Varela, 1996; Varela and Shear, 1999). Varela argued that in
order for cognitive science to work as a scientific method for
studying consciousness, a mutual constraint [also called mutual
enlightenment (Gallagher, 1997)] should exist between first-
person (qualitative) and third-person (quantitative) methods
in generating, analyzing, and validating both subjective and
objective data. Philosophical phenomenology was used as the
theoretical foundation for framing the mutual constraint and
enlightening the two methods.

Guidelines of how to work with such neurophenomenological
mixed methods have been developed under the heading of
micro-phenomenology (Bitbol and Petitmengin, 2017). As we
describe and discuss below, this way of working focuses on
investigating the microdynamic processes and pre-reflective
aspects of experience. Finding inspiration in micro- and
neurophenomenology, we believe it is still necessary to show a
variety of different ways to work with phenomenological mixed
methods to be able to understand different kinds of experiences
at different pre-reflective and reflective levels.

Our aim is to depict a landscape of possibilities available
for those interested in this way of working. In this article,
we will therefore discuss more broadly what a framework for
phenomenological mixedmethods could look like. In the attempt
to develop a framework, we engaged ourselves in three studies
to understand the process of working with phenomenological
mixed methods.

The first study concerns the phenomenon of joint musical
absorption. Having collaborated with the Danish String Quartet
to establish definitions and criteria for various forms of joint
musical absorption (Høffding 2019), we were interested to see if
and how bio-rhythms were implicated herein. Would a strong
sense of joint, “interkinesthetic absorption” (Høffding, 2019,
233-40) be matched by synchronized breathing and heart rate,
or would physiology and phenomenology be divorced in this
situation? This was the main research question driving our first
mixed-method study. Themethodological challenge we therefore
had to solve was how we could investigate, both qualitatively
and quantitatively, the experiences of musicians, while they
were playing.

In addition to this study, we engaged in two mixed-method
studies on physical disability. The first study focused on
understanding joint actions involving people with cerebral palsy
(CP), which is a disorder that occurs due to a non-progressive
lesion in the developing central nervous system, damaging
sensorimotor predictive models and processes and causing
limitations to bodily functionality (i.e., bodily coordination and
adjustments). In embodied and enactive accounts of cooperation
which are phenomenologically informed, it is argued that
there exists a strong and direct link between coordination

in joint actions and the interactors’ positive experiences of
connectedness, harmony and flow (Fuchs and De Jaegher, 2009;
Marsh et al., 2009; Fantasia et al., 2014). This means that people
who have problems with bodily coordination, such as people with
CP, would be expected to experience these positive feelings to
a lesser degree, or not at all, making their experience of joint
actions negative. Our research question was therefore: How do
people with CP, who have problems with bodily coordination,
experience positive and negative joint actions? To answer this
question, we needed to design a mixed-method study where
we could relate bodily coordination and positive or negative
experiences for joint actions in the case of CP. However, this
raised the methodological challenge of how to create positive and
negative joint actions in a way where we could also investigate
their functional and affective aspects?

The second study on physical disability focused on reducing
prejudice toward people with physical disability. Most research
on prejudice applies the Contact hypothesis (Binder et al.,
2009). Its basic assumption is that contact—under appropriate
conditions—will reduce prejudice and negative attitudes between
in- and out-groups and between majority and minority group
members—which in our cases means between people with and
without physical disability. Inspired by the phenomenologically
informed “interactive turn” in social cognitive science (e.g., de
Jaegher et al., 2010; De Bruin et al., 2012; Schilbach et al., 2013;
Satne and Roepstorff, 2015), our hypothesis was that embodied
engagement as contact would reduce prejudice toward physical
disability by changing the attitude to be more positive toward
people with physical disabilities. To investigate this hypothesis,
we needed a mixed-method design where we could test peoples’
explicit (conscious) and implicit (unconscious) processes of
attitude formation before and after an embodiment and
engagement-based intervention. The methodological challenge
we were dealing with was therefore: How do we change
experiences of prejudice, while at the same time investigate the
process of change?

In order to answer to these three challenges and provide
a frame for phenomenological mixed methods, we need to
review and develop a number of perspectives and analyses.
In the next section Inspiration: Mixing With Phenomenology,
we discuss what we mean by “phenomenological” in a mixed-
method context, look at challenges found in the literature for
working with phenomenological mixedmethods, and discuss two
inspirational examples, namely, microphenomenology (Bitbol
and Petitmengin, 2017) and the EASE interview (Parnas
et al., 2005) from phenomenological psychopathology. This
inspiration was the point of departure from which we engaged
in our three studies and which helped us in dealing with
the methodological challenges, which we present in section
Process: Three Cases of How to Use Phenomenological
Mixed Methods.

In section Guidance: Steps, Decisions, and Standards, we
combine the inspiration from the previous work with the lessons
learned in conducting our studies. We develop and clarify a
three-part structure that can serve as an overall guideline for
the phenomenological mixed-method researcher. The structure
consists of:
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The phenomenological frame: The philosophical foundation,
commitments, theories, concepts, and distinctions that frame
two intricately linked tiers—starting from the theoretical point
of departure and continuing through to the answers developed
in response to the research question.
Tier one: The phenomenologically informed qualitative and
quantitative data generation.
Tier two: The phenomenologically informed qualitative and
quantitative data analysis and interpretation.

Although the three parts are presented as a chronological
series of first, second, and third steps to take in order to
conduct a phenomenological mixed method, the three parts
are intricately linked and conducting phenomenological mixed-
method research requires many steps back and forth between
the three parts. We therefore do not believe that a procedure-
like, step-by-step manual can be developed for researchers to
follow within each of the three parts. As will be clear in the
article, there is not one paradigmatic way to work with a
phenomenological mixed method, but different ways in which
qualitative and quantitative methods can be mixed within a
phenomenological frame. Nevertheless, the aim of the three-part
structure is to provide guidance and help those interested in
phenomenological mixed methods take steps and make decisions
that are performative and phenomenologically consistent.

INSPIRATION: MIXING WITH
PHENOMENOLOGY

To understand what we mean by a phenomenological mixed
method, it is useful to start by defining what is meant by
“phenomenological” in a mixed method context.

Phenomenological Foundations and
Commitments
Fundamentally, the aim of phenomenology is to attain an
understanding and description of the structures of human
experience. It aims at being a rigorous science of consciousness,
by pursuing “the things themselves” and taking experience
seriously. This means letting the descriptions of conscious
experience themselves come to the fore, withholding pre-
established theories, explanations, and beliefs about the objects
of conscious experience. It also means that phenomenology
is opposed to the belief in the metaphysical realism that
fuels various objectivist, scientistic, and naturalistic approaches
(Gallagher and Zahavi, 2008). Metaphysical realism defends a
mind- and experience-independent reality that can only truly
and objectively be discovered by reducing and/or eliminating
aspects of human experience and subjectivity. Such belief is,
according to phenomenology, based on the objectivist illusion
that our experience of worldly objects is irrelevant (or rather, an
obstacle) when it comes to determining how objects really are,
thus denying subjectivity any foundational ontological function,
and further that it is possible to obtain a pure, absolute, and
objective perspective on reality (Zahavi, 2017). In contrast,
phenomenology argues that any understanding of the world
comes from the first-person perspective of someone, even if this

someone is a scientist who aims to take up an objective and
third-person perspective in her research.

With such criticism of objectivism and naturalism, one
might think that phenomenology would be better poised to
include methods coming from qualitative research rather than
quantitative research. One might further question whether it
is at all possible to use phenomenology to mix both types of
methods. In mixed-method research, this is called the problem of
commensurability, namely, that mixing does not seem possible
without contradiction, because the different methods reflect
epistemologies and ontologies that are not compatible (Small,
2011).

In mixed-method research, scholars have not pointed
to phenomenology as a solution to the problem of
commensurability, but rather turned to pragmatism as
their theoretical foundation (e.g., Rallis and Rossman, 2003;
Johnson and Onwuegbuzie, 2004; Greene, 2007; Morgan, 2007;
Denscombe, 2008). The basic principle in pragmatism for mixed
methods is that the act of discovery should be prioritized over
the theoretical justifications for knowledge. The researcher
should apply whatever means and methods she finds useful for
answering her research questions (Creswell and Plano Clark,
2011). However, in using phenomenology as a theoretical
foundation for mixed methods, we neither need nor want to
settle for a methodological strategy of “whatever works.” In fact,
working with phenomenology is a way of prioritizing both the
act of discovery and its theoretical justification.

Phenomenology argues that any understanding of the world
comes from the first-person perspective of someone, but this
does not mean that the aim is to develop a subjective account
of experience. As with any scientific approach, phenomenology
strives to avoid arbitrary or biased accounts of experience
that focus solely and particularly on idiosyncratic experiences.
Instead, phenomenology focuses on idiosyncratic experiences
in order to understand and describe their invariant structures.
Further, it emphasizes the interdependence of subjectivity
and objectivity:

“the phenomenologists’ focus on the first-person perspective is
as much motivated by an attempt to understand the nature of
objectivity, as by an interest in the subjectivity of consciousness.
Indeed, rather than taking the objective world as the point of
departure, phenomenology asks how something like objectivity is
possible in the first place.” (Gallagher and Zahavi, 2008, 24)

Unlike more pragmatic, relativistic, and postmodern
positions, phenomenology, at least on Gallagher and Zahavi’s
interpretation, does not deny the existence of objectivity, nor
is it antiscientific, even if it surely questions the meaning of
both objectivity and science. So this position does, indeed,
poise phenomenology as a good starting point to mix methods
that pertain to experiential or subjective aspects as found
in qualitative methods and so-called objective aspects as
found in the natural sciences and quantitative methods. This
is also evidenced by the recent discussion on “naturalizing
phenomenology” (Varela, 1996; Petitot et al., 1999; Varela and
Shear, 1999; Zahavi, 2004).
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In Høffding and Martiny (2016), we attempted to provide
a framework for phenomenologically grounded work with
interviews in qualitative research. Using this framework as an
inspiration, the four principle commitments for working with a
phenomenological mixed method are as follows:

1. To the thing itself: Using qualitative and quantitative
methods to acquire detailed first-person and third-person
understanding of an experience in question.

2. Invariant structures: Using qualitative and quantitative
methods to grasp the invariant structures of the experience.

3. Subjectivity cannot be reduced to objectivity: In working
with the qualitative and quantitative methods, the first-person
perspective needs to be understood on its own terms, rather
than reducing it to objective descriptions or deducing the
qualitative from the quantitative.

4. Enaction, embodiment, and embeddedness: Phenomenology
construes subjectivity and objectivity as embodied, enactive,
and embedded. Qualitative and quantitative methods directly
confront us with these aspects of experience.

