
Describe the AI interface design and how this shapes 
human-​AI interactions. Also describe how the AI is 
used/interacted with.

It's an AI ideation tool with deliberate frictions to 
AI output (fragmentation, delay, ambiguity) 
designed to transform it from finished product 
into semi-​finished material, inviting human 
contribution rather than passive acceptance

Describe the intermediary outcomes that are created 
as part of the process.

User appropriation methods for each friction were 
identified including: users mined keywords from 
broken text, used delays as workspace for 
indepen- dent thought, and solved metaphors as 
creative puzzles.

How will people (most likely) experience this 
current/conceptualised interaction with and usage of 
the AI tool? And how can/should this experience be 
assessed/measured?

Our paper reports on different ways in which 
designers appropriate friction and some 
preliminary user archetypes: reframers and 
resisters.
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Interaction design/usage strategy Intermediary task outcomes

Describe why the intermediary outcomes you have 
described in the row above may be valuable, what 
determines the quality of these outcomes, and how 
these outcomes can be assessed/measured.

By degrading the seamlessness of the output 
(through fragmentation, delay, or ambiguity), the tool 
forces users to engage in appropriation, where they 
must actively interpret and shape the material rather 
than simply consuming it,. This shifts the user's role 

Describe the final outcomes of the activity/task.

Final outcomes would include:
- reduced design fixation
- increased human engagement
- reduced over-​reliance on AI

Final task outcomes

Describe why the outcomes you have described in the row above 
may be valuable, what determines the quality of these 
outcomes, and how these outcomes can be assessed/measured.

Our initial assessment is qualitative so there is a degree of 
subjectivity involved. The next stage will employ 
standardised scales as well as idea quality and divergence 
metrics. however, our focus is on human-​AI collaboration 
quality rather than the final outcome quality.

Describe the circumstances in which people can 
experience the benefits of and 'appreciate' these 
intermediary outcomes and when/in which cases it 
might be harder for them (e.g. when they might not 
match users' short-​term goals, like 'mere' speed).

We found that users' may have friction disposition 
that affect their attitude towards frictions, including 
their tolerance of ambiguity.

Describe how people experience these outcomes and 
what role they think the AI tool as played in it. For 
example, will they notice that they might have 
achieved better outcomes with the envisioned AI tool?

Some participants reported that the frictions 
enabled them to be more actively engaged and 
come up with more creative concepts.

How the process of 
using the AI tool and 
its outcomes is 
experienced by users 
(e.g. how they 
experience the 
cognitive work they 
are doing).
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The 'objective' quality 
of the process and 
the outcomes – i.e. 
what makes them 
'good' or desirable 
(e.g. critical thinking, 
understanding, new 
insights, learning).

How people use and 
interact with the AI 
tool for a specific 
activity (first column) 
and what outcomes 
this provides, 
enables, or leads to 
(second and third 
column).

Describe how this way of using or interacting with the 
AI shapes how people perform the activity/task, why 
this may be valuable, how this may be observed and 
assessed, and whether this could be seen as positive, 
neutral, or negative.

Research shows ambiguous or partial media can 
reduce design fixation. we implemented this idea 
with the concept of Generative Frictions, inspired 
from enabling constraints by Erin Manning.
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Type of contribution & main idea

List the type(s) of contributions that you are making (see 
comment for the main ones).

An AI Ideation tool with Friction
Designers' appropriation of the three different 
friction types
Concepts of generative friction and friction 
disposition

The AI tool's key characteristics

What characteristics of the AI tool shape how people use 
and 'think with' it and what role does the tool play? Note 
that you can describe a current tool (e.g. ChatGPT) 

What shapes how people “think with” an AI tool is its built-​in 
balance of seamlessness vs. friction—​a choice that 
determines whether the tool behaves like a producer of 
finished goods or a collaborator supplying raw material.
Seamlessness vs. friction

Seamless AI (finished product): fluent, polished 
outputs invite consumption and passive acceptance, 
increasing anchoring and design fixation and 
potentially reducing user agency.
Generative friction (semi-​finished material): 
intentional disruptions recast outputs as materials to 
work with, shifting users from “Should I accept this?” to 
“What can I make from this?”—​a “material that talks 
back.”

Three frictions → three thinking strategies
Physical (fragmentation): obscured/broken text → 
keyword mining (scan nouns/verbs; treat output like a 
tag cloud).
Temporal (delay): enforced waiting/slow reveal → 
front-​loading/parallel processing (use the gap to form 
ideas first).
Semantic (ambiguity): metaphors/riddles → 
interpretive play (map abstractions to the task; 
supports divergence).

Moderated by friction disposition
Reframers: experience friction as traction (productive 
resistance).
Resisters: experience friction as drag (unwanted 
obstruction), defaulting to efficiency.

What would you like to take away from the workshop?

Describe in a few words what you hope to take away from the workshop (e.g. a 
new idea for prototype or study, getting feedback, finding new collaborators, 
starting a new project etc.).

in addition to getting feedback on our small study and prototype, we are 
interested in collaboration opportunities and insights from other 
participants' works.

Key references (e.g. of main theories, empirical evidence, measurement methods etc.)
Please list any key references here, for example of the main theories behind your proposed approaches to AI use, design, or measurement (feel free to choose your preferred style - 
APA, ACM, ...)
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What you would like to discuss

Describe which specific aspects of your idea (or other TfT-​like 
projects you are currently working on) that you would like to 
discuss and get feedback on at the workshop.

I'm interested in feedback on the v2 of our prototype, 
and suggestions on the next study design.

How do you expect people to continue 
using this AI tool?

Describe how people's experience with the tool (i.e. what you 
have put in the boxes on the left-​hand side) and any 
tensions with their immediate goals (i.e. the box on top) 
might affect people's engagement with and usage of the AI 
tool (in the mid/long term). When might they abandon it? 
What could be done to help them keep using the AI tool?

It can be used by people who are interested in new ways 
to engage with AI ideation tools that invite more human 
participation. 

How to proceed with this work/idea?
Describe how you think you may evolve the idea (e.g. how it 
is designed/operationalised). This can be based on your 
current plan or also based on how you might make use of 
the workshop to evolve your idea.

We plan to develop several other prototypes exploring
different frictions and human-​AI ideation workflows. We 
hope to get feedback on our paper and prototype which 
can be used by workshop participants. We also look for 
collaboration opportunities.

How do people's goals 'interact with' 
the AI tool's goals? Is there a tension?

You could reflect on the following:

(1) What are people's task-​level/short-​term goals (i.e. what 
they might ask the AI tool to do for them)?

(2) What are people's higher-​level/long-​term goals that are 
relevant in the context of this AI tool?

(3) How do the goals of this tool 'interact' with people's 
goals? When could there be conflicts or tensions between 
both?

Our study found that people may have different levels 
of openness or readiness for frictions. Personal 
preferences and contextual factors can play a role as 
well as cognitive load.
people may be more open to the idea of friction at a 
higher level as they may want to avoid design 
fixation, over-​reliance and de-​skilling.
our study shows that friction can be experienced as 
drag or traction depending of people's ambiguity 
tolerance and contextual factors. Friction design will 
likely be a key design space for human-​AI 
interactions.
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design strategy creativity, education, programming, data analysis, decision-​making, ... reasoning, critical thinking, reflection, ...
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