Applying these commitments, we wish to maintain the
complexity and irreducibility of conscious experience and
the interdependence or co-constitution of subjectivity and
objectivity. As emphasized in principle 4, this is done
by understanding the research process in phenomenological
mixed method as a social practice that rests on the enacted
and embodied observations, experiences, and expertise of
the individual researchers, but which is developed into
shared knowledge of a research community through an
intersubjective sense-making process (Depraz et al., 2003;
Gallagher and Zahavi, 2008; Martiny, 2017). In other words,
the research process includes a group of researchers with
different perspectives based in either first-person, qualitative or
third-person, quantitative science. Both of these perspectives
are embedded and contextualized by the second-person,
intersubjective perspective of the community. The aim of
phenomenological mixed methods is to meaningfully integrate
these three perspectives in order to make sense of the data and
(hopefully) answer the research question.

Front-Loading: Solving the Challenges of
Ignorance and Hyperphilosophizing
Determining how to phenomenologically frame the research
in the beginning of one’s mixed-method research process is
not without challenges. There is a spectrum between ignoring
one’s phenomenological point of departure and being overly and
unproductively focused on it, in such a way that it leads to
“hyperphilosophizing.”

In a recent and intense debate about how phenomenology
should inform qualitative research debate, Zahavi has
both criticized qualitative researchers for belittling and
ignoring the contributions of phenomenologists like Husserl,
Heidegger, and Merleau-Ponty (Zahavi, 2019b), and for
hyperphilosophizing and misinterpreting their contributions
such as the phenomenological method of epoché and the
reduction (Zahavi, 2019a). Based on his critique, Zahavi suggests

a productive and pragmatic way for qualitative researchers to
work with a phenomenological point of departure. They should
familiarize themselves with the phenomenological theory and its
philosophical origin but refrain from focusing on its orthodoxy
and directly adopting Husserl’s, Heidegger’s, or Merleau-Ponty’s
philosophical method by including methodological steps that
are irrelevant for qualitative researchers such as epoché and the
phenomenological reduction. They should therefore be informed
by the comprehensive theoretical framework (ideas, concepts,
and distinctions) that philosophical phenomenology has to offer,
so that it makes sense in a qualitative research context and allows
for better qualitative research results.

Zahavi and Martiny (2019) provide examples of how to
pragmatically apply phenomenology in qualitative research.
These examples—two of which we discuss below—can also
be used as inspiration for phenomenological mixed methods.
At the core of these examples, and one solution to the
challenges of ignorance and hyperphilosophizing, is the idea of
applying phenomenology by using phenomenological concepts,
distinctions and theory, rather than its method.

One way to do this is to use the method of “front-
loading,” which Gallagher (2003) originally proposed in order to
work phenomenologically with experiments in cognitive science,
and Køster and Fernandez (in press) recently proposed in
order to phenomenologically ground qualitative research. More
specifically, Gallagher writes about front-loading:

“Rather than starting with the empirical results (as one would do
in various indirect approaches), or with the training of subjects (as
one would do on the neurophenomenological approach discussed
above) this third approach would start with the experimental
design. The idea is to front load phenomenological insights
into the design of experiments, that is, to allow the insights
developed in phenomenological analyses (modeled on Husserlian
description, or the more empirically oriented phenomenological
analyses found, for example, in Merleau-Ponty, or in previously
completed neurophenomenological experiments) to inform the
way experiments are set up.” (2003, 91)

Taken in a mixed-method context, the idea is therefore to front-
load concepts and distinctions from phenomenological analysis
into the design of the qualitative and quantitative methods, and
in this way theoretically frame the mixing of both methods.
Throughout the article, we will give different examples of how
to front-load phenomenology.

In Køster and Fernandez’s (in press) own example, they
front-load primarily Heideggerian, phenomenological concepts
of “existentials” into their interview of people experiencing grief.
These “existentials” refer to the essential structures of our being
in the world, e.g., intentionality, selfhood, empathy, embodiment,
temporality, spatiality, and affectivity. A quantitative example
of front-loading is seen in cognitive science where the
phenomenological distinction between “sense of agency” and
“sense of ownership” is front-loaded into an experimental design
using neuroimaging (Ruby and Decety, 2001; Chaminade and
Decety, 2002; Farrer and Frith, 2002).
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Being aware and taking responsibility for the
phenomenological point of departure, i.e., commitments,
concepts and distinctions, and front-loading it into the
qualitative and quantitative methods, is therefore a necessary
part of working with phenomenological mixed methods. Two of
the most influential examples of how to work in such way comes
from cognitive science and psychiatry.

Phenomenological Mixed Method in
Experimental Settings
As mentioned in the introduction, neurophenomenology is
one of the few examples of phenomenological mixed methods.
At the core of how neurophenomenology is conducted is
the qualitative interview method called the “explicitation
interview” (Vermersch, 1994)—nowadays renamed to the
“micro-phenomenological interview.” What makes this
interview method phenomenological is that Husserlian and
other phenomenological ideas, distinctions (e.g., distinction
between content and act of experience), and concepts (e.g.,
concepts of “pre-reflective experience” and “passive memory”)
are front-loaded into the concrete interview techniques of
generating and analyzing data of a micro-experience.

Practically, this means that the researcher uses open how-
questions (how would you describe your experience?) in the
interview to help the participants: (i) reenact a past experience,
(ii) suspend their beliefs and theories about this experience,
(iii) redirect their attention from the content of the experience
to the appearance of this content, and (iv) come into contact
with the pre-reflective dimension and microdynamic processes
of the experience—which are usually unrecognized, unnoticed, or
concealed (see Petitmengin, 2006 for a detailed clarification). In
the analysis, it means that the Husserlian and phenomenological
ideas, concepts, and distinctions are applied in analyzing the
descriptions of the participants’ particular and lived experience.
From such analysis, it is then possible to discover generic
structures of experience (see Petitmengin et al., 2019 for a
detailed clarification).

In a phenomenological mixed-method context, the aim is to
correlate the data and analysis from themicro-phenomenological
interview with the data and analysis generated from quantitative
methods. This can be done in different ways depending on
the specific micro-experience under investigation, the research
questions, and the aim of the correlation procedure. These
aspects would influence when the qualitative and quantitative
data are generated and what quantitative methods are used.
Some examples of quantitative methods include working with
brain imagery to investigate the experience of illusory depth
perception (Lutz, 2002; Lutz et al., 2002) and the experience of
seizures for people with epilepsy (Le VanQuyen and Petitmengin,
2002; Petitmengin et al., 2006, 2007), working with experimental
protocols such as the Rubber Hand Illusion (Valenzuela-
Moguillansky, 2013) and decision tasks (Petitmengin et al.,
2013), and working with physiological and cardiac measures to
investigate the experience of surprise (Depraz, 2018).

In summary of these examples, the mixed method of
neurophenomenology can vary according to the following
parameters (Bitbol and Petitmengin, 2017):

a) Initiation: Starting with micro-phenomenological interview
to identify experiential categories, or with quantitative
measures to detect neuronal and physiological signatures.

b) Mode of identification: Identifying the experiential variables
before and “front-load” them into the experimental and
quantitative design or using micro-phenomenological
interview to gather phenomenological descriptions after
the experiment.

c) Level of temporal solution: Deciding at which time scale the
correlation is looked for.

d) Level of genericity: Is the correlation sought at the
generic (type) level between experiential structures
and neural-physiological signatures or at the token
level between singular experiences and their specific
neural–physiological correlates?

e) Time analysis: If one wants to use new quantitative methods
(e.g., intracranial Gamma-Band Mapping) to do real time
analysis of the neuro-physiological signals and present the
participants’ and experimenters’ with immediate (visual or
auditory) feedback of the fine dynamics of this activity.

By reviewing two decades of literature on neurophenomenology,
Berkovich-Ohana (2017) argues that neurophenomenology
is appealing philosophically, but it is extremely difficult
to implement experimentally, in both data generation and
analysis. In some of the cases presented above, the method
includes training the quantitative researchers and participants
in Husserlian phenomenological methods such as epoché and
phenomenological reduction. In neurophenomenology, there
is therefore both the danger of “hyperphilosophizing” and that
this mixed method primarily appeals to philosophers studying
specific micro-experience. Micro-phenomenology has also
been criticized for mis-representing phenomenology (Zahavi,
2011; Schmidt, 2018) and mis-construing a phenomenological
understanding of the pre-reflective (Høffding and Martiny,
2016). That being said, it is nevertheless an increasingly popular
and important method that begins to produce results and that
we believe ought to influence and inspire phenomenological
attempts at a mixed-method framework.

Phenomenological Mixed Method in
Clinical Settings
In clinical work on schizophrenia, two phenomenological
interview protocols have been developed to supplement
standardized diagnostic systems such as ICD-10 and DSM-5.
These interviews are called the Examination of Anomalous Self-
experience (“EASE”) (Parnas et al., 2005) and the Examination
of Anomalous World Experience (“EAWE”) (Sass et al.,
2017). These protocols front-load a primarily Husserlian
phenomenology into a semistructured qualitative interview
design and a semiquantitative psychometric checklist to generate
data of patients’ subjective experience.

As an example of how phenomenology is front-loaded
into EASE and EAWE, both interviews proceed from the
phenomenologically secured insight of the existence of a
minimal, pre-reflective self-awareness and work with the
proposal that schizophrenia could be centrally grasped
as a disturbance of this minimal self-awareness. The
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phenomenological character of the EASE questionnaire can
be directly inferred from many of its items, such as those
in category 2, concerning “self-awareness and presence”
(Parnas et al., 2005, 257). EASE also probes change in bodily
experience (ibid), which can be seen as a continuation of the
phenomenological insistence on the embodiment of subjectivity.
EAWE further extends these insights, probing into changes in
experience of the external world. This likewise flows out of a
phenomenological orientation emphasizing the co-constitution
of subjectivity and objectivity: certain changes in the experience
of the world should reliably trace certain changes in subjectivity,
found, in this case, in schizophrenia.

The motivation for working with such phenomenological
mixed method is to obtain explanatory power in understanding,
possibly diagnosing, and predicting schizophrenia, and thereby
to expand the work on schizophrenia seen in the standardized
diagnostic systems (Parnas and Henriksen, 2014), Henriksen
et al. (under review). The interviews do so by prioritizing the
patients’ subjective experiences, which means that the focus is on
the qualitative data of the patient’s experience, which is generated
while using the quantitative checklists and scoring sheets as
a manual.

EASE and EAWE and their results have shown to be
highly relevant both for diagnosis of schizophrenia and for
the psychotherapeutic work involved in treating the condition.
In relation to the latter, phenomenologically informed body-
oriented psychotherapy (BPT) (Fuchs, 2005; Fuchs and De
Jaegher, 2009; Fuchs and Schlimme, 2009; Koch and Fuchs,
2011; Fuchs and Koch, 2014; Fuchs et al., 2019) shows other
ways to work with a phenomenological mixed method in
schizophrenia research and clinical practice. In Galbusera et al.
(2018), part of this work is conducted within an intervention
framework where qualitative and quantitative methods are used
to generate data sequentially before and after a BPT intervention.
The methods for data generation include qualitative interviews,
standardized symptom evaluation manuals, and Motion Energy
Analysis software. They are used to understand and describe
the therapeutic change processes for patients with schizophrenia
using BPT, and the relation between the change processes and
therapeutic results.

PROCESS: THREE CASES OF HOW TO
USE PHENOMENOLOGICAL MIXED
METHODS

Based on the inspiration, challenges, and few cases of
phenomenological mixed methods presented above, we
engaged in three different studies to investigate complex social
phenomena using phenomenological mixed methods.

Understanding the Real-Life Experience of
Joint Musical Absorption
Having established a phenomenological analysis of various
forms of joint musical absorption (Høffding, 2019), we wanted
to investigate the possible co-dependencies with heart-rate
synchronization (HRS). Thus, concepts and distinctions from the
phenomenological analysis were front-loaded into the design of
the qualitative and quantitative methods.

The qualitative method used in the study was the approach
of “phenomenological interview” where phenomenological
analysis, commitments, ideas, and concepts are front-loaded
into the interview design (Høffding and Martiny, 2016). The
approach is a second-person, semistructured interview method
with its own specific questioning and analysis techniques that
use open “how” questions and specific strategies to co-generate
detailed first-person descriptions of lived experiences. In this
study, the interview focus was on howmusicians experience their
performance and how they experienced playing together.

Besides for HRS, there are many other biological and
behavioral sources of synchronization we could have chosen to
quantitatively investigate as co-determinants of joint musical
absorption. Upham has conducted an activity analysis of
music listeners’ breathing synchronization and its coupling to
music scores (Upham, 2018; Upham and Mcadams, 2018).
Walton et al. have analyzed movement synchronization in
music improvisation in a dynamical system framework (Walton
et al., 2015, 2018); Swarbrick et al. have analyzed listeners’
synchronized head bobbing (Swarbrick et al., 2019). Bishop et al.
have analyzed both movement and eye-gaze synchronization in
performers (Bishop et al., 2019), Bishop et al. (under review). In
different settings, previous experiments have shown interesting
correlations between personal relations and HRS in the context
of shared experience in fire-walking ritual (Konvalinka et al.,
2011) and choir-singing has also demonstrated strong couplings
in heart rate (Müller and Lindenberger, 2011; Hemakom et al.,
2016; Müller et al., 2018). We therefore chose to work with HRS.

The research strategy was consequently to cross-analyze the
phenomenological interview data about the various experiences
of joint musical absorption and the quantitative data measuring
HRS (we used heart rate sensors produced by First Beat).
To conduct the study, an interdisciplinary research team of
biologists, psychologists, engineers, computer scientists, and
phenomenologists collaborated with the musicians of “The
Danish String Quartet.”

In the study, we wanted to include concert performances
where musicians were playing, while we investigate the relation
between their experiences and HRS. As you cannot interrupt a
string quartet with questions about their sense of absorption,
while they are performing, we needed to develop a way
to generate the data. The following process was developed:
The musicians were playing with heart rate sensors on
their chest underneath their shirts and so the quantitative
data was generated during the musical performance. The
phenomenological interview data was generated after the concert
performance. This particular process raised a methodological
question about how to mix the two data sets in a coherent and
rigorousmanner. Thismethodological challenge derives from the
limitations of the phenomenological interview: even though it
can disclose some experiential richness of past specific moments
reflected on, it is not designed to hold a 1-to-1 relation with
quantitative measures down to the millisecond1.

1In this regard, the micro-phenomenological method, with its capacity to describe
short periods of experience with great nuance, might be better suited to link the
reflected experience with the quantitative data.
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To face this methodological challenge, we recorded sound
(Zoom H5 or H6) and video (Garmin 360 virb) during the
musical performance. The sound recording was played back
to the musicians individually allowing them to evaluate their
experience of absorption during the performance in a self-
rating application: they listen to a recording of their recently
played concert while rating with one finger on a tablet using
a sliding scale going from “distracted” to “very absorbed.” This
step ensures an automatic synchronization between the timing of
the self-rating and the timing of the music. Moreover, since the
recording of the heart rate is synchronized with the music in real
time, we obtain a “bridge” to link the musicians’ self-rated level of
absorption and their heart rate.

After the musical performance, the musicians engaged in
the self-rating sessions. The interviewing researcher could
see the graphic representation of the results immediately
after those sessions and used them to guide the qualitative
interviews according to what was considered to be theoretically
interesting. Already having in-depth knowledge of each of the
DSQ musicians’ phenomenology of absorption, relying on the
ratings, Høffding could with a few questions ascertain how
they experienced particular musical passages. In particular, he
would enquire about each musicians’ sense of the other ensemble
members in selected moments, especially those of more intense
forms of absorption. The data from the 360-degree video-
recordings made it possible to contextualize the interpretation
of the HRS, self-rating, and interviews. Among the relevant data
provided by video-recordings were the musicians’ behavioral and
facial expressions.

Figure 1 shows an example of how the quantitative data
was analyzed and visualized for one specific movement of a
performance2. The similarities of beats per minute (BPM) across
the musicians are clear in the graph, while the self-ratings
of absorption are less homogeneous. Nevertheless, self-ratings
converge around second 450, where a clear drop of absorption
can be observed for two of the musicians (Rune and Frederik
S.), and to a lesser degree for a third musician (Frederik Ø.).
Just before this drop, there is also an absorption peak for all
four musicians.

The qualitative data was analyzed in a descriptive manner.
This meant that the recorded interviews were transcribed and
from the transcription the data was coded and structured in order
to identify experiential categories of joint musical absorption.

In the interpretation of the different analyses, the qualitative
data analysis was contrasted with the quantitative data analysis
for enriching the self-rating data. Here we see that two of
the musicians describe that the drop in the absorption rating
represents a transition from the fourth to the fifth variation
in the third movement of Beethoven’s 5th string quartet (opus
18), which is a compositional change from something intimate,
slow, and piano to something much quicker, forte, merrier, and
almost silly.

2The raw data (audio recording, self-rating app scores, and the First Beat sensor
data) is available at: https://www.uio.no/ritmo/english/news-and-events/events/
musiclab/2021/dsq/.

In quantitative terms, this development in the composition
manifests itself in an increased amount of bodily motion, which
can account for the BPM development in Figure 1. From the
video recording, we see a break of around 0.5 s preceding the
fifth variation, which enters in a sudden and energetic way after
a clearly audible joint, deep, and fast in-breath. Two of the
musicians reported the experience of “merryness” as associated
with some level of ironic self-distance, which is absent in
the intimate, piano variation preceding it. The violist, Asbjørn
Nørgaard, agrees on the funny and almost silly character of
the fifth variation. However, he does not link it to a drop
in absorption since he considers himself equally absorbed in
the funniness. These experiential reports help interpreting the
different self-ratings for the threemusicians. The fourthmusician
did not report a significant experience about the fifth variation.

The slightly contorted and even smiling faces of two of the
musicians during those crucial seconds around the fifth variation,
observable in the video recordings, contribute to contextualize
the mixed analysis of the datasets. One might conclude that the
change in the composition from the fourth to the fifth variation
induces a drop in experienced absorption, which, perhaps not
surprisingly, seems to generalize to the conclusion that musical
genre and quality strongly impact the sense of joint absorption of
the performers. Further, one can conclude that the self-ratings
on their own can be deceptive and are best understood when
constrained by interviews concerning those ratings.

Finally, as an exploratory pilot experiment, the current study
also shows the complexity of integrating qualitative (interviews)
and physiological (HRS) aspects of musical absorption. The fire-
walking study (Konvalinka et al., 2011) that inspired the study
on joint musical absorption showed a clear correlation between
HRS and personal relations between actors and spectators in the
ceremony. Part of its success was the relative simplicity of the
task of crossing the burning coals coupled with the audience
being stationary, all directly impacting the BPM and hence the
HRS. When performing, all four musicians, however, are almost
constantly moving at different paces: we need more research
to identify ways to separate analyses of interview, self-rating,
music score, quantity of motion, and HR before a meta-analysis
and interpretation can more conclusively answer if heart rate
synchronization plays a role in joint musical absorption.

How to Create and Investigate Positive and
Negative Experiences of Joint Actions in
CP
In the study on joint actions involving people with CP, we wanted
to answer the research question: how do people with CP, who
have problems with bodily coordination, experience positive and
negative joint actions? (Toro, 2020; Toro and Martiny, 2020),
Martiny et al. (under review).

To answer this question, we needed to design a study
where we could create positive and negative joint actions,
investigate the data of bodily coordination and positive or
negative experiences of joint interactions involving persons
with CP, and then compare the data with similar data from
interactions involving persons without CP (a control group).
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FIGURE 1 | Graphs of post-concert self-ratings for absorption during a part of a particular concert in Denmark (left panel) and the associated HR profiles for each

quartet member recorded during the actual concert. The y-axes represent (arbitrary) values on the rating scale, and heart beats per minute (BPM), respectively. The

x-axes represent time in seconds. Note that the y-axes for each plot are scaled to the individual rating and HR curves for purposes of visual presentation.

From previous phenomenologically informed qualitative work
with CP (Martiny, 2015a,b), we knew that CP interactions are
experientially different depending on who the people with CP
are interacting with. So, we wanted to include CP interactions
where one person with CP would perform joint actions with
one person from three different groups of non-CP participants:
(1) relatives, (2) therapists (stranger group #1), and (3) random
strangers (stranger group #2). In the control setting, we included
two persons without CP to perform the same joint actions.

We also knew from the previous work that everyday joint
actions such as shaking hands, giving/receiving an object, or
carrying an object together are very challenging for people with
CP. So, depending on who the person with CP would interact
with, the experience of such joint actions would be either positive
or negative. In the experiment, we therefore developed six daily,
hand-to-hand joint action exercises, which the two participants
would perform sitting down at a table in front of each other.

In phenomenology, our mode of being-in-the-world is
described as structured by our embodiment and primordially
action-oriented. This means that corresponding with our worldly
interests and our bodily skills and competences, we perceive
objects as invitations for specific actions and we coordinate
our bodily movement according to these perceptions (Merleau-
Ponty, 2012). However, we also perceive other people as
affording specific bodily responses and ways of engaging. This
phenomenological analysis resonates well with Gibson’s theory
of affordances (Gibson, 1979).

Based on this analysis and theory, we therefore decided to
track the participants’ eye movements, as well as their bodily
movements during the joint-action exercise. This quantitative

data was generated using eye-tracking glasses (Tobii Pro Glasses
2) that the participants wore, so that both their eye focus and
areas of interest were recorded. In addition, a Kinect (v1) camera
was set up in the room to record 3D video data of the participants’
bodily motion and movements.

The eye-tracking devices would also allow us to determine
what regions of the environment seemed more attractive or
relevant for the interactors during the interactions. We would
then be able to analyze the predominant eye focus of the
participants during the interaction—thus providing a signal of
the person’s attitude toward the interaction. For the idea of
including the participants’ attitudes in the analysis, we front-
loadedHusserl’s notions of personalistic and naturalistic attitudes
(Husserl, 1989; Toro and Martiny, 2020).

Immediately after the joint action exercises were performed,
we conducted a 15–20-min interview together with both
participants to generate qualitative data of how the participants
experienced the interactions. The interview was conducted using
the approach of a “phenomenological interview,” as described
above. In this study, the interview focus was on how participants
with and without CP experienced the situation of acting together
in the joint action exercises, how they experienced their own
actions and the actions of the other participant, and how they
experienced the interaction when functional challenges occurred.

To be able to conduct such a phenomenological mixed-
method study, with both qualitative and quantitative data
generation, we were an interdisciplinary team of philosophers,
psychologists, and computer and cognitive scientists. For the
analysis of the quantitative eye-tracking and bodily motion data,
we imported the data and analyzed it using MATLAB. The
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quantitative analysis employed classical statistical models such as
linear mixed-effects, full, and null models.

The quantitative analysis showed that during the interaction,
the strangers looked significantly less at the face of the person
with CP compared with relatives and therapists. The control
group looked at each other’s face much more than participants
in the CP interactions and was also significantly faster in
performing the exercises. Despite functional challenges, all CP
interactions completed the exercises successfully and it took them
approximately the same time. In the most demanding exercises,
CP–stranger interactions were as quick or quicker than CP–
relatives and CP–therapists. Also, in the CP–stranger and control
groups the participants responded quicker to the facilitator’s
instructions and moved quicker toward the point of interaction,
than CP–relatives and CP–therapists.

The qualitative data was analyzed in a descriptive manner.
This meant that the recorded interviews were transcribed and
from the transcription the data was coded and structured
in order to identify experiential categories. The qualitative
reports were categorized according to the participants’ experience
of the interaction in general (as positive or negative), their
experience of the task, of the other person, of the situation,
and of themselves. In the analysis, we found elements that
allowed us to identify common categories of positive as well
as negative experiences. Positive experiences were described as
“natural,” “open,” “attuned,” “habitual,” and “calm.” Negative
experiences were described with terms like “unnatural,” “alert,”
“transgressive,” “functional,” “hesitant,” and “correct.” Overall,
CP–stranger interactions were experienced negatively, while CP–
relatives, CP–therapists, and controls had positive experiences of
joint actions.

In the two separate data analyses, we observed that most
cases of CP–stranger interactions showed relatively high levels
of coordination and goal accomplishment but were experienced
as negative. We also observed that even though the CP–therapist
and CP–relative interactions were functionally more challenging,
they were experienced much more positively. To make sense of
this complexity, we triangulated the two datasets with the front-
loaded and a phenomenologically enriched theory of affordances
to disclose the fundamental structures of the complexity of joint
actions (see Figure 2).

The theoretical framework allowed us to mix and interpret
the data into a unified account of the phenomenon of joint
actions involving interactions with people with CP. Our findings
contest current embodied and enactive accounts of joint actions,
according to which there is a direct relation between the
functional and experiential dimensions in joint actions. Our
study showed the different ways that functionality and affectivity
are interwoven in joint actions and how they are mediated by
a third dimension of joint action. We propose that this third
dimension is the openness of the system constituted by the
participants in a joint action [see Martiny et al. (under review)].

Our proposal is phenomenologically inspired, as it reflects the
complexity of social interactions—not only as relations between
living—physical—bodies, objectively describable in terms of
bodily coordination—but primordially, as a relation between
lived bodies, embedded in socially and culturally rich contexts.

Indeed, our experience of our own bodies, of the other person, of
the situation, and of the interaction depends on more than just
bodily coordination and performing specific tasks successfully.

How to Change and Investigate Prejudicial
Attitudes Toward Physical Disability
In the study of reducing prejudice toward people with physical
disability, we wanted to test our hypothesis that embodied
engagement as contact reduces prejudice toward physical
disability by changing attitudes to bemore positive toward people
with physical disabilities. To test this hypothesis, we needed a
design where we could investigate peoples’ explicit (conscious)
and implicit (unconscious) processes of attitude formation before
and after an embodied engagement-based intervention.

As it turns out, contemporary ways of thinking about
theater in theater and performance study is very much in
line with phenomenologically informed social cognitive science.
Theater is described by three notions, namely, (1) embodiment,
(2) engagement, and (3) transformation. The notion of
“embodiment” is used as a way of understanding the “affective”
impacts that the performance has on the audience (Thompson,
2009; Nicholson, 2011), where the audience experiences “being
kinaesthetically moved” (Fenemore, 2003). The notion of
“engagement” is used to emphasize that in theater performance,
performers and audience are in a shared, participatory, and
immersed dialogue (Shepherd, 2006; Shaughnessy, 2012). The
idea and notion of “transformation” describe how the engaged
performance creates “effect” of social change through its
embodied “affect” (Nicholson, 2005; Thompson, 2009). Thus, it
seemed to us that theater would allow for embodied engagement
and that it had the potential to create change.

A large team of both researchers (philosophers, psychologists,
and researchers in performance studies and cognitive science)
and practitioners (theater director, actors, dramaturgs,
scenographer, and musician) collaborated to develop a specific
embodied engagement intervention using a theater performance.
The theater performance was developed as an autobiographical
stage performance about a 28-year-old man, JN, who lives with
quadriplegic cerebral palsy (CP) and has a speech impediment,
thus displaying group salience both visibly and audibly at
first encounter.

To measure the engagement-based intervention’s effect on
the audience, we wanted to investigate their attitudes toward
physical disability before, during, and after the intervention. To
do so, we designed a mixed-method research process consisting
of both explicit (self-reporting) quantitative and qualitative
methods, as well as implicit (behavioral) quantitative measures.
The different methods were testing for both the successful
achievement of embodied engagement and attitude change as
part of the prejudice reduction.

The quantitative data was generated before and after using a
7-point Likert scale quantitative questionnaire and an Implicit
Association Test (IAT), and it was generated at a restricted
research test area close to the theater stage. The IAT test
is a standardized test used to measure implicit attitudes,
which means that we could not front-load phenomenological
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FIGURE 2 | Diagram of the triangulation in the joint action experiment involving people with CP. The triangle depicts vertically the relations between the theoretical and

empirical levels, and horizontally the relation between quantitative and qualitative data. At the theoretical level, the experiment was front-loaded by three main sources:

(1) bottom-up and embodied accounts of joint action, (2) insights from the phenomenology of embodiment, and (3) the theory of affordances. At the empirical level,

the relation between the functional and experiential dimensions is studied based on quantitative and qualitative data (horizontal blue arrow). From this analysis, an

interpretation at the empirical level emerges, which suggests a different account of joint actions than the one offered by current theory (red vertical arrow).

analyses, concepts, and distinctions into the test. However, the
quantitative questionnaire was developed by choosing questions
from previous quantitative questionnaires on physical disability
and changing the way the questions was asked in order to
correspond to the “how” questioning techniques coming from
the phenomenological interview.

During the performance, an interactive questionnaire was
also developed to generate quantitative data of the audience’s
behavior in forming their attitude toward physical disability.
We wanted to see if their engagement toward JN on stage
continued throughout the performance. So, we front-loaded the
definition of engagement from Satne and Roepstorff (2015) into
the design of an interactive questionnaire about JN, which was
conducted within the actual performance. Satne and Ropestorff
define engagement as an affective, emotional, and reciprocal we-
experience in which one is committed to the other as a person.
If the audience were personally committed to JN, we expected
that they would then continue to answer the questions we ask
them thought the performance.We therefore measured how long
it took the audience to answer the questions of the interactive
questionnaire, the number of audience members who answered,
and whether they made answer revisions. The questions were
designed based on concrete scenes that the audience had just
experienced, and the answers were submitted on a 10-point
Likert scale by using a mobile answering device that was placed
in the participants’ seats. The answers were shown in “real
time,” anonymously on a projection wall on stage that everyone
could follow.

Data from most of the audience (n = 2604) was generated
using the interactive questionnaire, but only parts of the audience
were recruited before (pre-group) and after (post-group) the

performance and given the quantitative questionnaire and
the IAT test. For comparison, a control group (n = 505)
that did not see the performance was given the quantitative
questionnaire. A focus group (n = 30) was also recruited and
given the quantitative questionnaire and the IAT test after
the performance. Fifteen participants of the focus group were
chosen for follow-up qualitative interviews. The interview was
conducted using the approach of “phenomenological interview,”
as described above. In this study, the interview focused on how
the audience experienced both JN on the stage and the theater
performance in general and their experience of answering the
interactive questionnaire.

The quantitative and qualitative data were analyzed separately.
The quantitative analysis concerned statistical comparison of
the data before, during, and after the performance. Here we
employed classical statistical models such as a series Kruskal–
Wallis H-test for the quantitative questionnaire, an independent-
sample Mann–Whitney U-test conducted in SPSS for the IAT
test, and the interactive questionnaire was analyzed descriptively.

The qualitative data was analyzed in a descriptive manner.
This meant that the recorded interviews were transcribed and
from the transcription the data was coded and structured
in order to identify experiential categories. The qualitative
reports were categorized according to three overall categories of
experience: (1) the experience of the intervention, (2) experiences
of a nuancing and reflective effect, and (3) experience of the
attitude formation.

The qualitative data showed that the performance changed
the audience’s attitudes toward people with physical disability
from being objectifying and prejudicial to being humanizing,
personalistic, and inclusive. The interactive questionnaire
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showed that the audience was highly engaged during the
performance, with a small amount of people in the audience
that changed their answers. The IAT test showed no change
in attitudes after the performance, whereas the quantitative
questionnaire showed both significant positive changes in the
attitudes of people in the audience as well as the effects of a
decrease in positive attitudes.

The decrease in positive attitudes was surprising to us, since
our hypothesis was that embodied engagement as contact would
reduce prejudice toward physical disability by changing attitudes
to be more positive toward people with physical disabilities.
To understand this apparent conflict between our hypothesis
and data, we used a triangulation strategy to develop a meta-
interpretation of the different analyses.

The front-loaded and phenomenologically based, second-
person theory of engagement was used to combine and mix
the quantitative and qualitative datasets into one account of
prejudice reduction. In this account, reduction is not seen as
a matter of decreasing negative attitudes or increasing positive
attitudes. In contrast to Contact theories, prejudice reduction in
our account is understood as the nuancing of attitudes. In the
performance, this nuance effect is initiated by a self-reflection
process where people in the audience become aware of the act
of forming their own attitudes. This attitude formation is highly
influenced and intensified by the social setting of the theater.

Given this interpretation, we reformulated our initial
hypothesis of focusing on positive attitude toward physical
disability and presented this reformulation in terms of the
Engage, Nuance, and Attitude formation (Enact) Hypothesis.
The Enact hypothesis states that to change prejudicial attitudes,
interventions should be designed so that persons involved
become highly engaged with the attitude object (e.g., personalized
outgroup member), engaging on both an embodied, affective,
behavioral, and social level. Further, we suggest that the
goal of prejudice reductions should not be thought of as
changing either positive or negative attitudes, but as a nuancing
of attitudes.

According to the Enact hypothesis, the reduction of
prejudice occurs due to the increased embodied engagement
with people with physical disability, which creates an explicit
and conscious nuancing and self-reflective effect. This also
explains the lack of significance in the IAT test, since
such tests target “automatic” and “implicit” associations that
operate at a lower (un)conscious level of attitude formation
and change.

GUIDANCE: STEPS, DECISIONS, AND
STANDARDS

What does the inspiration from the previous work combined
with the lessons learned in our studies mean for a researcher
who wants to engage in phenomenological mixed methods?
In this section, the aim is to collect the insights, provide
guidance, and help those interested in phenomenological mixed
methods to make consistent decisions through the different
methodological steps.

As we have seen in all the different cases and examples, when
working with phenomenological mixed methods, the first part is
to clarify one’s phenomenological frame and point of departure,
i.e., commitments, theories, analyses, concepts, and distinctions.
Here the steps to take and decisions to make regard how
one will front-load phenomenology into one’s research question
and mixed-method design. The second part, as we have seen,
concerns what this phenomenological frame and front-loading
means for how we generate the qualitative and quantitative data
(tier one). The third and last part concerns how the front-loaded
phenomenology informs the analysis and interpretation of the
qualitative and quantitative data (tier two).

In the following section, we will go through the three different
parts, clarify the steps and decisions within each part, and end by
discussing what defines consistency in the steps and decisions.

The Framing: A Phenomenological Point of
Departure
As argued above, phenomenology provides a good starting
point to mix qualitative and quantitative methods. Here we
can avoid the challenge of “hyperphilosophy” by front-loading
phenomenology into the mixed-method design, instead of
getting caught up in methodological orthodoxy.

The first step is therefore to use phenomenology to guide
one’s research question. This means that one should mix into
the question both subjective (first-person) and objective (third-
person) aspects of the experience one is trying to investigate. That
could be questions including pre-reflective and microdynamic
processes of experiences and their neural signatures, joint
experiences (e.g., joint musical absorption and joint actions) and
their corresponding bodily and physiological aspects (heart rate,
eye gaze, and bodily motion), or experiences of prejudice and
their implicit and behavioral components.

As we see in the different cases and examples, the specific
motivations for why we want to investigate a specific experience
differ. The next step is to clarify one’s motivation, since the design
of the phenomenological mixed method will vary according to
the motivation and so will the interpretation of the data. Using
Venkatesh et al. (2013) as inspiration, we can group the different
motivations for working with phenomenological mixed methods
into three categories:

1. Strengthening: An approach designed for using both
qualitative and quantitative methods to strengthen the
understanding of a specific experience. This is seen in the
case of neurophenomenology, which uses qualitative and
quantitative methods with two motivational reasons in mind:

a. Corroboration: To verify the findings from one type of data
with data from the other type.

b. Compensation: To utilize one method and its data to
compensate for the weaknesses of the other type of method.

2. Improvement: An approach designed for using both
qualitative and quantitative methods to develop a
richer understanding of an experience. This we can do
either through:

Frontiers in Psychology | www.frontiersin.org 11 March 2021 | Volume 12 | Article 602081

https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychology
https://www.frontiersin.org
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychology#articles


Martiny et al. Framing a Phenomenological Mixed Method

a. Expansion: By utilizing the one type of study to expand the
understanding of the findings of the other type. This is the
motivation behind our study of musical absorption, where the
aim is to expand already established qualitative analysis of joint
musical absorption by measuring quantitative heart-rate data
and cross-analyze both data sets.

b. Developmental: By using the one type of study to develop
research questions, hypotheses, and understanding for the
other type. This is seen in the case of EASE and EAWE
where qualitative method and data (i.e., the patients’
subjective experience) are prioritized in order to develop
better understanding of schizophrenia within the quantitative,
standardized diagnostic system.

3. Holistic: To use both qualitative and quantitative methods
to develop a more holistic understanding of an experience,
either through:

a. Complementarity/divergence: By using the mixed methods
to gain complementary or divergent views on the same
experience. This is the motivation behind our study of
prejudice against physical disability, since we used both
qualitative and quantitative methods to gain different views on
prejudicial experience.

b. Completeness: To use the mixed methods to provide a
complete picture of an experience. This is the motivation
behind our study of joint actions involving people with CP,
where we used both quantitative and qualitative methods
to get a more complete picture of both the functional and
affective aspects of joint actions.

After one has decided on either strengthening, improving, or
providing a holistic understanding of a specific experience,
the third and last step in framing one’s research is to choose
which type of phenomenological design to work with. In order
to take this step, one must answer the following questions:
What will be the significance of the strengthened, improved,
or holistic understanding of the experience and why should
one engage in phenomenological mixed methods for providing
such understanding?

If the significance and scope relate primarily to the theoretical
and experimental research field within which the research is done
(e.g., research in joint actions), one can choose to work with a
basic design. This can be a basic study and/or experiment, as we
saw in our study of joint actions in CP, and which we saw inmany
of the mixed-method cases in neurophenomenology.

However, the design combination of phenomenology with
qualitative and quantitative methods opens up possibilities for
case studies and researching experiences in real-life contexts
(e.g., musicians playing), for working with interventions (e.g.,
BPT intervention) and changing experiences (e.g., prejudicial
attitudes) and for including the lived experience of patients to
transform diagnosis and therapy (e.g., EASE and EAWE). Many
of the productive examples of phenomenological mixed methods
in health and clinical settings work with a transformative aspect,
since they aim to improve or provide better therapy and
healthcare (see Zahavi and Martiny, 2019; Toro and Martiny,
2020). If the significance and scope of one’s research relates

to case studies and interventions, including participants’ lived
experience (participatory research) or transformative matters, it
makes it a type of advanced phenomenological design (Fetters
et al., 2013).

After being clear on one’s phenomenological point of
departure, research question, motivation, and type of design,
one has to figure out how to phenomenologically inform the
data generation.

Tier One: Phenomenologically Informed
Data Generation
The first step in tier one is to clarify how phenomenology
will be front-loaded into the qualitative and quantitative data
generation. As we have seen, when it comes to the qualitative
data generation this means working—in all the different cases
and examples—with some version of the “phenomenological
interview.” Depending on the experiences one is investigating,
one can front-load different phenomenological analyses,
concepts, and distinctions into the interview and generate the
qualitative data in different ways. This means that there will be
different possibilities for working with the interview that apply
different framing, interview foci, questions, and techniques.

That being said, there is currently a methodological gap
in how phenomenology is and can be front-loaded into other
qualitative methods in a mixed-method context. What does
it mean for phenomenology to be front-loaded into and
inform for example: participant observations, video analysis,
archival investigations, or discourse analysis? In Martiny et al.
(2016), we discuss and give examples of how one can
work phenomenologically with multimedia within qualitative
methods and in our study of joint musical absorption we also
used video analysis. However, to develop clear guidelines for
how phenomenology could be front-loaded into a variety of
qualitative methods would be a fruitful way to improve research
within phenomenological mixed methods.

When it comes to the quantitative data generation, the
decision is not about choosing one particular approach of how
to front-load phenomenology into one quantitative method.
Rather, as we have seen, there are many different examples
of quantitative methods that phenomenology can be front-
loaded into. For example, phenomenology can be front-
loaded into the application of brain imagery, psychological
tests and experimental protocols, quantitative questionnaires,
standardized manuals, eye-trackers, bodily motion measures,
motion energy measures, heart rate, and other physiological
and cardiac measures. It is easier to make the decision about
which quantitative methods to use by keeping the focus on
the mixed aspect of the research. What is unique about
phenomenological mixed methods is not which quantitative
method one uses but how the qualitative and quantitative
data generation processes are mixed and integrated into one’s
phenomenological research inquiry.

With inspiration from mixed-method research (Creswell
et al., 2003), the next step to take in designing a mixed data
generation process requires answering questions like: will the
qualitative and quantitative data be generate more or less at the
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same time (concurrent) or in different phases, over a period
of time (sequential)? Will the qualitative or quantitative data
generation be prioritized as equally important, or will one be
prioritized over the other, due to, e.g., practical constraints of
data generation or the need to understand the one type of
data before moving on to the other? How and when will the
qualitative and quantitative data be integrated? By analyzing
one data set before moving on to the next (connecting);
by merging the two data sets in the interpretation; or by
embedding one data generation process into the generation of the
other datasets?

Depending on how one answers these questions, the
data generation processes can be designed differently. As we
see in neurophenomenology, one can start with the micro-
phenomenological interview to help inform and/or interpret
the quantitative data generation (e.g., brain imagery). One can
also generate the quantitative data first and then conduct the
micro-phenomenological interview afterward. In this way, the
quantitative data will help inform and/or interpret the qualitative
data. The first approach is an exploratory design, and the second
is an explanatory design, but similar for both is having one
research track where the data is generated sequentially and then
connected to one another using the phenomenological frame.

In our studies of joint actions in CP and reduction of
prejudice toward physical disability, we see that it is also
possible to generate the qualitative and quantitative data
more or less concurrently, i.e., during a similar timeframe.
Here the phenomenological interview is used to generate the
qualitative data and different methods (eye-tracking, bodily
motion measures, IAT test, and questionnaires) are used to
generate the quantitative data. Characteristic for such approach
is that the two data generation processes are not dependent
on one another. This means that one will have two tracks
where the qualitative and quantitative data are generated in
parallel. Using the phenomenological frame, the data can then
be triangulated and merged in the interpretation of the data
(tier two).

In EASE and EAWE, as well as in our study of joint
musical absorption, we see that the qualitative and quantitative
data generation is also done more or less concurrently.
However, in the former, the qualitative data of the patients’
experience are prioritized and the quantitative checklist and
scoring sheets are applied as a manual for the qualitative
interview. In the latter study, the phenomenological interview
is embedded within a largely quantitative generation process.
In this way of working with the mixed method, there
will be one track of data generation where one of the
qualitative and quantitative data processes crosses over and
is embedded within the one. The phenomenological frame
ensures that this crossover is theoretically coherent and therefore
can occur.

Using inspiration from mixed-method research (Creswell,
2003; Creswell and Plano Clark, 2007), we can categorize
the following four major types of data generation processes,
where the phenomenological frame integrates qualitative and
quantitative data: Explanatory, exploratory, triangulation, and
embedding (see Figure 3).

FIGURE 3 | A description and illustration of the four types of data generation

processes in phenomenological mixed method.

Tier Two: Phenomenologically Informed
Analysis and Interpretation
After having designed the data generation process, one
must figure out how to analyze and interpret the data
phenomenologically. Here, the first step follows from one’s
decisions in tier one. If one decided to generate the data
sequentially (explanatory or exploratory) or in parallel
(triangulation), the analysis of the qualitative and quantitative
data will be done separately following either the sequential
or parallel processes. This way of analyzing the data is
seen in neurophenomenology and in our two studies on
physical disability.

If one instead decides on embedding the data generation,
the analysis will be one of conversion, where one form of
data is converted into another form. This conversion can occur
through quantification, as seen in EASE and EAWE, where
the qualitative data (patients’ experiences) are converted into
quantitative data (numbers on a scoring sheet). It can also occur
through qualification, as seen in our study on joint musical
absorption, where quantitative data (self-rating) is converted
into qualitative data (descriptions and narratives of the related
experience). In our study of joint musical absorption, however,
we also did separate qualitative and quantitative analyses, which
means that this is a case of multimixed analysis, where one can
use a combination of both separate and converted analyses in
the process.

For the qualitative part of the data analysis—whether it is
done separately or through conversion—phenomenology plays
an important and explicit role. As seen in all the different
cases and examples, the phenomenological analyses, concepts,
and distinctions are applied in working with the recorded
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and transcribed interview data. The analysis process concerns
coding and structuring the data in order to identify experiential
categories and/or themes. For the quantitative part of the
data analysis, we see different ways for phenomenology to
inform the analysis in the cases and examples. The front-loaded
phenomenological analyses, concepts, and distinctions help in
deciding, for example, which quantitative data sample to focus
on and which statistical models to use in analyzing this sample.

After having conducted the analysis, the next step is
to interpret and make sense of the separated, converted,
or multimixed analysis. one has for working with a
phenomenological mixed method will influence this
interpretation, since one will be looking for a strengthened,
improved, or holistic understanding of a specific experience. This
means that a fundamental part of the sense-making process in the
interpretation includes keeping one’s phenomenological frame,
point of departure, and research questions in the foreground.

In addition to this suggestion, Teddlie and Tashakkori (2009,
p. 289-293) provide some more general guidelines for mixed
method sense-making. This includes separating one’s research
question into sub-questions, so that the relevant results for
each sub-question can be summarized and examined. The
questions can, for instance, be separated into the qualitative and
quantitative research tracks (data and analysis). This exercise
will provide some tentative interpretations and answers to
the questions, which should then be mixed, i.e., compared,
contrasted, combined, or the difference between them should
be explained. The overall aim of this mixing is for the different
interpretations and answers to the sub-questions to be integrated
into one meta-interpretation.

For a phenomenological mixed method, the meta-
interpretation should provide a generalized understanding
of the structures of the experience in question (see commitments
in section Phenomenological Foundations and Commitments).
This means that although some partial interpretations and
answers within the sense-making process might refer to
particular experiences, the meta-interpretation should end up
with generalized descriptions and understanding. As seen in the
different cases and examples above, one is therefore able to both
understand the experiences of particular patients, persons with
disability and musicians, and what this means for understanding
experiential structures in relation to, e.g., schizophrenia, joint
actions, reduction of prejudice, and joint musical absorption.
In a phenomenological mixed method, the interpretations and
answers will therefore include a continuum of both particularity
and generalization.

The meta-interpretation and the provided research answers
of the phenomenological mixed method should be assessed
in terms of the validity and quality of the sense-making
processes. According to Tashakkori and Teddlie (2008) and
Teddlie and Tashakkori (2009), this refers to the quality of
the design and procedures, and the rigor and transferability
(i.e., replication) of the interpretation and research results. In
relation to a phenomenological mixed method, we propose that
such validity and quality can be understood in terms of the
“performative consistency” (Petitmengin and Bitbol, 2009) and

the “phenomenological consistency” (Høffding and Martiny,
2016) of the sense-making process. This means that good
phenomenological mixed-method research is conducted when
there is a high degree of the following forms of consistency (see
also Figure 4):

1. Performative consistency: The degree to which there is
consistency between the three parts of the phenomenological
mixed method, i.e., the phenomenological frame
(commitments, theories, and concepts), tier one (the
qualitative and quantitative data generation), and tier two (the
mixed analysis and meta-interpretation).

2. Internal phenomenological consistency: The degree to which
it is possible in the meta-interpretation to provide clear
and coherent descriptions and explanations of the different
qualitative and quantitative data and their relation.

3. External phenomenological consistency: The degree to which
it is possible for the meta-interpretation to work with and
against already established theories and understanding of the
specific experiences in question. External phenomenological
consistency is related to the methodological steps of
“intersubjective validation” (Varela and Shear, 1999, 10)
and “intersubjective corroboration” (Gallagher and Zahavi,
2008, 29–31).

In relation to neurophenomenology, Petitmengin and Bitbol
describe “performative consistency” as a “validity in action,”
which refers to the reproducibility of the method. They aim
at prescribing a manual-like procedure for how to “correctly”
conduct neurophenomenology. In Høffding and Martiny (2016),
we acknowledge the overall idea of consistency between one’s
theories, methods, data, analyses, and interpretation but criticize
the manual-like interpretation of performative consistency. In
relation to phenomenological mixed methods, as we have seen
in the different cases and examples, there is no one “correct”
way to conduct the research, but many ways to mix methods
phenomenologically. However, there should be a high degree
of relational consistency between the three parts, i.e., one’s
phenomenological frame, how phenomenology is front-loaded
and informs the methods used for data generation, and how the
data is analyzed and interpreted based on the phenomenological
frame and mixed methods.

This performative consistency will ensure that one’s research
can acquire a high degree of internal consistency. As we see
in our three studies, for example, when complexity arises in
comparing the qualitative and quantitative data or it seems
that there are apparent conflicts between hypothesis and data,
the phenomenological frame and theories can help in making
clear and coherent sense of the data. In the two studies
on physical disability, we also tried to create a high degree
of external phenomenological consistency by not limiting the
interpretations to already established theories of joint action
and prejudice reduction. We also applied our joint action
account in a rehabilitation research context to develop better-
personalized healthcare for people with physical disabilities
(Toro andMartiny, 2020) and develop a new theater performance
for reducing prejudice for people with depression.
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FIGURE 4 | An illustration of the three forms of consistency in phenomenological mixed methods. Performative consistency refers to the consistency between the

three parts of the phenomenological mixed method: Phenomenological frame, tier one, and tier two. Internal phenomenological consistency refers to how the

interpretation relates to the data, and external phenomenological consistency refers to how the interpretation relates to already established theories and understanding

of the investigated experience.

CONCLUSION

In this article, we aimed at unearthing and making explicit
important methodological considerations underlying a
phenomenological mixed method, to guide researchers through
the difficulties of studying experience using both qualitative and
quantitative methods.

By framing the mixed-method research phenomenologically
and beginning with a phenomenological point of departure,
the research will proceed according to clearly established
commitments that avoid the “whatever works” rationale and help
the researcher to guarantee the consistency of their research.

As we propose, in applying the phenomenological frame one
avoids “hyperphilosophizing” by front-loading phenomenology
into the mixed method design, rather than getting caught up in
methodological orthodoxy. This means that one should figure
out what aspects of phenomenological analyses and theories are
front-loaded, how they are front-loaded, and what this means
for one’s research question, motivation, type of design, data
generation, analysis, and interpretation.

We have endeavored to show that there are different
ways in which qualitative and quantitative methods can
be mixed phenomenologically. We have developed the
three-fold structure (the phenomenological frame, tier one,
and tier two) for conducting phenomenological mixed-
method research as a guideline through the landscape of
possibilities available. The aim of the three-part structure is
for those interested in phenomenological mixed methods to
take steps and make decisions that are performatively and
phenomenologically consistent.

DATA AVAILABILITY STATEMENT

The original contributions presented in the study are included
in the article/supplementary material, further inquiries can be
directed to the corresponding author/s.

ETHICS STATEMENT

Høffding’s study with the DSQ was reviewed and approved
by the Norwegin Center for Research Data under number
613262. For the other studies, ethical review and approval
was not required in accordance with the local legislation and
institutional requirements. The patients/participants provided
their written informed consent to participate in this study.
Written informed consent was obtained from the individual(s)
for the publication of any potentially identifiable images or data
included in this article.

AUTHOR CONTRIBUTIONS

All authors listed have made a substantial, direct and intellectual
contribution to the work, and approved it for publication.

FUNDING

KMwas supported by Enactlab S/I, JT research was supported by
Colciencias, grant 756–2016, and SH research was supported by
Norges Forskningsråd, grant 262762.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

Conducting phenomenological mixed-method research is a
collaborative effort, so in relation to the three examples of
phenomenological mixed method, we want to thank Kasper
Løvborg Jensen, Jonna Katariina Vuoskoski, Eigil Yuichi
Hyldgaard Lippert, Andreas Roepstorff, and Sebastian Wallot
for their invaluable work on the musical absorption study. We
want to thank Mikkel D. Justiniano, John Paulin Hansen, and
Per Bækgaard for their important contribution in the technical
aspects of the joint action experiment. Also, thanks are given to
the people at the Enactlab, JacobNossell, David EskelundNielsen,
and Asger Juhl for their help in developing and performing the

Frontiers in Psychology | www.frontiersin.org 15 March 2021 | Volume 12 | Article 602081

https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychology
https://www.frontiersin.org
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychology#articles


Martiny et al. Framing a Phenomenological Mixed Method

joint action experiment. Lastly, we want to thank Helene Scott-
Fordsmand, Andreas R. Jensen, Asger Juhl, David E. Nielsen, and
Thomas Corneliussen and his theater team for their incredible
work in developing and conducting the study on prejudice

toward people with physical disability. In relation to this, thanks
should also be given to the graduate students who helped in
gathering data, namely, Sofie B. Jørgensen, Kenni Antonsen,
Kristoffer F. Dalsgård, and Line M. Møller.

REFERENCES

Berkovich-Ohana, A. (2017). Radical Neurophenomenology: We Cannot Solve the

Problems Using the Same Kind of Thinking We Used When We Created Them.
Constructivist Foundations, 12, 156–159.

Binder, J., Zagefka, H., Brown, R., Funke, F., Kessler, T., Mummendey, A., et al.
(2009). Does contact reduce prejudice or does prejudice reduce contact? A
longitudinal test of the contact hypothesis among majority and minority
groups in three European Countries. J. Personality Soc. Psychol. 96, 843–856.
doi: 10.1037/a0013470

Bishop, L., Cancino-Chacon, C. E., andGoebl,W. (2019).Moving to communicate,
moving to interact: patterns of bodymotion inmusical duo performance.Music

Percept. 37, 1–25. doi: 10.1525/mp.2019.37.1.1
Bitbol, M., and Petitmengin, C. (2017). “Neurophenomenology and the

microphenomenological interview,” in The Blackwell Companion to

Consciousness, eds S. Schneider and M. Velmans (Wiley Blackwell, Oxford),
726–739. doi: 10.1002/9781119132363.ch51

Chaminade, T., and Decety, J. (2002). Leader or follower? Involvement
of the inferior parietal lobule in agency. NeuroReport 13, 1975–1978.
doi: 10.1097/00001756-200210280-00029

Creswell, J. W., and Plano Clark, V. (2011). “Choosing a mixed methods design,”
in Designing and Conducting Mixed Methods Research (Los Angeles, CA: Sage),
2, 53–106.

Creswell, J. W., and Plano Clark, V. (2007). “Designing and conducting mixed
methods research,” in Designing and Conducting Mixed Methods Research

(Thousand Oaks, CA; London; New Delhi: SAGE Publications).
Creswell, J. W. (2003). “Research design: Qualitative, quantitative, and mixed

method approaches,” in Research design: Qualitative, quantitative, and mixed

method approaches (2. ed.) (Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications).
Creswell, J. W., Plano Clark, V., Gutmann, V., and Hanson, W. (2003). “Advanced

mixed methods research designs.” inHandbook of Mixed Methods in Social and

Behavioral Research, eds A. Tashakkori and C. Teddlie. (Thousand Oaks, CA:
Sage).

De Bruin, L., Van Elk, M., and Newen, A. (2012). Reconceptualizing second-person
interaction. Front. Hum. Neurosci. 6:151. doi: 10.3389/fnhum.2012.00151

de Jaegher, H., Di Paolo, E., and Gallagher, S. (2010). Can social
interaction constitute social cognition? Trends Cogn. Sci. 14, 441–447.
doi: 10.1016/j.tics.2010.06.009

Denscombe, M. (2008). Communities of practice: a research paradigm
for the mixed methods approach. J. Mixed Methods Res. 2, 270–283.
doi: 10.1177/1558689808316807

Depraz, N. (2018). “Surprise, valence, emotion: the multivectorial integrative
cardio-phenomenology of surprise,” in Surprise: An Emotion?, eds N.
Depraz, A. J. Steinbock (Cham: Springer International Publishing), 23–52.
doi: 10.1007/978-3-319-98657-9_2

Depraz, N. E., Varela, F. J., and Vermersch, P. E. (2003). On Becoming Aware:

A Pragmatics of Experiencing. Amsterdam; Philadelphia, PA: John Benjamins
Publishing Company. doi: 10.1075/aicr.43

Fantasia, V., De Jaegher, H., and Fasulo, A. (2014). We can work it out: an
enactive look at cooperation. Front. Psychol. 5:874. doi: 10.3389/fpsyg.2014.
00874

Farrer, C., and Frith, C. D. (2002). Experiencing oneself vs another person as
being the cause of an action: the neural correlates of the experience of agency.
Neuroimage 15, 596–603. doi: 10.1006/nimg.2001.1009

Fenemore, A. (2003). On being moved by performance.
Performance Res. 8, 107–114. doi: 10.1080/13528165.2003.108
71975

Fetters, M. D., Curry, L. A., and Creswell, J. W. (2013). Achieving integration
in mixed methods designs—principles and practices. Health Serv. Res. 48,
2134–2156. doi: 10.1111/1475-6773.12117

Fuchs, T. (2005). Corporealized and disembodiedminds: a phenomenological view
of the body in melancholia and schizophrenia. Philosophy Psychiatry Psychol.

12, 95–107.
Fuchs, T., and De Jaegher, H. (2009). Enactive intersubjectivity: Participatory

sense-making and mutual incorporation. Phenomenol. Cogn. Sci. 8, 465–486.
doi: 10.1007/s11097-009-9136-4

Fuchs, T., and Koch, S. C. (2014). Embodied affectivity: on moving and being
moved. Front. Psychol. 5:508. doi: 10.3389/fpsyg.2014.00508

Fuchs, T., Messas, G. P., and Stanghellini, G. (2019). More than just
description: phenomenology and psychotherapy. Psychopathology 52, 63–66.
doi: 10.1159/000502266

Fuchs, T. E., and Schlimme, J., E. (2009). Embodiment and psychopathology:
a phenomenological perspective. Curr. Opin. Psychiatry 22, 570–575.
doi: 10.1097/YCO.0b013e3283318e5c

Galbusera, L., Finn, M. T., and Fuchs, T. (2018). Interactional synchrony
and negative symptoms: an outcome study of body-oriented
psychotherapy for schizophrenia. Psychotherapy Res. 28, 457–469.
doi: 10.1080/10503307.2016.1216624

Gallagher, S. (2003). Phenomenology and experimental design. toward a
phenomenologically enlightened experimental science. J. Conscious.Stud.

10, 85–99.
Gallagher, S. (1997). Mutual enlightenment: recent phenomenology in cognitive

science. J. Conscious. Stud. 4, 195–214.
Gallagher, S., and Zahavi, D. (2008). The Phenomenological Mind. London;

New York, NY: Routledge.
Gibson, J.J. (1979). The Ecological Approach to Visual Perception. New York and

London: Psychology Press.
Greene, J. C. (2007). “Mixing methods in social inquiry,” in Mixing Methods in

Social Inquiry (1. ed.), (San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass).
Hemakom, A., Goverdovsky, V., Aufegger, L., and Mandic, D. P. (2016).

“Quantifying cooperation in choir singing: respiratory and cardiac
synchronisation,” in 2016 IEEE International Conference on Acoustics,

Speech and Signal Processing (Shanghai: ICASSP), 719–723.
Høffding, S. (2019). A Phenomenology of Musical Absorption. Cham:

Palgrave Macmillan.
Høffding, S., and Martiny, K. (2016). Framing a phenomenological

interview: what, why and how. Phenomenol. Cogn. Sci. 15, 539–564.
doi: 10.1007/s11097-015-9433-z

Husserl, E. (1989). Ideas Pertaining to a Pure Phenomenology and to a

Phenomenological Philosophy. Second book, eds R. Rojcewicz and A. Schuwer,
Trans. Dordrecht; Boston, MA; London: Kluwer Academic Publishers.

Johnson, R. B., and Onwuegbuzie, A. J. (2004). Mixed methods research:
a research paradigm whose time has come. Educ. Res. 33, 14–26.
doi: 10.3102/0013189X033007014

Koch, S. C., and Fuchs, T. (2011). Embodied arts therapies. Arts Psychother, 38,
276–280. doi: 10.1016/j.aip.2011.08.007

Konvalinka, I., Xygalatas, D., Bulbulia, J., Schjødt, U., Jegind,ø, E.-M., Wallot,
S., et al. (2011). Synchronized arousal between performers and related
spectators in a fire-walking ritual. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. U.S.A. 108, 8514–8519.
doi: 10.1073/pnas.1016955108

Køster, A. and Fernandez, A. V. (in press). Investigating Modes
of Being in the World: An Introduction to Phenomenologically
Grounded Qualitative Research. Phenomenology and the
Cognitive Sciences.

Le Van Quyen, M., and Petitmengin, C. (2002). Neuronal dynamics and conscious
experience: an example of reciprocal causation before epileptic seizures.
Phenomenol. Cogn. Sci. 1, 169–180. doi: 10.1023/A:1020364003336

Lutz, A. (2002). Toward a neurophenomenology as an account of generative
passages: a first empirical case study. Phenomenol. Cogn. Sci. 1, 133–167.
doi: 10.1023/A:1020320221083

Frontiers in Psychology | www.frontiersin.org 16 March 2021 | Volume 12 | Article 602081

https://doi.org/10.1037/a0013470
https://doi.org/10.1525/mp.2019.37.1.1
https://doi.org/10.1002/9781119132363.ch51
https://doi.org/10.1097/00001756-200210280-00029
https://doi.org/10.3389/fnhum.2012.00151
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tics.2010.06.009
https://doi.org/10.1177/1558689808316807
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-98657-9_2
https://doi.org/10.1075/aicr.43
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2014.00874
https://doi.org/10.1006/nimg.2001.1009
https://doi.org/10.1080/13528165.2003.10871975
https://doi.org/10.1111/1475-6773.12117
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11097-009-9136-4
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2014.00508
https://doi.org/10.1159/000502266
https://doi.org/10.1097/YCO.0b013e3283318e5c
https://doi.org/10.1080/10503307.2016.1216624
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11097-015-9433-z
https://doi.org/10.3102/0013189X033007014
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.aip.2011.08.007
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1016955108
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1020364003336
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1020320221083
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychology
https://www.frontiersin.org
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychology#articles


Martiny et al. Framing a Phenomenological Mixed Method

Lutz, A., Lachaux, J.-P., Martinerie, J., and Varela, F. J. (2002). Guiding the study of
brain dynamics by using first-person data: Synchrony patterns correlate with
ongoing conscious states during a simple visual task. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci.
99:1586. doi: 10.1073/pnas.032658199

Marsh, K., Richardson, M., and Schmidt, R. C. (2009). Social connection through
joint action and interpersonal coordination. Top. Cogn. Sci. 1, 320–339.
doi: 10.1111/j.1756-8765.2009.01022.x

Martiny, K. (2015a). Embodying Investigations of Cerebral Palsy, A Case of Open

Cognitive Science (Pre-print). Faculty of Humanities, Department of Media,
Cognition and Communication, Center for Subjectivity Research.

Martiny, K. (2015b). How to develop a phenomenological model of disability.Med.

Health Care Philosophy 18, 553–565. doi: 10.1007/s11019-015-9625-x
Martiny, K. (2017). Varela’s Radical Proposal: How to Embody and Open Up

Cognitive Science. Constructivist Foundations, 13, 59–67.
Martiny, K., Pedersen, D. B., and Birkegaard, A. (2016). Open media science. J. Sci.

Commun. 15:A02. doi: 10.22323/2.15060202
Merleau-Ponty, M. (2012). Phenomenology of Perception. London; New York, NY:

Routledge.
Morgan, D. L. (2007). Paradigms lost and pragmatism regained: methodological

implications of combining qualitative and quantitative methods. J. Mix.

Methods Res. 1, 48–76. doi: 10.1177/2345678906292462
Müller, V., Delius, J. A. M., and Lindenberger, U. (2018). Complex networks

emerging during choir singing. Ann. N. Y. Acad. Sci. 1431, 85–101.
doi: 10.1111/nyas.13940

Müller, V., and Lindenberger, U. (2011). Cardiac and respiratory patterns
synchronize between persons during choir singing. PLoS ONE 6:e24893.
doi: 10.1371/journal.pone.0024893

Nicholson, H. (2005). Applied Drama: The Gift of Theatre. Basingstoke; New York,
NY: Palgrave Macmillan.

Nicholson, H. (2011). Theatre, Education and Performance: The Map and the Story.
New York, NY: Palgrave Macmillan.

Parnas, J., and Henriksen, M. (2014). Disordered self in the schizophrenia
spectrum: a clinical and research perspective.Harv. Rev. Psychiatry 22, 251–265.
doi: 10.1097/HRP.0000000000000040

Parnas, J., Møller, P., Kircher, T., Thalbitzer, J., Jansson, L., Handest, P., et al.
(2005). EASE: examination of anomalous self-experience. Psychopathology 38,
236–258. doi: 10.1159/000088441

Petitmengin, C. (2006). Describing one’s subjective experience in
the second person: an interview method for the science of
consciousness. Phenomenol. Cogn. Sci. 5, 229–269. doi: 10.1007/s11097-006-
9022-2

Petitmengin, C., Baulac, M., and Navarro, V. (2006). Seizure anticipation:
are neurophenomenological approaches able to detect preictal
symptoms? Epilepsy Behav. 9, 298–306. doi: 10.1016/j.yebeh.2006.
05.013

Petitmengin, C., and Bitbol, M. (2009). Listening from within. J. Conscious. Stud.
16, 10–12.

Petitmengin, C., Navarro, V., and Le Van Quyen, M. (2007). Anticipating seizure:
pre-reflective experience at the center of neuro-phenomenology. Conscious.
Cogn. 16, 746–764. doi: 10.1016/j.concog.2007.05.006

Petitmengin, C., Remillieux, A., Cahour, B., and Carter-Thomas, S. (2013) A
gap in Nisbett and Wilson’s findings? A first-person access to our cognitive
processes. Conscious. Cognition 22, 654–669. doi: 10.1016/j.concog.2013.
02.004

Petitmengin, C., Remillieux, A., and Valenzuela-Moguillansky, C. (2019).
Discovering the structures of lived experience. Phenomenol. Cogn. Sci. 18,
691–730. doi: 10.1007/s11097-018-9597-4

Petitot, J., Varela, F. J., Pachoud, B., and Roy, J.-M. (eds.) (1999). Naturalizing
Phenomenology Stanford, Calif. Stanford, CA: Stanford University Press.

Rallis, S. F., and Rossman, G. B. (2003). “Mixed methods in evaluation contexts,”
in Handbook of Mixed Methods in Social and Behavioral Research, eds A.
Tashakkori and C. Teddlie (Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage).

Ruby, P., and Decety, J. (2001). Effect of subjective perspective taking during
simulation of action: a PET investigation of agency. Nat. Neurosci. 4, 546–550.
doi: 10.1038/87510

Sass, L., Pienkos, E., Skodlar, B., Stanghellini, G., Fuchs, T., Parnas, J., et al.
(2017). EAWE: examination of anomalous world experience. Psychopathology
50, 10–54. doi: 10.1159/000454928

Satne, G., and Roepstorff, A. (2015). Introduction: from interacting agents to
engaging persons. J. Conscious. Stud. 22, 9–23.

Schilbach, L., Timmermans, B., Reddy, V., Costall, A., Bente, G., Schlicht, T., et al.
(2013). Toward a second-person neuroscience. Behav. Brain Sci. 36, 393–414.
doi: 10.1017/S0140525X12000660

Schmidt, P. (2018). The Relevance of Explanatory First-PersonApproaches (EFPA)
for understanding psychopathological phenomena. the role of phenomenology.
Front. Psychol. 9:694. doi: 10.3389/fpsyg.2018.00694

Shaughnessy, N. (2012). Applying Performance: Live Art, Socially

Engaged Theatre and Affective Practice. London: Palgrave Macmillan.
doi: 10.1057/9781137033642

Shepherd, S. (2006). Theatre, Body and Pleasure. London; New York,
NY: Routledge.

Small, M. (2011). How to conduct a mixed methods study: recent
trends in a rapidly growing literature. Annu. Rev. Sociol. 37, 57–86.
doi: 10.1146/annurev.soc.012809.102657

Swarbrick, D., Bosnyak, D., Livingstone, S., Bansal, J., Marsh-Rollo, S.,
Woolhouse, M., et al. (2019). How live music moves us: head movement
differences in audiences to live versus recorded music. Front. Psychol. 9:2682.
doi: 10.3389/fpsyg.2018.02682

Tashakkori, A., and Creswell, J. W. (2007). The new era of mixed methods. J. Mix.

Methods Res. 1, 3–7. doi: 10.1177/2345678906293042
Tashakkori, A., and Teddlie, C. (2008). “Quality of inferences in mixed methods

research: calling for an integrative framework,” in Advances in Mixed

Methods Research: Theories and Applications, ed M. Bergman (London: Sage
Publications), 101–119.

Teddlie, C., and Tashakkori, A. (2009). Foundations of Mixed Methods Research,

Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications.
Thompson, J. (2009). Performance Affects. London: Palgrave Macmillan.
Toro, J. (2020): Physical Disabilities: An Enactive Exploration of Normal

Embodiment (Pre-print). Faculty of Humanities, Department of Media,
Cognition and Communication, Center for Subjectivity Research.

Toro, J., and Martiny, K. (2020). New perspectives on person-centered care:
an affordance-based account. Med. Health Care Philosophy 23, 631–644.
doi: 10.1007/s11019-020-09977-w

Upham, F. (2018) Detecting the Adaptation of Listeners’ Respiration to Heard
Music. PhD dissertation. New York University. Available online at: https://
pqdtopen.proquest.com/doc/2128010509.html?FMT=ABS

Upham, F., and Mcadams, S. (2018). Activity analysis and coordination
in continuous responses to music. Music Percept. 35, 253–294.
doi: 10.1525/mp.2018.35.3.253

Valenzuela-Moguillansky, C., O’Regan, J. K., and Petitmengin, C. (2013) Exploring
the subjective experience of the “rubber hand” illusion. Front. Hum. Neurosci.
7:659. doi: 10.3389/fnhum.2013.00659

Varela, F. (1996). Neurophenomenology. A methodological remedy for the hard
problem of consciousness. J. Conscious. Stu. 3, 330–349.

Varela, F., and Shear, J. (1999). “The view from within: First-person approaches to
the study of consciousness,” in The View From Within: First-Person Approaches

to the Study of Consciousness (Thorverton: Imprint Academic).
Venkatesh, V., Brown, S., and Bala, H. (2013). Bridging the qualitative-quantitative

divide: guidelines for conducting mixed methods research in information
systems.MIS Quarterly 37, 21–54. doi: 10.25300/MISQ/2013/37.1.02

Vermersch, P. (1994). L’entretien D’explicitation (ESF Éditeur).
Walton, A., Richardson, M. J., Langland-Hassan, P., and Chemero, A. (2015).

Improvisation and the selforganization of multiple musical bodies. Front.
Psychol. 6:313. doi: 10.3389/fpsyg.2015.00313

Walton, A., Washburn, A., Chemero, A., Langland-Hassan,., P., Kloos, H., et al.
(2018) Creating time: social collaboration in music improvisation. Top. Cogn.
Sci. 10, 95–119. doi: 10.1111/tops.12306

Zahavi, D. (2019a). Applied phenomenology: why it is safe to ignore the epoché.
Continental Philosophy Rev. 1–15. doi: 10.1007/s11007-019-09463-y

Zahavi, D. (2004). Phenomenology and the project of naturalization. Phenomenol.

Cogn. Sci. 3, 331–347. doi: 10.1023/B:PHEN.0000048935.94012.4e
Zahavi, D. (2017). Husserl’s Legacy. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

doi: 10.1093/oso/9780199684830.001.0001
Zahavi, D. (2019b). Getting it quite wrong: van manen and

smith on phenomenology. Qual. Health Res. 29, 900–907.
doi: 10.1177/1049732318817547

Frontiers in Psychology | www.frontiersin.org 17 March 2021 | Volume 12 | Article 602081

https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.032658199
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1756-8765.2009.01022.x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11019-015-9625-x
https://doi.org/10.22323/2.15060202
https://doi.org/10.1177/2345678906292462
https://doi.org/10.1111/nyas.13940
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0024893
https://doi.org/10.1097/HRP.0000000000000040
https://doi.org/10.1159/000088441
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11097-006-9022-2
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.yebeh.2006.05.013
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.concog.2007.05.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.concog.2013.02.004
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11097-018-9597-4
https://doi.org/10.1038/87510
https://doi.org/10.1159/000454928
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0140525X12000660
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2018.00694
https://doi.org/10.1057/9781137033642
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.soc.012809.102657
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2018.02682
https://doi.org/10.1177/2345678906293042
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11019-020-09977-w
https://pqdtopen.proquest.com/doc/2128010509.html?FMT=ABS
https://pqdtopen.proquest.com/doc/2128010509.html?FMT=ABS
https://doi.org/10.1525/mp.2018.35.3.253
https://doi.org/10.3389/fnhum.2013.00659
https://doi.org/10.25300/MISQ/2013/37.1.02
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2015.00313
https://doi.org/10.1111/tops.12306
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11007-019-09463-y
https://doi.org/10.1023/B:PHEN.0000048935.94012.4e
https://doi.org/10.1093/oso/9780199684830.001.0001
https://doi.org/10.1177/1049732318817547
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychology
https://www.frontiersin.org
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychology#articles


Martiny et al. Framing a Phenomenological Mixed Method

Zahavi, D., and Martiny, K. (2019). Phenomenology in nursing studies: new
perspectives. Int. J. Nurs. Stud. 93, 155–162. doi: 10.1016/j.ijnurstu.2019.01.014

Zahavi, D. (2011). Varieties of reflection. J. Conscious. Stud. 18, 9–19.

Conflict of Interest: The authors declare that the research was conducted in the
absence of any commercial or financial relationships that could be construed as a
potential conflict of interest.

Copyright © 2021 Martiny, Toro and Høffding. This is an open-access article

distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution License (CC BY).

The use, distribution or reproduction in other forums is permitted, provided the

original author(s) and the copyright owner(s) are credited and that the original

publication in this journal is cited, in accordance with accepted academic practice.

No use, distribution or reproduction is permitted which does not comply with these

terms.

Frontiers in Psychology | www.frontiersin.org 18 March 2021 | Volume 12 | Article 602081

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijnurstu.2019.01.014
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychology
https://www.frontiersin.org
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychology#articles

	Framing a Phenomenological Mixed Method: From Inspiration to Guidance
	Introduction
	Inspiration: Mixing With Phenomenology
	Phenomenological Foundations and Commitments
	Front-Loading: Solving the Challenges of Ignorance and Hyperphilosophizing
	Phenomenological Mixed Method in Experimental Settings
	Phenomenological Mixed Method in Clinical Settings

	Process: Three Cases of How to Use Phenomenological Mixed Methods
	Understanding the Real-Life Experience of Joint Musical Absorption
	How to Create and Investigate Positive and Negative Experiences of Joint Actions in CP
	How to Change and Investigate Prejudicial Attitudes Toward Physical Disability

	Guidance: Steps, Decisions, and Standards
	The Framing: A Phenomenological Point of Departure
	Tier One: Phenomenologically Informed Data Generation
	Tier Two: Phenomenologically Informed Analysis and Interpretation

	Conclusion
	Data Availability Statement
	Ethics Statement
	Author Contributions
	Funding
	Acknowledgments
	References


